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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The grouping of the four works of Plato (ca. 429-347 BC)1 
in this volume follows the scheme of the scholar Thrasyllus 
of Alexandria (d. AD 36), who is credited with organizing 
Platos dialogues into Tetralogies, by analogy with the pro
duction by the fifth-century tragedians of groups of four 
related plays. These four works highlight four episodes in 
the trial, imprisonment, and death of Plato s friend and 
master, Socrates: Euthyphro, a conversation with a self- 
styled expert on religion, the gods, and the nature of holi
ness, which takes place outside the Kings Stoa (Stoa Ba- 
sileos) in the Athenian Agora, where S. (ca. 469-399) has 
come for a preliminary hearing (anakrisis) of the charge 
against him of asebeia (impiety); Apology, a version of S.’s 
speech at his public trial; Crito, a private conversation 
between the imprisoned S. and one of his faithful follow
ers concerning the morality of escape from his death sen
tence; and finally Phaedo, S.’s last conversation with a 
group of his followers about the afterlife and the immor
tality of the soul, which is followed by his death by the 

1 Throughout this volume all dates are BC unless otherwise 
stated.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

drinking of hemlock. These events proved a crucial philo
sophical and personal influence on Plato in a long and 
prolific career, and through Plato’s portrait S. became for 
later ages a paradigm of the resolute and ever-questioning 
philosopher in conflict with the state.

The relationship of these four works2 owes a great deal 
to the questioning, ironic, yet forceful and unorthodox 
personality of Socrates, as drawn by Plato. The power of 
this presentation, which has influenced numerous think
ers (not to mention artists) through the ages, vividly por
trays a man resolutely determined to live the good life 
through a close philosophical examination of himself and 
others. We see him critically engaged in relentless ques
tioning of the ethical and religious assumptions of his as
sociates, an activity that has been thought to be mainly 
responsible for his trial and condemnation.3 In the last and 
by far the longest of the four works, Phaedo, we see him, 
within hours of his own death, no less determinedly en
gaged with his followers in arguments about the survival 
of the soul after death and the necessity for the true phi
losopher· to cultivate purity of soul to ensure the prospect 
of a good life in the next world. Phaedo concludes with 
perhaps the most famous scene of all: the steadfast and 
cheerful manner in which S. bids farewell to his friends 
and drinks the hemlock.

2 Euthyphro, Crito, and Phaedo, like almost all of Plato’s 
works, are in dialogue form; Apology is the single exception, but 
it also contains a section of dialogue between S. and one of his 
prosecutors, Meletus.

3 On the circumstances of S.’s trial and possible motives for 
his prosecution, see Introduction to Apology, sections 4 and 5.

viii



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The dramatic effect of Platos presentation of Socrates’ 
“Last Days” has made it hard to resist as a convincing ac
count of what actually happened in Athens in 399, the year 
of S.’s trial and execution. Yet the appearance of historical 
accuracy is deceptive. To take the most public event, the 
trial, at which Plato was apparently present (Ap. 38b6), 
there is one other major source in the soldier and historian 
Xenophon, whose Apology differs radically from that of 
Plato in detail and general tone.4 Another instance is to be 
found in Phaeclo: the metaphysical ideas discussed in that 
dialogue concerning the soul and its survival after death 
have generally been associated with the Middle Period 
of Plato’s philosophical writing, up to thirty years after 
S.’s death.5 The “other-worldly” emphasis differs radically 
from that of the previous three works, and at one point, 
the introduction of the idea of the possession of knowl
edge as recollection of what is acquired before birth, 
which, one of S.’s companions says, “you’ve frequently put 
forward” (Phd. 72e), almost definitely refers back to a pre
vious discussion in Meno, also a Middle Period dialogue, 
dating probably from the late 380s.6 Plato continues to use 
“S.” as a participant in almost all his dialogues throughout 

4 For detailed discussion, see Introduction to Apology, sec
tion 3.

5 We accept the broad developmental pattern of dialogues 
into Early, Middle, and Late that represents the consensus of the 
majority of scholars. However, in the absence of firm dating for 
almost all of Plato’s dialogues, precise ordering is difficult and 
other structural approaches to the ordering have been proposed 
(for bibliography, see Chronology of Plato’s Life and Works).

6 See Introduction to Phaedo, section 1.

ix



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

his long productive life into the 350s, only abandoning it 
for his last work, Laios.

2. PORTRAITS OF SOCRATES

(i) Aristophanes

The picture of Socrates that differs most radically from 
Plato’s is that of Aristophanes (ca. 450-ca. 385), the comic 
dramatist whose Clouds, performed in Athens in 423 (re
vised 418), depicts S. as the head of a phrontisterion 
(“thinking shop” or “thinking school,” a comic invention), 
whose inhabitants concern themselves with fantastic spec
ulations about the nature of the universe and, under 
S.’s leadership, teach aspiring students the trick of win
ning arguments, “making the unjust defeat the just argu
ment,”7 an activity associated with contemporary popular 
teachers known as sophists. It is this portrait, arguably a 
comic exaggeration or even fictional creation based on 
S.’s eccentric appearance,8 dress, and allegedly unortho
dox views, that Plato’s S. explicitly blames for what he 
terms the diabole (slander, prejudice) that has arisen 
against him (Ap. 19b-c). This source, while bearing no 
resemblance to Plato’s portrayal, tells us, at least, that S. 
was a well-known, and possibly notorious, figure in Athens 
in the last quarter of the fifth century.9

7 Ar. Clouds, 112-18.
8 Sculptures of S. dating back to the fourth century reveal his 

startlingly distinctive stocky figure, snub nose and fixed gaze (on 
the latter, see esp. Phd. 117b5).

9 There are brief disparaging references to S. and his associ
ates that survive in several other contemporary comic dramatists. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

(ii) Xenophon

Xenophon (428-ca. 354) was a wealthy Athenian citizen 
who associated with Socrates. Absent as a mercenary sol
dier on a military expedition in Asia Minor during the 
period of S.’s trial, and relying on an informant, he wrote 
a different version of the trial that suggested S. did not 
bother to spend time preparing his defense because at that 
point he really wanted to die rather than face the bur
dens of old age.10 Xenophon also wrote a series of works 
designed to rehabilitate S.’s memory, chief of which is 
the Memorabilia (Memoirs of Socrates'). In defending him 
against the charges of the indictment, Xenophon gives his 
reminiscences of S. as a man of conventional piety and 
virtue. While there is much in Xenophon’s S. that recog
nizably corresponds to some of the ideas we find in Plato, 
it lacks the subversive bite, ironic thrust, yet deadly seri
ousness and philosophical depth, of Plato’s portrait.

Plato, however, in Symposium, a later dialogue, presents a gather
ing, supposedly taking place circa 416, in which S. and Aristoph
anes both appear as convivial fellow guests.

10 See Xen. Ap. 1.

(Ui) Sokratikoi Logoi

Socrates is famous for having written nothing himself. The 
desire to commemorate him was not confined to Plato and 
Xenophon. A number of S.’s friends and associates com
posed philosophical dialogues and memoirs, which col
lectively were recognized by Aristotle (384-322) in Poetics 
as a literary genre, the “Socratic dialogues” (Sokratikoi 

xi



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Logoi: Poet. 1447bll). The gathering of friends and as
sociates at the beginning of Phaedo (59b-c) includes a 
number of writers whose memoirs of S. are either referred 
to or exist in fragmentary form.11 Their purpose may have 
been to defend S.’s memory against attacks, such as that 
of Polycrates, a teacher of rhetoric, who in the 390s wrote 
an Accusation of Socrates (now lost, but whose existence 
is known through “replies” in Xenophon’s Memorabilia 
1.1-2), and from a later Defense by the Greek rhetorician 
Libanius (4th c. AD). These dialogues constitute evidence 
of a “Socratic literature” that had great influence on his 
reputation in later centuries. Xenophon and Plato too be
long to this genre. Taken collectively, it is clear that these 
writers did not see themselves as writing biography as we 
would understand it, that is, a strictly accurate historical 
account of S.’s life.

11 The fragments of the Socratics are collected in Giannan- 
toni, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae.

(iv) Aristotle

In Metaph. 1078b9-32, Aristotle, who was for some years 
a member of Plato’s Academy, makes a distinction be
tween Socrates and Plato: the former was the first person 
to search for universal definitions of moral virtues (see in 
particular Euthyphro as an example) but did not regard 
these universals as having a separate existence, whereas 
Plato did separate them and referred to them as “Ideas” 
or “Forms.” On the face of it this is good evidence that on 
this topic at least we can distinguish the philosophical 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

ideas of S. from those of Plato. What Aristotle claims is 
that on this, as on a number of other Socratic topics, one 
can discern the broad lines of Socratic method and doc
trine and distinguish them in a general way from Plato’s 
later development, notably the separation of universals, 
the “Forms” (as discussed in Phaedo, for example). What 
is not certain, on Aristotle’s evidence, despite his position 
as a member of Plato’s Academy, is how far the dramatic 
presentation and detailed argument between “S.” and his 
interlocutors found in Plato’s early dialogues represent the 
conversations and beliefs of the historical S. rather than 
Plato’s own version.

The question of how far we can establish the beliefs of 
the historical Socrates, as opposed to those of Plato using 
“S.” as a mouthpiece, therefore remains, and is likely to re
main, problematic. In the history of Platonic scholarship, 
the problem of “the historical S.,” based on a thorough 
analysis of the above main sources and others, is a contro
versial topic, on which arguments for and against the view 
that we can discern a substantial philosophical contribu
tion from S. have had considerable currency for a very 
long time.12 For the purposes of this volume, however, we 
will be regarding this as a side issue. While not ignoring 
the fact that there is almost definitely some historical basis 
to Plato’s presentation of the ideas and method of S. and 

12 For both sides of the argument, see Vlastos, Socrates: 
Ironist and Moral Philosopher, 45-106 (a detailed case for the 
view that we can establish a Socratic phase in Plato’s early dia
logues), and Stokes, “Socrates’ Mission,” 26-81 (esp. n. 1); Plato, 
Apology, 1—7, for a skeptical view.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

the events of his later life, and especially the last weeks, 
our focus will be on the four dialogues as Platos philo
sophical and dramatic presentations, and, henceforth, ref
erences to “S.” will mean "Platos S.,” unless otherwise 
stated.

3. SOCRATIC THOUGHT IN THE 
FOUR DIALOGUES

(i) Knowledge

In Apologtj Socrates claims that the priestess at the Del
phic oracle, when questioned by his friend Chaerephon, 
said that there was no one wiser than S. (Ap. 21a). Con
scious of his own ignorance and attempting to refute this 
claim, S. questioned a number of different groups of 
people around Athens who claimed expertise and discov
ered that he was wiser than they were “in just this one 
minor respect” (21d): that their claims of knowledge were 
false, whereas he did not claim to know what he did not 
know.

The question arises: what did Socrates think he did not 
know that these others thought they did? Euthyphro gives 
us a clue: the religious and opinionated Euthyphro ap
pears as a representative example of the so-called experts 
whom S. went around questioning. Euthyphro thinks it 
quite simple to define the value on which he, of all people, 
should be an expert, namely “piety” or “the holy” (to ho- 
sion), by giving examples of pious actions (Euthphr. 5d8 
ff). The problem for Euthyphro is that by the end of the 
dialogue, S. claims that Euthyphro does not actually know, 
or at least has not yet disclosed, what holiness is, and, on 
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the face of it, S. does not know either.13 On the evidence 
of this dialogue, S.’s criteria for knowledge are very strict: 
rather than simply assuming knowledge through giving 
representative examples, or offering a definition that may 
admit exceptions, which Euthyphro thinks quite suffi
cient, they have to discover the particular characteristic 
(idea or eidos) that all examples of to hosion (the holy) 
have to share.14

13 The question whether in Euthyphro Plato intends to sug
gest that S. is actually implying an answer to the question asked 
is debatable; see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 3 (ii) (d).

14 On the development of eidos/idea from “characteristic” 
into a separable “Form” or "Idea,” see Introduction to Phaedo, 
section 3 (iii).

Euthyphro, like many of the early Socratic dialogues, 
is aporetic: ending in perplexity (aporia, literally, “no way 
through”). On the face of it, then, at the end of Euthyphro, 
Socrates, like Euthyphro himself, cannot claim to know 
what to hosion, or “piety,” is, on the strict criteria that he 
has himself set. And he claims that awareness of his own 
ignorance, unlike those with false knowledge, is a kind of 
wisdom, in that he has no illusion of knowledge.

“Socrates the skeptic,” that is, the claim that he knows 
nothing for certain, has had considerable currency in later 
thought. Yet it is clear from his trial speech, Apology, that 
S. does claim to know a number of things, or at least he is 
convinced enough of their truth to risk conviction in his 
trial and ultimately the death sentence. For S. it is wicked 
and shameful to do wrong, which in his case would include 
abandoning his mission to question Athenians, which he 
regards as a direct command by the Delphic god. He asks
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

rhetorically whether he should propose as a counterpro
posal to the death penalty something “I well know” (eu 
oida: 37b7) to be bad, for example, imprisonment, a fine, 
or banishment from Athens. In Crito 49c-d S. puts for
ward the thesis, which he states with conviction that one 
should never return harm for harm, a principle that forms 
the basis of his decision to stay in Athens and face the 
death penalty rather than abscond.15 This in its turn is 
related to more fundamental ethical convictions (on which 
see immediately below, section 3 (ii)). It seems clear, 
therefore, that unless we believe that S.’s claim of igno
rance in the dialogues is to be seen as disingenuous, sim
ply a ploy to encourage his interlocutor to join him in 
seeking out the truth,16 S. must ascribe value to beliefs 
that, on his strict definitional criteria, he cannot justify, but 
which were sufficiently firmly held to justify his claim that 
he “knows” them to be true and which motivate a heroic 
defense of principles that he states unequivocally.17

(ii) Ethics and the “Good Life"

Socrates’ convictions about the primacy of knowledge lie 
at the basis of his ethics. At Apology 25cf£, he attempts to

15 See detailed discussion in Introduction to Crito, section 3 
(ii).

is For this view, see, for example, Gulley, The Philosophy of 
Socrates, 69. Xenophon, Mem. 1.2.36, presents a hostile respon
dent accusing S. of being in the habit of asking questions to which 
he knows the answer.

17 Attempts to solve the apparent contradiction involved in 
S.’s claims concerning knowledge in Apology and elsewhere have 
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counter the accusation of corrupting the youth of Athens, 
one of the key charges against him, by running the follow
ing argument against Meletus, one of his accusers: he says 
that if he has corrupted the young, he will have done so 
unintentionally, because nobody does wrong intentionally; 
so if he has done evil, he has done so inadvertently, and so 
should be taught the correct way rather than be punished. 
Whatever the jurors made of this argument, it enshrined 
a basic Socratic ethical belief: virtue is knowledge; we all 
basically want what is good for us, so any wrongdoing is 
the result of ignorance. Moreover, if S. corrupts the youth, 
he runs the risk of receiving something bad back from 
them (Ap. 25e), and, since nobody, if they know what is 
good, would desire something bad, S., or anybody else, in 
doing evil must be acting through ignorance. To know 
what is good is to do it. Where good people differ from 
bad is simply in their knowledge of what is best for them.

This intellectualist view of ethics, that knowing what 
one should do means doing it, and that failure to do what 
is right is the result of ignorance, can be distinguished 
from the belief that moral choice involves not only know
ing what to do but also wanting to do it, a distinction that 
can be found in later Plato, such as Republic, in the sepa-

spawned a large bibliography; see, e.g., Vlastos, “The Socratic 
Elenchus,” and “Socrates’ Disavowal of Knowledge”; Macken
zie, “The Virtues of Socratic Ignorance”; Irwin, Plato’s Moral 
Theory, 39ff.; Weiss, “Socrates: Seeker or Preacher?” Plato’s sys
tematic study of Socratic distinctions between knowledge (epis- 
teme) and belief (Woxa) would take us well beyond the bounds of 
the dialogues discussed in this volume (see esp. Grg. 454cff, 
Resp. 476dff.).
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

ration within the individual of the opposing forces of intel
lect and desire. On this latter model, one can know what 
is good and what one should do, yet not do it, the knowl
edge of the good being overcome by desire.18 However, 
for Socrates in Apology and other early dialogues, this 
conflict is impossible.

It follows from this that values such as piety, bravery, 
justice, and the like are objects of knowledge (episteme) 
and that those who aspire to this knowledge may be said 
to possess expertise, in the form of a techne, or “skill,” just 
like individuals who practice a professional craft, such 
as doctors or musicians. And if they really have knowl
edge, on the argument above, they must necessarily do 
good to those on whom they exercise their skill. In Apol
ogy, in an exchange with Meletus, Socrates makes it clear 
that this moral expertise is not vouchsafed to most people 
(Ap. 25b-c).

If Socrates is not a self-confessed possessor of knowl
edge in the strict sense, he is, unlike other people, con
scious of his ignorance and wishes to remedy the situation. 
This means carrying on with his careful investigation, at 
the behest of Apollo, of the beliefs of himself and others, 
Ap. 38a5: “The unexamined life is not fit for a man to live.” 
For S. the freedom to carry out such a search overrides all 
other considerations.

Socrates’ convictions concerning goodness aim at re
defining the central Greek concept of arete (excellence), 
closely identified in popular Greek thought with personal

is See the discussion in Resp. 439eff., with the example of one 
Leontius, who is unable to resist a desire to look at the bodies of 
men who have been executed, despite knowing that this is wrong. 
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prestige, power, and wealth. While not dismissing these 
things, he believes that what is more fundamental is the 
well-being of ones soul. As such, his reappraisal of “excel
lence,” signified by arete, might be better rendered as 
“goodness” or “virtue.”-19 In trying to make his fellow citi
zens examine themselves, and pay attention to goodness, 
S. claims that if he is successful, his activity will make them 
genuinely happy (eudaimori), which is the greatest benefit 
he can bestow.20 In the closing sections of Apology (40- 
42), and more extensively throughout Phaedo, S. extends 
this eudaimonia to the afterlife. The individual who has 
purified his soul throughout life can expect great happi
ness in the hereafter.

(Hi) Politics and Attitudes Toward Society

In Crito, Socrates, in prison awaiting execution, hears 
Crito s impassioned appeal to him to contemplate escape 
as a choice that most people would urge on him and coun
ters (46bff.), by stating that in looking for the right course, 
one should listen to the expert (see previous section) and 
not public opinion. In a state like Athens (the nearest thing 
to a democracy among the Greek city-states of the classical 
period), where major political decisions were taken by a 
massed Assembly, this would not, on the face of it, meet 
with approval. Yet, later in the dialogue, S., in citing obe-

19 Socratic arete is discussed in more detail in Introduction to 
Apology, section 5 (ii). For the “soul,” see Introduction to Phaedo, 
section 3 (ii).

20 Eudaimon = "happy,” not in a psychological sense, but = 
“fortunate,” “fulfilled.”
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dience to the Laws of Athens as his overriding reason for 
accepting the death sentence, appears to be taking respect 
for civic institutions to extraordinary lengths.21

21 For discussion of the ethical and political implications of 
Crito, see Introduction to Crito, sections 3 (iv) and 4.

In Apology, Socrates addresses the massed jury as a 
kind of “adversarial adviser,” characterizing himself as like 
a horsefly assigned by the god to sting the large thorough
bred horse that is Athens (30e). He also appropriates the 
key civic concept of arete (excellence), traditionally associ
ated with social position, wealth, reputation, and honor 
(29d-e), and reassigns it, as it were, to the cultivation of 
wisdom and truth (see previous section). Yet at the same 
time, in order to characterize his philosophical mission 
as a military order to remain at his post, he uses the kind 
of Homeric imagery that would be familiar to his audi
ence of ordinary Athenian citizens (28c). He also empha
sizes his military service, in which he served as a hoplite 
(heavily-armed foot soldier) (28e).

Thus Plato portrays Socrates as the unorthodox (see 
Euthyphro) and troublesome outsider, an icliotes (private 
citizen) keeping his distance from politics, but at the same 
time presents evidence that S. behaved in many vital re
spects (e.g., on military service) as a solid civic-minded 
citizen.

In the period leading up to Socrates’ trial and death, 
Athens suffered considerable political upheaval. Five 
years previously (404) the city had finally been defeated 
by the Spartans, after a twenty-seven year war, and was 
forced to demolish the city walls. This defeat was followed 
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by a short-lived oligarchic coup (the “Thirty Tyrants”), 
during which the opposition removed itself to the Piraeus, 
the port of Athens. S. remained in Athens during this 
period, which may have rendered him politically suspect 
by the restored democracy, under which government he 
was eventually tried. There is also later evidence that he 
was also suspect as the teacher of the notoriously right
wing Critias, a leader and extreme member of the Thirty 
Tyrants, who was killed in the fighting that immediately 
preceded the fall of the regime.22

22 Plato was a relation of Critias (see Stemma: Plato, in Nails, 
244).

23 See further, Introduction to Apology, section 5 (iii).

The question of Socrates’ political attitudes is there
fore complex and may well be related to a degree of am
bivalence within Plato’s retrospective image of his mas
ter.23

4. PLATO’S DIALOGUE FORM AND 
TRANSLATION

Unlike his predecessors, the Presocratics and Sophists, 
and his successor Aristotle in his principal surviving works, 
Plato wrote dialogues. As we have seen (above, section 2 
(ii) and (iii)), composers of the Sokratikoi Logoi, includ
ing Xenophon, also wrote dialogues, as did later imita
tors. It is likely that the dialogue form originated in the 
oral method of the historical Socrates, who wrote noth
ing but appears to have believed that progress in phi
losophy is made through mutual discussion between two 
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or more individuals rather than through a philosophical 
treatise.24

24 The adoption of the form may also have owed something to 
the dramatic interaction of characters in fifth-century Athenian 
tragedy; also the prose mimes of Sophron (Syracusan, 5th c.) may 
have suggested a realistic setting and a conversational style. See 
Rutherford, The Art of Plato, 11-12.

25 It is not known whether any of the dialogues were ever 
actually performed in Plato’s Academy or elsewhere; for a hypo
thetical reconstruction, see Ryle, Plato’s Progress, 21-32.

None of the other writers of dialogues, however, 
achieved the subtle interaction of characters and exchange 
of ideas that we find in Plato. The dialogue form in Plato 
is, therefore, in no way an ornamental facade, but rather 
an essential part of his creative purpose. This is reflected 
in his style: in “staging”25 his dialogues, he makes full use 
of tire intricacies and nuances of Greek prose style to con
vey not only ideas but emotions and relationships between 
characters.

The four dialogues in this volume raise in acute and 
practical form issues that have remained in the forefront 
of philosophical and, indeed, popular debate ever since; 
as such, they have attracted a large number of translators, 
aiming primarily at readers without knowledge of, or ac
cess to, the Greek (see General Bibliography). Our pur
pose is different: we operate on the assumption that our 
readers are interested in being able to refer across from 
translation to the text (or from text to translation), par
ticularly important, for example, in the complex meta
physical discussions in the latter stages of Phaedo. We 
therefore attempt to keep closer to the Greek than the 
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average standalone translation, consistent with clarity of 
meaning and acceptable English style. In particular, we 
have generally endeavored to consistently render value 
terms such as arete (excellence, goodness) or dike (jus
tice), and other key concepts that occur in the course of 
the dialogues, with explanations where necessary, in foot
notes.26

26 On the assumption that not all users of this volume will wish 
to read all the dialogues, information concerning key words and 
subjects is occasionally duplicated in introductions and footnotes.

In the translation and notes for each of the four dia
logues, the names of the main speakers are abbreviated: 
S. (Socrates), E. (Euthyphro), C. (Crito), P. (Phaedo), E. 
(Echecrates).

5. THE TEXT

The text is based on the revised Oxford Classical Text, vol. 
1, 1995 (OCT2), by E. A. Duke et al. (W. S. M. Nicholl, 
ed., Euthyphro, Apology, Crito; J. C. G. Strachan, ed., 
Phaedo). Our text differs from OCT2 on only one occasion 
(Euthphr. 14c3-4). The variants flagged in notes to the 
text are confined to instances where a divergence in read
ing significantly affects translation or interpretation of the 
Greek. On the very few occasions when an issue of inter
pretation is at stake, we have included a footnote to the 
translation.

The system of reference to sections and lines of the 
Greek text is by page, letter, and number of the sixteenth
century edition of Stephanus, which is standard in almost 
all modern editions of Plato. Divisions within the num-
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bered sections are indicated at every fifth line by a vertical 
stroke (I); where the original lineation splits a word, the 
stroke appears after that word.

The following manuscripts of the four dialogues are 
cited in the textual notes; all dates are AD. For a compre
hensive apparatus and detailed discussion of all relevant 
manuscripts and papyri, the Oxford Text should be con
sulted.

Family I β

B Cod. Bodl. MS E. D. AD 895
Clarke 39

C Cod. Tub. gr. Mb 14 11th c.
D Cod. Ven. gr. 185 12th c.

Family II T

T Cod. Ven. app. cl. 4.1 10th c.

Family III δ

w Cod. Vind. suppl. gr. 7 11th c.s Cod. Par. suppl. gr. 668 11th c.
V Cod. Vat. gr. 225 12th c.?Q Cod. Par. gr. 1813 13th c.
Arm. Versio Armeniaca 11th c. or earlier
P Cod. Vat. Pal. gr. 173 lOth-llth c.
Ven 511 Cod. Ven. gr. 511 (Apol 14th c.

ogy 17al-18a5)

B2 ancient corrector of B end 9th c.
ψ2 ancient corrector of T end 10th c.?
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Papyrus

Π3 Pap. Oxy. 2181 (Phaedo 2nd c. 
frags, from 75a-117d)

In addition, on two occasions we include testimonia from 
Eusebius (3rd-4th c.) and Stobaeus (5tb c.). We have also 
included, where appropriate, modern editorial conjec
tures.
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CHRONOLOGY OF PLATO’S 
LIFE AND WORKS

The dates and order of composition of Plato s dialogues 
cannot be established with certainty. The events of his life, 
and, in particular, details of his visits to Sicily, depend to a 
large extent on Letter 7, which may or may not be genuine. 
On the order of dialogues, the following represents a gen
eral, but not universal, consensus that they can be divided 
into three broad periods: Early, Middle, and Late (omit
ting dialogues sometimes attributed to Plato, but gener
ally regarded as not genuine). For differing approaches to 
questions of the chronology of Plato’s dialogues, see, e.g., 
Brandwood, Chronology of Plato’s Dialogues; Kahn, “On 
Platonic Chronology”; Ledger, Recounting Plato; Thesleff, 
Studies in Platonic Chronology; Vlastos, Socrates.

ca. 429 Birth of Plato from an old and wealthy 
Athenian family.

404 Defeat of Athens in the war with Sparta
(the Peloponnesian War).

403 The rule of an oligarchic junta in Athens
(the “Thirty Tyrants”), involving Platos 
relatives, followed by the restoration of the 
democracy.
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399 The trial, condemnation, and execution of 
Socrates on a charge of impiety: “not ac
knowledging the gods that the city ac
knowledges, but introducing new divini

390s-early
380s

ties and corrupting the youth.” 
Following the death of Socrates, Plato and 
other followers of Socrates withdraw from 
Athens to the nearby city of Megara. 
Plato travels extensively.
Composition of the short Early Period dia
logues: Apology, Orito, Charmides, Euthy
phro, Hippias Minor, Ion, Laches, Lysis.

389/8 Plato visits Italy and Sicily, probably in or
der to make contact with Pythagorean phi
losophers.

ca. 387 Plato founds the Academy on the site of 
the shrine of the hero Academus in the 
northwest district of Athens.

380s The later Early Period dialogues (“transi
tional”): Gorgias, Menexenus, Protagoras.

Late 380s The Middle Period Dialogues: Cratylus, 
Euthydemus, Meno, Phaedo.

370s The later Middle Period dialogues: Par
menides, Phaedrus, Symposium, Republic, 
Theaetetus.

367 Plato visits Sicily for the second time at 
the invitation of Dion, uncle of the young 
Dionysius, ruler of Syracuse, possibly in 
the hope of influencing the government of 
the city. The attempt is unsuccessful.

360s-350s The Late Period dialogues: Critias, Phile- 
bus, Sophist, Statesman, Timaeus.
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361

Late 350s
347

Final visit to Sicily, ending again in failure 
to influence Dionysius.
Final dialogue: Laws.
Death of Plato.
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INTRODUCTION

1. THE DRAMATIC SETTING

The precise date of the composition of Euthyphro is un
certain, as are the dates of all Platos dialogues; but it can 
be placed among the short Early Period aporetic dialogues 
(dialogues with inconclusive outcome): Charmides, Hip- 
pias Minor, Ion, Laches, Lysis, usually dated to the period 
following Socrates’ death (390s-early 380s).1

1 For division of dialogues into Early—Middle—Late, see 
Chronology of Plato’s Life and Works.

2 For details of the charge, its significance, and the legal pro
cedure, see Introduction to Apology, section 4.

Chronologically it is the first of the four works in this 
volume and marks the initial stages of the legal accusation 
against Socrates; the other works deal with his trial and its 
aftermath (Apology, Crito) up to his final day, which ended 
with his death by the drinking of hemlock (Phaedo). The 
setting of this dialogue is the Athenian Agora, the Stoa 
of the King Archon, the state official who presided over 
charges of a religious nature, in S.’s case impiety (asebeia); 
the year is 399. Following normal legal procedure, S. has 
been called to a preliminary hearing (anakrisis) of the 
charge against him and a confrontation with his accusers,2 
As with Apology we might expect a dramatization of this 
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PLATO

hearing; but instead Plato presents a conversation be
tween S. and another citizen, Euthyphro, who is also in
volved with a legal case of a religious nature. This conver
sation is presumed to take place outside the Stoa prior to 
the hearing.3 We can assume that in accordance with nor
mal legal procedure, S.’s hearing actually took place, but 
Plato may well have invented this actual conversation in 
order to introduce his main subject, an attempt to define 
“the holy” (to hosion) and to explore philosophical aspects 
of religious belief.

3 For the archaeological remains of the King’s (Royal) Stoa, 
see Camp, The Athenian Agora, 100-105.

4 Although initiated by private citizens, the case against S. is, 
in contrast, a public prosecution (graphe); see Euthphr. 2a5-6.

This main subject is somewhat delayed: the first quar
ter of the dialogue is taken up with exchanges between the 
two speakers regarding their respective legal cases and the 
contrast between them: Socrates defending and Euthy
phro prosecuting. It will be seen, however, that this initial 
conversation is not simply introductory, but has a close 
thematic connection with the argument that follows.

2. THE IMMEDIATE CONTEXT

(i) Euthyphro’s Lawsuit

Euthyphro has initiated a private prosecution for homi
cide (dike phonou) against his father (3e8-4e3).4 While he 
and his father were farming on Naxos, a free laborer, a de
pendent of Euthyphro who worked for his keep (pelates), 
got drunk, took a knife to one of the household slaves, and 
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killed him. Euthyphros father tied up the offender and 
threw him into a ditch, where he died of exposure. Eu- 
thyphro’s prosecution is based on the claim that his fa
ther killed the man unlawfully, and that he, Euthyphro, is 
obliged to prosecute his father to purify both of them from 
the religious pollution {miasma) caused by his fathers al
leged crime.

Socrates’ surprised reaction (4a7ff.) shows that Euthy- 
phro’s case is unusual in several respects:

1. Prosecution of one’s father, whatever the pretext, 
went against Athenian instincts and conventions en
shrined in laws against neglect or abuse of parents 
dating back to Solon, the sixth-century Athenian 
statesman. Euthyphros father and relatives regard 
such a prosecution as itself impious (anosion) (4d5- 
e3).

2. It is not clear from 4b7-d5 whether Euthyphro s fa
ther could really be held directly responsible for the 
man’s death. Euthyphros relations believe that he is 
not responsible and that, even supposing he were, it 
is not necessary to be concerned with a man who was 
himself a murderer (4d9).

3. Socrates makes the conventional assumption (4b4- 
6) that the dead man must have been one of Eu- 
thyphro’s household (oikeios) since it may not usu
ally have been permitted under Athenian law for 
someone who was neither master nor relative of 
the deceased to initiate a prosecution for homicide 
(dike phonou).  As apelates was technically free, but 5

5 On whether E. actually had the right to initiate a dike pho
nou on behalf of a pelates, see Kidd, “The Case of Homicide in 
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bound to his employer by financial or other ties of 
obligation, it is not entirely clear in law whether he 
might come under Euthyphro’s protection in this 
instance; but in any case, Euthyphro argues, what
ever the status of the victim, he, Euthyphro, is 
polluted by his fathers crime as sharing “hearth 
and board” (sunestios kai homotrapezos) with him 
(4b7-cl).

The circumstantial detail is so convincing that it is hard 
to remember that this may not be a real case. The apparent 
anachronism of introducing an incident on Naxos involv
ing Athenian klerouchoi (citizens cultivating a portion of 
land [kleros] abroad) (4c4-5) five years after Naxos was 
lost by Athens (404) has been discussed in some detail,6 
but we are in no position to estimate how far Plato’s story 
might be based on any historical events, and we know very 
little about Euthyphro outside the pages of Plato.7

Plato’s Euthyphro,” who argues that he did, against MacDowell, 
Athenian Homicide Law, 1 Iff.; see further, Edwards, “In Defense 
of Euthyphro.”

6 See Burnet, note on 4c4.
7 He is mentioned by S. at Crat. 396dff. (probably ironically) 

as an inspired seer. For the (scanty) historical information to be 
gathered on E., see Nails, 152-53.

Plato has deliberately made the issue equivocal in or
der to throw doubt on Euthyphro’s unhesitating belief that 
his case is straightforward. Euthyphro’s certainty, how
ever, not only leads naturally to Socrates’ familiar starting 
point of questioning the self-styled “expert” (see Ap. 21cff.) 
but also signals the reader, even before the argument 
proper begins, that there are problems about holiness that 
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are thrown up by everyday experience, for example, that 
it can be regarded as both holy and unholy to prosecute 
ones father. Euthyphros failure to appreciate this point is 
underlined by S.’s ironical praise and desire to have him 
as his teacher. As such he, Euthyphro, and not S. should 
mount a convincing defense against the prosecutor Me- 
letus at the forthcoming trial (see 5a3-b8)8

(ii) Popular Religious Belief

For Euthyphro, his conduct is sanctioned by the behavior 
of the gods as related in traditional myth by, for example, 
Hesiod (early 7th c.). If people agree that Zeus is the best 
and most just of all the gods, but at the same time believe 
that he punished his father for unjust treatment of his 
children (Hes. Theog. 154-82, 453f£), then it must be just 
(dikaion) for Euthyphro to follow this precept and mete 
out harsh treatment for injustice to his father (6al-6).

Greek religion contained an implicit tension between 
the all-powerful, but not necessarily virtuous, gods of 
Greek myth in Homer and Hesiod, and the idea of deities 
as ideally good and just. There is evidence as far back as 
the philosopher Xenophanes (late sixth century) of a crit
ical attitude to mythical stories about the gods (see DK 
21B11, Waterfield, 27). In the fifth century it was the story 
of Zeus punishing his father that led Aristophanes in his 
comedy Clouds (Ar. Nub. 904-6) to have a character point

8 Note the implications of E.’s name: in Greek, “Euthuphron" 
= “Straight thinker.” For a more favorable assessment of E. as 
in some respects a theological progressive, and a corresponding 
playing down of S.’s ironical stance, see McPherran, “Justice and 
Pollution in Euthyphro,” 1—22. 
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out the incongruity of believing that justice resides with a 
god who maltreated his father.9 Another way out of the 
dilemma taken, for example by Pindar (Theban lyric poet, 
518-438), was to disbelieve the traditional stories, and so 
preserve the gods’ moral authority (Find. Ol. 1.82). Am
bivalence about the morality of the gods is also a key fea
ture of many of the plays of Euripides (ca. 485-406). Eu
thyphro s attitude, however, might be described in modern 
terms as “naive fundamentalist”; he sees no problem in the 
inconsistency between gods’ status as a moral paradigm 
and their reprehensible deeds. In Euthyphro’s opinion his 
relatives are contradicting themselves by laying down one 
rule for the gods and another for him (6a4-6).

9 Clouds was produced in 423. On this play’s relevance to the 
historical S., see General Introduction, section 2 (i).

1° For this formulation of the concept in Greek, see Euthy
phro, trans, n. 20.

When asked to say what “the holy”10 is, initially Euthy
phro comes up with two successive answers. It is:

1. [such actions as] prosecuting a wrongdoer whether 
it involves murder, or the theft of sacred objects 
or committing any other crime of a similar kind 
(5d9-10);

2. “Something that the gods love (6ell-7al),” later 
amended by Socrates for the sake of argument to 
“whatever all the gods love” (9dl-5).

Although swiftly demolished by Socrates (see below), 
these definitions represent how the average Athenian 
would be likely to respond to his question. “Piety” or re
spect for “the holy” consisted in behaving toward the gods 
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in a way that would meet with their approval (i.e., what 
they love, or approve of) and avoiding sacrilegious acts.11

11 On popular attitudes to piety in fifth-century Athens, see, 
e.g., Dover, 246ff., McPherran, “Socratic Religion,” 112-14.

12 Plato also, at the very end of Phaedo, has S. order Crito to 
dedicate a cock to Asclepius, 118a7-8 (the dedication to the god 
of healing suggesting he shares the conventional hope that he will 
awake cured in the next life).

Socrates’ own attitude toward the gods is harder to pin 
down. Xenophon (Mem. 1.1.2), in attempting to defend his 
S. against the charge of impiety, is at pains to present him 
as impeccably orthodox in performing sacrifices in public 
and in private.12 In Apology, Plato’s S. strives to distance 
himself from what Athenians might see as the atheistic 
implications of the teaching of sophists and natural scien
tists in whose company Aristophanes has placed him in 
Clouds, by claiming this association was the source of a 
long-standing slander (diabole) against him that was be
hind the prosecution (see Ap. 19a8ff.). In his reaction to 
Euthyphro s prosecution of his father, S. initially takes a 
cautiously skeptical line on the truth of the traditional 
stories about the gods and even questions myths associ
ated with the sacred robe in the procession carried to the 
Acropolis at the festival of the Great Panathenaia (6a7- 
c4), only then to shelve the topic rather abruptly (c8-9) in 
order to progress to what he really wants to talk about: 
defining “the holy” in order to “know” what it is. Success 
in this enterprise is, he maintains, the way in which he will 
show his accusers and the jury that he is not impious: to 
know what is holy, just and good, is to do it (on “virtue is 
knowledge”; see General Introduction, section 3 (ii)).

9
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3. THE PHILOSOPHICAL ARGUMENTS

(i) The Context

Although oblivious of the fact, Euthyphro has put himself 
in an awkward position by claiming that he has precise 
knowledge about what constitutes piety and impiety (4e9- 
5a2). Taking him at his word, Socrates subjects him to a 
cross-examination known as the elenchus (“examination” 
or “scrutiny”). On this basis the argument proceeds, with 
S. always taking care to secure agreement to his sugges
tions before passing on. So, on one level the investigation 
can be seen as a positive cooperative venture, and the final 
result is the mutually agreed outcome of all the steps that 
have preceded it.

There is, however, another side to this agreement. One 
of Socrates’ commonest methods of argument is to lure his 
associate into an admission that he has contradicted him
self (e.g., 15c5-10).13 This state of intellectual perplexity 
is called aporia (“failure to find a way through” the argu
ment). When this difficulty is not resolved at the end of 
the dialogue by either of them, it receives the modern 
conventional classification “aporetic.”14 An important as
pect of this aporia is Socrates’ “ignorance.”15 In Euthy
phro he claims that any wisdom he might possess is acci

13 S. typically treats his opponents’ (often less than convinc
ing) “agreement” as their mutual ownership of the argument (for 
an example see Euthyphro, trans. 6dll and n. 27).

Μ For the question of whether the dialogue may actually im
ply a positive answer to S.’s attempt to reach a definition of “the 
holy,” see below, section 3 (ii) (d).

15 On this see the General Introduction, section 3 (i)

10
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dental (“I’m wise despite myself,” he says at lld7). To use 
a metaphor from a much later Platonic dialogue, Theaete- 
tus, S. is the midwife who, though himself barren, assists 
others to give birth to their ideas and tests them for signs 
of life (Theaet. 149ff). For those at the sharp end of S.’s 
questioning, the metaphors are less positive: he is the 
“stingray,” a fish that benumbs all who touch it (Meno 80a) 
or, as he says at his trial (Ap. 30e4-6), he is the horsefly 
that stings Athens, the large, lazy, thoroughbred horse. 
Here, Euthyphro ruefully accepts the suggestion that 
their arguments are like the creations of Daedalus, whose 
sculptures were endowed with the power of movement 
(llb9-el). There is a dispute over which of them is Dae
dalus: that is, which of them is responsible for the shifting 
around of the arguments and ultimately the discovery that 
they appear to have gone round in a circle (15b7-c3).

(ii) The Arguments

(a) Initial Attempts to Find a “Characteristic” (Eidos) of 
All Instances of “the Holy”16

16 At this stage of Plato’s development, eidos should be re
garded as (in modern terms) an “immanent” characteristic (fol
lowing Aristotle, Metaph. 987a32-b7, 1078b30, 1086a32-b7) 
rather than as the separable “Form” it became in the Middle 
Period dialogues, e.g., fhaedo 74ff. On the use of eidos before 
Plato and his own “nontechnical” use, see Emlyn-Jones, Euthy
phro, Appendix, 99).

Socrates asks Euthyphro what sort of thing he claims the 
holy and unholy to be (5c8-d5); in asking this, he makes 
it clear that what he is looking for is a definition that is 
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adequate to call all examples of “the holy” by that name. 
It must also exclude any examples that fail to meet the 
criteria laid down by the definition.

On these strict criteria, it is therefore hardly surprising 
that Euthyphros first attempt fails (5d8-e2 and 6c8-e2). 
In listing examples of holy and unholy actions, he has 
failed to understand what sort of definition Socrates is 
trying to find.17

17 Whether E. is being given a fair hearing here, and whether 
S.’s strict criteria are actually required for a definition, has how
ever been disputed, notably in a influential article by Geach, 
“Plato’s Euthphro, 369-82. Geach questions whether S.’s search 
for a single characteristic is an appropriate or even neces
sary strategy in order to say truthfully that you know what "the 
holy” is.

However, Euthyphros second attempt (6ell-7al), 
“something that the gods love is holy and what they do not 
love is unholy,” is more successful, especially when 
emended by Socrates to (9dl-6) “whatever all the gods 
hate is unholy and whatever is loved by them is holy.” This 
definition, which now excludes, for the sake of argument, 
the problem of divine disputes (8al0ff), Euthyphro be
lieves to be correct, and it does appear, finally, to meet S.’s 
criteria—what the gods unanimously love is sufficient and 
necessary: it encompasses all that is holy and is necessary 
in order to define it; and it excludes all things that the gods 
do not love or are in dispute over. So, why do they have to 
go any further?

(b) Does the Gods’ Love Actually Define the Holy?

Socrates is not so easily satisfied, however. The definition 
is in the correct form, and it would probably have been 
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accepted unhesitatingly by most Athenians; but is it true? 
Does the gods’ love define the holy in the strict sense that 
S. requires? As he puts it, to Euthyphro’s initial mystifica
tion (10a2-4), is what is holy loved by the gods because it 
is holy or is it holy by virtue of the fact that it is loved by the 
gods? In the latter case, the gods’ love defines “the holy,” 
and we need go no further, as it conforms to Euthyphro’s 
second definition above; in the former case, however, it is 
merely an incidental characteristic (the gods happen to 
love the holy). If we then ask what holiness actually is (i.e., 
its defining characteristic), we have to investigate further. 
In Ha8-9, S. explicitly distinguishes the “essence” (ousia) 
of “the holy” (according to S., not yet found) from an “at
tribute” (pathos), in this case, the love of (all) the gods. 
The holy and what is loved by the gods may coincide, but 
they cannot, strictly speaking, be identical.

In order to demonstrate that the gods’ love does not 
define “the holy,” in lOal-llbl S. employs an argument 
that takes the form of a sequence that became known in 
Aristotelian logic (Metaph. 178b27-30) as an epagoge, a 
“leading on,” or, as we would say, a presentation of a series 
of analogies, leading logically to a conclusion.18 In arguing 
for the gods’ love as an incidental characteristic of the holy, 
Socrates is trying to secure agreement that, in any given 
case, an activity is causally prior to the state that results 
from that activity. So he gives a series of examples: just as 
the state of being carried is a result of the activity of car
rying, so the state of being loved is the result of the activ
ity of loving. It follows, S. claims, that this relationship is 
not reciprocal: an activity cannot depend on the state. So 

18 Not actually an inductive argument in modern terms: see 
Vlastos, Socrates, Ironist and Moral Philosopher, 267-69.
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what the gods love is in a state of being loved because it is 
being loved by them (just as something is a carried object 
because it is being carried, and so on); it is not the case 
that the gods love what they love because it is in a state of 
being loved. But “the holy” does not behave in the same 
way; the state of holiness, so S. argues, does not depend 
on the activity of the gods’ love. But, if this is so, holiness 
cannot be defined as “what the gods love.” They may well 
all happen to love the holy, but for a definition of this 
“object of love” we must look elsewhere.19

19 For the detailed argument, see Euthyphro, trans. 10a5- 
Hb5 and n. 38. Theologians and philosophers, including St. 
Thomas Aquinas and Leibniz, have debated the influential “Eu
thyphro problem”: the issue of whether it is meaningful to de
scribe something as good simply because it is God’s will (pleasing 
to God), or whether an adequate account of a moral judgment 
must include a standard of goodness and badness which is, in logic 
at least, independent of God’s will (for a concise account of the 
issue, see Flew, An Introduction to Western Philosophy, 26ff.).

20 See Geach, “Plato’s Euthyphro,’’ 31, and further, Benson, 
Socratic Wisdom, 59-62; Cohen, “Socrates on the Definition of 
Piety”; and Paxson, “Plato’s Euthyphro lOa-llb.” The distinction 
between state and activity is sometimes quite hard to maintain in 
Greek, since pheromenon esti (it is [in a state of being] carried) 

There has been criticism of Socrates’ argument here 
from the point of view of logic: there are ambiguities in 
the supposed relationship between activity and state in the 
examples of S.’s epagoge. The connection implied by the 
use of “because,” “for the reason that” (dioti: lObl, etc.) is 
unclear; rather than stating a causal relationship, it can 
simply indicate that state and activity are merely different 
aspects of, or ways of describing, the same thing.20 It might 
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also be doubted whether “being loved” is, strictly speak
ing, parallel to “being carried,” etc. (10c7ff.); the latter 
implies movement and alteration of position, the former 
does not. However, Euthyphro, predictably, does not pro
test, and the argument is sufficient, at this stage of the 
dialogue, to carry S.’s key contention that defining “the 
holy” in terms of the gods’ love is inadequate by the strict 
criteria he lays down.

(c) An Attempt at a Third Series of Definitions

The following short interlude (Ilb6-e4), in which Socra
tes and a bemused Euthyphro spar with each other· as to 
which of them is responsible for the shifting of the argu
ments, is a dramatic device common to a number of dia
logues, nowhere more appropriate than here, as a brief 
respite for the reader/listener after the complexities of the 
previous argument. The interlude also marks a change in 
S.’s style of argument (from He4 onward). Having drawn 
a blank so far, in the second part of the attempt to define 
“the holy,” S. adopts the tactic of trying to define a general 
area within which the concept is located and then attempt
ing to narrow down its precise place within that area.

His first suggestion is that all the holy must be dikaion 
(just, right) but that it is not the case that all dikaion is 
holy; some is and some is not (Ile7-12d4). So the next 

15

is often used in later Plato indistinguishably from pheretai (it is 
carried—see, e.g., Laws 822e: tithemenous einai for tithesthai, 
[“laws] in a state of having been enacted/having been enacted.” 
See Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, 4:105n2, for further 
examples from Plato).
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step is to try and define what particular place the holy oc
cupies within this larger category of dikaion. Euthyphro 
accordingly offers a definition (12e6-9): the holy is that 
part of dikaion concerned with therapeia, “attendance on” 
the gods. Socrates then attempts to clarify therapeia by 
citing the analogy of the everyday skill of husbandry: at
tendance on animals implies acting for the good of the 
object of care, that is, making them better. It follows from 
this that human therapeia would make the gods better. 
But human “attendance on” the gods cannot succeed in 
making the gods better, for· how could mere mortals do 
that?

Having drawn a blank with this definition, Socrates 
then proceeds to suggest to Euthyphro another aspect of 
therapeia, huperetike (service to [gods]), for example, the 
relationship of slaves to masters. After some discussion, 
this is defined by S. as a relationship of mutual service, an 
episteme (science) of asking and giving, a “skill of trading” 
(emporike techne) between gods and men (13d5-14e7). 
But while it is obvious what benefits humans gain from 
gods in the trade-off, what benefits, S. asks rhetorically, 
could the gods receive in return? Euthyphro’s answer, that 
humans give the gods honor, esteem, and gratitude, leads 
S. to conclude that, since these gifts do not benefit the 
gods, they must be acceptable by virtue of being dear to 
the gods. So holiness (by Euthyphro’s last definition of 
holiness as “service to the gods”) is, once again, what the 
gods love (14el0-15b6), a definition already disposed of 
earlier in the dialogue (lOelOff.). However, Euthyphro 
has to go elsewhere urgently with S.’s reproaches ringing 
in his ears, that he is not to learn from Euthyphro the vital 
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knowledge about the holy that will enable him to face his 
accusers in court (15b-end).

(d) The Conclusion

Euthyphro is frequently held up as a classic example of 
an aporetic dialogue (a discussion in which the partici
pants fail to reach their objective; they can see “no way 
through”)· That Socrates and Euthyphro do not explicitly 
reach a positive conclusion is self-evident, since S. finally 
says as much (15c8-end). Whether any positive conclusion 
may be implied is less clear. The problem turns, to a great 
extent, on the interpretation of 12e6-14cl. At 12e6-9, 
when Euthyphro defines the holy as therapeia with re
spect to the gods, S.’s answer at 12el0-13al comprises 
praise of Euthyphro followed by the comment that he is 
“still short of one minor thing.”21 Further investigation 
reveals the nature of this “minor thing”: redefining the 
relationship of humans to gods as huperetike (service [to 
the gods]: 13d8), they reach the question that is troubling 
S.—what on earth is that pankalon ergon (splendid work) 
that the gods achieve using our service? (13ell-13). This 
question might be taken as rhetorical, implying the absur
dity of the query (i.e., “there is no splendid ergon the gods 
could possibly need our help to accomplish!”). On the 
other hand, it has been suggested that S. is here sincerely 
asking for an answer, the implication being there is a pan
kalon ergon that gods and humans can jointly accomplish, 
and they are on the brink of identifying it.

21 S.’s ironic characterization of a major objection as a “minor 
thing” can be found elsewhere, e.g., Prt. 328e4.
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In reducing the human-divine exchange to the level of 
a “skill of trading” iemporike techne), Socrates appears at 
the last minute to be veering away from “seivice to the 
gods” as a correct definition of “the holy.” Euthyphro s 
answer, that the gifts we give the gods as seivice to as
sist them in their pankalon ergon are honor and rever
ence, does not necessarily deserve S.’s summary dismissal 
at 15b4-5. If the end of Euthyphro is considered in rela
tion to Apology (a version of S.’s defense at his trial, which, 
chronologically, must closely follow the encounter with 
Euthyphro), S. might claim, as he does in Apology, that 
his search for “the holy” is his “‘service’ to the god.”22 This 
service, his mission, is to question fellow citizens from a 
standpoint of ignorance, following a pronouncement by 
the Delphic oracle that there was no one wiser than him
self (see Ap. 30a6-7). Yet, as mere mortals, none of us (not 
even S.) can discover the whole truth about the pankalon 
ergon, for the accomplishment of which we can offer the 
gods any assistance.23 Hence, S.’s apparent forcing of a 
negative conclusion, at least at this stage of Plato’s Socratic 
investigation.

22 At Ap. 30a7 to describe his service to the god, S. uses the 
nominal form (huperesia) of the adjectival term for the “art of 
service” (huperetike) featured here (13d8).

23 See McPherran, “Socratic Piety in the Euthyphro,” 292; 
Taylor, “The End of the Euthyphro. ”

4. EUTHYPHRO IN CONTEXT

Where Plato’s Socrates is concerned, we must always be 
aware of the long shadow cast by his imminent prosecu
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tion. Despite the apparently negative conclusion to the 
dialogue, it is part of Plato s purpose in Euthijphro to cre
ate the memory of S. not as a laughable eccentric, as the 
Athenians viewed Euthyphro, as he himself admits (3b9~ 
c3), oi' as a dangerous subversive, but as a man who, con
trary to the claim of his prosecutors, genuinely cared 
about “the holy” (to hosion), an impression only strength
ened further by the transparent irony with which S. places 
the unsuspecting Euthyphro in the role of teacher.

To this end, Plato has presented Socrates as a figure 
with something of a dual personality, which may reflect 
an amalgamation of Plato s retrospective portrait with the 
historical figure: on the one hand as a man of conventional 
piety toward the gods (he is genuinely surprised at Euthy- 
phro’s lawsuit), but whose questioning attitude neverthe
less shows that, unlike Euthyphro the self-styled expert 
and the mass of his fellow citizens, he has thought seri
ously about such matters, and he is not afraid of exploring 
unconventional ideas. In this way Euthyphro foreshadows 
the tensions that come fully to light in Apology and Crito.

19



ΕΤΘΤΦΡΩΝ
ΕΤΘΤΦΡΩΝ ΧΩΚΡΑΤΗΧ

2 ΕΤΘΤΦΡίΙΝ. Τί νεώτερον, ω 'λο)κρατ€ς, γέγονεν, οτί 
σν τάς εν Ανκείω καταλίπων δίατρίβάς ενθάδε ννν 
δίατρίβείς περί την τον βασίλεως στοάν; ον γάρ πον 
καί σοί γε δίκη τις ονσα τνγχάνεί προς τον βασιλέα 
ώσπερ έμοί. I

ΧΩΚΡΑΤΗΧ. Οντοί δη Αθηναίοι γε, ω Ένθύφρων, 
δίκην αντην καλονσιν, άλλα γραφήν.

b ΕΤΘ. Τί φης; γραφήν σε τις, ως εοικε, γεγραπται· 
ον γάρ εκείνο γε καταγνώσομαι, ώς σν έτερον.

ΧΩ. Ού γάρ ονν.
ΕΤΘ. Αλλά σε άλλος;
ΧΩ. Πάνν γε. I 
ΕΤΘ. Τίς οντος;

1 The Lyceum, a gymnasium in the precinct of Apollo Lykeios 
(just outside the city boundary to the east) was S.’s regular haunt, 
see Euthyd. 271a, Symp. 223d8, as was the Athenian Agora 
(Ap. 17c8, Xen. Mem. 1.1.10).

2 The king Archon was the public official presiding over Athe
nian religious affairs. The Stoa Basileios (King’s Stoa) has been 
identified as a small building, excavated in 1970 by the American
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EUTHYPHRO SOCRATES

EUTHYPHRO: What on earth has happened, Socrates, 2 
to make you of all people abandon your usual haunts in 
the Lyceum,1 and here you are hanging around the King’s 
Stoa? I can’t imagine you too have a lawsuit before the 
King Archon just as I have.2

SOCRATES: Oh no, Euthyphro, the Athenians don’t 
call this a lawsuit, but an indictment.3

E. What do you mean? Someone has brought an in- b 
dictment against you, I take it. I will never accuse you of 
bringing one against someone else.

S. No, indeed I wouldn’t.
E. It’s the other way round then?
S. Precisely.
E. Who is it?

School at Athens, situated in the northwest Agora, near the Pan- 
athenaic Way, as described by Pausanias, 1.3.1 (2nd c. AD). E.’s 
surprise is to see S. at this particular building, since he has steered 
clear of litigation throughout his life.

3 For the significance of the charge against S. as a graphe 
(public indictment), as opposed to a dike (private suit), the nature 
of the charge, and the general historical and legal background to 
S.’s trial, see Introduction to Apology, section 4.
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ΧΩ. Ούδ’ αυτός πάνυ τι γιγνώσκω, ώ Έιΰθνφροτν, 
τον άνδρα· νέος γάρ τίς μοι φαίνεται καν άγνώς· ονο- 
μάζονσι μέντοι αυτόν, ώς έγώμαι, Μίλητου. έστι δέ 
των δήμων Πιτθενς,Ιεϊ τινα νώ έχεις ΐϊιτθέα Μίλητον 
οΐον τετανότριχα καί ον πανν ενγενειον, επιγρνπον 
δε.

ΕΤΘ. Ονκ εννοώ, ω ^ώκρατες- αλλά δη τίνα γρα- 
c φην σε γίγραπται;

ΧΩ. "Ηυτιτ’α; ονκ άγεννη, έμοιγε δοκεΐ- τό γάρ νεον 
όντα τοσοντον πράγμα έγνωκέναι ον φανλόν εστιν. 
εκείνος γάρ, ώς φησιν, οίδε τίνα τρόπον οι νέοι δια
φθείρονται και τίνες οί διαφθείροντες αντούς. I και 
κινδυνεύει σοφός τις είναι, καί την εμην άμαθίαν κατ- 
ιδων ώς διαφθείροντος τονς ηλικιώτας αντον, ’έρχεται 
κατηγορησων μον ώσπερ προς μητέρα προς την πο- 
λιν. και φαίνεται μοι των πολιτικών μόνος άρχεσθαι 

d όρθώς· όρθώς γάρ έστι των νέων πρώτον έπιμεληθη- 
ναι όπως έσονται ότι άριστοι, ώσπερ γεωργόν αγα-

4 On the identity of Meletus, see Nails, 202. The deme of 
Pitthus lay to the northeast of Athens.

5 A reference to one of the two charges in the antomosia 
(formal charge), to answer which S. is at the Stoa for a preliminary 
hearing. S. consistently regarded the charge of corrupting the 
youth as the more serious of the two elements in the indictment 
(on the details of which, see Introduction to Apology, section 4).

6 “Smart” = sophos (wise), a word that can have a pejorative 
connotation, as here and, with an ironic connotation with regard 
to E., see 4bl-2.
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S. I hardly know the fellow at all myself, Euthyphro. I 
get the impression he’s young and unknown, but as I un
derstand it, they say his name is Meletus. He’s from the 
deme of Pitthus, if you can recall anyone from Pitthus 
called Meletus who has straight hair, not much of a beard, 
oh, and a bit of a hooked nose.4

7 “Look after”: Plato repeats forms of the Greek meld (care 
for); see epimelethenai 2d2, and see also d4, 3a3). S. makes pun
ning use of Meletus’ name as the man whose name (Meletus) 
suggests one that “cares for” the city (for S.’s use of the pun 
in direct confrontation with Meletus, see Ap. 24c8, d4; 26b2). 
While ostensibly commending Meletus for his diligence and pub
lic spirit, the whole speech (2c2-3a5) is riddled with words and 
phrases having an ironical nuance that undercuts this impression. 
E. s reply (3a6ff.) shows that he does not perceive the irony (see 
also E.’s retort to S. at 5b9-c3).

E. I can’t think of anyone, Socrates, but tell me, what’s 
this indictment he’s brought against you? c

S. The indictment? No trivial one, it seems to me. It’s 
no mean achievement for a youngster· to have got his head 
round such a major question. He’s the one, so he claims, 
who knows how tire young are being corrupted and who 
are the ones corrupting them.5 And he’s probably a smart 
fellow,6 and having spotted the fact that in my ignorance 
I’m corrupting his peers, he’s coming to bring the charge 
against me before the city just like a child running to its 
mother. Again he seems to me to be the only one starting 
his political career in the right way. You see it’s right first d 
to look after7 the young so that they turn out as well as 
possible, just as it makes sense for a good farmer to look 
after his young plants first and then everything else after
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θδν των νέων φυτών είκος πρώτον έπιμεΐ'νηέέηναι, μετά 
3 δε τούτο καί των άλλων, καί 8η καί Μελητος ίσως 

πρώτον μεν ημάς έκκαθαιρει τους των νέων τάς βλα- 
στας διαφθείροντας, ως φησιν έπειτα μετά τοντο 8η- 
λον δτι, των πρεσβυτέρων επιμεληθεις πλειστων και, 
μεγίστων αγαθών αίτιος τη ττολει γενησεται, ώς γε 
τδ είκδς συμβηναι εκ τοιαύτης αρχής άρζαμένω. I

ΕΤ®. Ίδουλοίμην αν, ώ Χώκρατες, άλλ’ ορρωδώ μη 
τουναντίον γένηται- άτεχνώς γάρ μοι δοκεΐ άφ’ εστίας 
άρχεσθαι κακουργεΐν την πάλιν, επιχειρών άδικείν 
σε. καί μοι λέγε, τί καί ποιοΰντά σέ φησι διαφθείρειν 
τούς νέους;

b Sil. "Ατοπα, ώ θαυμάσιε, ώς ούτω γ’ άκούσαι. 
φησι γάρ με ποιητην είναι θεών, καί ώς καινούς ποι- 
οΰντα θεούς τούς δ’ αρχαίους ου νομίζοντα εγράψατο 
τούτων αυτών ένεκα, ώς φησιν. I

ΕΤ®. Μανθάνω, ώ λώκρατες· δτι δη σύ τδ δαι- 
μόνιον φης σαυτω έκάστοτε γίγνεσθαι, ώς ουν καινο- 
τομούντάς σου περί τα θεία γεγραπται ταύτην την 
γραφήν, καί ώς διαβαλών δη έρχεται εις τδ δικα
στηρίου, εΐδώς δτι εΰδιάβολα τά τοιαΰτα προς τούς 

c πολλούς, και εμού γάρ τοι, δταν τι λέγω έν τη εκκλη
σία περί τών θείων, προλέγων αύτοίς τά μέλλοντα, * 

8 In choosing here to give prominence to the part of the in
dictment that emphasizes religious heterodoxy, S. anticipates the 
main theme of the dialogue. Foi· S.’s direct answer to this charge 
in court, see Ap. 26b3-28a2.
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that. And so perhaps Meletus too is clearing out first those 3 
of us who are blighting the young shoots, as he claims. 
Following this then, it’s clear that when he’s taken care of 
the older ones, he’ll be responsible for bringing very many 
of the greatest good things to the city, as at least is likely 
to happen when you begin from such a starting point.

E. I should hope so, Socrates, but I’m afraid the op
posite may happen. You see in trying to do you an injustice, 
it really seems to me that by starting, as it were, at its very 
heart, he’s harming the city. And tell me, what is it he says 
you’re doing that corrupts the young?

S. Strange things, my good friend, at least when you b 
hear it put like this. You see the reasons he’s indicting me 
are that I’m an inventor of deities and I create newfangled 
gods and don’t acknowledge the old ones, so he claims.8

9 S.’s "divine sign” (to claimonion), his personal guardian spirit, 
is assumed by E. to be the ostensible basis of the charge, as S. also 
suggests at Ap. 31dl-5 (a connection also made by Xen. Mem. 
1.1.2 and Ap. 12).

10 The sovereign political body in fifth-/fourth-centuiy Ath
ens; all male citizens were entitled to attend.

E. I see, Socrates; presumably because you yourself 
say that your divine sign comes upon you from time to 
time. And so he has brought this indictment on the basis 
that you’re breaking new ground in the matter of religion 
and so he’s coming to court intending to misrepresent you 
knowing that this is easy to do with the common crowd.9 
And indeed from my own experience, whenever I address c 
tire Assembly10 on religious matters and predict to them 
what’s going to happen, they laugh at me as if I’m mad, 
and although nothing of what I’ve told them by way of 
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καταγελωσιυ ώς μαινομενον καίτοι οΰδέυ δτι ούκ 
αληθές ε’ίρηκα ών προεϊπον, άλλ’ όμως φθονούσαν 
ήμΐν πάσι τοΐς τοιούτοις. άλλ’ οΰδέρ αύτών χρη φρον- 
τίζειν, άλλ’ όμοσε ίέναι. I

ΧΩ. ΤΙ φίλε Ένθύφρων, άλλα τό μέν καταγελα- 
σθήναι Ίσως ού8έν πράγμα. Άθηναίοις γάρ τοι, ώς 
έμοι 8οκεΐ, ον σφοδρά μέλει αν τινα 8εινόν οιωνται 
είναι, μη μέντοι διδασκαλικού της αύτού σοφίας- ον 

d δ’ αν και άλλους ο’ίωνται ποιεΐν τοιούτους, θυμούνται, 
ειτ’ ούν φθάνω ώς συ λέγεις, είτε δι’ άλλο τι.

ΕΤΘ. Τούτου ούν πέρι όπως ποτέ προς εμέ εχου- 
σιν, ού πάνυ επιθυμώ πειραθηναι.

ΧΩ. "Ισως γάρ συ μέν 8οκεΐς σπάνιον σεαυτον 
παρέχειν I καί διδάσκειυ ούκ έθέλειν την σεαυτού σο
φίαν- εγώ δε φοβούμαι μη ύπό φιλανθρωπίας 8οκώ 
αντοΐς ότιπερ εχω εκκεχυμένως παντι άν8ρι λεγειν, ου 
μόνον άνευ μισθού, αλλά και προστιθεϊς αν η8εως εί 
τις μου έθέλει άκούειν. ει μέν ούν, ο ννν8η ελεγον, 

e μέλλοιέν μον καταγελάν, I ώσπερ σύ φης σαυτού, ού- 
8έν αν ε’ίη άη8ές παίζοντας και γελώντας εν τώ 8ικα- 
στηρίω 8ιαγαγεΐν- εί δε σπου8άσονται, τούτ’ η8η όπη 
άποβησεται ά8ηλον πλην νρ,'ιν τοΐς μάντεσιν.

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ ίσως ον8έν έσται, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, πράγμα, 
I άλλα συ τε κατά νούν άγωνιη την 8ίκην, οΐμαι δε 
καί εμέ την έμην.

11 S. elsewhere (e.g.,Ap. 33a6) claims he never taught anyone; 
here he is saying only that the Athenians may think he does. At 
Ap. 23c2ff. S. fixes on the imitation of his investigative question
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prediction has been untrue, still they disparage all people 
like us. Anyway, we mustn’t worry about any of this: just 
face up to them.

S. But my dear Euthyphro, being laughed at is prob
ably no big deal. You see it seems to me that the Athenians 
aren’t terribly bothered if they think someone is clever, 
that is, provided he’s not in the business of teaching his 
own wisdom. But with anyone they think is also influenc
ing others to be like him, they get angry either out of re- d 
sentment in fact, as you say, or for some other reason.11

E. Actually, how they feel about me in this regard, I’m 
not very interested in finding out.

S. Perhaps it’s because you appear to be reluctant to 
put yourself forward and unwilling to explain your own 
wisdom to them. But as for me, I’m afraid they’ll think 
that, as a result of my love of my fellow human beings, I 
say whatever I have to say to everyone indiscriminately, 
not only free of charge,12 but also I’d happily give some
thing if anyone is willing to listen to me. So, as I was saying 
just now, if they were to make fun of me in the way you e 
say they make fun of you, then it wouldn’t be at all unpleas
ant to spend the time in the trial having some fun and 
laughs. But if they’re going to take it seriously, then it 
won’t be clear how things will turn out except to prophets 
like yourself.

E. Well perhaps it won’t come to anything, Socrates. 
Anyway, I’m sure you’ll contest your case according to 
your own ideas, and I think I too will conduct mine in my 
own way.

ing by the well-placed youth of Athens as a root cause of the re
sentment. 12 Unlike the sophists, Plato’s S. had the reputa
tion of not charging for what he offered (Ap. 19el, 33b).
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ΧΩ. ’Έστιν δε δη σοί, ώ Έύθύφρων, τίς ή δίκη; 
φεύγεις αυτήν η διώκεις;

ΕΤΘ. Διώκω. I
ΧΩ. Ύίνα;

4 ΕΤΘ. 'Όΐ' διώκων αύ δοκώ μαίνεσθαι.
ΧΩ. Τί δε; πετάμενόν τινα διώκεις;
ΕΤΘ. Πολλοί γε δει πετεσθαι, δς γε τυγχάνει ών 

ευ μάλα πρεσβύτης.
ΧΩ. Τίς ούτος; I
ΕΤΘ. 'Ο έμδς πατήρ.
ΧΩ. 'Ο σάς, ώ βέλτιστε;
ΕΤΘ. Πάνυ μεν ονν.
ΧΩ. ’Έστιρ δέ τί τδ έγκλημα καί τίνος ή δίκη;
ΕΤΘ. Φόνον, ώ Ί,ώκρατες. I
ΧΩ. Ήράκλεις. η που, ώ Εύθύφρων, αγνοείται ύπο 

των πολλών οπη ποτέ δρθώς εχει- ου γαρ οίμαί γε 
b τού επιτνχόντος δρθώςγ αυτό πράζαι, άλλα πόρρω 

που ηδη σοφίας ελαύνοντος.
ΕΤΘ. Πόρρω μέντοι νη Δία, ώ Σώκρατες.
ΧΩ. ’Έστιΐ' δε δη των οικείων τις δ τεθνεώς ΰπδ 

τον σου πατρός; I η δήλα δη; ον γάρ άν πον υπέρ γε 
άλλοτρίου έπεζησθα φόνου αύτω.

ΕΤΘ. Γελοίοι, ώ Χώκρατες, ότι ο’ίει τι διαφέρειν 
είτε άλλότριος εΐτε οικείος ό τεθνεώς, άλλ’ ον τούτο 
μόνον δεΐν φυλάττειν, εϊτε εν δίκη έκτεινεν δ κτείνας

1 όρθως seel. Burnet
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S. Oh yes, what is this lawsuit13 of yours, Euthyphro? 
Are you defending or prosecuting?

13 Dike·, see above, n. 3. For details of E.’s lawsuit and the 
social and religious implications, see Introduction to Euthyphro, 
section 2 (i). 14 S. introduces a proverbial phrase: "to chase
a bird on the wing,” and plays on the technical and nontechnical 
meanings of dioko (“prosecute” and “pursue”).

E. Prosecuting.
S. Whom?
E. Again, a man they think I’m mad to prosecute. 4
S. What? Are you after someone with wings?14
E. Ha! He’s far from flying; he’s actually really rather 

old.
S. Who is this?
E. My father.
S. Your own father, you excellent fellow!
E. Yes, that’s right.
S. So what’s the charge and what’s the suit about?
E. Murder, Socrates.
S. Heracles! I suppose, Euthyphro, that most people 

are ignorant of what on earth the right course is. You see 
I don’t think just anybody could rightly act like this, but b 
someone already far advanced in wisdom.

E. Yes indeed, very far advanced, by Zeus, Socrates.
S. Well is the man killed by your father a member of 

your household? Obviously he must be, as I can’t imagine 
you’d be prosecuting him for the murder of someone out
side the household.

E. It’s ridiculous, Socrates, that you think it makes a 
difference whether the dead man is from outside or inside 
the household, but that you don’t have to watch out solely
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ecre μη, και el I μεν εν δίκη, εάν, el δε μη, επεζιέναι, 
c έάνπερ δ κτείνα? σννέστιό? σοι καί ομοτράπεζο1? ή'

15 I.e., Ε. wishes to deny that the distinction between “house
hold” (oikeios) and “nonhousehold/stranger” (allotrios) is relevant 
to the question of whether or not a relative of the slayer incurs 
pollution. On the detailed circumstances of E.’s case and the is
sues involved, see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 2 (i).

Ίσον γάρ τδ μίασμα γίγνεται έαν σννη? τω τοιουτω 
σννειδω? καί μη άφοσιοΐ? σεαντόν τε καί εκείνον τη 
δίκη επεζιών. έπεί δ γε άποθανων πελάτη? τις ήν 
έμό?, καί ώ? έγεωργονμεν εν τη I Νάζω, έθητενεν εκεί 
παρ’ ήμΐν. παραίνησα? ονν καί δργισθεί? των οίκετων 
τινι των ήμετέρων άποσφαττει αντον. ο ονν πατήρ 
σννδησα? τον? πόδα? καί τδ.? χεΐρα? αντον, κατα
βολών είς τάφρον τινά, πέμπει, δενρο άνδρα πευσό- 
μενον τον έζηγητον δτι χρείη ποιεΐν. εν δε τοντω τω 

d χράνω τον δεδεμένον ώλιγώρει τε καί ημελει ώ? άν- 
δροφόνον καί ονδεν δν πράγμα εί και άποθάνοι, δπερ 
ονν και έπαθεν- νπδ γάρ λιμόν καί ρίγον? καί των 
δεσμών αποθνήσκει πριν τον άγγελον παρά τον έζ
ηγητον άφικέσθαι. I ταΰτα δη ονν και αγανακτεί δ τε 
πατήρ και οί άλλοι οικείοι, δτι εγω νπερ τον άνδροφό- 
νον τω πατρί φόνον έπεζέρχομαι οντε άποκτείναντι, 
ω? φασιν εκείνοι, οντ el ότι μαλιστα άπεκτεινεν, αν- 
δροφόνον γε όντο? τον άποθανόντο?, ον δεΐν φρον- 

e τίζειν νπέρ τον τοιοντον—άνόσιον γάρ είναι τδ νον 
πατρί φόνον έπεζιέναι—κακω? ε’ιδότε?, ώ 'Σωκρατε?, 
τδ θειον ώ? έχει τον όσιον τε περί και τον ανοσιον. 
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for whether the slayer slew lawfully or not, and if it was 
lawful, let him go and if not, prosecute, even if the slayer 
shares your hearth and board. You see the pollution is just c 
as great if you knowingly associate with such a person and 
don’t cleanse both yourself and the other· man by taking 
him to court.15 Although in point of fact, the dead man was 
a hired laborer of mine, and as we were farming on Naxos, 
that’s where he worked for us. Now, having got himself 
drunk he flew into a rage with one of our household slaves 
and cut his throat. So my father bound him hand and foot, 
threw him into a ditch, and sent a man here to ask an ad
viser16 what he should do. In the meantime he disregarded d 
the man he’d had tied up, and paid no attention to him 
as a murderer and thought it would be of no importance 
even if he died, which is just what did in fact happen. For 
through hunger, cold and being tied up he died before 
the messenger returned from the adviser. So this is ac
tually why both my father and the rest of the household 
are angry, because I’m prosecuting my father for murder 
on behalf of the murderer. Either my father didn’t kill 
him, they’re saying, or, even if there were not the slightest 
doubt that he had killed him, given that the dead man was 
a murderer, one shouldn’t worry about such a person, for 
they believe it’s unholy for a son to prosecute his father e 
for murder—little knowing, Socrates, what the position of 
divine law is over what is holy and what is unholy.

Ifi An exegetes (adviser, interpreter) was an elected state offi
cial whose function was to expound and inteipret religious mat
ters, especially those concerning cases of pollution.
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ΧΩ. Xv δέ δη προς Διός, ώ Έώθνφρων, οντωσι I 
ακριβώς οί« επίστασθαι περί των θείων όπη έχει, και 
των οσίων re καί, ανοσιών, ώστε τούτων οντω πρα- 
χθέντων ώς σν Xeyeis, ον φοβη δικαζόμενος τω πατρι 
όπως μη αν σν άνόσιον πράγμα τνγχάνης πράττων;

ΕΤΘ. Ονδέν yap αν μον όφελος εϊη, ώ Ίζώκρατες, 
ονδέ τω αν διαφέροι Ένθνφρων των πολλών άνθρώ- 

5 πων, ει μη τα τοιαντα πάντα ακριβώς είδείην.
ΧΩ. 7\ρ’ ονν μοι, ώ θανμάσιε Ιώυθνφρων, κράτι- 

στόν έστι μαθητη σώ γενέσθαι, και προ της γραφής 
της προς I Μέλητον αντά ταντα προκαλεΐσθαι αντόν, 
λεγοντα ότι έγωγε και εν τω έμπροσθεν χρόνω τά 
θεία περί πολλον εποιονμην είδέναι, και ννν επειδή 
με εκείνος αντοσχεδιάζοντά φησι και καινοτομονντα 
περί των θείων έξαμαρτάνειν, μαθητης δη γέγονα 

b σάς—“και εΐ μεν, ώ λϊέλητε,” φαίην αν, “Ένθνφρονα 
ομολογείς σοφον είναι τά τοιαντα, όρθώς νομίζειν και 
εμε ήγον και μη δικάζον εί δε μη, έκείνω τω διδα- 
σκάλω λάχε δίκην πρότερον η εμοί, ώς τούς πρεσβυ- 
τέρονς διαφθείροντι εμέ τε και τον αντον πατέρα, εμέ 
μέν διδάσκοντι, εκείνον δε νουθετονντί τε και I κολά- 
ζοντι”—καί άν μη μοι πείθηται μηδέ άφίη της δίκης 
η άντ εμον γράφηται σέ, αντά ταντα λέγειν εν τω 
δικαστηρίω ά προνκαλονμην αντόν;

17 "challenge . . . before the trial”: prokaleisthai (challenge) is 
a technical legal term referring to the impending preliminary 
hearing (anakrisis). Such challenges and their acceptance or re
fusal would be recorded and used at the trial proper. Here S. is 
imagining his challenge as being formally issued to Meletus in
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S. Zeus! Do you really think, Euthyphro, that your 
knowledge of the position of the divine laws, both as to 
what is holy and what is unholy, is so precise that, given 
these things have happened as you say, you’re not afraid 
that in bringing your father to court it’s not you in fact who 
will turn out to be committing an unholy deed?

E. Yes, for I’d be of no use, Socrates, and Euthyphro 
would be no different at all from the majority of people if 5 
I didn’t have a precise knowledge of all such matters.

S. So is it best, my good Euthyphro, for me to become 
your pupil and challenge Meletus on these very points 
before the trial17 by saying that even in the past I myself 
thought it important to know the divine laws, and now, 
since he claims that by talking irresponsibly and breaking 
new ground I’m in error as regards the divine, I have in
deed become your pupil? “And if, Meletus,” I’d say, “you b 
agree that Euthyphro is wise in these matters, then con
sider me to be right in my thinking too, and drop the case. 
If not, then get a writ against him, my teacher, rather than 
me on the grounds that he corrupts his elders, both me 
and his own father, me by his teaching and his father by 
admonishing and punishing him.” And if he doesn’t do as 
I say and drop the case, or prosecute you instead of me, 
should I repeat at the trial the points on which I had al
ready challenged him?18

circumstances in which a refusal would weaken the credibility of 
the latter’s case.

18 In this long, rambling speech (formally a question and an 
unbroken sentence in the Greek), S. ostensibly takes E. s claim of 
expertise at face value and claims that the person Meletus should 
really be prosecuting is E., “S.’s teacher.”

33



PLATO

ΕΤΘ. Ναι μά Δια, ω ^ώκρατες, εί άρα έμε ίπιχει- 
c ρησειε γράφεσθαι, ενροιμ’ άν, ώς οΐμαι, οπη σαθρός 

εστιν, και πολύ άν ήμΐν πρότερον περί εκείνον λόγος 
εγενετο εν τώ δικαστηρίω η περί εμον.

ΧΩ. Καί εγώ τοι, ώ φίλε εταίρε, ταντα γιγνώσκων 
I μαθητης επιθνμώ γενεσθαι σάς, είδως ότι και άλλος 
πού τις και 6 Μίλητος οντος σέ μεν ουδέ δοκεΐ όράν, 
έμέ δέ όντως όζεως και ραδίως κατεΐδεν ώστε ασέ
βειας εγράφατο. ννν ονν προς Διδς λίγε μοι δ νννδη 
σαφώς είδεναι διισχνρίζον, ποιόν τι τό ευσεβές φης 

d είναι και το άσεβες και περί φόνον και περί των άλ
λων; η ον ταντόν εστιν εν πάση πράζει το όσιον αντό 
αντω, και το άνοσιον αν τον μεν όσιον παντός ενα
ντίον, αυτό δέ αντω όμοιον και εχον μίαν τινά ιδίαν 
κατά την άνοσιότητα παν δτιπερ άν μίλλη άνόσιον 
είναι; I

ΕΤΘ. Πάντως δηπον, ώ ^άκρατες.
ΧΩ. Λέγε δη, τί φης είναι τό οσίου καί τί τό άνό

σιον;
ΕΤΘ. Λέγω τοίννν ότι τό μεν όσιόν έστιν όπερ εγώ 

ννν ποιώ, τώ άδικονντι η περί φόνονς η περί ιερών 
κλοπάς η I η άλλο τών τοιοντων εζαμαρτάνοντι επ-

1θ At 4e9-5a2.
20 Plato’s manner of expressing the question indicates what 

the remainder of the dialogue takes for granted—that reverence 
(literally, "the pious,” etc.) must be some “thing.” To eusebes (defi
nite article + neuter adjective = “the pious [thing]”) is synony
mous here with to hosion (= “the holy” in d2).
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E. Zeus, yes! Socrates; if indeed he were to try to in- c 
diet me, I’d discover, I think, where his weakness lies and 
the line of argument in court would be much more likely 
to be about him than about me.

S. And realizing this I tell you, my good friend, I’m 
keen to become your pupil, knowing that this fellow Me- 
letus, along with others, no doubt, doesn’t even seem to 
see you, but he has so shrewdly and easily marked me 
down that he has indicted me for impiety. So now in Zeus’ 
name tell me what you affirmed only just now you know 
clearly:19 what kind of a thing are reverence and irrever
ence20 as regards murder and as regards other things? Is d 
what is holy not the same, identical with itself, in every 
action,21 and again isn’t what is unholy entirely the oppo
site of the holy, identical with itself, everything that is to 
be characterized as unholy having a single characteristic 
in respect of its unholiness?22

21 Note the emphasis on actions rather than beliefs, reflecting 
the ambivalence of nomizo (“acknowledge” or "believe in” [the 
gods]) in the indictment against S. (see Introduction to Apology 
section 4.

22 On the philosophical implications of S.’s request for a defi
nition and E. s attempts at answering, see Introduction to Euthy
phro, section 3 (ii) (a).

E. Completely so, in my view, Socrates.
S. Tell me then, what do you say the holy and the un

holy are?
E. Well I say that the holy is doing what I’m now doing, 

prosecuting a wrongdoer whether it involves murder, or 
the theft of sacred objects or committing any other crime 
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e εζιέναι, έάντε πατήρ ών τνγχάνη έάντε μήτηρ έάντε 
άλλος όεττισονν, το δε μη έπεξιέναι άνόσιον έπεί, ώ 
'Χώκρατες, θέασαι ώς μέγα σοι έρώ τεκμηριον τον 
νόμον ότι ούτως έχει—δ καί άλλοις ήδη είπον, ότι, 
ταντα όρθως αν εϊη οντω γιγνόμενα, μη έπιτρέπειν I 
τω άσεβονντι μηδ’ αν όστισονν τνγχά,νη ων. αντοι 
yap οι άνθρωποι τνγχάνονσι νομίζοντες τον Δία των 

6 θεών άριστον και δικαιότατον, και τούτον όμολογονετι 
τον αντον πατέρα δήο~αι ότι τονς νεΐς κατέπινεν ονκ 
εν δίκη, κάκεΐνόν γε αν τον αντον πατέρα έκτεμείν δι 
ετερα τοιαντα- έμοι δε χαλεπαίνονσιν ότι τω πατρι 
έπεζέρχομαι άδικονντι, και I όντως αντοι αντοϊς τα 
εναντία λέγονσι περί τε των θεών και περί έμον.

ΧΩ. "Κρά. γε, ω Έ,νθύφρων, τοντ’ εστιν ον οννεκα 
την γραφήν φεύγω, ότι τα τοιαντα επειδάν τις περί 
των θεών λέγη, δνσχερως πως αποδέχομαι; διό δη, 
ώς έοικε, φησει I τίς με έζαμαρτάνειν. ννν ονν εΐ και 

b <τοι ταντα σννδοκεΐ τω εν είδότι περί των τοιοντων, 
ανάγκη δή, ώς έοικε, και ημΐν σνγχωρεΐν. τί γάρ και 
φησομεν, οϊ γε καί αντοι όμολογονμεν περί αντών 
μηδέν ειδέναι; αλλά μοι είπε προς Φιλίον, σν ώς αλη
θώς ηγη ταντα όντως γεγονέναι; I

ΕΤΘ. Καί ετι γε τούτων θανμασιώτερα, ω "ϊ,ώκρα- 
τες, ά οι πολλοί ονκ ϊσασιν.

23 I.e., Cronus had castrated his father, Uranus. For the sto
ries, see Hesiod (Theog. 154-82 and 453ff.). These violent strug
gles of successive generations of gods were much quoted in the 
later sixth and fifth centuries (e.g., by Xenophanes the Presocratic 
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of a similar kind, whether they happen to be my father, or e 
mother, or anyone else whosoever; and, on the other hand, 
not to prosecute is unholy. Since, see, Socrates, how deci
sive is the proof I’m about to give you, that this is how the 
law stands—which I’ve already explained to other people, 
that this would be the right way to act: not to give way to 
anyone impious, no matter who it may be. You see the very 
people who actually believe that Zeus is the best and most 6 
just of the gods, also admit that that he put his own father 
in chains because he devoured his children without justifi
cation, and that god in his turn had castrated his own fa
ther for other similar deeds.23 And yet they’re angry with 
me because I’m prosecuting my father for breaking the law 
and thus they’re contradicting themselves both with re
gard to the gods and to me.

S. So can this be the reason, Euthyphro, why I’m de
fending this indictment, because whenever anyone says 
things like this about the gods, somehow I find it difficult 
to accept them? I suppose that must be why someone will 
say I’m making a mistake. Well now, if you, with a good b 
understanding of such things, also agree in approving 
these beliefs, it seems that people like me have to go along 
with them as well. For what shall those of us say, who 
admit that we ourselves know nothing about these mat
ters? But tell me, in the name of friendship, do you truly 
believe this is how things happened?

E. Yes, and there are things even more wonderful than 
these that the majority of people know nothing about.

philosopher, Aeschylus and Euripides, tragedians) to cast doubt 
on the moral integrity of the gods, or conversely, as by E. here, to 
justify human conduct (see further, Introduction to Euthyphro, 
section 2 (ii)).
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Sil. Καί πόλεμον άρα ήγή συ είναι τω όντι εν τοίς 
θεοΐς προς άλλήλους, και έχθρας γε 8εινάς και μάχας 
καί άλλα τοιαντα πολλά, οια λέγεται τε υπό των ποι

ο ητών, και υπό των αγαθών γραφέων τά τε άλλα Ιερά 
ήμίν καταπεποίκιλται, και 8ή και τοίς μεγάλοις Παν- 
αθηναίοις ό πέπλος μεστός των τοιούτων ποικιλμά
των ανάγεται εις την άκρόπολιν; ταντα αληθή φωμεν 
είναι, ώ Έώθνφρων; I

ΕΤΘ. Μη μόνον γε, ώ ^άκρατες, άλλ’ οπερ άρτι 
είπον, καί άλλα σοι έγω πολλά, εανπερ βουλή, περί 
των θείων 8ιηγήσομαι, ά σύ άκούων εύ οί8’ ότι έκ- 
πλαγηση.

ΧΩ. Οΰκ αν θανμάζοιμι. αλλα ταϋτα μεν μοι εις 
αϋθις επί σχολής 8ιηγήση· νυνί 8έ όπερ άρτι σε ήρό- 

d μην πειρω σαφέστερου είπεΐν. οΰ γάρ με, ω εταίρε, το 
πρότερον ΐκανως ε8ί8αξας ερωτήσαντα το όσιον ότι 
ποτ εϊη, αλλά, μοι είπες ότι τούτο τυγχάνει όσιον ον 
ο συ νυν ποιείς, φόνου έπεζιων τω πατρί. I

ΕΤΘ. Καί αληθή γε έλεγαν, ω 'ϊ,ωκρατες.
ΧΩ. νΙσως. άλλα γάρ, ώ Έϋθύφρων, καί άλλα 

πολλά φής είναι όσια.
ΕΤΘ. Καί γάρ εστιν.
ΧΩ. λΐέμνησαι ουν ότι ου τοΰτό σοι 8ιεκελευόμην, 

εν τι I ή 8ύο με 8ι8άξαι των πολλών όσιων, άλλ’

24 We follow Burnet (n. ad loc.) in assuming that the reference 
here to “good” painters is ironic.

25 These paintings have not survived, but an example, the
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S. And do you then think that the gods really make war 
against each other, and that there are terrible feuds and 
battles, and many other similar events such as those de
scribed by the poets; added to which our various shrines 
that have been elaborately adorned by our good friends c 
the painters,24 and especially the robe covered with these 
kinds of embroideries that is carried up to the Acropolis 
at the Great Panathenaic Festival?25 Are we saying these 
are true, Euthyphro?

E. Not only these, Socrates, but as I said just now, I’ll 
explain many other aspects of religious affairs if you wish, 
which, believe me, will amaze you when you hear them.

S. I wouldn’t be surprised, but you can do that later 
when there’s more time. But for the moment try and tell 
me more clearly what I asked you about a moment ago. d 
You see, my friend, you didn’t adequately explain to me 
before when I asked what the holy might be, but told me 
that what you’re now doing, prosecuting your father for 
murder, happens to be holy.

E. And I was telling the truth, Socrates.
S. Perhaps, but the fact is, Euthyphro, you’re saying 

that many other things are holy.
E. As indeed they are.
S. Well then, do you remember I didn’t tell you to 

explain one or two of the many examples of the holy to me,

binding of the goddess Hera by her son Hephaistus in the temple 
of Dionysus near the theater, is described by Pausanias (1.20.2). 
The robe (peplos) woven for the statue of Athena was carried to 
the Acropolis in a ceremonial procession at the spring festival of 
the Great Panathenaia (every four years).
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εκείνο αντδ το είδος ω πάντα τά όσια δσιά εστιν: 
e εφησθα γάρ πον μια ιδέα τά τε ανόσια ανόσια είναι 

και τά όσια όσια- η ον μνημονεύεις;
ΕΤΘ. "Έ>γωγε.
ΧΩ. ΤαΰτηΓ τοίννν με αντην δίδαζον την ιδέαν τις 

ποτέ I έστιν, ϊνα εις εκείνην άποβλέπων καί δρώμενος 
αντη παραδείγματι, δ μεν άν τοιοντον η ών άν η σν 
η άλλος τις πράττη φω όσιον είναι, δ δ’ άν μη 
τοιοντον, μη φω.

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ εί οντω βούλει, ω ^ώκρατες, και οντω 
σοι φράσω. I

ΧΩ. ’Αλλά μην βούλομαι γε.
ΕΤΘ. "Εστι τοίννν τδ μεν τοΐς θεοις προσφιλές 

7 όσιον, τδ δε μη προσφιλές άνόσιον.
ΧΩ. ΤΙαγκάλως, ω Ένθνφρων, και ως έγω έζητονν 

άποκρίνασθαι σε, οντω ννν άπεκρινω. ει μεντοι αλη
θώς, τούτο ονπω οίδα, άλλα σν δηλον ότι έπεκδιδά- 
ξεις ως έστιν I άληθη α λέγεις.

ΕΤΘ. Πάνν μέν ονν.
ΧΩ. Φέρε δη, έπισκεφώμεθα τί λέγομεν. τδ μέν

26 “Characteristic” translates eidos (dll, etc.), a term that 
later evolved into Plato’s “Form/Idea.” On its meaning in early 
Socratic dialogues, see General Introduction, section 3 (i).

27 It was actually S. who said this (5dl-5), though E. left 
himself open to S.’s comment here by emphatically agreeing with
out understanding (d6). There is, however, a serious point here: 
S. insists on securing agreement to each logical step as he goes, 
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but that one particular characteristic26 by which all ex
amples of the holy are holy? You see, I think you said27 
things that are unholy are unholy by virtue of a single 
characteristic, and things that are holy are holy by virtue e 
of a single characteristic, or don’t you remember?

E. I do.
S. Then explain to me what this characteristic can be, 

so that by looking hard at it and using it as a model I can 
say that on the one hand such and such an action that you 
or someone else takes is holy, and on the other an action 
that is not such, isn’t.

E. Well if that’s the way you want it, Socrates, that’s the 
way I’ll explain it to you.

S. Yes, that’s just what I do want.
E. Well then, something that the gods love is holy and 7 

what they do not love is unholy.28
S. Excellent, Euthyphro! The answer you’re now giv

ing me is just the sort I was looking for. However, I don’t 
yet know if it’s true, but clearly you’re going to go on and 
explain how what you’re saying is true.

E. Of course.
S. Come on then, let’s examine what we’re saying. That

so that any statement so agreed might legitimately be seen as the 
responsibility of both of them. (See also 7e5, e9, 9d7, 15b7-c3.)

28 The key terms prosphiles tois theois (what the gods love) 
and me prosphiles tois theois (what the gods do not love/hate), 
are susceptible to a variety of translations, e.g., “what is [is not] 
agreeable to/acceptable to/cherished by the gods.” For consis
tency we maintain a basic translation throughout: “what is loved/ 
hated by the gods.” See further, Introduction to Euthyphro, sec
tion 3 (ii) (a).
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θεοφιλές re και θεοφιλής άνθρωπος όσιος, το 8έ θεο- 
μισές και ό θεομισ-ης ανόσιος- ον ταντον 8’ εστίν, 
άλλα τό I εναντιώτατον, το όσιον τω άνοσιω- ονγ 
όντως;

ΕΤ®. Οντω μεν ονν.
ΧΩ. Καί εν γε φαίνεται είρησθαι;

b ΕΤΘ. Δοκώ, ώ Χώκρατες.2

2 post Χώκρατες add. εϊρηται γάρ βΤί): seel. Naber

ΧΩ. Ονκονν καί ότι στασιάζονσιν οι θεοί, ώ Ιίνθν- 
φρων, και 8ιαφέρονται άλλήλοις και εχθρα εστίν εν 
αντοΐς προς άλληλονς, καί τούτο εϊρηται; I

ΕΤ®. Εϊρηται γάρ.
ΧΩ. “Έτχθραν δε καί όργάς, ω άριστε, ή περί τίνων 

8ιαφορά ποιεί; ά>8ε 8ε σκοπώμεν. άρ’ αν εί 8ιαφεροί- 
μεθα εγώ τε καί σν περί αριθμόν όποτερα πλειω, -η 
περί τούτων 8ιαφορά εχθρούς αν -ημάς ποιοι καί ορ- 
γίζ,εσθαι άλλτηλοις, η I επί λογισμόν ελθόντες περί γε 
των τοιοντων ταχύ αν άπαλλαγεΐμεν;

c ΕΤ®. Πάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν καί περί τον μείζονος και εΚαττονος 

εί 8ιαφεροίμεθα, επί το μετρεΐν ελθόντες ταχύ παν- 
σαίμεθ’ αν της I 8ιαφορας;

ΕΤ®. "Εσπι ταντα.
ΧΩ. Καί επί γε το ίσταναι ελθόντες, ώς εγωμαι, 

περί τον βαρντέρον τε καί κονφοτερον 8ιακριθεΐμεν 
αν;

ΕΤ®. Πώς γαρ ον; I
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which the gods love and a person whom the gods love is 
holy and what the gods hate and the person who is hated 
by the gods is unholy.29 The holy is not the same as the 
unholy, but the complete opposite: isn’t that so?

29 See previous note.
39 At 6b7ff.

E. It is indeed.
S. And does it seem to have been well expressed?
E. I think so, Socrates. b
S. And hasn’t it also been said that the gods are up in 

arms and are in dispute with one another and engage in 
feuds with each other?30

E. It has.
S. But what is the dispute about that creates the hostil

ity and fury, my good man? Let’s look at it this way: if you 
and I were having an argument about which of two groups 
of numbers was the greater, would our difference of opin
ion make us enemies and make us angry with each other, 
or would we get down to the arithmetic, at least in such 
disputes as these, and quickly settle our differences?

E. Of course. c
S. And if we were disagreeing over bigger and smaller 

we’d would set about measuring and quickly end our dis
agreement?

E. That’s right.
S. And we’d settle our differences over what is heavier 

and what is lighter by resorting to weighing?
E. Of course.
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ΧΩ. Περί τίνος δέ δή διενεχθέντες και. επί τίνα 
κρίσιν ον δννάμενοι άφικέσθαι εχθροί ye άν άλλή- 
λοις εΐμεν καί ΰργιζοίρ.είία; ίσως ον πρόχειρόν σοί 

d έστω, άλλ’ έμον λέγοντας σκόπει el τάδε εστί τό τε 
δίκαιον και τδ άδικον καί. καλόν και αισχρόν και αγα
θόν και κακόν, άρα ον ταντά έστιν περί άν διενεχθέν
τες και ον δννάμενοι επί ικανήν κρίσιν αντων έλθεΐν 
εχθροί άλλήλοις γιγνόμεθα, I όταν γιγνωμεθα, και 
εγώ καί σν και οί άλλοι άνθρωποι πάντες;

ΕΤ©. Άλλ’ εστιν αντη ή διαφορά, ώ "^άκρατες, και 
περί τοντων.

ΧΩ. Τί §έ οί θεοί, ω Ήνθνφρων; ονκ ε’ίπερ τι δια
φέρονται, I δι αντά ταντα διαφέροιντ’ άν;

ΕΤ©. Πολλή ανάγκη.
e ΧΩ. Καί των θεών άρα, ω γενναίε Ένθνφρων, άλ

λοι άλλα δίκαια ήγοννται κατά τον σδν λόγον, και 
καλά και αισχρά καί αγαθά και κακά- ον γάρ άν πον 
έστασίαζ,ον άλλήλοις ει μη περί τούτων διεφέροντο- 
ή γαρ; I

ΕΤ©. Όρθως λέγεις.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν άπερ καλά ήγοννται έκαστοι καί 

αγαθά και δίκαια, ταντα καί φιλονσιν, τά δε εναντία 
τοντων μισονσιν;

ΕΤ©. ΙΙάνν γε. I
ΧΩ. Ταϋτά δέ γε, ώ? συ φης, οί μεν δίκαια ήγονν-
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S. So over what then would we have got into a dispute, 
and, being unable to reach a settlement, would we be 
enemies of each other and get angry? Perhaps you don’t 
have an answer to hand, but from what I’m saying consider d 
if these are questions about what is just and unjust, honor
able and shameful, and good and bad. Aren’t these the 
things over which we would have argued and, being un
able to reach an adequate settlement, we’d become each 
other’s enemy whenever this occurs, both you and I and 
everyone else as well?31

31 For the distinction between terms where there is an agreed 
standard of measurement and where not, see also Ale. 1.112aff., 
Phdr. 263a. 32 This follows from what E. said about divine
disputes in the Hesiodic myths at 6aff.

33 On the gods’ “love” and “hate,” see above, n. 28.

E. Yes, this is the dispute, Socrates, and what it’s about.
S. What about the gods, Euthyphro? If they do indeed 

have some dispute, don’t they quarrel about these very 
same things?

E. Of course they must do.
S. And according to your account32 my noble Euthy- e 

phro, do different gods consider different things to be just, 
and honorable and shameful, and good and bad? You see, 
presumably they wouldn’t quarrel with each other if they 
were not in dispute over these things. Isn’t that so?

E. You’re right.
S. Then does this mean that what they each consider 

to be fine, good and just they love, and they hate their 
opposites?33

E. Very much so.
S. Yes, but it’s the same things, as you claim, that some
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8 ται, οι δε άδικα, περί ά και άμφισβητονντες στασιά- 
ζονσί re και πολεμονσιν άλλήλοις· άρα οάγ οντω;

ΕΤΘ. Οντω.
ΧΩ. Ί’αΐίτ’ άρα, ώς έοικεν, μισείται τε νπό των θεών 

καί I φιλεΐται, και θεομιση τε καί θεοφιλή ταντ’ άν 
ειη.

ΕΤΘ. Ίίοικε/Λ
ΧΩ. Καί όσια άρα και ανόσια τα αντα αν εϊη, ώ 

Ένθνφρων, τοντω τω λόγω.
ΕΤΘ. Ιίινδννεύει. I
ΧΩ. Ονκ άρα δ ηρόμην άπεκρίνω, ώ θαυμάσιε, ού 

γάρ τοΰτό γε ηρώτων, δ τυγχάνει ταύτόν όν όσιόν τε 
καί άνόσιον δ δ’ άν θεοφιλές η καί θεομισές εστιν, 

b ώς έοικεν. ώστε, ω Ενθνφρων, ό σν νυν ποιείς τον 
πατέρα κολάζων, ονδέν θαυμαστόν εΐ τούτο δρών τω 
μεν Διί προσφιλές ποιείς, τω δε Ιίρόνφ καί τω 
Ονρανω εχθρόν, καί τω μέν 'Ίάφαίστω φίλον, τη δέ 
'Ήρα εχθρόν, καί εϊ τις άλλος των I θεών έτερος έτέρω 
διαφέρεται περί αΰτοΰ, καί εκείνοις κατά τα αυτά.

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ οίμαι, ώ Ί,ωκρατες, περί γε τούτον των 
θεών ονδένα έτερον έτέρω διαφέρεσθαι, ώς ον δει 
δίκην διδόναι εκείνον δς άν αδίκως τινά άποκτείνη. I 

c ΧΩ. Τί δέ; ανθρώπων, ώ Ενθυφρων, ήδη τίνος ηκου- 
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of them think are just and others unjust, over which they 8 
are rising up and making war on each other; isn’t that so?

E. It is.
S. Then, as it seems, the same things are both loved 

and hated by the gods, and the same things would be “god- 
hated” and “god-loved.”

E. It appears so.
S. Then the same things would be holy and unholy, 

Euthyphro, by this argument.
E. I suppose so.
S. Then you didn’t answer my question, my good man. 

You see my question wasn’t what is both holy and unholy 
at the same time. Yet what would be loved by the gods is, 
it seems, also hated by them. The result, Euthyphro, is b 
that there’s nothing surprising if in doing what you’re now 
doing, punishing your father, it’s loved by Zeus, but an
tagonistic to Cronus and Uranus; loved by Hephaestus, 
but not by Hera;34 and again if any other gods are in dis
pute over this, the same applies to them too.

34 This latter example alludes to a quarrel between Hera and 
her son Hephaestus, whom she hated because of his deformity 
and hurled from Olympus (see Hom. II. 18.394—405). In revenge 
he sent her a golden chair that bound her fast once she sat down: 
see Paus. 1.20.2).

E. Well, my view, Socrates, on this point at least is that 
none of the gods is disputing with any of the others: that 
anyone who has killed someone unjustly must be pun
ished.

S. What, Euthyphro? Have you ever heard any human c 
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σας άμφισβητούντος ώς τον αδίκως άποκτείναντα η 
άλλο αδίκως ποιούντα ότιούν οΰ δει δίκην διδόναι;

ΕΤΘ. Ονδεν μεν ονν παύονται ταντα άμφισβητού- 
ντες και άλλοθι και εν τοίς δικαστηρίοις· άδικούντες 
yap I πάμπολλα, πάντα ποιούσι και λεγονσι φενγον- 
τες την δίκην.

ΧΩ. Ίΐ καί όμολογούσιν, ω Ενθνφρων, άδικεΐν, 
και όμολογούντες όμως ον δεΐν φασι σφάς διδόναι 
δίκην;

ΕΤΘ. Ονδαμώς τούτο γε. I
ΧΩ. Ονκ άρα παν γε ποιούσι και λέγονσι- τούτο 

yap οιμαι ον τολμώσι λεγειν ονδ’ άμφισβητεΐν, ώς 
d ονγι ειπερ άδικούσί γε δοτεον δίκην, άλλ’ οΐμαι ον 

φασιν άδικεΐν· η γάρ;
ΕΤΘ. Άληθη λέγεις.
ΧΩ. Ονκ άρα εκείνο γε άμφισβητούσιν, I ώς ον τον 

άδικονντα δει διδόναι δίκην, άλλ’ εκείνο ίσως αμφι
σβητούσαν, τό τις εστιν δ αδικών και τί δρών και 
πότε.

ΕΤΘ. Άληθη λέγεις.
ΧΩ. Ονκούν αντά γε ταύτα και οί θεοί πεπόνθασιν, 

ειπερ στασιάζονσι περί των δικαίων και αδίκων ώς ό 
σος I λόγος, και οί μέν φασιν άλληλονς άδικεΐν, οί δέ 
ον φασιν; επει εκείνο γε δηπον, ώ θανμάσιε, οΰδεΐς 

e οντε θεών ούτε ανθρώπων τολμά λεγειν, ώς ού τώ γε 
άδικούντι δοτεον δίκην.

33 The drawing of an elementary distinction between (1) es- 
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being arguing that he who has killed unjustly, or commit
ted any other crime should not be punished?33

E. On the contrary, they never stop arguing about this 
both generally and in the law courts. You see those com
mitting all kinds of wrongs do or say everything to avoid 
punishment.

S. Does that mean they admit to doing wrong, Euthy
phro, and in doing so nevertheless claim they shouldn’t be 
punished?

E. No, they don’t go that far!
S. So they don’t do or say everything. You see I think 

they don’t have the effrontery to say or argue that, if 
they’re in the wrong, they shouldn’t be punished, but I d 
think they do deny doing anything wrong; isn’t that right?

E. You’re right.
S. Then the point they’re arguing is not that the wrong

doer is not to be punished, but what they are perhaps ar
guing about is who the wrongdoer is and what he’s doing 
and when.

E. You’re right.
S. Is this therefore the very same thing experienced by 

the gods too, if indeed they’re in dispute over the just 
and the unjust, as your argument suggests, and each side 
claims that the other side acts unjustly, while the other 
side claims they don’t? Because in my view, my good man, 
no one, be he god or man, would have the nerve to argue e 
that the wrongdoer· should not be punished.

tablishing the principle that wrongdoing should be punished, and 
(2) deciding who is guilty and what constitutes guilt, seems un
necessarily long drawn-out (8bl0-d6) but may perhaps be ex
plained dramatically by the need for S. to lead a not particularly 
intelligent E. every inch of the way.
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ΕΤΘ. Ναι, τοντο μεν αληθές λέγεις, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, 
τό γε κεφάλαιον. I

ΧΩ. Άλλ’ 'έκαστον γε οιμαι, ώ Εώθνφρων, των 
π/>αχθεντων άμφισβητονσιν οί άμφισβητονντες, και 
άνθρωποι και θεοί, εϊπερ άμφισβητονσιν θεοί· πρά- 
ξεώς τίνος πέρι διαφερόμενοι οί μεν δικαίως φασίν 
αντην πεπράχθαι, οΐ δε αδίκως· άρ’ ονχ οΰτω; I

ΕΤΘ. Πάνν γε.
9 ΧΩ. “Ι0ι ννν, ώ φίλε Ένθύφρων, δίδαξαν και εμέ, 

ϊνα σοφώτερος γένωμαι, τί σοι τεκμηριόν έστιν ώς 
πάντες θεοί ηγούνται εκείνον αδίκως τεθνάναι, δς άν 
θητενων άνδροφόνος γενόμενος, σννδεθείς νπό τον 
δεσπότον τον άποθανόντος, I φθάση τελεντησας διά 
τα δεσμά πριν τον σννδησαντα παρά των εξηγητών 
περί αντον πνθέσθαι τί χρη ποιέΐν, και νπέρ τον 
τοιοντον δη όρθώς έχει έπεξιέναι και έπισκηπτεσθαι 

b φόνον τον νόν τώ πατρί; ιθι, περί τούτων πειρώ τί μοι 
σαφές ένδείξασθαι ώς παντός μάλλον πάντες θεοί 
ηγούνται όρθώς εχειν ταντην την πράξιν- καν μοι 
ίκανώς ένδειξη, έγκωμιάξων σε επί σοφίμ ονδέποτε 
πανσομαι. I

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ ’ίσως ονκ ολίγον έργον εστίν, ώ Χώκρα- 
τες, επει πάνν γε σαφώς εχοιμι άν επιδεΐξαί σοι.

ΧΩ. Μαΐ'^άΐ’ω· ότι σοι δοκώ των δικαστών δνσμα- 
θέστερος είναι, έπει έκείνοις γε ένδειξη δηλον οτι ώς 
άδικά τέ έστιν και οΐ θεοί άπαντες τα τοιαντα μισον- 
σιν. I
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E. Yes, what you’re saying here, Socrates, is true, at 
least in principle.

S. Well, Euthyphro, I think that those who are in dis
pute argue about individual actions, both men and gods, 
if indeed the gods do dispute: in differing over a particular 
action some say that the action was just, others unjust: isn’t 
that so?

E. Definitely.
S. Come on then, Euthyphro, teach me too, so I may 9 

be made wiser. What proof do you have that all the gods 
consider that a man has died unjustly who has committed 
murder while working as a hired laborer and has been tied 
up by the master of the dead man and dies on account of 
his bonds before he who tied him up could find out from 
the interpreters of the law what he should do about him; 
and that it is indeed right for the son to prosecute and 
denounce his father for murder on behalf of such a man?36 
Come on, try and demonstrate to me clearly that in these b 
circumstances all the gods undoubtedly consider that this 
action is right. And if you do give me an adequate demon
stration, I shall never cease singing your praises for your 
wisdom.

36 For the basic story and its social and religious implications, 
see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 2 (i).

E. Well maybe it’s no small undertaking, Socrates, and 
yet I could explain it to you very clearly indeed.

S. I understand; it’s because you think I’m harder to 
instruct than the jurymen since you’ll demonstrate to 
them that these acts were clearly unjust and all the gods 
hate such things.
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ΕΤΘ. I Ιάνυ ye σαφώς, ώ 'λώκρατες, έάνπερ άκού- 
ωσί γέ μου λέγοντας.

c ΧΩ. Άλλ’ άκούσονται, έάνπερ ευ δοκτ/ς Xeyeip. 
τόδε 8e σου ένενόησα άμα λέγοντας καί προς έμαυτδν 
σκοπώ- “Ei δτι μάλιστά με Εύθύφρων διδά^-eiep ώς οί 
θεοί άπαντες τον τοιούτον θάνατον ηγούνται άδικον 
είναι,, τί μάλλον εγώ I μεμάθηκα παρ’ Έιύθύφρονος τί 
ποτ’ έστίν τό όσιόν τε και τό άνόσιον; θεομισες μεν 
γάρ τούτο τό έργον, ώς εοικεν, εϊη άν. άλλα γάρ οΰ 
τούτω έφάνη άρτι ώρισμένα το όσιον και μη- τό γάρ 
θεομισες όν και θεοφιλές έφάνη.” ώστε τούτου μεν 

d άφίημί σε, ώ Έώθύφρων- εί βούλει, πάντες αυτό ηγει- 
σθων θεοί άδικον και πάντες μισούντων. άλλ’ άρα 
τούτο δ νυν έπανορθούμεθα εν τω λόγω—ώς δ μεν άν 
πάντες ο’ι θεοί μισώσιν άνόσιον εστιν, δ δ’ άν φιλώ- 
σιν, όσιον- δ δ’ αν οΐ μεν φιλώσιν οι δε μισώσιν, 
ουδέτερα η I άμφότερα—άρ’ ούτω βούλει ημΐν ώρί- 
σθαι νυν περί τού οσίου και τού άνοσιου;

ΕΤΘ. Τί γάρ κωλύει, ώ Ί,ώκρατες;
ΧΩ. Ούδέν εμέ γε, ώ Έώθύφρων, άλλά σύ δη τό 

σόν σκόπει, ει τούτο ύποθέμενος ούτω ραστά με δι
δάξεις δ I ΰπέσχου.

e ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ εγωγε φαίην αν τούτο είναι τό όσιον δ 
άν πάντες οι θεοί φιλώσιν, καί τό εναντίον, δ άν πάν
τες θεοί μισώσιν, άνόσιον.

ΧΩ. Ούκούν έπισκοπώμεν αύ τούτο, ώ Έ,ύθύφρων, 
ει καλώς λέγεται, η έώμεν καί ούτω ημών τε αυτών
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E. Very clearly indeed, Socrates, assuming they’ll ac
tually listen to what I’m saying.

S. Oh yes, they’ll give you a hearing, provided they c 
think you’re making a good speech. But the following oc
curred to me while you were actually speaking and I think 
to myself: “Suppose Euthyphro were to demonstrate to 
me quite conclusively that all the gods consider this kind 
of death unjust, how am I any nearer learning from Eu
thyphro what the holy and the unholy are? You see this 
action would appear to be hated by the gods. But it ap
peared just now that the holy and its opposite didn’t seem 
to be defined in this way since what was hated by the gods 
was evidently also loved by the gods.” Consequently, I’m 
letting you off this one, Euthyphro. If you like, let all 
the gods consider it unjust and all hate it. Well, is this d 
the amendment we’re now making in our discussion, that 
whatever all the gods hate is unholy and whatever is loved 
by them is holy and whatever some of them love and oth
ers hate is neither or both of these: is that how you now 
want us to define the holy and the unholy?

E. Yes, what’s to stop us, Socrates?
S. There’s nothing to stop me, Euthyphro, but look at 

your own position and see if by accepting this hypothesis 
you’ll most easily demonstrate to me in this way what you 
promised.

E. Well I’d say myself that on the one hand the holy is e 
what all the gods love, and on the other what all gods hate 
is unholy.

S. So shall we look at this again,37 Euthyphro, to see if 
it’s right, or shall we let it be and accept without more ado 

37 As they did with the definitions at 5d8ff. and 6ellff.
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αττοδεχώ/χε^α I και των άλλων, έάν μόνον </>η τις τι 
εχειν οντω σνγχωρονντες εχειν; η σκεπτέον τι λεγει 
δ λέγων;

ΕΤΘ. Ί,κετττέον οΐμαι μέντοι εγωγε τοντο νννι κα
λώς λέγεσθαι.

10 ΧΩ. Τάχ’, ωγαθε, βέλτιον εισόμεθα. έννόησον γάρ 
τδ τοιόνδε- άρα τδ όσιον ότι όσιόν έστιν φιλεΐται νπδ 
των θεών, η ότι φιλεΐται όσιόν έστιν;

ΕΤΘ. Ονκ οΐδ’ ότι λε'γεις, ω Χωκρατες.
ΧΩ. Άλλ’ εγώ πειράσομαι σαφέστερον φρασαι, 

Αέγομέν I τι φερόμενον και φέρον και άγόμενον και 
άγον και δρώμενον και δρών και παντα τα τοιαντα 
μανθάνεις ότι έτερα άλληλων έστΐ και η έτερα;

ΕΤΘ. "Εγωγε μοι δοκω μανθάνειν. I
ΧΩ. Ονκονν και φιλονμενόν τί έστιν καί τοντον 

ετερον τδ φιλονν;
ΕΤΘ. Πώς γάρ ον;

b ΧΩ. Λεγε δη μοι, πότερον τδ φερόμενον διότι φέρε
ται φερόμενον έστιν, η δι άλλο τι;

ΕΤΘ. Ονκ, αλλά διά τοντο.
ΧΩ. Καί τδ άγόμενον δη διότι άγεται, καί τδ δρω- 

μενον I διότι δράται;
ΕΤΘ. ΤΙάνν γε.

38 In the examples that follow (10b7-diO), S. claims that an 
activity is causally prior to the state that results from the activity, 
i.e., something can be described as in a state of being carried 
because it is carried; it is not the case that it is carried because it 
is in a state of being carried, and so on with the other examples,
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our own arguments and those of others, and agree if some
one just says that something is so? Or must we examine 
what he who says this means?

E. Yes we must, although I myself think this is now 
correct.

S. We’ll know better soon, my good friend. Look, con- 10 
sider the following: is the holy loved by the gods because 
it is holy, or is it holy because it is loved?

E. I don’t see what you mean, Socrates.
S. Well then, I’ll try to put it more clearly. Don’t 

we talk about something “being carried” and “carrying,” 
something “being led” and “leading,” something “being 
seen” and “seeing,” and you understand that all such ex
amples are different from each other and in what way they 
are different?38

E. Yes, I think I understand.
S. And that means “being loved” is one thing and “lov

ing” is different from this, doesn’t it?
E. Of course.
S. Then tell me, is something “being carried” carried b 

because it’s carried, or for some other reason?
E. No, it’s for the first reason.
S. And “being led” because it’s led, and “being seen” 

because it’s seen?
E. Definitely.

concluding that something is in a state of being loved because it 
is loved, and not vice versa. So what the gods love is in a state of 
being loved because it is loved by them; they do not love it be
cause it is being loved. On the other hand (10dl-e8), the holy is 
loved because it is holy; it is not holy because it is loved. Hence, 
the gods’ love cannot define the holy.
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Ί,ίΙ. Ούκ άρα διότι όρώμενόν γέ έστιρ, διά τοντο 
όράται, αλλά τδ έναντίον διότι δράται, διά τοντο όρώ- 
μενον ονδέ διότι, άγόμενόν έστιν, διά τοντο άγεται, I 
αλλά διότι άγεται, διά τοντο άγόμενόν- ουδέ διότι 
φερόμενον φέρεται, αλλά διότι φέρεται φερόμενον, 

c άρα κατάδηλον, ω Έινθνφρων, δ βούλομαι λέγειν; 
βούλομαι δέ τάδε, ότι εϊ τι γίγνεται η τι πάσχει, ονχ 
ότι γιγνόμενόν έστι γίγνεται, άλλ’ ότι γίγνεται γιγνό- 
μενόν έστιν ονδ’ οτι πάσχαν έστι πάσχει, άλλ’ ότι 
πάσχει πάσχαν έστίν η ον I σνγχωρεΐς οντω;

ΕΤΘ. ’Έγωγε.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν και τδ φιλούμενον η γιγνόμενόν τί 

έστιν η πάσχον τι νπό τον;
ΕΤΘ. ΤΙάνν γε. I
ΧΩ. Καί τοντο άρα ούτως έχει ώσπερ τα πρότερα- 

ονχ ότι φιλούμενον έστιν φιλεΐται νπο ών φιλεΐται, 
άλλ’ ότι φιλεΐται φιλονμενον;

ΕΤΘ. ‘Ανάγκη.
d ΧΩ. Τί δη ονν λέγομεν περί τον όσιον, ώ Ένθύ- 

φρων; άλλο τι φιλεΐται νπο θεών πάντων, ώς ό σδς 
λόγος;

ΕΤΘ. Ναί.

39 We have chosen to translate the whole of this passage 
(10b7-c8) literally. For the basic logic of the argument, see the 
previous note; for the detailed complexities and wider implica
tions of the argument, see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 3 
(ii) b.
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S. Then its not because its “being seen” that its seen, 
but the opposite: because its seen its “being seen,” and 
again it’s not because it’s “being led” that it is led, but 
because it is led it’s “being led,” and once again it’s not 
because it’s “being carried” that it’s carried, but because 
it’s carried it’s “being carried.” Do I make my meaning 
quite clear, Euthyphro? What I mean is this: if something c 
is coming into being or is being acted on, it doesn’t be
come something because it is in a state of becoming, but 
it is in a state of becoming because it becomes something; 
and again it’s not acted upon because it’s something being 
acted upon, but because it’s acted upon it’s something be
ing acted upon. Or don’t you accept this?

E. Ido.
S. So then isn’t what is “being loved” either something 

that is in a state of becoming or something being acted 
upon by something?39

40 I.e., the revised second definition of “the holy” (“what is 
loved by all the gods,” 9el-3).

E. Certainly.
S. Then is this example just like the previous ones: it’s 

not because it’s in a state of being loved that something is 
loved by those who love it, but it’s in a state of being loved 
because it’s loved?

E. It must be so.
S. So then what is it we’re saying about the holy, Eu- d 

thyphro? Surely it is loved by all the gods according to your 
reckoning?40

E. Yes.
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ΧΩ. Άρα διά τοντο, ότι όσιόν έστιν, η δι’ άλλο 
τι; I

ΕΤΘ. Ονκ, αλλά διά τοντο.
ΧΩ. Διότι άρα όσιόν έστιν φιλεΐται, άλλ’ ονχ οτι 

φιλεΐται, διά τοντο όσιόν έστιν;
ΕΤ©. ’Έοικεν.
ΧΩ. ’Αλλά μέν δή διότι γε ψιλεΐται νπδ θεών φι- 

λονμενόν I έστι και θεοφιλές.
ΕΤΘ. Πώς γάρ ον;
ΧΩ. Ονκ άρα τδ θεοφιλές όσιόν έστιν, ώ Έώθν- 

φρων, ονδε τδ όσιον θεοφιλές, ως σν λεγεις, άλλ’ 
έτερον τοντο τοντον.

e ΕΤ©. Πώς δή, ώ Χωκρατες;
ΧΩ. "Οτι όμολογονμεν τδ μεν οσιον διά τοντο φι- 

λεΐσθαι, ότι όσιόν έστιν, άλλ’ ον διότι φιλεΐται όσιον 
είναι· ή γάρ; I

ΕΤΘ. Ναι.
ΧΩ. Τδ δε γε θεοφιλές ότι φιλεΐται νττδ θειον, αντώ 

τοντω τώ φιλεΐσθαι θεοφιλές είναι, άλλ’ ονχ ότι θεο
φιλές, διά τοντο φιλεΐσθαι.

ΕΤ©. Αληθη λέγεις. I
ΧΩ. Άλλ’ εϊ γε ταντδν ην, ώ φίλε Έώθύφρων, τδ 

11 θεοφιλές και τδ όσιον, εί μεν διά τδ όσιον είναι έφι- 
λεΐτο τδ όσιον, καί διά τδ θεοφιλές είναι έφιλεΐτο άν 
τδ θεοφιλές, εί δέ διά τδ φιλεΐσθαι νττδ θεών τδ θεο-

41 The omission of the definite article before hosion (holy) in 
the text of dl2 creates potential ambiguity, and some translators
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S. Is it because of this—because it’s holy, or for some 
other reason?

E. No, its because of this.
S. So it’s because it’s holy that it’s loved, and not be

cause it’s loved that it’s holy?
E. Apparently.
S. But that must mean that it’s because it’s loved by the 

gods, that something is loved and god-loved.
E. Of course.
S. Then what is god-loved isn’t holy111 Euthyphro, and 

the holy isn’t god-loved, as you say, but something else 
different from this

E. How do you mean, Socrates? e
S. Because we agree42 that the holy is loved for the 

reason that it is holy, but it’s not holy because it’s loved. 
Isn’t that it?

E. Yes.
S. Whereas the god-loved, because it’s loved by the 

gods, by virtue of that very love is god-loved; but it’s not 
because it’s god-loved that it is loved.

E. What you say is true.
S. Well, my dear Euthyphro, if what is loved by the 

gods and the holy were actually the same, then if the holy 
were loved because it is holy, so too what is god-loved 11 
would be loved because it is god-loved, but if what is god
loved were god-loved because it’s loved by the gods, so too

(e.g., Gallop) supply the missing article. The context, however, 
makes it clear that S. means (dl2-13) that “god-loved” and “the 
holy” are not identical (as he has already demonstrated).

42 At d6-7 above.
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ψιλές έάοψιλές ην, καί τδ δσιον άν διά τδ φιλεΐσθαι 
δσιον ήν· νυν δέ δρας δτι εναντίως έχετον, ώς παντά- 
πασιν έτέρω άντε άλλήλων. τδ I μέν γάρ, δτι φιλείται, 
εστιν olov φιλεΐσθαι· τδ δ’ δτι εστιν οίον φιλεΐσθαι, 
διά τούτο φιλείται. και κινδυνεύεις, ώ Έίύθύφρων, έρω- 
τώμενος τδ δσιον δτι ποτ εστιν, την μεν ουσίαν μοι 
αυτού ου βούλεσθαι δηλώσαι, πάθος δε τι περί αύτου 
λέγειν, δτι πέπονθε τούτο τδ δσιον, φιλεΐσθαι ΰπο 

b πάντων θεών δτι δε δν, ουπω είπες, εί ούν σοι φίλον, 
μη με απόκρυψη άλλά πάλιν είπε εέ άρχης τί ποτέ 
δν τδ δσιον είτε φιλεΐται ύπδ θεών είτε δτιδη πάσχει— 
οΰ γάρ περί τούτου διοισόμεθα—άλλ’ είπε προθύμως 
τί εστιν τό τε I δσιον και το άνοσιον;

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’, ώ Χώκρατες, ουκ έχω έγωγε δπως σοι 
εϊπω δ νοώ· περιέρχεται γάρ πως ημΐν αεί δ άν προ- 
θώμεθα καί ουκ εθελει μένειν δπου άν ιδρυσώμεθα 
αυτό.

ΧΩ. Του ήμετέρου προγόνου, ώ Έύθύφρων, εοικεν 
c είναι Δαιδάλου τά ύπδ σου λεγάμενα, καί, εί μέν αυτά 

εγώ έλεγαν καί έτιθέμην, ϊσως άν με επέσκωπτες ώς 
άρα καί εμοί κατά την εκείνου συγγένειαν τά έν τοις 
λόγοις έργα αποδιδράσκει καί ουκ έθέλει μένειν δπου 
άν τις αυτά θη· I νυν δε σαί γάρ al υποθέσεις είσίν.

43 S. is here demonstrating that to hosion (the holy) and to 
theophiles (the god-loved) cannot be identical, since assuming 
they are identical leads to contradiction. The result is that, at 
roughly midpoint in the main argument of the dialogue, they have 
reached aporia.
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the holy would be holy because its loved by them. In fact, 
you see that the two are opposite and differ from each 
other in every possible way. On the one hand there is, you 
see, the sort of thing that is loved because it is loved; on 
the other there is something loved because it’s the sort of 
tiring that is loved.43 Consequently, Euthyphro, it seems 
as if, on being asked what the holy might be, you don’t 
want to reveal to me its essence, but mention some attri
bute of it that this thing, the holy, just happens to possess: 
that it is loved by all gods.44 But you’ve yet to say what it b 
actually is. So, please, don’t keep it from me, but tell me 
once more from the beginning what the holy is—whether 
it’s loved by the gods, or whatever its attributes are, since 
we won’t differ on that point—but come on, tell me seri
ously, what are the holy and the unholy?

44 The first definite articulation in Greek philosophy of the 
influential ousia/pathos (essence/attribute) distinction.

E. Well, Socrates, I don’t know how I’m to explain to 
you what I mean. You see whatever we propose somehow 
or other goes round in circles and refuses to stay put where 
we fixed it.

S. What you’re saying, Euthyphro, sounds just like the 
work of my ancestor Daedalus. And if this was what I was c 
saying and proposing, you’d probably make fun of me on 
the grounds that following the family tradition the figures 
I create in my discussions run away and refuse to stay put 
no matter where you put them. But as it is the propositions 
are yours, you see, so we want a different gibe, since yours 
refuse to stay put, just as you yourself realize. 
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άλλου δη τίνος δει σκώμματος- ον γάρ εθέλονσι σοι 
μένειν, ώς και αντω σοι δοκεΐ.

ΕΤΘ. Έμοί δέ δοκεΐ σχεδόν τι τον αντον σκώμμα
τος, ώ Χώκρατες, δεϊσθαι τά λεγάμενα- το γάρ περι- 
ιέναι αντοΐς I τοντο και μη μένειν έν τω αντω ονκ εγω 

d είμι ό εντιθείς, άλλα σν μοι δοκεΐς ό Δαίδαλος, έπεί 
έμον γε ένεκα εμενεν άν ταντα όντως.

ΧΩ. Κινδυνεύω άρα, ώ ετοάρε, εκείνον τον άνδρος 
δεινότερος γεγονέναι την τέχνην τοσοντω, οσω δ μεν 
τά I αντον μόνα έττοίει ον μένοντα, εγώ δε προς τοΐς 
έμαντον, ώς εοικε, και τά άλλότρια. και δητα τοντό 
μοι της τέχνης έστι κομφότατον, ότι ά.κων είμι σοφος- 
εβονλόμην γαρ άν μοι τούς λόγους μενειν και ακι- 

e νητως ιδρνσθαι μάλλον η προς τη Δαιδάλου σοφία 
τά Ταντάλου χρήματα γενέσθαι. και τούτων μεν 
άδην επειδή δε μοι δοκεΐς σν τρνφάν, αυτός σοι σνμ- 
προθνμησομαι όπως άν με διδάξης περί τον όσιον, 
και μη προαποκάμης- ίδε γάρ εί ονκ άναγκαίόν σοι I 
δοκεΐ δίκαιον είναι παν το όσιον.

4S S. alluding to his “ancestor” Daedalus (cl), makes a joke 
out of his alleged family profession as sculptor (though there is no 
evidence that S. ever practiced any trade or craft, and at Ap. 22d 
he actually disclaims knowledge of any craft). The point of the 
joke is that Daedalus was a legendary craftsman, a byword for 
ingenuity, who, among other things, was able to give his statues 
the power of movement, just as S. appears to be doing with the 
arguments (for the parallel drawn by S. between the mobility of 
Daedalus’ works and arguments concerning the distinction be
tween knowledge and true opinion, see Meno 97d9ff). Note that
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E. What I think, Socrates, is that what we said de- 
serves more or less the same gibe. You see I’m not the one 
who’s making them move and not letting them stay in the 
same place, but I think you’re the Daedalus, since if it was d 
up to me they’d have just stayed put.45

S. Then, my friend, it seems that I’ve become much 
cleverer in my art than that man to the extent that while 
he only made his own creations not stay still, it seems I 
make other people’s do so in addition to my own. And 
indeed, this is real beauty about my skill, that I’m wise 
despite myself. You see I’d want my arguments to stay still 
and settle without moving, rather than acquire the wealth 
of Tantalus46 as well as Daedalus’ skill. So, enough of this, e 
Since I think you’re being indolent,47 I myself will gladly 
join with you in helping you to instruct me about the holy. 
And don’t cry off too soon. So consider whether you think 
all the holy has to be just.48

at dl-2 E. seems finally to recognize that it is S. who is foisting 
the arguments on him!

46 A son of Zeus and a nymph Pluto (otherwise unknown), and 
proverbial for his wealth. A notable mythical transgressor, he suf
fered variously described punishments in Hades: the best-known 
being his inability to consume food and drink placed just beyond 
his reach.

47 The exact significance of truphan in e2 (to be indolent, 
fastidious, spoiled, give oneself airs) is uncertain. Burnet (n. ad 
loc.) suggests that S. (with heavy irony) “means that Euthyphro is 
so wise that he has lost his appetite for strict argument.”

48 We are maintaining the literal translation of dikaion (just) 
though the Greek word has a broadei' connotation, e.g., “right.” 
For this new line of argument, division into genus and species, 
see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 3 (ii) (c).
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ΕΤΘ. ”E/xorye.
ΧΩ. ^Α.ρ’ ονν καί παν το Βίκαιον δσιον; η το μεν 

12 δσιον παν Βίκαιον, τό 8έ Βίκαιον ον παν δσιον, αλλά 
τό μεν αύτον δσιον, τό δε τι και άλλο;

ΕΤΘ. Ούχ έπομαι, ω ’Ζωκρατες, τοΐς λεγομένοις.
ΧΩ. Και μην νεωτερος γε μον εί ονκ έλαττον ή 

οσω I σοφά>τερος· άλλ’, δ λέγω, τρνφφς νπδ πλοντον 
της σοφίας, άλλ’, ω μακάριε, σνντεινε σαντόν και 
γάρ ονΒε χαλεπόν κατανοησαι ο λέγω, λέγω γάρ δη 
το εναντίον η δ ποιητης έποίησεν ό ποιησας—

Ζηνα 8έ τον ερξαντα και ος τάΒε πάντ έφντενσεν 
b ονκ έθέλει νεικεΐν·3 ϊνα γάρ Βέος ένθα και αιδώς.

49 Attributed by a scholiast to the Cypria of the poet Stasinus, 
possibly the author of the poem of the epic cycle that takes the 
Trojan War from its divine beginnings up to the events in the

έγω ονν τοντω Βιαφέρομαι τω ποιητη. εΐπω σοι δπη;
ΕΤΘ. ΊΊάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Ον Βοκεΐ μοι είναι “ϊνα Βέος ένθα και αιδώς”· 

πολλοί γάρ μοι Βοκονσι καί νόσονς καί πενίας καί 
άλλα πολλά τοιαντα ΒεΒιότες ΒεΒιέναι μέν, αίΒεΐσθαι 
8ε μηΒέν ταντα ά δίδιασιρ- ον καί σοι Βοκεΐ;

ΕΤΘ. ΙΙάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Άλλ’ ϊνα γε αίΒν^ς ένθα καί Βέος είναι· έπεί

3 εθελει νεικεΐν Burnet: (.θέλεις είπεΐν β
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E. Yes, I do.
S. So, is everything that is just, holy? Or is the holy 

completely just, while the just is not all holy but one part 12 
of it is holy and another part something else?

E. I don’t follow your line of argument, Socrates.
S. Ha! And yet you’re younger than me by just as much 

as you’re wiser. But, as I say, you’re being indolent because 
of your wealth of wisdom. Well, my friend, brace yourself. 
After all it’s not difficult to grasp what I’m saying. In fact 
I’m saying the opposite of what the poet said when he 
wrote:

Even he who made all these things grow
Does not wish to dispute with Zeus the creator,
For where there is dread, there too is shame.49 b

Now I disagree with this poet. Shall I tell you in what re
spect?50

E. Yes, do.
S. I don’t accept that it is true that “where there is 

dread there too is shame.” You see I think there are many 
people who fear disease, poverty and many other such 
things, but while being afraid they’re not ashamed of what 
they fear in any way. Don’t you agree with that too?

E. Completely.
S. But where there is shame there is fear as well, since

Iliad. The text is uncertain (see textual note) but the key final 
phrase is clear.

50 Plato frequently uses the received wisdom of poetry as a 
target for his critical analysis (see above, 6b7f£, and, more exten
sively, Prt. 339-47, Resp. 331e-35e). 

65



PLATO

εστιν I δεττις αίδούμενός τι πράγμα καί αίσχυνόμενος 
ον πεφόβηταί τε και δέδοικεν άμα δόξαν πονηριάς;

c ΕΤΘ. Δέδοικε μεν ονν.
Χίΐ. Ονκ άρ’ όρθως έχει λέγειιν “ϊνα γάρ δέος ένθα 

και αιδώς,” άλλ’ ινα μεν αιδώς ένθα και δέος, ον μέν- 
τοι ϊνα γε I δέος πανταχον αιδώς- επί πλέον γάρ οΐμαι 
δέος αίδοΰς. μόρων γάρ αιδώς δέους ώσπερ αριθμόν 
περιττόν, ώστε ονχ ϊναπερ αριθμός ένθα και περιτ
τόν, ϊνα δέ περιττόν ένθα και αριθμός, έπη γάρ πον 
ννν γε;

ΕΤΘ. Πάνν γε. I
ΧΩ. Το τοιοντον τοίννν και εκεί λεγων ηρωτων- 

d άρα ϊνα δίκαιον ένθα και όσιον; η ϊνα μεν όσιον ένθα 
και δίκαιον, ϊνα δέ δίκαιον ον πανταχον όσιον μόρων 
γάρ τον δικαίου τό όσιον; οντω φωμεν η άλλως σοι 
δοκεΐ;

ΕΤΘ. Ονκ, άλλ’ οντω. φαίνη γάρ μοι όρθως λέ- 
γειν. I

ΧΩ. Όρα δη τό μετά τοντο. εί γάρ μέρος τό όσιον 
τον δικαίου, δει δη ημάς, ως έοικεν, έξενρεΐν τό ποιον 
μέρος άν εϊη του δικαίου τό όσιον, εί μεν ονν συ με 
ηρώτας τι των νυνδη, olov ποιον μέρος εστιν άριθμον

51 In other words, “shame” (aidos) falls within the genus of 
“fear” or “dread” (deos). Aides has a wide range of associations 
both (1) in the context of an individual’s attitude to others, espe
cially gods: “respect,” “reverence,” and (2) with regard to an in
dividual’s estimate of his own personal worth, especially in the 
eyes of others: “shame” in the sense of “self-respect,” “sense of 
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is there anyone who feels shame and dishonor about some 
action, who does not also fear and dread gaining a reputa
tion for wickedness?51

E. Yes, he’s seized with fear. c
S. Then its not right to say “for where there is dread 

there too is shame,” but where there is shame, there too 
is dread, even though shame is not everywhere that dread 
is; for I think dread is of greater’ extension than shame. You 
see shame is a part of dread just as an odd number is a part 
of number, so where you have number there isn’t neces
sarily an odd number, but where you have an odd number, 
there’s number there too. Can I take it you follow me now?

E. Yes, completely.
S. Well that’s the kind of thing I was asking about pre

viously: where there’s justice is holiness there too, or d 
where there’s holiness is justice also there, though not 
holiness wherever there’s justice, for holiness is a part of 
justice? Is this what we should say, or do you think other
wise?

E. No, that’s it. I think what you’re saying is right.
S. Then consider what comes next. You see if the holy 

is a part of the just, then I think we’ve got to find out which 
part of the just the holy would be. If therefore you were 
asking me something like what we mentioned just a mo
ment ago, such as what kind of instance of number is the

honor” (similar in meaning to aischune, see biO). While we might 
regard it as debatable whether fear is an inevitable adjunct to 
aidos in sense (2) above, the “shame culture” of classical Athens 
would make this a natural assumption for S. and E. See further, 
Dover, 236-42.
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τό άρτιον και τίς ών τυγχάνει ούτος ό αριθμός, είπαν 
αν ότι ός αν μη σκαληνός I η άλλ’ ισοσκελής· ή οϋ 
δοκεΐ σοι;

ΕΤΘ. 'Έμοιγε.
e Sil. Πεψω δη και συ εμέ οντω διδάξαι τό ποιον 

μέρος τον δικαίου όσιόν έστιν, ϊνα και Μελητω λεγω- 
μεν μηκέθ’ ημάς άδικεΐν μηδέ άσεβείας γράφεσθαι, 
ώς Ικανώς ήδη I παρά σου μεμαθηκότας τά τε ευσεβή 
και όσια και τα μη.

ΕΤΘ. Τούτο τοίνυν έμοιγε δοκεΐ, ώ ’Σωκρατες, τό 
μέρος τον δικαίου είναι ευσεβές τε καί όσιον, τό περί 
την των θεών θεραπείαν, τό δε περί την των ανθρώ
πων τό λοιπόν είναι τον δικαίου μέρος.

Sil. Καί καλώς γέ μοι, ώ Έώθύφρων, φαίνη λέγειν- 
13 άλλα σμικρον τίνος ετι ενδεής είμι· την γάρ θερα

πείαν ούπω σννίημι ήντινα ονομάζεις, ον γαρ πον 
λέγεις γε, οΐαίπερ και αί περί τά άλλα θεραπεΐαί ει- 
σιν, τοιαντην καί περί θεούς· λέγομεν γάρ που—οίόν 
φαμεν, ίππους ον πας I επισταται θεραπενειν άλλα ό 
ιππικός· η γάρ;

ΕΤΘ. ΤΙάνυ γε.
Sil. Ή γάρ που ιππική ίππων θεραπεία.
ΕΤΘ. Ναί.

52 “Scalene” = “uneven” (referring to a triangle with three 
sides unequal) and “isosceles” = “with equal sides.” The expres
sion of arithmetical concepts in geometrical terms is common in 
Greek philosophy and mathematics. 
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even number and what this number actually is, I would say 
that it is whatever is not scalene but isosceles: or do you 
not think so?52

53 S. here introduces a familiar Socratic/Platonic analogy from 
diverse arts or skills (technai), knowledge possessed by the expert, 
who alone has the ability to teach it, and, furthermore (13b8-11), 
crucially for S.’s argument, will inevitably qua expert, use his skill 
to benefit its object. For a similar sequence of argument, see 
Ap. 25bff.

E. Ido.
S. Right, so you try and explain to me what aspect of e 

the just holy is so that we can tell Meletus not to wrong us 
any more and not to impeach us for impiety, as by then 
I shall have been adequately instructed by you in what 
things are pious and holy and what things are not.

E. Well now, it seems to me, Socrates, that the aspect 
of the just that is pious and holy is that concerning our 
attendance on the gods, while our attendance on our fel
low human beings is the remaining aspect of the just.

S. And you appear to me, Euthyphro, to put this very 
well, but I’m still short of one minor thing. You see I don’t 13 
yet understand this attendance you mention. For I’m sure 
you don’t mean that our attendance on the gods is like our 
attendance on other things, because I suppose we do use 
the expression: for example we say not everyone knows 
how to attend horses, but a horseman does. Isn’t that so?

E. Certainly.
S. So horsemanship is attendance on horses.53
E. Yes.
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ΧΩ. Ούδέ ye κάνας πας έπίσταται θεραπενειν, I 
άλλα ό κυνηγετικός.

ΕΤΘ. Οντω.
ΧΩ. 'Η γάρ που κυνηγετική κννών θεραπεία.

b ΕΤΘ. Ναι.
ΧΩ. Ή δε γε βοηλατικη βοών.
ΕΤΘ. Πάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Ή δε δη όσιότης τε καί εύσε/3εια θεών, I ώ 

Έώθνφρων; οντω λέγεις;
ΕΤΘ. νΕγωγε.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν θεραπεία ye πάσα ταντον 8ιαπράττε- 

ται; olov τοιόν8ε· έπ’ άγαθώ τινί έστι, καί ώφελία τον 
θεραπευορ.ενον, ώσπερ όρας 8η ότι οί ίπποι υπό τής 
ιππικής I θεραπευόμενοι ώψελοΰνται καί βελτίονς γί- 
γνονται· ή ον 8οκονσί σοι;

ΕΤΘ. ’Έμοιγε.
ΧΩ. Καί οί κύνες γέ που υπό τής κυνηγετικής, 

c καί οί /3όες νπο της βοηλατικής, και τάλλα παντα 
ωσαύτως· ή επί βλάβη οίει τον θεραπενομένον την 
θεραπείαν είναι;

ΕΤΘ. Μά Δί’ ονκ εγωγε.
ΧΩ. Άλλ’ επ’ ώφελία; I
ΕΤΘ. Πώς δ’ ον;
ΧΩ. τΗ ουν καί ή όσιότης θεραπεία ουσα θεών 

ώφελία τε έστι θεών και βελτίον^ τούς θεούς ποιεΐ; 
και σν τοντο συγγωρήσαις άν, ώς επειδάν τι οσιον 
ποιής, βελτίω τινά τών θεών άπεργάζη; I

ΕΤΘ. Μα Δί’ ούκ εγωγε.
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S. Nor does everyone know how to attend to hounds, 
but a dog trainer does.

E. Yes.
S. And I suppose the art of dog training is our atten

dance on dogs.
E. Yes. b
S. And herdsmanship is all about cattle.
E. Certainly.
S. And holiness and reverence are about the gods, Eu

thyphro. Is that what you mean?
E. Ido.
S. So doesn’t that mean that all attendance achieves 

the same end? It’s something like this: the aim is for some
thing good and beneficial for the one being attended upon, 
just as indeed you can see that horses being attended to 
are benefited by the horseman s skill and improve, or don’t 
you think so?

E. Ido.
S. And dogs, I imagine, by the huntsman’s skill and c 

cattle by the herdsman s and all the others in the same way; 
or do you think the purpose of the attention is for' the harm 
of the one being attended upon?

E. Zeus, I do not!
S. For beneficial reasons then?
E. Of course.
S. Therefore is holiness too, being the attendance 

upon the gods, beneficial to the gods and does it improve 
them? And would you also go along with this that, when
ever you do something holy, you make one of the gods 
better?

E. Zeus, I certainly do not!
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ΧΩ. Ουδέ γάρ εγώ, ω Εύθύφρων, ο’ιμαί ere τοντο 
λέγειν—πολλοί καί δέω—άλλα τούτου δή ένεκα και 
άνηρομην τίνα ποτέ λέγοις την θεραπείαν των θεών, 

d ούχ ηγούμενος σε τοιαύτην Keyeiv.
ΕΤΘ. Καί δρθώς ye, ώ '‘άώκρατες· ον γάρ τοιαύτην 

λέγω. I
ΧΩ. Ειευ· άλλα τις δή θεών θεραπεία εΐη αν η 

δσιοτης;
ΕΤΘ. 'Έΐνπερ, <5 Χώκρατες, οί δούλοι τούς δέσπο

τας θεραπενουσιν.
ΧΩ. Μανθάνω· υπηρετική τις άν, ώς έοικεν, εΐη 

θεοΐς.
ΕΤΘ. Πάνυ μεν ονν. I
ΧΩ. Έχοις άν ούν ειπεΐν ή ίατροΐς υπηρετική εις 

τίνος έργου άπεργασίαν τυγχάνει ούσα υπηρετική; 
ούκ εις νγιείας οΐει;

ΕΤΘ. "Εγωγε.
e ΧΩ. Τί δέ ή ναυπηγοΐς υπηρετική; εις τίνος έργου 

άπεργασίαν υπηρετική έστιν;
ΕΤΘ. Δήλου δτι, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, εις πλοίου.
ΧΩ. Καί ή ο’ικοδόμοις γε που εις οικίας; I
ΕΤΘ. Ναι.
ΧΩ. Είπέ δή, ώ άριστε· ή δέ θεοΐς υπηρετική εις 

τίνος έργου άπεργασίαν υπηρετική άν εΐη; δήλον γάρ 
οτι συ οΐσθα, έπειδήπερ τά γε θεία κάλλιστα φής 
είδεναι ανθρώπων. I

ΕΤΘ. Καί αληθή γε λέγω, ώ Σώκρατες.
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S. No, I certainly don’t think this is what you’re saying, 
Euthyphro—far from it—but this is the reason I actually 
asked what you might mean by attendance on the gods, as d 
I don’t think you mean this sort of thing.

E. And rightly so, Socrates. That’s not the sort of thing
I mean.

S. All right, yet what kind of attendance on the gods 
would holiness be?

E. It would be what slaves pay to their masters, Socra
tes.

S. I see. It would be some kind of service to the gods, 
it seems.

E. Very much so.
S. Now could you tell me, at the achievement of what 

end does service appropriate to doctors actually aim? 
Don’t you think it’s health?54

54 S. reruns the previous sequence of argument involving 
analogies with skills, e.g., doctors, shipwrights, builders, but this 
time substitutes “service” (huperetike).

E. Ido.
S. What about service appropriate to shipwrights? e 

What end does their service achieve?
E. Obviously building a ship, Socrates.
S. And builders’, I suppose, building houses?
E. Yes.
S. Tell me then, my good man, what function is the 

service to the gods meant to perform? It’s quite clear that 
you know since you claim to know the affairs of the gods 
better than anyone.

E. I do. And what I’m saying is true, Socrates.
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ΧΩ. Είπε δη προς Διδς τί ποτέ έστιν εκείνο το 
πάγκαλον εργον δ οί θεοί άπεργάζονται ημΐν ύπη- 
ρεταις χρώμενοι;

ΕΤ©. Πολλά καί καλά, ώ 'Σ.ώκρατες.
14 ΧΩ. Καί γάρ οί στρατηγοί, ώ φίλε- άλλ’ δμως τό 

κεφάλαιον αυτών ραδίως άν εΐποις, δτι νίκην έν τώ 
πολέμω απεργάζονται- η ού; I

ΕΤΘ. Πώς δ’ ού;
ΧΩ. Πολλά δέ γ’, οΐμαι, και καλά καί οί γεωργοί- 

άλλ’ δμως τδ κεφάλαιον αυτών έστιν τής άπεργασίας 
ή έκ τής γης τροφή.

ΕΤΘ. Πάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Τί δέ δη των πολλών καί καλών ά οί θεοί 

απεργάζονται; I τί το κεφαλαιον έστι της εργασίας;
ΕΤ©. Καί ολίγον σοι προτερον είπον, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, 

b δτι πλείονος έργου έστιν ακριβώς πάντα ταντα ώς 
έχει μαθεΐν- τόδε μέντοι σοι απλώς λέγω, δτι έάν μεν 
κεχαρισμένα τις έπίστηται τοΐς θεοις λεγειν τε και 
πράττειν ευχόμενος τε καί θύων, ταντ’ έστι τά δσια, 
καί σώζει τά τοιαντα τούς τε I ίδιους οϊκονς καί τά 
κοινά τών πόλεων- τά δ’ εναντία τών κεχαρισμένων 
άσεβη, ά δη καί άνατρέπει άπαντα καί άπόλλυσιν.

ΧΩ. Ή πολύ μοι διά βραχυτέρων, ώ Τώθύφρων, 
ο εί έβούλον, είπες άν το κεφάλαιον ων ηρώτων αλλά 

γάρ ον πρόθνμός με εί διδάζαι—δηλος εί. καί γάρ 
νυν έπειδη έπ’ αντώ ήσθα άπετράπον- δ ει άπεκρίνω,
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S. So in the name of Zeus, say what on earth is that 
splendid work the gods perform using our service?55

55 For the interpretation of this sentence, the question of how
far S. (Plato) intends a positive interpretation of “that splendid 
work” (ekeino to pankalon ergon: 13ell-12), see Introduction to 
Euthyphro, section 3 (ii) (d). 56 At 9b5-6.

E. Many fine things, Socrates.
S. Yes, as do our military commanders, my friend. Yet 14 

nevertheless you could easily state what the chief of these 
is, that they achieve victory in war, isn’t it?

E. Of course.
S. Again I think farmers achieve many fine things, but 

nevertheless their main aim is the production of food from 
tire earth.

E. Certainly.
S. So what of the many fine achievements of the gods? 

What is the crown of their achievements?
E. I told you just a little while ago,56 Socrates, it’s too b 

much of a task to understand exactly how all of these mat
ters stand, yet I’ll simply say this to you, that if one under
stands how to say and do what is pleasing to the gods in 
prayer and sacrifice, these activities are holy and such 
practices keep private households as well as the common 
affairs of our cities safe, while those activities that are the 
opposite of what is pleasing are impious, which indeed 
overthrow and destroy everything.

S. Why indeed, Euthyphro, you could have told me 
much more succinctly, had you wished, what was the chief 
aspect of what I was asking about, but the fact is that c 
you’re not keen to instruct me, that’s for sure. You see just 
now when you were on the verge, you turned away. Had
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Ικανώς άν ήδη παρά, σον την δσωτητα έμεμαθήκη. 
ννν δέ ανάγκη γάρ τον ερώντα4 τω έρωμένω5 άκολον- 
θεΐν δπη άν εκείνος υπάγη- I τί δη αν λεγεις το όσων 
είναί καί την δσιοτητα; ονχι επιστήμην τινα τον 
θνειν τε και εϋχεσθαι;

57 The correct textual reading here is uncertain. We follow
Burnet (OCT1) in assuming that S. is presenting himself jok
ingly as E.’s lover. S. as the lover of his young followers, both in 
the physical and intellectual sense, is common in the early and 
middle dialogues (see e.g., Meno 76b4, Chrm. 154bff.). Here

ΕΤΘ. "Εγωγε.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν τδ θύειν δωρεΐσθαί εστι τοΐς θεοΐς, το 

δ’ ενχεσθαι αιτείν τούς θΐονς; I
ΕΤΘ. Και μάλα, ώ 'ϊ,ώκρατες.

d ΧΩ. ’~Επαττήμη άρα αίτήσεως και δόσεως θεούς 
δσιότης άν εϊη εκ τούτον τον λογον.

ΕΤΘ. Πάνυ καλώς, ω Ιίώκρατες, συνήκας δ εΐπον.
ΧΩ. ‘Επιθνμητής γάρ είμι, ώ φίλε, τής σής σοφίας 

καί προσέχω τον νονν αντή, I ώστε ον χαμαί πεσεΐται 
δτι άν εϊπης. αλλά μοι λέζον τίς αντη ή υπηρεσία 
εστι τοΐς θεοΐς; αίτεΐν τε φής αντονς καί διδόναι εκεί- 
νοίς;

ΕΤΘ. "Εγωγε.
ΧΩ. ’Αρ* ονν ον τό γε δρθώς αίτεΐν άν εϊη ών δεό

μενα παρ’ εκείνων, I ταντα αντονς αίτεΐν;
ΕΤΘ. Άλλα τί;

Ί έρώντα βΤ2 Burnet: ερωτώντα TWV Arm. Nicholl
5 ερωμενω βΤ Burnet: έρωτωμένω V Arm. Nicholl 
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you answered the question, I would by now have learned 
adequately about holiness from you. But now you see the 
lover is forced to follow the beloved wherever he may 
lead.57 So what do you claim this time that the holy and 
holiness are? Is it not some kind of knowledge of sacrifice 
and prayer?58

E. I’d say so.
S. So is sacrifice the giving of gifts to the gods while 

praying is making petitions to them?
E. Very much so, Socrates.
S. Then by this argument holiness would be a knowl- d 

edge of appealing to and giving to the gods.
E. You’ve understood what I said very well, Socrates.
S. You see I’m a keen follower of your wisdom, my 

friend, and I’m giving it my full attention, so whatever you 
say won’t fall on stony ground. But tell me, what is this 
service to the gods? You say it’s both asking them for things 
and giving to them?

E. Ido.
S. Then wouldn’t the right way to ask be asking for 

things we need from them?
E. Well, what else would it be?

the application to the “indolent” E. (Ile2) is likely to be intention
ally comic. Burnet, n. ad loc. convincingly defends his OCT1 read
ing against the arguably more commonplace reading, adopted by 
OCT2 (Nicoll), "your questioner has to follow the person he’s 
questioning”—see textual note.

58 “Knowledge,” “understanding” = episteme, taking up E.’s 
use of it at 14b3. Episteme is a term that later assumes great im
portance in Plato’s theory of knowledge. Here it simply equates 
holiness with the other “arts” mentioned earlier by S.
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e Sil. Και αν το διδόναι δρθώς, ών έκανοι τνγχά- 
νονσιν δΐόμενοι παρ’ ημών, ταντα έκάνοις αύ άντιδω- 
ρεΐσθαι; ον γάρ πον τεχνικόν γ’ άν αη δωροφοραν 
διδόντα τω ταντα ων ονδέν δεΐται. I

ΕΤΘ. Αληθή λέγεις, ω Ί,ώκρατες.
S11. ’Εμπορική άρα τις άν αη, ώ Ίύνθνφρων, τέχνη 

ή όσιότης θεοΐς και άνθρώποις παρ’ άλληλων.
ΕΤΘ. ’Εμπορική, ά όντως ηδιόν σοι ό νομάδαν.
Sil. Άλλ’ ονδέν ήδιον ε'μοιγε, ει μη τνγχάνει άλη- 

θές ον. I φράσον δέ μοι, τις η ώφελία τοΐς θεοΐς τύγ
χανα ονσα άπδ των δώρων ών παρ’ ημών λαμβάνον- 
σιν; ά μέν γάρ διδόασι παντι δηλον ονδέν γάρ ήμΐν 

15 έστιν αγαθόν δτι άν μη έκανοι δώσιν. ά δέ παρ’ ημών 
λαμβάνονσιν, τί ωφελούνται; η τοσοντον αντών πλε
ονεκτούσαν κατά την έμπορίαν, ώστε πάντα τά αγαθά 
παρ’ αντών λαμβάνομεν, έκανοι δέ παρ’ ημών ονδέν; I

ΕΤΘ. Άλλ’ οϊει, ώ Σώκρατες, τούς θεούς ώφελεΐ- 
σθαι άπδ τούτων ά παρ’ ημών λαμβάνονσιν;

Sil. Άλλα τί δηποτ’ άν άη ταντα, ώ Ίύνθνφρων, τά 
παρ’ ημών δώρα τοις θΐοις; I

ΕΤΘ. Τί δ’ οϊα άλλο η τιμή τΐ και γέρα καί, δττερ 
έγώ άρτι ζλεγον, χάρις;

b Sil. Κσχαρισμένον άρα έστίν, ώ Ένθνφρων, τδ 
οσιον, άλλ’ ονχι ωφέλιμον ονδέ φίλον τοΐς θεοΐς;

ΕΤΘ. Οΐμαι έγωγΐ πάντων γε μάλιστα φίλον.
Sil. Τούτο άρ’ έστιν αν, ώς έοικε, το δσιον, I το 

τοΐς θεοΐς φίλον.

59 With the culmination of this argument, S. claims to have
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S. And again the right way to give would be to give e 
them the things they actually want from us in return? I 
don’t think it would be very clever for a donor to give 
someone something he has no need of.

E. You’re right, Socrates.
S. Then holiness would be a sort of skill of mutual 

trading, Euthyphro, between gods and men.
E. Trading, if you prefer to call it that.
S. Well nothing is preferable to me, unless it’s actually 

true. But tell me, what benefit do the gods actually get 
from the gifts they receive from us? For what they give is 
clear to everyone, for nothing is good for us that they 
themselves do not give. But in what way do they benefit 15 
from what they receive from us? Or do we gain so great 
an advantage over them in our dealings that we get all 
good things from them, but they get nothing from us?

E. But, do you think, Socrates, the gods get any bene
fit from what they take from us?

S. Well otherwise, what on earth, Euthyphro, would 
these gifts be that the gods get from us?

E. What else do you think apart from honor and hom
age and, as I was saying a little while ago, gratitude?

S. So the holy is pleasing to the gods, Euthyphro, but b 
not beneficial to or loved by them?

E. I think it’s loved above all else.
S. So this then, it seems, is once again what holiness 

is: what is loved by the gods.59

taken them both in a circle back to E.’s (unsuccessful) second 
definition of “the holy” (see 6ell-7al). A typical Socratic aporia, 
as S. hammers home in 15b7ff. For the element of contrivance in 
this reversion on S.’s part, see Introduction to Euthyphro, section 
3 (ii) (d).
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ΕΤΘ. Μάλιστα γε.
ΧΩ. Οανμάση ονν ταντα λέγων έαν σοι οί λόγοι 

φαίνωνται μη μένοντες άλλα βαδίζοντες, και εμέ αίτι- 
άση τον Δαίδαλου βαδίζοντας αντονς ποιεΐν, αυτός 
ών πολύ ye ϊτεχνικώτερος του Δαιδάλου και κύκλω 
περιιόντα ποιων; η ονκ αίσθάνη ότι δ λόγος ημΐν 

c περιελθών πάλιν εις ταντδν ηκει; μεμνησαι γάρ πον 
ότι εν τώ πρόσθεν τό τε όσιου και τό θεοφιλές ον 
ταντδν ημΐν εφάνη άλλ’ ετερα άλληλων- η ον μέμνη- 
σαι;

ΕΤΘ. ’Ίίγωγε. I
ΧΩ. Νΰυ ονν ονκ εννοείς ότι τό τοΐς θεοΐς φίλον 

φης όσιον είναι; τούτο δ’ άλλο τι η θεοφιλές γίγνεται; 
η ον;

ΕΤΘ. Πάνν γε.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν η άρτι ον καλώς ώμολογονμεν, η εί 

τότε καλώς, νυν ονκ δρθώς τιθέμεθα. I
ΕΤΘ. "Έοικεν.
ΧΩ. Έ|· άρχης άρα ήμΐν πάλιν σκεπτέον τί εστι 

τό όσιον, ώς εγώ πριν αν μάθω έκών είναι ονκ άπο- 
d δειλιάσω. άλλα μη με άτιμάσης άλλα παντί τρόπω 

προσσχών τον νονν ότι μαλιστα ννν είπέ την άλη- 
θειαν- οΐσθα γάρ εΐπερ τις άλλος άνθρώπων, καί ούκ 
άφετέος εί ώσπερ δ ΙΙρωτενς πριν άν εΐπης. εί γάρ

80 At 10e6-8.
61 S. (deliberately?) takes E.’s agreement that holiness is what 

is loved by the gods, a fact about holiness (b4—5), as a statement 
of their identity, which was disproved at 10dl2. This apparent 
failure enables S. to conclude the dialogue in aporia.
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E. Very much so.
S. In saying this are you then surprised if arguments 

don’t seem to stay put for you, but move about, and you 
accuse me of being the Daedalus who makes them move, 
while you are much more skilled than Daedalus in making 
them go round in circles? Or don’t you realize that in going 
round our argument has returned to the same place? You c 
see I’m sure you recall that earlier on what is holy and what 
is god-loved didn’t appear to be the same tiring, but dif
ferent from each other.60 Or don’t you remember?

62 S.’s intellectual persistence is well documented (see esp. 
Ap. 28dff.). Proteus is a sea god who, at Hom. Od. 4.435ff., is able 
to take on different shapes but must be held by the marooned 
Menelaus until he resumes his true appearance, because only 
then will he answer questions. So E. will not be released by S. 
until he answers.

E. Ido.
S. So don’t you now realize that you’re saying that the 

holy is what is loved by the gods? Does that, or does it not 
make it god-loved?61

E. Very much so.
S. So either we didn’t reach a proper agreement just 

now, or if we did then, we haven’t got it right now.
E. So it seems.
S. Then we must once again consider what holiness is 

from the beginning, since I won’t be keen to cry off before 
I understand it. Come on, don’t turn your back on me, but d 
concentrate your mind in every way as best you can and 
this time tell me the truth, for if any man knows, you know, 
and like Proteus you’re not going to be released until you 
tell me.62 For if you didn’t know clearly what the holy and 
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μη τ/δησθα σαφώς τό τε όσιον καί I τό άνόσιον, ονκ 
εστιν όπως άν ποτέ έπεχείρησας νπερ άνδρος θητος 
άνδρα πρεσβύτην πατέρα διωκάθειν φόνον, άλλα καί 
τούς θεούς άν έ'δεισας παρακινδννεύειν μη ούκ όρθώς

e αντο ποιησοις, καί τούς άνθρώπονς ησχύνθης· ννν δέ , 
εν οίδα ότι σαφώς οΐει είδέναι τό τε όσιον και μη.
είπε ονν, ώ βέλτιστε Ένθύφρων, και μη άποκρύψη ότι 
αντο ηγη.

ΕΤΘ. Είς ανθις τοίννν, ώ ~2,ώκρατες· ννν γάρ 
σπεύδω ποι, καί μοι ώρα άπιέναι. I

ΧΩ. Οΐα ποιείς, ώ εταίρε. άπ’ ελπίδας με κατα- 
βαλών μεγάλης άπέρχη ην είχαν, ώς παρα σαν μα- 
θών τά τε όσια και μη και της προς Μελητον γραφής

16 άπαλλάξομαι, ένδειζάμενος έκείνω ότι σοφος ηδη 
παρ’ Ένθύφρονος τά. θεία γέγονα καί ότι ονκετι νπ’ 
άγνοιας αντοσχεδιάζω ονδέ καινοτομώ περί αντά, και 
δη καί τον άλλον βίαν ότι άμεινον βιωσοίμην.
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the unholy are, there is no way you would ever have un
dertaken to prosecute a man who is old and your father for 
murder on behalf of a man who is a hired laborer.63 But 
also the fear of the gods would have prevented you risking 
not doing it in the right way; and you’d be a disgrace 
among men. But now I know well that you think you know e 
clearly what the holy is and what it isn’t. So tell me, excel
lent Euthyphro, and don’t conceal what you believe it is.

63 With this reference to E.’s lawsuit, S. neatly concludes the 
conversation by returning to the practical situation with which it 
opened.

64 “Break new ground [in religion]” (kainotomo) recalls the 
first charge in the indictment against S. (see above, 3bl-4, and 
Introduction to Apology, section 1).

E. Another time, Socrates. You see I’m in a hurry to 
go somewhere right now and it’s time for me to leave.

S. What a thing to do, my friend! You’re off, dashing 
the great hope I had that I’d learn from you what things 
are holy and what are not, and I’d be acquitted of Meletus’ 
indictment when I’d demonstrated to him that I’d become 16 
wise in religious matters thanks to Euthyphro, and that I’d 
no longer talk about them unadvisedly through my igno
rance nor break new ground over them, and what’s more 
I’d live the rest of my life better.64
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INTRODUCTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The Apology (not an apology in the modern sense, but so 
named from its traditional Greek title, apologia = “de
fense”) is unique among the works of Plato, being in the 
form not of a dialogue but of a speech, which puiports to 
be the defense speech that Socrates made at his trial in 
399 on a charge of impiety (asebeid). The charge is quoted 
by Diogenes Laertius (early 3rd c. AD) and also recorded 
by the orator and philosopher Favorinus (2nd c. AD), who 
says that the detail of the charge was still preserved in his 
day in the Metroon, the building in the Athenian Agora 
where the archives were kept: “Meletus, son of Meletus 
of the deme Pitthus has made the following charge against 
S. the son of Sophroniscus of the deme Alopeke: S. is 
guilty of not acknowledging the gods that the city ac
knowledges, but of introducing new divinities, and is 
guilty of corrupting the young. The penalty demanded is 
death” (Diog. Laert. 2.40).1 As the penalty indicates, this 
was a serious charge. Although brought by private citizens, 
it was a public prosecution (graphe), an offense against the

1 Similar formulations of the charges are also found at 
Ap. 24b8-cl, Xen. Mem. 1.1.1.
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state, as opposed to a private suit (dike), as explained by 
S. to Euthyphro at the beginning of Euthyphro (2a5-6).

2. THE TRIAL

Some details of Athenian court procedure are relevant to 
understanding the nature of the speech: a large jury (prob
ably about five hundred citizens) chosen by lot would try 
the case and would vote not only for the guilt or the in
nocence of the accused but also for the penalty. These 
were the “men of Athens,” “gentlemen of the jury” (andres 
Athenaioi, andres dikastai). The presiding legal author
ities (archontes) were responsible merely for observing 
correct procedure, leaving all the power in the hands of 
the mass jury. Socrates’ speech, therefore, was aimed at a 
broad cross-section of his fellow citizens, who might well 
shout him down when what he said did not please them, 
which suggests more the atmosphere of a political speech 
than that of a courtroom. The directness, even uncompro
mising bluntness of S.’s style in Apology in comparison 
with the other works in this volume is perhaps intended 
by Plato to convey the occasion and circumstances of a 
public trial.2Xenophon (Ap. 1) emphasizes S.’smegalegoria 
(lofty style, condescension), which he says was noticed by 
all of those who had written about S.’s trial.

2 Professional speech writers could be employed to compose 
speeches for defendants. Plato has S. not only deliver his own 
speech but also claim that he is speaking simply with “words 
spoken randomly as they happen to occur to me” (17c2-3, but see 
also Apology, trans, n. 2).
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There were three prosecutors: Meletus, Anytus, and 
Lycon. Their speeches are not recorded.3 Cross- 
examination was not a major feature of the process, though 
witnesses could be called, and there is a section of Apology 
(24c-28a) in which Socrates cross-examines Meletus. We 
have no witness statements for either prosecution or de
fense, though normal procedure suggests that these would 
have been made.4 Indeed, Platos S. implies this in chal
lenging the prosecution to produce anyone who admits to 
having been corrupted by him (33dff.).

3 Little is known for certain about Meletus and Lycon (though 
there is an unflattering physical description of the former at Eu- 
thphr. 2b8-ll). For what details there are, see discussion in Nails, 
202, 188. Anytus, a prominent democratic politician, figures in 
Platos Meno as severely anti-sophist and warns S. against adopting 
a critical stance toward prominent individuals (Meno 94e).

4 MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens, 242-47.
3 The defense would be concerned to propose a penalty 

lighter than that of the prosecution, but one severe enough 
to recommend it to the jury as a suitable punishment: the obvi
ous choice being prison or exile. S. refuses to comply (see 
Ap. 37b8-e2).

The duration of speeches was comparatively short by 
modern standards, the length controlled by a water clock 
(klepsydra). Platos Apology falls into three parts, corre
sponding to the three speeches of Socrates: the longest, 
his defense speech, and second, following the guilty ver
dict, his proposal for a “counterpenalty” (antitimesis).5 The 
third speech, S.’s “farewell” (38cl-42a5 [end of speech]), 
has no precedent in the extant forensic literature, and it 
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seems probable that no such speech, or anything like it, 
was actually delivered.6

6 Foi- S.’s thoughts on death in this part of his speech 
(Ap. 40c5-41d), see Introduction to Phaedo, section 3 (ii).

7 There is also late testimony from Maximus of Tyre (2nd c. 
AD) Lectures, 3.6, suggesting a tradition that S. made no defense 
at all (“Socrates kept silence; it was the safest course; he could 
not speak without loss of honor.”) Ferguson, Socrates: A Source 
Book, p. 209.

3. PLATO’S VERSION OF THE SPEECH

This last point takes us on to a key question: did Platos 
version of the speech, or any part of it, comprise what 
was actually said by Socrates at the trial? As well as pre
senting a speech and not a dialogue, the Apology is also 
unique among Plato’s works in apparently recording a dat
able public event and, as such, one would expect Plato’s 
accuracy to be subject to corroboration by those who had 
attended the trial.

There is, however, another version of Socrates’ trial, by 
Xenophon (also an Apology). He tells us that he was not 
himself present but gleaned his account from an infor
mant (Xen. Ap. 2). While having some content in common 
with Plato, this account differs radically from it in treat
ment, tone, and style, besides being much shorter. Ac
cording to Xenophon (Ap. 3-9 and Mem. 4.8.4-10), S., 
following a forewarning from God, did not prepare a de
fense ahead of his trial, but resigned himself to a guilty 
verdict on the ground that it was better for him to die 
before the sickness of old age came upon him.7
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The question cannot be settled by noting the presence 
of Plato at the trial (as he tells us in his own Apology, 
34a2), where Socrates refers to “Plato here,” and later 
states that he has offered, along with others, to stand 
surety for a fine of three thousand drachmas as a proposed 
penalty (38b7). We cannot assume from this that Plato’s 
account is, for that reason, more trustworthy than Xe
nophons secondhand version. As a recent commentator 
notes, in a survey of eyewitness claims in Plato, Xenophon, 
and others, “Autopsy is not, and was not, an unknown 
device for lending verisimilitude to a fictional narrative.”8 
The issue is also complicated by uncertainty as to how long 
after the event Platos Apology was composed.9

8 Stokes, Plato, Apology, 5.
9 Ibid., 3-4.
1° For a comprehensive collection of sources, see Ferguson, 

Socrates: A Source Book.

The brilliance and emotive power of Plato’s represen
tation of Socrates’ defense speech made it the definitive 
version for later ages. There is a vast Socratic literature 
from the fourth century BC to the fifth century AD, much 
of it concerned with the trial, for and against S., and de
rived to a greater or lesser extent from the fourth-century 
sources, chiefly Plato, but also others.10 Plato’s version 
might, for all we know, contain material that derives, in 
some form or other, from the actual speech, but for the 
speeches of the prosecutors we depend on the Socratic 
literature, chiefly, of course, Plato himself, and those later 
sources dependent on, or reacting to, him, which puts us 
in danger of a circular argument.

90



APOLOGY

Therefore, to what extent Platos version represents 
Socrates’ actual defense at his trial cannot be decided on 
the evidence available. It is perhaps more fruitful to con
sider Plato’s S. as partly drawn from real life and partly 
invented by the authors of the tradition. Plato’s version 
may have been composed with an eye to S.’s reputation 
among various groups in the period after his death. As 
such, it can be related to the Sokratikoi Logoi (see Gen
eral Introduction, section 2 (iii)), in Plato’s particular case, 
aimed at securing S.’s posthumous fame and summing up 
the meaning of his life as a paradigm of how a good man 
and a philosopher should conduct himself in the face of 
supreme adversity.11

11 For a balanced discussion of the issue of the historical au
thenticity of Plato’s Apology, see Guthrie, A History of Greek 
Philosophy, 4:72-80.

4. THE CHARGES AGAINST SOCRATES

There is general agreement among the sources concern
ing the broad categories of the indictment (see above, 
section 1): Socrates was accused of (1) heterodoxy as re
gards state religion and (2) corrupting the young; these 
together amounted to the charge of impiety (asebeia). 
Exactly what detailed activities provoked this indictment 
is less clear. In the absence of the prosecution speeches, 
we have to use evidence from the largely pro-Socrates 
sources to infer what he was up against.

The first charge of “not acknowledging the gods that 
the city acknowledges, but introducing new divinities” is 
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interpreted by Socrates near the beginning of his speech 
as linking him with the skepticism concerning the gods of 
traditional mythology that was associated with the natural 
scientists; their investigations into the origins and nature 
of the universe threw doubt on the power and authority, 
and occasionally even the existence, of Zeus and other 
deities.

Socrates argues that this charge is totally unfounded 
and the result of prejudice or slander (diabole: 19alff.) 
that he believes originated with Aristophanes’ caricature 
of him in Clouds (dated 423, revised 418): S. is portrayed 
as acting as the leader of a school of young men, and he 
“wastes his time searching what’s below the ground and in 
the heavens” (19b4-5) and substitutes for the traditional 
gods strange cosmic forces and tl i eir manifestations in the 
world, in thunder, lightning, etc. (Ar. Nub. 248ff.). S. 
firmly dissociates himself from all such activities and their 
subversive implications.12

12 In Phd. 96a-98b, S. states that there was a period in which 
he did interest himself in scientific speculation, but soon found 
it unsatisfactory (see Phd. 96aff. and, for the scientific theories 
mentioned there, see Phaedo, trans, nn. 91-97).

In his Memorabilia (Memoirs of Socrates'), Xenophon 
answers the charge of religious heterodoxy in a matter-of- 
fact way, by pointing out that Socrates was assiduous in 
sacrificing to the state gods and performing other rituals 
in public as well as in private (Mem. 1.1.2). Plato’s S., 
characteristically, takes a more incisive line: he cross- 
examines the chief prosecutor, Meletus, and decoys him 
into accusing him of being atheos (atheist): “That’s what 
I’m saying; you don’t acknowledge the gods at all” (26c8).
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Behind this confrontation lies an ambiguity in the word 
for “acknowledge [the gods]” (nomizein) in the accusation: 
the word, cognate with nomos (“law” or “custom”), lays 
more emphasis on due observance in words and actions 
than on intellectual belief (i.e., “believing something is 
the case” or “believing that someone/thing exists”). Play
ing on this ambiguity, Socrates has much fun in pointing 
out that, since the affidavit accuses him of acknowledging 
"newfangled deities” (26b5), he self-evidently cannot be 
atheos in the sense of total disbelief in the existence of 
gods (27a5-6), since daimonia (divine beings) are gods or 
the offspring of gods (27dl-2).13 So on either interpreta
tion of nomizein, Meletus is refuted.

13 Xenophon (Mem. 1.1.2, Ap. 12) connects the accusation of 
acknowledging (believing in) “new divinities” with the activity of 
S.’s personal spirit (dainwnion) that warns him against ill-advised 
action (Ap. 31c-d). At Euthphr. 3b5-9, Euthyphro assumes that 
S.’s daimonion is the basis of the charge, a supposition not con
firmed or denied by S.

14 For the details and possible blurring of the distinction be
tween “acknowledge the gods” (nomizein t/ieous) and “believe 
that there are gods” (nomizein/hegeisthai einai theous), see Guth
rie, A History of Greek Philosophy, 3:237n2.

15 Plutarch (lst-2nd c. AD) mentions a decree against athe
ism introduced by a certain Diopeithes in 432 (Pericles 32.2), but 
this is supported by no other ancient authority, and there is no 
firm evidence of any prosecutions for atheism under this decree. 

However, despite Socrates’ dexterity in argument and 
his ability to make Meletus look foolish, it is not clear if 
such distinctions would have been appreciated or even 
understood by the jury.14 While there is no firm evidence 
for formal legal moves against atheism,15 the popular prej
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udice that arose, S. alleges, from Aristophanes’ Clouds, 
must be seen against a background of evidence for skepti
cism about the gods and religious belief during the Pelo
ponnesian War between Athens and Sparta (431-404), 
recorded in particular by the historian Thucydides and 
revealed in the teaching of the sophists, especially the 
evidence of the sayings of Protagoras.16

For a skeptical survey of alleged prosecutions for crimes against 
religion in the fifth century, see Dover, “Freedom of the Intel
lectual in Greek Society.”

16 Thue. 2.47-55 (breakdown of traditional religious obser
vance as a consequence of the Athenian plague), 6.27-29 (mutila
tion of the Hermae [religious images] on the eve of a military 
expedition to Sicily). On sophists, see Protagoras, DK B4, “Con
cerning the gods, I cannot know either that they exist or that they 
do not, nor what they are like; for many things prevent such 
knowledge, for example the obscurity of the subject and the 
shortness of human life” (see Waterfield, 211). For a general 
survey of fifth-century rationalism, see Guthrie, A History of 
Greek Philosophy, 3:226-49.

The other· charge, corrupting the young, was clearly 
regarded by Socrates as more serious; in his version of the 
indictment (24b8-cl), S. reverses the order of charges 
(see above) and tackles the corruption of the youth first in 
his cross-examination of Meletus. He refutes his prosecu
tor by deploying two well-known Socratic arguments (see 
General Introduction, sections 3 (i) and (ii)). First, the 
argument from expertise: by analogy with such skills as 
horse training, it is the single expert in what is good and 
evil whose knowledge of what is good enables him to ex
ercise a beneficial influence on his fellows, as opposed to 
that of the mass of citizens (24dff.). Second, S. advances 
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the argument that “nobody intentionally does wrong” 
(25dlff.):17 either S. is not corrupting the young or he is 
doing so unintentionally, and so should be instructed and 
admonished rather than punished (26al-5).

As with Socrates’ refutation of the first charge (see 
above), it is doubtful if the arguments, dependent as they 
are on specific Socratic premises, would have had much 
weight with a jury, and, far from revealing Meletus’ appar
ent lack of concern for the youth, might well have had the 
effect of antagonizing S.’s fellow citizens. Moreover, the 
argument that “nobody intentionally does wrong” is ac
tually in danger of proving too much: if all wrongdoing is 
involuntary, nobody should ever be punished.

What really lies behind the charge of corrupting the 
young, Socrates argues, is what fellow citizens regard as 
his polypragmosyne (meddlesomeness, literally, “busy
ness in many things”), going around the city questioning 
them, and especially those who claimed expertise in vari
ous fields, about their knowledge of what they claimed 
(21c-22e: and for a classic example of this Socratic in
quiry, see Euthyphro'). S. claims that this activity origi
nated in a pronouncement of the Delphic oracle. He feels 
obliged to disprove the oracle, who when asked by his as
sociate Chaerephon whether there was anyone wiser than 
S. replied that there was no one wiser. A way of showing 
the oracle to be mistaken would be to find someone who 
knew what he did not know, and was therefore wiser (20e-

>" For the argument by analogy from expertise in skills (fech- 
nai), see Cri. 47aff. For the argument that no one does wrong 
intentionally (“Virtue is Knowledge”), see Prt. 358c.
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21b).18 19 The young, sons of wealthy and influential fathers, 
have gathered around S., he says, and not only enjoy hear
ing this questioning of their elders but also try the tech
nique out for themselves, thereby increasing the hostility 
toward him (23c).

18 It seems possible that the Delphic oracle story is an inven
tion. The only references to it are in the two Apologies (Plato 21a; 
Xenophon 14), and these differ as to the nature of the oracle’s 
response. There is also silence in the other sources, in particular 
those likely to seize on such a story, for example, the comic dra
matists. For detailed arguments, see Stokes, Plato, Apology, n. on 
21a4-8 (115-16).

19 See Ar. Nub. 102-4. For sophistic-inspired arguments on 
either side of a series of topics, see the anonymous Dissoi logoi 
(Double arguments), DK 90B1-9, (ca. 400) (Waterfield, 285ff.), 
and for a demonstration of this technique on an unsuspecting 
youth, Cleinias, by two visiting sophists, see Euthyd. 275d-77d.

Socrates does not claim to impart knowledge, unless it 
is an awareness of one 's ignorance, and he does not charge 
fees (19e). In both these respects he is determined to 
distance himself from the sophists, who not only charge 
their pupils considerable sums but also claim to instruct 
them in a variety of subjects. He is also anxious that his 
method of cross-examination, the elenchus, a likely source 
of the accusation that he was a “clever speaker” (17bl), 
should not be confused in the public mind with teaching 
the ability to win an argument, making “the weaker argu
ment the stronger” (23d7), as taught by the sophists and 
pinned on him by Aristophanes.10 S. asserts that, on the 
contrary, the phrase “clever speaker” only applies to him 
if those using it mean “someone who tells the truth” 
(17b5).
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5. SOCRATES AND ATHENS: 
THE PUBLIC IMAGE

It should by now be clear that for Platos Socrates the ac
tual charges were thought to have been a front for accusa
tions of subversion that were much harder to pin down. 
Plato accordingly broadens S.’s defense, as the speech pro
gresses, into a justification for his whole active life, the 
course of which he will refuse to alter, even if acquitted.

(i) Socrates’ Mission

The Delphic oracles answer to Chaerephon, that there 
was no one wiser than Socrates (21a), whether fact or fic
tion,20 is presented by S. as the foundation of what he 
claims is his sacred duty to vindicate Apollo, the god of the 
oracle. Since the god cannot be lying, S. solves the di
lemma by attempting to demonstrate that the oracle must 
be taking him, S., as an example of the wisest man in 
recognizing that he “is, in truth, of no value when it comes 
to wisdom” (23 b3-4). Oracular answers required correct 
human interpretation,21 and S. chooses to interpret the 
Delphic response as a divine order to search for wisdom 
among his fellow citizens and thereby “help the god” (b7).

20 See above, n. 18.
21 For a notorious example of human misinterpretation of an 

oracle with catastrophic result, see, for example, the Delphic re
ply to the Lydian king Croesus at Hdt. 1.53.

Having harnessed, so to speak, the god to his mission, 
Socrates proceeds to invoke human civic values by intro
ducing the incontrovertible authority of the epic poet Ho
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mer (8th c.). In 28b3-29a4 he compares his absolute devo
tion to his intellectual activity to the heroic bravery of 
Achilles at Troy in the Iliad, by quoting a version of II. 
18.95-104, in which Achilles prefers death to dishonor. 
He then immediately reinforces this by reminding the jury 
of his own military service as a hoplite (heavily armed foot 
soldier) (28e).22 Just as it would have been shameful to 
leave his post and disobey orders, so, when assigned by the 
god to examine himself and others, it would be unthink
able to give up his quest.

22 Plato emphasizes S.’s bravery in battle and physical endur
ance at La. 181b, 189b. See also Chrm. 153aff, Symp. 219eff.

It was customary for defendants in Athenian trials to 
emphasize their services to the state. Socrates, therefore, 
is attempting to place his highly idiosyncratic conduct 
alongside his exemplary military record, in order to gain 
the support of the jury. Yet shortly afterward, in what 
would surely have been seen as a provocative gesture— 
hardly a “service” as the jury would have understood it— 
he presents himself as a “ gift the god has given you” 
(30d9), sent, like a horsefly, to sting the large, thorough
bred but lazy horse that is Athens; he is “the kind of person 
who wakes you up . .. reproaches each one of you .. . and 
never stops landing on you all day long all over tire place.”

(ii) Socrates and arete

In 29d6-30b4 Socrates chooses to distance himself from 
his audience (and the mass of Athenians) by focusing on 
a key positive value of which they would universally 
approve, namely arete, usually translated “excellence,” 
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“goodness,” or “virtue,” a value that established the status 
of a citizen and warrior from as far back as the heroic so
ciety of Homer. The word basically denotes a proper func
tion, whether of humans, animals, or objects. At the begin
ning of his speech (18a5-6), S. uses the word in a way to 
which the jury could hardly object: the arete of a good 
juryman, that is, his proper function, is to concentrate on 
whether what is being said is just or not, that of a good 
orator is to tell the truth.

The conventional view of what enabled an Athenian 
to function well in society was that he should exhibit arete 
in the highest degree: a command of wealth (chremata), 
reputation (doxa), and honor (time). In his scheme of 
things, however, Socrates subordinates these to practical 
wisdom (phronesis) and truth (aletheia), which are es
sential to secure the best state of the individual soul 
(psuche).23 He tells the hypothetical Athenian he encoun
ters, “ Aren’t you ashamed to be spending your time ac
quiring as much money as you can, or gaining reputation 
and honor, but show no interest or concern for wisdom 
and truth and seeing to it that your soul will be in the best 
possible state?” (29d8-e3). In bringing into play the pow
erfully negative value of “shame” (aischune), and attach
ing it to the exclusive pursuit of the conventionally positive 
values of money, reputation, etc., S. is reversing the tradi
tional associations of these values and dissociating himself 
radically from the values of his fellow citizens.

23 For the Platonic/Socratic concept of the soul, see Introduc
tion to Phaedo, section 3 (ii).

In his second speech, having been found guilty, Socra
tes is required to offer an alternative penalty (antitmesis) 
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to the prosecution s proposal of death. He proposes pub
lic maintenance in the Prytaneum, the symbolic center of 
the polis, where civic hospitality was offered (36d7-9), 
of which, he maintains, he is more deserving than the 
customary recipients: victors in the Olympic Games. This 
may seem at first like the kind of megalegoria (see above) 
that will ensure the jury’s choosing the prosecution’s alter
native punishment (not mitigated by his eventual proposal 
of a more realistic fine, guaranteed by his friends [38b5- 
10]). However, S. is once again placing his philosophical 
search at the center of the polis. The language he uses is 
significant: “There is nothing more appropriate, my fellow 
Athenians, for such a man [i.e., S.] than that he should be 
given his meals in the Prytaneum, much more so in fact 
than if one of you won the Olympic Games in the one-, 
two-, or four-horse races. He makes you seem to be happy, 
but I actually make you happy” (36d6-10). Eudaimon, the 
word Socrates uses here for “happy,” implies not happy in 
a purely emotional or material sense, but in the sense of 
fulfillment in life.

(Hi) Socrates and Athenian Politics

One underlying motive for Socrates’ trial may have been 
political. Following the fall of the Thirty, an oligarchic 
group that ruled Athens immediately after Athens’ defeat 
in the Peloponnesian War (403), a democratic constitution 
was restored and an amnesty was declared, which pre
vented an indictment on ostensibly political grounds.24 So, 

24 On the amnesty, see Xen. Hell. 2.4.43; Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 
40.2-3.
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the argument goes, the actual indictment may have been 
a cover for the real charge—S.’s behavior, his ethical be
liefs, and his association with individuals, which marked 
him out as antidemocratic.

Taking these three aspects in turn: Plato’s Socrates is 
emphatic that, out of a sense of self-preservation, and in 
obedience to his “divine sign,” he avoided the political 
arena (31d).25 In the participatory democracy of fifth
century Athens, all citizens were in theory generally ex
pected to attend the Assembly and take a turn at serving 
on the executive Council (Boule).26 To stand aloof from 
politics (to be “quiet”: hesuchazein) was to court suspi
cion.27

25 On S.’s daimonion, see Euthyphro, trans, n. 9.
26 On the structure and workings of the Council and Assem

bly, see Apology, trans, n. 28.
27 The “Funeral Speech” of the Athenian statesman Pericles 

in 431, as presented by Thucydides (Thue. 2.35-46), sets out one 
attitude toward citizen participation in Athenian government; see 
esp. chap. 40: “We do not say that a man who takes no interest in 
politics is a man who minds his own business; we say that he has 
no business here at all” (trans. R. Warner). On “quietism,” see 
Carter, The Quiet Athenian, 117ff.

28 See Xen. Hell. 1.7.7-35. Xenophon confirms S.’s lone stand 
against the massed Assembly.

Socrates emphasizes two exceptions to his noninvolve
ment: during service on the Boule (for which he would 
have been chosen by lot during the period of office of his 
tribe), he tells the jury (32bl-c3) that he single-handedly 
opposed an illegal decision by the Assembly to execute by 
a single order six generals who had failed to rescue survi
vors at the sea battle of Arginousae (406).28 The second 
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occasion was the order of the Thirty to arrest Leon of 
Salamis, which S. says he refused to obey, thereby put
ting his life in danger, his own arrest and execution having 
been avoided only by the fall of the regime (32c4-el). S.’s 
emphasis on these two events, one opposing democratic 
power, the other opposing oligarchic power, suggests Pla
to’s need to both assert S.’s independence and counter· 
the suspicion that he had oligarchic sympathies, which 
might also have been aroused by S.’s staying in Athens 
during the period of the Thirty regime instead of fleeing 
to the Piraeus (the port of Athens) with the democratic 
opposition.

Plato’s presentation of Socrates’ ethical beliefs, more
over, does not suggest a ringing endorsement of Athenian 
democracy. In the argument from expertise with which S. 
counters Meletus’ claim that he alone, S., corrupts the 
youth, he seems to be going out of his way to antagonize 
the jury, by implying that they, as well as the Athenian 
Council and the Assembly (all in effect drawn from the 
general citizen body), are more likely to be corrupting 
influences, as opposed to the single expert individual who 
is doing them good (24d-25c).

The forensic orator Aeschines (ca. 390-315), speaking 
about fifty years after Socrates’ death, addressing a jury in 
the course of a prosecuting speech, says that they (i.e., his 
jury’s predecessors) "put to death Socrates the sophist, 
because he was clearly shown to have taught Critias, one 
of the Thirty who put down the democracy.”29 Plato’s dia
logues indicate that Critias (ca. 460-403) and Alcibiades 

29 Aeschin. Against Timarchus 1.173.
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(ca. 450-404) consorted with S., the latter intimately.30 
The suspicion of S.’s supposed corruption of Critias and 
Alcibiades probably derives from the sophist Polycrates’ 
lost Accusation of Socrates, almost certainly written after 
Plato’s Apology and known through the rebuttal of Xeno
phon (Mem. 1.2.12ff.).31 An answer to the specific accusa
tion of the corruption of Critias and Alcibiades is notably 
absent from Platos Apology and, if Platos S. is to be be
lieved, did not feature in the witness testimony called by 
Meletus in the course of his prosecution speech (Ap. 34a). 
It is possible, despite tire political amnesty, that if such 
testimony had been available it might have been legally 
permitted on the grounds that, as Aeschines suggested, S., 
if not directly involved politically, was the evil genius be
hind the oligarchic coup.32

30 For Critias, see Chrm. 162cff. (S.’s main interlocutor); see 
also Prt. 316a, 336d-e. For Alcibiades, see Symp. 212d-23a, Prt. 
316a. Critias, one of the extreme leaders of the Thirty, was killed 
fighting in the downfall of the Thirty in 403; although Alcibiades, 
who defected to Sparta during the Sicilian Expedition (415), re
turned to Athens, he remained politically suspect and died in 
exile just before the end of the war.

31 Stokes, Plato, Apology, 3-4.
32 For an examination of the trial from the Athenian side, see 

Hansen, The Trial of Socrates.

The question of Socrates’ attitudes toward the oligar
chy and the democratic government that followed the 
downfall of the Thirty is therefore far from clear, and it 
is complicated by the fact that, once again, we know little 
or nothing of the political views of the historical S.; the 
contradictory evidence we do have reflects tire variety of 
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sources and the probable motives of their authors, includ
ing Plato, in using the trial to commemorate S. in the most 
effective way they knew how.33

33 For opposing modern views on S.’s political convictions, 
see, for example, Ober (“Socrates and Democratic Athens”), who 
sees in S. "no necessary contradiction between being a critic of 
democratic ideology and a good citizen of the democratic com
munity” (165), and on the other side, Stone, The Trial of Socrates, 
who uses the evidence to argue that the Athenians had very good 
reason to suspect S. of undermining the democracy.

34 Nails, “The Trial and Death of Socrates,” 1.

For Plato, what led to the trial and condemnation ap
pears to have been Socrates’ popular association with the 
sophists and natural scientists, coupled with his refusal 
to abandon his examination of the Athenians in order to 
make them better and happier—his divine mission, as he 
interpreted the answer of the Delphic oracle: “the unex
amined life is not fit for a man to live” (Ap. 38a5-6). It 
might also be conjectured that S.’s uncompromising de
fense (clearly indicated, whichever source is chosen) en
sured his condemnation during a particularly unsettled 
period for the Athenians following a long war and particu
larly violent political upheaval.

6. APOLOGY IN THE CONTEXT OF 
PLATO’S LATER WORK

Plato’s presentation of Socrates’ trial and death has been 
described as “philosophy’s founding myth”:34 the philoso
pher as a person of exceptional intellectual power and 
bravery executed for his convictions and going calmly to 
his death in the face of popular prejudice and ignorance. 
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This myth became a powerful influence not only on later 
generations but on Plato himself. For example, in Gorgias, 
composed in the 380s, where “S.” is involved in a discus
sion with three rhetoricians, the trial is very near the sur
face; near the end of the dialogue Plato has S. construct a 
comic parody of his presentation of the real trial, in which 
S. imagines himself as a doctor and the jury are children 
cajoled by a prosecutor/cook who puts on “parties for you, 
with lots of sweets and all kinds of goodies,” whereas doc
tor S. prescribes medicines to make them healthy: “What 
do you think the doctor would be able to say, caught up in 
this dreadful situation? If he told the truth: Ί did all this, 
children, because I wanted to make you healthy,’ don’t you 
think that a jury like that would make an uproar, and shout 
pretty loudly?” (522a2-7).35

35 Plato returns to the theme of the philosophers probable 
fate in the law court at Theaet. 172-77 (late 370s).

The doctor/philosopher is the expert who has the skill 
to know what is best for his patients/citizens and the care 
of their souls but fails to convince them and suffers for it. 
In Republic, however, the great culmination of the first 
half of Plato’s career (370s), this victim is transformed 
in his imagination into the philosopher-ruler of an Ideal 
State, one of a class of Guardians, experts in how to live 
the good life, who understand the human soul and how it 
must be cultivated in their citizens and who are, moreover, 
able to put their beliefs into practice. Set in Plato’s imagi
nation more than twenty years before Socrates’ actual trial 
and death, and outlined by “S.” as an Utopia yet to be 
realized, Republic nevertheless represents the retrospec
tive vindication of S.’s life and beliefs.

105



ΑΠΟΛΟΓΙΑ ΧΩΚΡΑΤΟΤΧ

17 "Οτι μέν υμείς, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι,, πεπόνθατε ΰπό 
των έμών κατηγόρων, ονκ οίδα- εγώ δ’ ούν και αυτός 
ΰπ’ αυτών ολίγου έμαυτοϋ έπελαθόμην, οΰτω πιθανώς 
έλεγαν. καίτοι αληθές γε ώς έπος είπεΐν ούδέν είρηκα- 
σιν. I μάλιστα δέ αυτών εν έθαύμασα τών πολλών ών 
εφευσαντο, τοΰτο εν ώ έλεγαν ώς χρην1 υμάς ευλαβεί

το σθαι μη ΰπ’ έμοΰ έζαπατηθητε ώς δεινού δντος λέ- 
γειν. τό γάρ μη αίσχυνθηναι ότι αύτίκα ΰπ’ έμοΰ 
εζελεγχθησονται έργω, επειδάν μηδ’ όπωστιοΰν φαί- 
νωμαι δεινός λεγειν, τοΰτό μοι έδοζεν αυτών άναισχυν- 
τότατον είναι, εί μη άρα δεινόν καλοΰσιν I οΰτοι λέ- 
γειν τόν ταληθή λέγοντα- ει μεν γάρ τοΰτο λέγουσιν, 
ομολογοίην άν έγωγε οΰ κατα τούτους είναι ρητωρ. 
οΰτοι μεν ούν, ώσπερ εγώ λέγω, η τι η ούδέν αληθές 
είρηκασιν, ύμεΐς δέ μου άκούσεσθε πάσαν την αλή
θειαν—ου μέντοι μά Δία, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, κεκαλ- 

c λιεπημένους γε λογους, ώσπερ οί τούτων, ρημασί τε

1 One of a number of formal ways of addressing juries found 
in extant forensic speeches. S.’s avoidance of the conventional <5 
andres dikastai (members [men] of the jury) at this point in the

1 ΧΡην β'ύί (εδει schol. Τ): χρη V Ven. 511
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In what respect you, men of Athens,1 have been affected 17 
by my accusers I do not know; however that may be, 
thanks to them even I myself almost forgot who I was, they 
spoke so plausibly. Yet almost nothing of what they said is 
true. One of their many lies in particular surprised me, the 
one where they were saying that you ought to be on your 
guard not to be fooled by me because I’m a clever speaker, b 
You see, for them not to feel any shame because they will 
be immediately proved wrong by me in fact, since there is 
no way whatever I can appear to be clever at speaking— 
that’s what seemed to me to be the most shameful thing 
about them, unless, that is, these people use the phrase “a 
clever speaker” for someone who tells the truth. If this is 
indeed what they mean, I myself would agree I’m an ora
tor, but not as they would understand the word. These 
people then, as I say, have said little or nothing that is true, 
but from me you will hear nothing but the truth—not 
however, by Zeus, men of Athens, arguments tricked out 
with phrases and fine words as theirs are, nor ornately ar- c

speech may be deliberate on Plato’s part, since at 40a2-3 he ad
dresses those who voted to acquit him as those whom he can truly 
call “members of the jury.” For their function as both judge and 
jury, and details of the historical and forensic context of S.’s trial, 
see Introduction to Apologtj, section 2.
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και όνόμασιν ού8έ κεκοσμημένους, άλλ’ άκούσεσθε 
είκη λεγάμενα τοίς ίπιτυχοιόσιν όνόμασιν—πιστεύω 
γάρ δίκαια είυαι ά λέγω—καί μηδείς υμών προσ8ο- 
κησάτω άλλως- οΰ8έ γάρ άν 8ήπου πρεποι, ώ άν8ρες, 
τη8ε τη -ηλικία ώσπερ μειράκιο) I πλάττοντι λόγους 
εις υμάς είσιεναι. καί μέντοι και πάνυ, ώ άν8ρες Αθη
ναίοι, τοΰτο υμών δέομαι καί παρίεμαι- εάν διά τών 
αυτών λόγων άκούητέ μου απολογούμενου 8ι ώνπερ 
εϊωθα λέγει ν και εν άγορα επί τών τραπεζών, I ίυα 
υμών πολλοί άκηκόασι, και άλλοθι, μήτε θαυμάζειν 

d μήτε θορυβείν τούτου ενεκα. έχει γάρ ούτωσί. νυν 
εγώ πρώτον επι δικαστηρίου άναβέβηκα, έτη γεγο- 
νώς έβ8ομηκοντα- άτεχνώς ούν ξένως έχω της ένθά8ε 
λέξεως. ώσπερ ούν άν, εί τώ όντι ξένος έτύγχανον ών, 
συνεγιγνώσκετε δήπου άν I μοι εί εν εκείνη τη φωνή 

18 τε και τώ τρόπω έλεγον εν οισπερ έτεθράμμην, και δή 
καί νυν τοΰτο υμών δέομαι δίκαιου, ώς γέ μοι 8οκώ, 
τον μέν τρόπον της λέξεως εάν—ϊσως μεν γάρ χείρων, 
ϊσως 8έ βελτίων άν είη—αυτό δέ τοΰτο σκοπεΐν και 
τούτω τον νοΰν προσέχειν, εί δίκαια λέγω ή μη- I δι- 
καστοΰ μέν γάρ αυτή αρετή, ρήτορας 8ε τάληθη λέ- 
γειν.

Τϊρώτον μέν ούν δίκαιός είμι άπολογησασθαι, ώ 
άν8ρες ’Αθηναίοι, προς τά πρώτα μου ψευδή κατηγο-

2 S.’s claim of inexperience in rhetorical speaking as an indica
tion of truth is itself a common forensic convention to gain the 
sympathy of the jury (e.g., Dem. Against Aphobus, 2-3; Isaeus, 
Against Xenaenetus, 1). The convention is perhaps more telling 
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ranged, but you’ll hear words spoken randomly as they 
happen to occur to me—for I’m convinced that what I’m 
saying is just—and let none of you expect otherwise: for it 
would hardly be fitting for someone of my age to come 
before you fabricating my speech like some teenager. And 
what’s more, men of Athens, I do very much beg and im
plore this of you: if you hear me making my defense using 
the same arguments that I 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 d 
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 I really happened to be an outsider, I 
imagine you would excuse me if I were speaking in the 
dialect and in the manner in which I was brought up, so 18 
particularly on this occasion I 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 jury
man, but the orator’s is to speak the truth.2

Therefore to begin with it is right,3 fellow Athenians, 
that I answer the first false accusations laid against me,

here in that Plato’s S. is delivering his own speech rather than 
entrusting it to a forensic orator, and, of course, he uses it for 
his own distinctive purposes. On the question of the historical 
speech, see Introduction to Apology, section 3.

3 Literally, “I am right (just).” Dikaios = “just” or “right,” here, 
as often in Ap., indicating what S. claims is in accordance with 
dike = “just” (in a legal context); see also above, 18a4.
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ρημένα καί τούς πρώτους κατηγόρους, έπειτα δέ πρός 
b τά ύστερον καί τονς υστέρους, εμού γάρ πολλοί κατ

ήγοροί γεγόνασι πρός υμάς καί πάλαι πολλά ήδη έτη 
καί ούδέν αληθές λέγοντες, ούς εγώ μάλλον φοβούμαι 
η τούς άμφί 'Λνυτον, καίπερ όντας καί τούτους δει
νούς· άλλ’ εκείνοι δεινότεροι, ώ ανδρες, I οι υμών τούς 
πολλούς εκ παίδων παραλαμβάνοντες έπειθαν τε καί 
κατηγορούν εμού μάλλον ούδέν αληθές, ώς εστιν τις 
Σωκράτης σοφός άνηρ, τά τε μετέωρα φροντιστής 

c καί τά ύπο γης πάντα άνεζητηκώς καί τον ήττω λό
γον κρείττω ποιων, ούτοι, ώ ανδρες Αθηναίοι, <οί> 
ταύτην την φήμην κατασκεδάσαντες, οι δεινοί είσίν 
μου κατήγοροι· ο’ι γαρ ακουοντες ηγούνται τούς 
ταύτα ζητούντας ουδέ θεούς νομίζειν. έπειτα είσιν 
ούτοι οι κατήγοροι I πολλοί καί πολύν χρόνον ήδη 
κατηγορηκότες, έτι δε καί εν ταύτη τή ηλικία λέγον- 
τες προς υμάς εν ή άν μάλιστα έπιστεύσατε, παΐδες 
όντες ένιοι ύμών καί μειράκια, άτεχνώς ερήμην κατη- 
γορούντες άπολογουμένου ούδενός. δ δε πάντων άλο- 

d γώτατον, ότι ουδέ τά ονόματα οίόν τε αυτών είδέναι 
καί είπείν, πλήν ει τις κωμωδοποιός τυγχάνει ών.

4Anytus, one of the three prosecutors of S., was a promi
nent democratic politician who had been active in the political 
upheavals of the previous ten years. He features in Meno 90cff. 
as strongly antisophist and cautions S. against pursuing his favor
ite lines of philosophical investigation (see further, Nails, 37-38).

5 “Wise” (sophos) often, as here, with pejorative connotation 
= “cunning,” “smart.” “Thinker” (phrontistes), also ironic in the 
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and my first accusers, and secondly the subsequent accu
sations and accusers. You see, for many years now many b 
people have been bringing before you accusations against 
me saying nothing that was true, and who I’m more afraid 
of than Anytus4 and his cronies, though those are formi
dable 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,5 who as a thinker has in
vestigated all things above and below the earth and who 
makes the weaker argument the stronger. These people, c 
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 acknowl
edge6 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 un
contested with no one there to give a defense. But what is 
most absurd of all is that it’s impossible to know and even 
name them, unless one happens to be a comic playwright.7 d

context; also found as a. nickname of S. in the comic poets (Ar. 
Nub. 266): S.’s “school” in Aristopanes’ Clouds is called, satiri
cally, aphrontisterion, “thinking shop” (94, etc.).

β For distinctions between nomizein = “acknowledge” and 
“believe in [the existence of ] gods” (significant in the exchange 
with Meletus at 26bff.), see Introduction to Apology, section 4.

7 Le., Aristophanes in Clouds, 112-15 and 358-427, where 
there is a comic parody of “Socrates” and his students pursuing 
the scientific and sophistic subjects mentioned here (18b7-cl). 
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όσοι 8έ φθάνω καί 8ιαβολη χρώμενοι υμάς άυέττει^ου, 
οι δέ καί αυτοί ττεττεισ/ζευοι άλλους πείθοντες, ούτοι 
πάντες άπορώτατοί είσιν ουδέ γάρ άναβιβάσασθαι 
οιόν τ’ έστίυ I αυτών ένταυθοί ού8’ έλέγξαι οΰδέυα, 
άλλ’ άνάγκη άτεχυώς ώσπερ σκιαμαχεΐν απολογού
μενου τε καί έλέγχειν μη8ενος άποκρινομένου. αξιώ
σατε ούν και υμείς, ώσπερ εγώ λέγω, διττούς μου 
τούς κατηγόρους γεγονέναι, ετέρους μεν τούς άρτι 
κατηγορησαντας, I ετέρους δέ τούς πάλαι ούς εγώ 
λέγω, και οΐηθητε 8εΐν προς εκείνους πρώτον με άπο- 
λογησασθαι· και γάρ υμείς εκείνων προτερον ηκού- 
σατε κατηγορούντων και πολύ μάλλον η τών8ε των 
ύστερον. I

19 Έίεν άπολογητέον 8η, ώ αν8ρες Αθηναίοι, και 
έπιχειρητέον ύμών έξελέσθαι την 8ιαβολην ην υμείς 
εν πολλω χρόνω εσχετε ταυτην έν ούτως όλιγω 
χρόνω. βουλοίμην μέν ούν άν τούτο ούτως γενέσθο.ι, 
εϊ τι άμεινον καί ύμΐν και έμοί, και πλέον τί με ποιη- 
σαι άπολογούμενον οίμαι δέ αΰτδ χαλεπόν είναι, και 
ού πάνυ με λανθάνει οίόν έστιν. I όμως τούτο μεν ϊτω 
οπη τω θεω φίλον, τω 8ε νόμω πειστέον και άπολο- 
γητεον.

’Α,ναλάβωμεν ούν έξ άρχης τις η κατηγορία έστιν 
b έξ ης η έμη 8ιαβολη γέγονεν, η 8η καί πιστεύων 

Μελητός με έγράψατο την γραφήν ταυτην. είεν τί 8η

8 Contrast Xen. Αρ. 3ff., who states that S. was not really in
terested in preparing a speech.
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Those who won you over by resorting to resentment and 
slander, and those who being convinced themselves per
suade others, all of these are the hardest to deal with: 
you see its impossible to get any of them to come here to 
court and to prove them wrong. Instead you simply have 
to defend yourself as if you’re shadowboxing and prove the 
other party wrong without anyone making a defense. So 
you too should consider, as I argue, that my accusers fall 
into two groups: first the ones who have just brought these 
accusations, secondly those who did so long ago who I’m 
talking about, and allow that I must make my defense 
against those first. Indeed you’ve heard them making their 
accusations before and much more than these recent ones.

Well then, my fellow Athenians, I must make my de
fense and I must try in such a short time to rid you of this 19 
prejudice that you have acquired over a long time. Indeed 
I would wish that to happen in this way, if it is better in 
any way both for you and for me, and to succeed in my 
defense.8 But I think it’s difficult, and I’m not wholly un
aware of the nature of the task. All the same let this go 
whichever way it pleases the god.9 I must obey the law and 
submit my defense.

9 The use of the nonspecific singular, "the god,” simply indi
cates the singular used collectively as a general reference to the 
ruling deities.

1° On the indictment, see Introduction to Apology, section 4.

Let’s take this from the beginning: what is the accusa
tion from which the slander against me derives, which b 
is exactly what Meletus relied on in bringing this indict
ment against me.10 Well now, what did my detractors say
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λέγοντες διεβαλλορ οί διαβάλλοντες; ώσπερ ούν κατ
ηγόρων την άντωμοσίαν δει άναγνώναι αυτών “Χω- 
κράτης αδικεί καί. I περιεργάζεται ζητών τά τε ύπό 

c γης και ουράνια καί τον ηττω λόγον κρείττω ποιών 
και άλλους ταύτά ταύτα διδάσκων.” τοιαύτη τις έστιν 
ταύτα γάρ εωράτε καί αυτοί εν τη Άριστοφάνους κω
μωδία, Σωκράτη τινά έκεί περιφερόμενου, φάσκοντά 
τε άεροβατεΐν καί άλλην πολλην φλυαρίαν φλυα- 
ρούντα, I ών εγώ ούδέν ούτε μέγα ούτε μικρόν πέρι 
έπαΐω. καί ούχ ώς άτιμάζων λέγω την τοιαύτην επ
ιστήμην, εϊ τις περί τών τοιούτων σοφός έστιν—μη 
πως εγώ υπό Μελητου τοσαύτας δίκας φεύγοιμι— 

d αλλά γάρ εμοί τούτων, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, ούδέν μέτ- 
εστιν. μάρτυρας δε αύ υμών τούς πολλούς παρέχομαι, 
καί άζιώ υμάς άλληλους διδάσκειν τε καί φράζειν, 
όσοι εμού πώποτε άκηκόατε διαλεγομενου—πολλοί δέ 
υμών οΐ τοιούτοί είσιν—φράζετε ούν άλληλοις εί I πώ
ποτε η μικρόν η μέγα ηκουσέ τις ύμών εμού περί τών 
τοιούτων διαλεγομένου, καί έκ τούτου γνώσεσθε οτι 
τοιαύτ’ έστι καί τάλλα περί έμού ά οι πολλοί λεγου- 
σιν.

’Αλλά γάρ ούτε τούτων ούδέν έστιν, ουδέ γ’ εϊ τίνος 
άκηκόατε ώς έγώ παιδεύειν έπιχειρώ άνθρώπους καί 

e χρήματα πράττομαι, ουδέ τούτο αληθές, έπεί καί 
τούτο γέ μοι δοκεΐ καλόν είναι, εϊ τις οίός τ’ εϊη παι- 
δεύειν ανθρώπους ώσπερ Γοργίας τε <5 Αεοντΐνος καί 
ΐϊρόδικος ό Κίΐος καί 'Ιππίας ό Ήλβΐος. τούτων γάρ 
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when they slandered me? So, as if they were making the 
charge, I must read out their affidavit: “Socrates is guilty 
and wastes his time searching what’s below the ground and 
in the heavens, and makes the weaker argument the stron- c 
ger one and teaches others these same things.” It’s some
thing like this: for you too have seen them in Aristophanes’ 
comedy, someone called Socrates swinging around there 
claiming that he’s treading on air and burbling a lot of 
other nonsense of which I have no understanding great or 
small.11 And I’m not saying this to disparage such knowl
edge, if someone is wise in such matters—I hope I don’t 
have to defend myself at all against charges of this magni
tude from Meletus—but the fact is, men of Athens, I have 
no interest in these things. I offer the majority of you d 
yourselves as witnesses, and I expect you to instruct and 
tell each other—those of you who have ever heard me in 
discussion (and many of you come into this category)—to 
make it clear to each other, if any of you have heard any
thing small or great from me in discussing such topics, and 
from this you will be aware that this is the case as well with 
everything else that the majority of people say about me.

11 See above, n. 5; also Phd. 96aff., where S. recounts his early 
interest in, and subsequent disillusion with, scientific speculation.

But the fact is none of these things is true, not even if 
you’ve heard anyone say I try to teach people and make 
money out of it: that’s not true either. Although for that e 
matter I do think it’s good if one is able to educate people, 
as Gorgias of Leontini, Prodicus of Ceos and Hippias of
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έκαστος, ώ όίρδρες, I οίός τ’ έστιν Ιών εις έκάστην τωρ 
ττόλεωυ τους ρεους, οΐς εξεστι των εαυτών πολιτών 

20 προίκα συνεΐναι ω άν βούλωνται, τούτους πείθουσι, 
Tas εκείνων συνουσίας άπολιπόντας σφισιν συνεΐναι 
χρήματα δίδοντας και χάριν προσειδέναι. έπεί και 
άλλος άνήρ έστι Πάριος ενθάδε σοφός δν εγώ 
ήσθόμην έπιδημοΰντα- έτυχον γάρ προσελθών άνδρϊ 
δς I τετελεκε χρήματα σοφισταΐς πλείω ή σύμπαντες 
οί άλλοι, Ιίαλλία τω 'Ιππονίκου- τούτον ούν άνη- 
ρόμην—εστδρ γαρ αύτω δυο ΰεΐ—“Ώ Καλλία,” ηρ δ’ 
εγώ, “εί μεν σου τώ ύεΐ πώλω ή μόσχω έγενεσθην, 
εΐχομεν αν αύτοΐν επιστάτην λαβεΐν και μισθώσα- 

b σθαι δς εμελλεν αύτώ καλώ τε κάγαθώ ποιήσειν την 
προσήκουσαν αρετήν ήν δ’ αν ουτος η των Ιππικών 
τις ή των γεωργικών νυν δ’ επειδή άνθρώπω εστόν, 
τίνα αύτοΐν εν νω έχεις επιστάτην λαβειν; τις τής 
τοιαύτης αρετής, τής ανθρώπινης τε και πολιτικής, | 
επιστήμων έστίν; οϊμαι γάρ σε έσκεφθαι διά τήν τών 
νέων κτήσιν. έστιν τις,” εφην εγώ, “ή ου;” “Τίάνυ γε,” 
ή δ’ δς. “Τίς,” ήν δ’ εγώ, “και ποδαπός, και πόσου 
διδάσκει;” “Εύηνος,” έφη, “ώ Ί,ώκρατες, ΤΙάριος, πέντε

12 Gorgias (ca. 485-ca. 380), a Greek from Leontini in Sicily, 
taught rhetoric and acted as his city’s ambassador to Athens in 
427. Prodicus also taught rhetoric and had a special interest in 
language. Hippias had a reputation as a polymath. The latter two 
were probably near contemporaries of S. S.’s carefully neutral 
treatment here is belied by Plato’s ironic or negative portraits
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glis do.12 You see each of these, gentlemen, is capable of 
going to each and every city and persuade the young, who 
can associate with any of their fellow citizens they like 
without charge, to leave the company of those people, join 
them and pay money and be happy to do so besides. And 
in this respect there’s another fellow here from Paros 
who’s wise, who I discovered was visiting the city. You see 
I happened to approach a man who has spent more money 
on sophists than anyone else, Callias, Hipponicus’ son.13 
So I asked him (he has two sons, you know): “Callias,” I 
said, “if your two sons had been two foals or calves we 
would have been able to find and pay a trainer whose job 
was to make them fine and good in their appropriate excel
lence.14 And this man would be either an expert in horse 
rearing or in farming. But as it is, since they’re human 
beings, who do you intend to take on as their trainer? Who 
is there who has an understanding of this kind of excel
lence, that of the human being and the citizen? You see I 
imagine you’ve looked into this on account of your having 
two sons. Is there anyone, or not?” I said. “Certainly,” he 
said. “Who?” I asked, “where’s he from and what does he 
charge for teaching?” “Evenus, Socrates,” he said, “from

elsewhere (Gorgias in Grg., Prodicus in Prt. 330e, Hippias in Up. 
Mi.) 13 A rich Athenian, whose house is the venue for the
gathering of sophists and S. in Platos Protagoras and who is the 
host in Xen. Symp. See Nails, 68-74.

14 “Excellence” = arete, the key positive value in the Greek 
value system, also translated “goodness,” “virtue.” It represents 
the proper function, the positive end for which something exists, 
whether (as usually) humans in society, animals (as here), or even 
implements. Cf. 18a5-6 on the arete of a juryman and orator.

20
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μνών.” καί εγώ τον Έινηνον έμακάρισα εί ώς αληθώς 
c εχοι ταύτην την τέχνην καί ούτως έμμελώς διδάσκει, 

εγώ γονν καί αντός έκαλλννόμην τε καί ήβρννόμην 
άν εί ήπιστάμην ταντα- άλλ’ ον γάρ έπίσταμαι, ώ 
άνδρες Αθηναίοι.

’Ύπολάβοι άν ονν τις νμών ϊσως- “Άλλ’, ώ Χώκρα- 
τες, I το σόν τί έστι πράγμα; πόθεν αί διαβολαί σοι 
ανται γεγόνασιν; ον γάρ δήπον σον γε ονδέν των 
άλλων περιττότερον πραγματενομενον έπειτα τοσ- 
αύτη φήμη τε καί λόγος γέγονεν, εί μή τι έπραττες 

d άλλοΐον ή οί πολλοί, λέγε ονν ήμίν τί έστιν, ϊνα μή 
ημείς περί σον αντοσχεδιάζωμεν.” ταντί μοι δοκεΐ 
δίκαια λέγειν ό λέγων, κό,γώ νμΐν πειράσομαι άποδέΐ- 
ζαι τί ποτ’ έστιν τοντο ό έμοί πεποίηκεν τό τε όνομα 
καί την διαβολήν. ακούετε δή. καί ϊσως μέν δόξω 
τισίν νμών παίζειν I εν μέντοι ϊστε, πάσαν νμΐν την 
αλήθειαν έρώ. έγώ γάρ, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, δι ονδέν 
άλλ’ ή διά σοφίαν τινά τοντο τό όνομα εσχηκα. ποιαν 
δή σοφίαν ταύτην; ήπερ έστιν ϊσως ανθρώπινη σο
φία- τω όντι γάρ κινδννενω ταύτην είναι σοφός, οντοι 

e δε τάχ’ αν, ονς άρτι έλεγον, μείζω τινά ή κατ’ άνθρω
πον σοφίαν σοφοί είεν, ή ονκ έχω τί λέγω- ον γάρ δή 
έγωγε αντήν έπίσταμαι, άλλ’ όστις φησϊ ψεύδεται τε 
καί έπί διαβολή τή έμή λέγει, καί μοι, ώ άνδρες Αθη
ναίοι, μή θορνβήσητε, μηδ’ έάν δόζω τι νμΐν μέγα

15 Evenus is mentioned at Phd. 60c-e as a poet particularly in
terested in the poetic compositions that S. wrote while in prison.
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Paros; five minas.”15 And I thought Evenus was lucky if he 
really did have such skill and teaches for such a modest c 
sum.16 At least I too would be proud and flaunt myself if I 
understood these things; but in fact I don’t, Athenians.

16 Five minas (five hundred drachmas) was a considerable 
sum (on the basis that a skilled craftsman earned about one 
drachma a day). On the other hand, S.’s remark might be seen as 
doubly ironic, as for him the teaching of excellence was beyond 
any price.

So perhaps one of you might take the point up, “Well, 
Socrates, what is your line of business? Where do these 
prejudices come from? For I can’t imagine that with you 
engaged in nothing out of the ordinary compared with 
others, such rumors and talk would have arisen unless you 
were doing something other than what most people do. 
Tell us what it is then, so that we may not jump to conclu- d 
sions about you.” I think that he who says this is speaking 
justly and I shall try to explain to you just what it is that 
has created for me the reputation and prejudice. Do listen 
then. Perhaps some of you may think Pm playing about; 
yet be well assured that I shall tell you the whole truth. 
You see, my fellow Athenians, I have acquired this reputa
tion through nothing but a certain kind of wisdom. And 
just what kind of wisdom is this? It is perhaps a human 
type of wisdom. For it’s possibly true that in this respect I 
am wise. Perhaps these people I was talking about just 
now may be wise in a wisdom greater than human wisdom, e 
or I have nothing to say, for I have no understanding of it, 
but he who claims I do is telling lies and speaking to my 
discredit. Please, my fellow Athenians, don’t make such a 
rumpus, not even if I seem to you to be saying something

119



PLATO

λέγειν I ου γάρ ΐμον ερώ τον λόγον δν αν λέγω, άλλ’ 
εις άζιόχρΐων νμΐν τον λεγοντα άνοισω. τής γάρ 
έμης, εί δή τίς έστιν σοφία καϊ οϊα, μαρτυρα νμΐν 
παρέχομαι τον θεόν τον έν Δελψοΐς. Χαιρεφώντα γάρ 

21 ΐστε που. ουτος έμός τε εταίρος ην έκ νέου καί υμών 
τώ πληθει, εταίρος τε καϊ σννέφυγε την φυγήν ταύτην 
καϊ μεθ’ νμων κατηλθε. καϊ ΐστε δη οίος ην Χαιρε- 
φών, ώς σφοδρός έφ’ οτι όρμησειεν. καϊ δη κοτε καϊ 
εις Δελφούς έλθών έτόλμησε τούτο I μαντευσασθαι— 
καί, όκερ λέγω, μη θορυβείτε, ώ άνδρες—ηρετο γάρ 
δη εΐ τις έμον εϊη σοφώτερος. άνεΐλεν ούν η ΤΙνθία 
μηδενα σοφώτερον είναι, καϊ τούτων κέρι ό αδελφός 
ύμΐν αυτού οντοσϊ μαρτυρήσει, επειδή εκείνος τετε- 
λεύτηκεν.

b Χκέφασθε δη ων 'ένεκα ταΰτα λέγω- μέλλω γάρ 
υμάς διδάζειν όθεν μοι ή διαβολη γέγονεν. ταΰτα γάρ 
εγώ άκούσας ένεθνμούμην ουτωσί· “Τι ττοτβ λεγει ο 
θεός, καϊ τί ποτέ αίνίττεται; εγω γάρ δη ούτε μέγα 
ούτε σμικρόν I σύνοιδα εμαυτώ σοφός ων τί ονν ποτέ 
λέγει φάσκων εμέ σοφώτατον είναι; οΰ γάρ δηπου 
ψεύδεται γε· ον γάρ θέμις αντΰ>.” καϊ πολύν μέν χρό
νον ηπόρουν τί ποτέ λέγει· έπειτα μόγις πάνν έπϊ 
ζήτησιν αντον τοιαύτηΐ' τινα έτραπομην. ήλθον επι 

c τινα των δοκούντων σοφών είναι, ώς ενταύθα εϊπερ

17 For this whole incident, see Introduction to Apology, sec
tion 4.

18 Reference is to the democratic party that fled from Athens 
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arrogant. For the explanation I’m giving is not mine, but 
I’ll refer you to the one who said this, who is worthy of 
your belief. As witness to my wisdom, if wisdom indeed it 
is and of what kind, I shall present to you the god at Del
phi.17 I think you know Chaerephon. He was my comrade 21 
from early days and both companion and fellow fugitive in 
your democracy during that exile of yours and returned 
from exile with you.18 And of course you know what kind 
of man Chaerephon was and how passionate he was in 
whatever he turned his hand to. Indeed one day he went 
to Delphi and had the temerity to ask the following ques
tion of the oracle—and, as I say, don’t heckle me, gentle
men—he actually asked if anyone was wiser than me. Now 
the Pythian priestess replied that no one was wiser. His 
brother here will testify to you on these matters, since he 
himself has died.

Now consider why I say these things. It’s because I’m b 
going to tell you where my bad reputation comes from. 
You see, when I heard of this, I reasoned with myself as 
follows: “Whatever does the god mean? And what on earth 
is he hinting at? I assure you I’m conscious that I’m not 
wise in any way great or small. So whatever does he mean 
by declaring that I am the wisest? I can’t possibly think 
he’s lying: it wouldn’t be right for him.” And for a long time 
I was at a loss as to what he could possibly mean. Then 
with much hesitation I turned to a search along the follow
ing sort of lines. I went to one of the people reputed to be 
wise to refute the oracular response there if anywhere, and c

to Piraeus during the regime of the Thirty. S. stayed in Athens 
(see further, Introduction to Apology, section 5 (iii)). On Chaere
phon, see Nails, 86-87.
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πον έλέγξων τό μαντεΐον καί άποφανων τω χρησμφ 
ότι “Οντοσί έρ.ού σοφώτερός έστι, σύ δ’ εμε έφησθα.” 
διασκοπών ονν τούτον—δνόματι γάρ ονδέν δέομαι 
λέγειν, ην δε τι? των πολίτικων προς ον έγω σκοπών 
τοιοϋτόν τι έ'παθον, I ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι, καί διαλεγό- 
μενος αντω—έδοξέ μοι οντος ό άνηρ δοκαΐν μέν είναι 
σοφός άλλοις τε πολλοΐς άνθρώποις και μαλιστα 
έαντω, εΐναι δ’ ον- κάπειτα έπειρώμην αντω δεικνύναι 

d ότι οΐοιτο μεν είναι σοφός, εϊη δ’ ου. εντεύθεν ονν 
τούτω τε άπηχθόμην καί πολλοΐς των παρόντων 
προς εμαντόν δ’ ονν άπιων έλογιξόμην δτι τούτου μεν 
τον άνθρωπον έγω σοφώτερός είμι· κινδυνεύει μεν 
γάρ ήμων ουδέτερος ονδέν καλόν κάγαθδν είδέναι, I 
άλλ’ οντος μεν οΐεταί τι είδέναι ούκ είδώς, έγω δε, 
ώσπερ ονν ονκ οίδα, ονδε οιομαι- έοικα γονν τούτον 
γε σμικρω τινι αντω τούτω σοφώτερος είναι, ότι ά μη 
οΐδα ονδε οιομαι είδέναι. εντεύθεν επ’ άλλον ηα των 
εκείνον δοκούντων σοφωτέρων είναι και μοι ταντα 

e ταύτα έδοξε- καί ενταύθα κάκείνω καί άλλοις πολλοΐς 
άπηχθόμην.

Μετά ταύτ’ ονν ήδη εφεξής ηα, αισθανόμενος μεν 
καί λνπούμενος καί δεδιως δτι άπηχθανόμην, όμως 
δε άναγκαΐον εδόκει είναι τό τού θεού περί πλείστου 
ποιεΐσθαι- I ίτέον ονν, σκοπούντι τον χρησμόν τί λέ- 

22 γει, επί άπαντας τούς τι δοκούντας είδέναι. καί νη τον 
κννα, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι—δει γάρ προς υμάς τάληθη 
λέγειν—η μην έγω έπαθόν τι τοιούτον οι μεν μάλι
στα εύδοκιμούντες έδοξάν μοι ολίγον δέίν τού πλεί- 
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prove to the oracle that: “This man is wiser than I am, but 
you said I was the wisest.” So by examining him care
fully—there’s no need for me to tell you his name; he was 
one of the politicians who, when I investigated him, gave 
me this impression, fellow Athenians—and by engaging 
him in conversation it seemed to me that this man seemed 
to be wise both to a lot of other people and above all to 
himself, but he wasn’t. Then I attempted to demonstrate 
to him that he thought he was wise, but wasn’t. Conse- d 
quently then I earned his dislike and that of many of those 
who were standing by. But I went away thinking to myself 
that I was wiser than this particular fellow. It’s probable, 
of course, that neither of us knows anything that is fine and 
good, but this man thinks he knows something without 
knowing it, whereas I, just as I don’t know, I don’t think I 
do either. At least it seems I’m wiser than this man in just 
this one minor respect, that I don’t even think I know what 
I don’t know. Then I went to another of those reputed to 
be wiser than the first fellow, and I got exactly the same 
impression. And there too I upset him and a lot of others e 
who were there.

After this I now went on to one after another, realizing 
with distress and fear that I was disliked. Nevertheless it 
seemed essential to consider the god’s activities as being 
of the highest importance. So I had to go on to all those 
who seemed to be wise in my search for the meaning of 22 
the oracle. And, by the dog,19 my fellow Athenians—for I 
have to tell you the truth—this was indeed the sort of 
impression I got. Those with a particularly high reputation

18 A particular oath of S., linked at Grg. 482b with the dog that
is a god of the Egyptians (see also Phd. 99a).
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στον ενδεείς είναι ζητούντι κατά τον θεόν, I άλλοι δε 
δοκούντες φαυλότεροι επιεικέστεροι είναι άνδρες προς 
τό φρονίμως εχειν. δει δη ύμΐν την έμην πλάνην έπι- 
δεΐζαι ώσπερ πόνους τινάς πονονντος ϊυα μοι και 
ανέλεγκτος η μαντεία γένοιτο. μετά γάρ τούς πολίτι
κους ηα επί τούς ποιητάς τούς τε των τραγωδιών και 

b τούς των διθυράμβων και τούς άλλους, ως ενταύθα 
επ’ αύτοφωρω καταληφόμενος έμαυτον αμαθέστερου 
εκείνων όντα, άναλαμβάνων ούν αυτών τα ποιήματα 
ά μοι έδόκει μάλιστα πεπραγματενσθαι αϋτοΐς, διη- 
ρώτων άν αυτούς τί λέγοιεν, I ϊν’ άμα τι και μανθά- 
νοιμι παρ’ αυτών. αίσχύνομαι ούν ύμΐν είπεΐν, ώ άν
δρες, τάληθη- όμως δε ρητέον. ώς έπος γάρ είπεΐν 
ολίγου αυτών άπαντες οι παρόντες άν βέλτιον έλεγον 
περί ών αυτοί επεποιηκεσαν. εγνων ούν αύ καί περί 
των ποιητών έν ολίγοι τοΰτο, ότι οΰ σοφία ποιοΐεν ά 

c ποιοΐεν, άλλα φύσει τινι καί ενθουσιάζοντες ώσπερ οί 
θεομάντεις και οί χρησμωδοΰ και γάρ οΰτοι λέγουσι 
μέν πολλά και καλά, ϊσασιν δέ ούδέν ών λέγουσι. 
τοιοΰτόν τί μοι εφάνησαν πάθος καί οί ποιηταί πε- 
πονθότες, I καί άμα φσθόμην αυτών διά την ποίησιν 
οίομενων καί τάλλα σοφωτατων είναι ανθρώπων ά 
ούκ ήσαν. άπηα ούν καί εντεύθεν τώ αύτώ οίομενος 
περιγεγονέναι ωπερ καί τών πολιτικών.

d Τελευτών ούν επί τούς χειροτέχνας ηα· έμαυτώ γάρ

20 The dithyramb was a choral song in honor of Dionysus, 
performed at dramatic festivals in Athens and elsewhere. 
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it seemed to me were almost the most lacking as I in
vestigated at the god’s command. On the other hand oth
ers reckoned inferior were the most estimable people as 
regards sound thinking. Indeed I must explain my wan
derings to you, like one undertaking laborious tasks, only 
to find that the oracle turned out to be unrefuted. After 
the politicians I went to the writers of tragedy and dithy- b 
rambs20 and the rest, thinking that there I’d catch myself 
red-handed as more ignorant than them. So I would take 
up those of their works that seemed to me to have cost 
them the most effort and ask them what they meant, so 
that at the same time I might learn something from them. 
So, I’m ashamed to tell the truth, gentlemen, nevertheless 
I must do so. In a word, practically all of those present 
would have talked about what they had written better than 
tire authors themselves. So once again in a short time I 
realized as regards the poets that they don’t do what they 
do from wisdom, but from some natural inspiration, like c 
prophets and oracle mongers.21 For indeed these people 
also say many fine things, but they know nothing of what 
they’re talking about. It seemed to me that the poets too 
had had some such experience as this, and at the same 
time I noticed that because of their writings they thought 
they were the wisest of men in other ways as well, which 
they weren’t. So I went away from there also thinking I 
was the superior in exactly the same way as I was to the 
politicians.

21 For poets as speaking through inspiration rathe;· than wis
dom, see Ion 535eff.

So I ended up going to the artisans, as I was aware that d
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σνί'τίδη ούδέν επισταμένω ώς έπος είπεΐν, τούτους δέ 
γ’ ήδη δτι εύρήσοιμι πολλά καί καλά επισταμένους. 
και τούτον μεν ονκ έψεύσθην, άλλ’ ήπισταντο ά εγώ 
ονκ ήπιστάμην καί μου ταντη σοφωτεροι ήσαν. άλλ’, 
ώ ανδρες Αθηναίοι, I ταύτόν μοι έδοξαν εχειν αμάρ
τημα όπερ και οί ποιηταί και οί αγαθοί δημιουργοί— 
διά τδ την τέχνην καλώς εξεργάξεσθαι έκαστος ήξίου 
καί τάλλα τά μέγιστα σοφώτατος είναι—καί αυτών 

e αυτή ή πλημμέλεια εκείνην την σοφίαν άποκρύπτειν 
ώστε με έμαυτόν άνερωτάν υπέρ τον χρησμόν κότερα 
δεξαίμην άν όντως ώσπερ έχω εχειν, μήτε τι σοφός 
ών την εκείνων σοφίαν μήτε αμαθής τήν άμαθίαν, ή 
άμφότερα ά εκείνοι έχονσιν εχειν. I άπεκρινάμην ονν 
έμαντώ καί τω χρησμω ότι μοι λνσιτελοΐ ώσπερ έχω 
εχειν.

’Εκ ταυτησί δη τής έξετάσεως, ώ ανδρες Αθηναίοι, 
23 πολλαι μεν άπέχθειαί μοι γεγόνασι καί οΐαι χαλε- 

πώταται καί βαρύταται, ώστε πολλάς διαβολάς απ’ 
αντών γεγονέναι, όνομα δέ τούτο λέγεσθαι, σοφός 
είναι· οϊονται γάρ με εκαστοτε οί παροντες ταύτα 
αντον είναι σοφόν ά άν άλλον εξελέγξω. I τδ δε κιν
δυνεύει, ώ ανδρες, τω όντι ό θεός σοφός είναι, καί έν 
τω χρησμω τούτω τούτο λέγειν, ότι ή άνθρωπίνη σο
φία ολίγον τινός αξία εστιν καί ονδενός. καί φαίνεται 
τούτον λέγειν τον Σωκράτη, προσκεχρήσθαι δε τω 

b εμω όνόματι, εμέ παράδειγμα ποιούμενος, ώσπερ άν
<εί> εϊποι οτι “Οντος νμών, ώ άνθρωποι, σοφώτατος 
εστιν, όστις ώσπερ Σωκράτης εγνωκεν ότι ονδενός 
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I understood nothing so to speak, whereas I knew that I’d 
find that they understood a lot of fine things. And in this 
I was not mistaken and indeed they understood things 
I didn’t, and in this respect they were wiser than me.22 
But, my fellow Athenians, it seemed to me that these fine 
craftsmen had the same shortcoming as the poets—be
cause each of them practiced his craft well, he considered 
himself very wise in other highly important subjects as 
well—and this error of theirs concealed what wisdom they e 
had. Consequently I asked myself on behalf of the oracle 
whether I should accept that I am what I am, being neither 
wise in any way in their kind of wisdom nor ignorant in 
their kind of ignorance, or have both qualities, as they do. 
So I replied to myself and the oracle that it would be to 
my advantage to be as I am.

22 For S.’s (limited) respect for craftsmen and other profes
sionals as practicing a definite skill (techne), see, e.g., Grg. 448ff.

So as a result of this scrutiny, men of Athens, I incurred 23 
a great deal of enmity of a very harsh and grievous kind, 
so that from this there have arisen many slanders, and I 
got this label “wise.” You see the bystanders think every 
time that I myself am wise in those matters in which I 
refute someone else. Whereas the probability is, fellow 
Athenians, that the god is in truth wise and this is what he 
means in this oracle: that human wisdom is of little worth, 
even worthless. And he seems to mean this man, Socrates, 
adding the use of my name, thus making an example of 
me, just as if one were to say: “This man is the wisest b 
among you, you mortals, who, like Socrates, has recog-
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άξιός έστι τη άληθεία προς σοφίαν.” ταύτ’ ούν εγώ 
μέν έ'τι καί I νυν περιιών ζητώ καί έρεννώ κατά τον 
θεόν καί τών αστών καί ξένων άν τινα οϊωμαι σοφον 
είναι- καί έπειδάν μοι μη δοκη, τώ θεω βοηθών ένδεί- 
κννμαι δτί ονκ έστι σοφος. και νπο ταντης 7ης ασχο
λίας ούτε τι τών 7ης πόλεως πράξαί μοι σχολή γέγο- 

c νεν άξιον λόγον ούτε τών οικείων, άλλ’ εν πενία μνρια 
είμί διά την τον θεόν λατρείαν.

Προς Se τοντοις οί νέοι μοι <οί>2 έπακολονθούντες, 
οΐς μάλιστα σχολή έστιν, οί τών πλονσιωτάτων, αν- 
τόματοι, χαίρονσιν άκονοντες έξεταζομένων τών αν
θρώπων, I καί αυτοί πολλάκις εμέ μιμούνται, ε’ιτα 
έπιχειρούσιν άλλονς έξετάζειν κάπειτα οίμαι ενρί- 
σκονσι πολλην αφθονίαν οίομένων μεν ειδέναι τι αν
θρώπων, είδότων δέ ολίγα η ονδέν. εντεύθεν ονν οί νπ 

d αυτών εξεταζόμενοι εμοι οργίζονται, ονχ αντοϊς, και 
λέγονσιν ώς Σωκράτης τις έστι μιαρώτατος και δια- 
φθείρει τούς νέονς· και έπειδάν τις αντούς έρωτα ότι 
ποιών και ότι διδάσκων, εχουσι μέν ονδέν ειπεΐν άλλ’ 
άγνοούσιν, ϊνα δέ μη δοκώσιν άπορείν, I τά κατά πάν
των τών φιλοσοφονντων πρόχειρα ταύτα λέγονσιν, 
ότι “τά μετέωρα και τά νπο γης” καί “θεούς μη νομί- 
ζειν” και “τον ηττω λόγον κρείττω ποιεΐν.” τά γάρ 
άληθη οϊομαι ονκ άν έθέλοιεν λέγειν, ότι κατάδηλοι 
γίγνονται προσποιούμενοι μέν ειδέναι, είδότες δέ όν

ε δεν. άτε ονν ο’ιμαι φιλότιμοι όντες καί σφοδροί καί 

2 add. De Strycker Slings
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nized that he is in truth of no value when it comes to 
wisdom.”23 So even now I’m still going round exploring 
these matters, inquiring in accordance with the god who 
among our citizenry and outsiders I am to consider wise. 
And whenever I consider someone isn’t, I assist the god 
and demonstrate that he isn’t wise. And as a result of this 
pursuit I’ve had no leisure to get involved in any civic du
ties worth mentioning, nor my own affairs, but am desper- c 
ately poor on account of my service to the god.

23 For S.’s claims to knowledge, see General Introduction, 
section 3 (i).

24 See above, 18b7-cl and n. 7.

In addition to all this, the young men who follow me, 
who have plenty of time, the sons of the most wealthy, of 
their own free will delight in hearing people being cross
questioned, and frequently they try to emulate me and so 
engage in cross-examining others. Then I think they dis
cover no lack of people who think they know things, but 
in fact know little or nothing. Consequently those who are 
interrogated by them get angry with me, but not them- d 
selves, and say that Socrates is a most disgusting individual 
and corrupts the young. And when anyone asks them what 
it is he does and what it is he teaches, they can’t say and 
don’t know, and in order not to appear to be lost for words, 
they trot out the stuff ready to hand against all philoso
phers, such as “the things in heaven and the things under 
the ground,” and “not acknowledging the gods,” and “he 
makes the weaker argument the stronger.”24 You see, I 
don’t think they’d want to tell the truth, that they are 
conspicuous in giving the impression of knowledge, but 
actually knowing nothing. So in as much as I think they’re e
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πολλοί, καί σνντεταμενως καί πιθανώς λεγοντες πίρι 
έμον, έμπεπληκασιν νμων τά ώτα καί πάλαι καί σφο
δρών διαβάλλοντες. εκ τούτων καί Μίλητό? μοι. έπ- 
έθετο καί Άνντος καί Αύκων, I Μίλητο? μέν νπέρ των 
ποιητών άχθόμενος, Άνντος δί νπέρ των δημιονργων 

24 καί των πολίτικων, Αύκων δί νπέρ των ρητόρων 
ώστε, όπερ άρχόμενος έγω έλεγον, θανμάζοιμ’ αν ίΐ 
οίο? τ’ εϊην έγω νμων ταυτην την διαβολην έζελέσθαι 
έν ούτως όλίγω χρόνω οντω πολλην γεγοννιαν. ταντ’ 
‘έστιν νμΐν, ω ανδρες ‘Αθηναίοι, τάληθη, I καί νμάς 
ούτε μέγα ούτε μικρόν άποκρνφάμενος έγω λέγω ούδ’ 
νποστειλάμενος. καίτοι οίδα σχεδόν ότι αντοΐς τον- 
τοι? άπεχθάνομαι, δ και τεκμηριον ότι αληθη λέγω 
και ότι αντη έστιν η διαβολη ή έμη και τά αίτια 

b ταντά έστιν. καί έάντε νυν έάντε ανθις ζητησητε 
ταύτα, ούτως ενρησετε.

Πίρί μεν ούν ων οί πρώτοι μον κατήγοροι κατ
ηγορούν αύτη έστω ίκανη απολογία προς υμάς- προς 
δέ Μελητον I τον αγαθόν και φιλόπολιν, ως φησι, καί 
τούς υστέρους μετά ταύτα πειράσομαι άπολογησα- 
σθαι. αύθις γάρ δη, ώσπερ έτερων τούτων όντων κατ
ηγόρων, λάβωμεν αν την τούτων άντωμοσίαν. έχει δε 
πως ωδε· Σωκράτη φησίν άδικεΐν τούς τε νέονς δια- 

c φθείροντα καί θεούς ονς ή πόλις νομίζει ον νομι- 
ζοντα, ετερα δέ δαιμόνια καινά, τδ μέν δη έγκλημα 
τοιοντον έστιν τούτον δί τον εγκλήματος έν έκαστον 
έξετάσωμεν.
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glory hunters, passionate and numerous, and talk about 
me intensely and plausibly, they have crammed your ears 
with their long-standing passionate slanders. As a result of 
this both Meletus and Anytus and Lycon25 have attacked 
me: Meletus angry on behalf of the poets, Anytus the ar
tisans and politicians, Lycon the orators. The result is, as 24 
I was saying at the beginning, I’d be surprised if I could 
get this slander that has become so prevalent out of your 
heads in so short a time. So this I tell you, men of Athens, 
is the truth and I speak without concealing anything great 
or small, or holding anything back. And yet I know more 
or less that I am hated by these very people, which is both 
evidence that I speak the truth and that this is the slander 
against me and these are the reasons for it. And whether b 
you go searching now or another time, this is how you’ll 
find it.

25 On Anytus, see above, n. 4, and see Nails, on Lycon, 188- 
89, and on Meletus, 202, and (for an unflattering description) 
Euthphr. 2b7-3a5.

26 The indictment is also quoted, with minor differences from 
Apology, by Xen. Mem. 1.1.1 and Diog. Laert. 2.40.

So let this be sufficient defense before you as regards 
the charges brought against me by my first accusers. I shall 
now attempt to make my defense against Meletus, the 
worthy patriot as he claims, and after this the subsequent 
accusers. Right, once again let’s take their affidavit as if 
these are a different lot of accusers from the former ones. 
It goes something like this: it claims Socrates is guilty of 
corrupting the young and does not acknowledge the gods 
that the city acknowledges, but other newfangled divini- c 
ties.26 Such is the charge, but let’s examine each item of 
this charge separately.
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Φησί γάρ δή τούς νέους άδικεΐν με διαφθείροντα. 
I εγώ δέ ye, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι., άδικεΐν φημι Μέλη- 
τον, οτι σπονδή χαριεντίζεται, ραδίως εις αγώνα καθ
ιστάς ανθρώπους, περί πραγμάτων προσποιούμενος 
σπονδάζειν και κήδεσθαι ών ούδέν τούτω πώποτε 
έμέλησεν- ώς δέ τοντο όντως έχει, πειράσομαι και 
νμΐν έπιδεΐξαι. I

καί μοι δεύρο, ώ Μέλητε, είπε- άλλο τι η περί 
d πλειστου ποιή όπως ώς βέλτιστοι οί νεώτεροι έσον- 

ται;
’ Εγωγε.
’Ίθι δη νυν εΐπέ τούτοις, τις αυτούς βελτίους ποιεί; 

δηΧον γάρ ότι οίσθα, μέλον γέ σοι. τον μέν γάρ δια- 
φθείροντα εζενρών, I ώς φης, εμέ, εισάγεις τουτοισι 
και κατηγορείς- τον δε δη βελτίους ποιουντα ϊθι είπε 
και μήνυσαν αΰτοΐς τις έστιν. —'Οριι.ς, ώ Μέλητε, οτι 
σιγάς και ονκ έχεις ειπεΐν; καίτοι ονκ αισχρόν σοι 
δοκεΐ είναι και ικανόν τεκμήριον ου δή εγώ λέγω, οτι 
σοι ονδέν μεμέληκεν; άλλ’ είπε, ώγαθέ, I τις αυτούς 
άμεινους ποιεί;

Οί νόμοι.
e Άλλ’ ον τοντο ερωτώ, ώ βέλτιστε, άλλα τις άνθρω

πος, οστις πρώτον και αυτό τοντο οίδε, τούς νόμονς;
Οντοι, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, οί δικασταΐ.
Πώς λέγεις, ώ Μέλητε; οίδε τούς νέους παιδενειν 

οϊοί τέ I είσι και βελτίους ποιοΰσιν;
Μαλισπα.
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You see he says I’m guilty of corrupting the young. But 
I say, men of Athens, that Meletus is the guilty one be
cause he’s playing about with what is serious, irresponsi
bly bringing people to court, pretending to be in earnest 
about matters and concerned about things he never cared 
about before. I shall try to prove to you too that this is so.27

27 For the Socratic ethical arguments underlying the sub
sequent interrogation of Meletus (24cl0-28a2), see General 
Introduction, section 3 (ii).

Come up here, Meletus, and tell me: do you think there 
is nothing of greater importance than how our young peo- d 
pie are to be the best possible?

I do.
Then come on and tell these people: who makes them 

better? It’s clear you know: after all you do care. Having 
discovered who it is who corrupts them, me, as you claim, 
you bring me foiward and accuse me in front of these 
people. So come on and say who makes them better and 
point out to them who it is. Do you see, Meletus, you’re 
silent and have nothing to say? And yet don’t you think it’s 
a disgrace and sufficient evidence of what I’m saying that 
you’ve never cared about this. Well tell us, like the good 
man you are, who makes them better?

The laws.
But that’s not what I’m asking, my very good friend, but e 

who is the person who first and foremost knows what the 
laws actually are?

The jurymen here, Socrates.
How do you mean, Meletus? Are these people able to 

educate the young and make them better?
Certainly.
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ΤΙότερον άπαντες, η οί μεν αυτών, οί §’ οϋ; 
Άπαντες.
Ευ γε νη την 'Ήραν λέγεις και πολλην αφθονίαν 

τών ώφελούντων. τί δέ δη; οί δε ακροαταϊ βελτίους 
ποιούσιν η ού; I

25 Καί οΰτοι.
Τί δέ, οί βουλευταί;
Καί οΐ βουλευταί. I
Άλλ’ άρα, ώ Μέλητε, μη οί εν τη εκκλησία, οί 

έκκλησιασταί, διαφθείρουσι τούς νεωτέρους; η κάκεΐ- 
νοι βελτίους ττοιοΰσιν άπαντες;

Ιίάκεΐνοι.
Πάυτες αρα, ώς έοικεν, Αθηναίοι καλούς κάγαθους 

ποιοΰσι πλην εμού, I εγώ δέ μόνος διαφθείρω. ούτω 
λέγεις;

ΙΙάνυ σφόδρα ταντα λέγω.
Πολληυ γέ μου κατέγνωκας δυστυχίαν, καί μοι 

b άπόκριναι- η και περί 'ίππους ούτω σοι δοκεΐ εχειν; οί 
μέν βελτίους ποιοΰντες αυτούς πάντες άνθρωποι εί
ναι, εις δέ τις ό διαφθείρων; η τουναντίον τούτου παν 
εις μέν τις ό βελτίους οίός τ’ ών ποιεΐν η πάνυ ολίγοι, 
οί ιππικοί, οί δέ πολλοί έάνπερ συνώσι καί χρώνται 
ΐπποις, διαφθείρουσιν; I ούχ ούτως εχει, ώ λΐέλητε, 
και περί 'ίππων και τών άλλων απάντων ζώων; πάν
τως δηπου, εάντε σύ και Άνντος ου φητε έαντε φητε-

28 “The Council” (Boule), a body of five hundred, fifty mem
bers from each of the ten tribes, elected annually by lot from 
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Do you mean all of them, or only some and not others? 
All of them.
Well done, by Hera! You’re saying there’s no shortage 

of people to help. What then? Do the members of the 
public here make them better or not?

Yes, they too.
What then, the members of the Boule28 too?
Yes the councilors too.
Well you don’t mean to say, Meletus, that the people in 

the Assembly, the Assemblymen, corrupt tire young? Or 
do they too, all of them, make them better?

Yes those as well.
It seems then that the Athenians all make them finer 

and better except me: I’m the only one who corrupts them. 
Is that what you’re saying?

That’s exactly what I’m saying.
Ha! You’re condemning me to a great misfortune. 

Again answer me this: do you think it’s the same with 
horses? Is it that all human beings make them better, but 
only one ruins them? Or is it the complete opposite of this, 
there’s one person, or very few, trained equestrians, who 
can make them better? But the majority, even if they’re 
familiar with and use horses, ruin them? Isn’t this the case, 
Meletus, with horses and all other animals. Entirely so, I 
think, whether you and Anytus deny it or agree with it. It

citizens over thirty, who sat in shifts of fifty (aprytany) continually 
throughout the year in the Tholos in the Agora, and carried on 
state business, preparing an agenda for the Assembly (Ekklesia) 
(see 25a5). S.’s point here concerning the Assembly gains force 
from the fact that membership was open to all adult male citizens.

25
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πολλή γάρ άν τις ευδαιμονία εϊη περί τούς νέους εί 
είς μεν μόνος αυτούς διαφθείρει, οί δ’ άλλοι ώφελού- 

c σιν. άλλα γάρ, ώ Μελητε, ίκανώς έπιδείκνυσαι ότι 
ούδεπώποτε έφρόντισας των νέων, και σαφώς άπο- 
φαίνεις την σαντοΰ αμέλειαν, ότι ούδεν σοι μεμέλη- 
κεν περί ών έμέ εισάγεις. I

“Ετι δε ήμΐν είπέ, ώ προς Διος Μέλητε, πότερόν 
έστιν οικείο άμεινον εν πολίταις χρηστούς η πονη
ρούς; ώ τάν, άπόκριναι- ονδέν γάρ τοι χαλεπόν ερωτώ, 
ονχ οί μεν πονηροί κακόν τι εργάζονται τονς άει έγ- 
γντάτω αντών όντας, οί δ’ αγαθοί αγαθόν τι; I

Πάι>υ γε.
d ’Έστιν ονν όστις βούλεται νπο τών σννόντων βλά- 

πτεσθαι μάλλον η ώφελεΐσθαι; άποκρινον, ώ αγαθέ- 
καί γάρ ό νόμος κελεύει άποκρίνεσθαι. εσθ’ όστις 
βούλεται βλάπτεσθαι; I

Ον δητα.
Φέρε δη, πότερον έμέ εισάγεις δεύρο ώς διαφθεί- 

ροντα τούς νέους καί πονηροτέρονς ποιονντα έκόντα 
η άκοντα;

Έκοντα εγωγε.
Τί δητα, ω Μέλητε; τοσοΰτον σύ εμού σοφώτερος 

εΐ I τηλικούτον όντος τηλικόσδε ών, ώστε σύ μεν 
έγνωκας ότι οί μεν κακοί κακόν τι έργάζονται αεί 
τούς μάλιστα πλησίον εαυτών, οί δε αγαθοί αγαθόν,

29 The verbal root of “care” is mel-, in its various forms; S. is 
punning on Meletus’ name as the man whose name leads us to 
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would be a very happy circumstance regarding the young 
if only one person corrupts them and the rest do them 
good. But the fact is, Meletus, that you’re giving adequate c 
proof that you’ve never had any concern for the young and 
you’re clearly revealing your indifference because you’ve 
never had any care for the things for which you have 
brought me here.29

And tell us another thing, in the name of Zeus, Me
letus, whether it’s better to live among good citizens, or 
bad ones? Well, man, answer! It’s not a difficult question 
I’m asking. Don’t the bad ones always do some harm to 
those who are regularly closest to them, and the good ones 
some good?

Of course.
Is there anybody who wants to be harmed by those who d 

live around him rather than be benefited? Answer, like the 
good man you are. Indeed the law commands you to an
swer. Is there anyone who wants to be harmed?

Certainly not.
Come on then, are you bringing me here on the grounds 

that I corrupt the young men and make them worse delib
erately, or involuntarily?

Deliberately, I say.
What? Are you at your age so much wiser than me at 

mine that you know that bad people always do some harm 
to those who live in close contact with them, and good

imagine he “cares,” often used in close proximity to Meletus’ 
name; cf. ameleian (“absence of care,” “indifference,” c3) and see 
also 24c8, d4; 26bl-2. Similar punning on Meletus’ name by S. is 
also found in Euthphr, 2dff.
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e εγώ δε δη εις τοσοΰτον άμαθίας ηκω ώστε και τούτ’ 
αγνοώ, ότι εάν τινα μοχθηρόν ποιήσω των σννόντων, 
κινδυνεύσω κακόν τι λαβεΐν ύπ’ αντον, ώστε τούτο 
<τό> τοσούτον κακόν εκών ποιώ, I ώς φτ)ς σύ; ταντα 
εγώ σοι ον πείθομαι, ώ Μελητε, οίμαι δέ ονδέ άλλον 

26 ανθρώπων ονδένα- άλλ’ η ον διαφθείρω η, εί δια- 
φθείρω, ακων, ώστε σν γε κατ’ άμφότερα φεύδη. εί δέ 
ακων διαφθείρω, τών τοιούτων αμαρτημάτων ον δεύρο 
νόμος είσάγειν έστίν, άλλα ιδία λαβόντα διδάσκειν 
και νουθετειν δηλον γάρ οτι εάν μάθω, I παύσομαι δ 
γε ακων ποιώ, σν δέ σνγγενέσθαι μεν μοι και διδάξαι 
έφυγες και ονκ ηθέλησας, δεύρο δε εισάγεις, οΐ νόμος 
έστίν είσάγειν τούς κολάσεως δεόμενους άλλ’ ον μα- 
θησεως.

Άλλα γάρ, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, τοντο μέν δηλον 
b ηδη έστίν ονγώ έλεγον, ότι λίελητω τούτων ούτε μέγα 

ούτε μικρόν πώποτε έμέλησεν. όμως δέ δη λέγε ήμΐν, 
πώς με φης διαφθείρειν, ώ Μελητε, τούς νεωτέρονς; η 
δηλον δη ότι κατά την γραφήν ην έγράφω θεούς δι
δάσκοντα μη νομίζειν ονς ή πόλις νομίζει, έτερα δέ 
δαιμόνια καινά; I ού ταύτα λέγεις ότι διδάσκων δια
φθείρω;

Πάνν μέν ονν σφόδρα ταντα λέγω.
Προς αυτών τοίννν, ώ Μέλητε, τούτων τών θεών ών 

νΰν ό λόγος εστιν, είπε έτι σαφέστερου και έμοι καί 
c τοΐς άνδράσιν τοντοισί. εγώ γάρ ού δύναμαι μαθεΐν 

πότερον λέγεις διδάσκειν με νομίζειν είναι τινας θε
ούς—καί αύτός άρα νομίζω είναι θεούς καί οΰκ είμι 
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people do good, whereas I have come to such a pitch of e 
ignorance that I don’t even know that if I make one of my 
associates evil its probable that I shall be badly treated by 
him, so that I do as much harm as this intentionally, as you 
claim? I don’t believe this accusation of yours, Meletus, 
and I don’t think anybody else does either. Either I don’t 
corrupt them, or, if I do, it’s involuntary: so you’re lying on 26 
both counts. But iff do corrupt them involuntarily, it’s not 
the law to bring people here for such misdemeanors but 
take them aside and give them a good talking to and put 
them straight. You see it’s clear that if I understand, I shall 
stop doing what I’m doing involuntarily. You on the other 
hand ducked the issue and were unwilling to pardon me 
and give me a talking to, and brought me here instead, 
where it’s the law to bring those in need of punishment, 
not instruction.

Well anyhow the fact is, fellow Athenians, that what I 
was saying is by now clear, that Meletus has never yet had b 
any care great or small for these things. Nevertheless, 
Meletus, tell us in what way do you claim that I corrupt 
the young? Or is it clear that according to the indictment 
you have submitted I’ve been teaching them not to ac
knowledge the gods the city acknowledges, but newfan
gled deities? Is it by teaching this sort of thing you claim 
I corrupt them?

Of course, that’s exactly what I’m saying.
Then by these very gods, Meletus, that this argument is 

about, tell me and these men here more specifically, be- c 
cause I cannot understand whether you mean I’m teach
ing them to acknowledge that certain gods exist—and so 
I myself accept that gods exist and I’m not completely 
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το παράπαν άθεος ού8έ ταύτη αδικώ—ον μέντοι 
ούσπερ γε η πόλις άλλα ετέρους, I καί τοΰτ’ έστιν δ 
μοι έγκαλεΐς, οτι ετέρους, η παντάπασί με φης οϋτε 
αυτόν νομίζειν θεούς τούς τε άλλους ταΰτα 8ι8άσκειν.

Ταΰτα λέγω, ώς τδ παράπαν ού νομίζεις θεούς.
d sil θαυμάσιε Μέλητε, ϊνα τί ταντα λέγεις; οΰ8έ 

ήλιον ον8έ σελήνήν άρα νομίζω θεούς είναι, ώσπερ οί 
άλλοι άνθρωποι;

30 S. is here exploiting the ambiguity in the Greek nomizo 
(“acknowledge” or “believe in”) to provoke Meletus into making 
the easily refutable charge of atheism (e5); see further, Introduc
tion to Apology, section 4.

Μά Δί’, ω άν8ρες δικασταί, έπεί τον μέν ήλιον 
λίθον φησίν είναι, I την 8ε σελήνήν γην.

Άναζαγόρου οϊει κατηγορεϊν, ω φίλε Μέλητε; και 
οντω καταφρονείς τών8ε καί οϊει αυτούς απείρους 
γραμμάτων είναι ώστε ούκ είόέναι οτι τά Άναζαγό- 
ρου βιβλία του ϊίλαζομενίου γέμει τούτων των λό
γων; καί 8η καί οί νέοι I ταΰτα παρ’ εμού μανθάνου- 

e σιν, ά έζ έστιν ενίοτε εί πάνυ πολλοΰ 8ραχμης εκ της 
ορχήστρας πριαμένοις Ί,ωκράτους καταγελάν, εάν 
προσποιηται εαυτού είναι, άλλως τε καί ούτως άτοπα 
όντα; άλλ’, ω προς Διός, οΰτωσί σοι 8οκω; ού8ένα 
νομίζω θεόν είναι; I

Οΰ μέντοι μά Δία οΰδ’ όπωστιοΰν.
’Άπιστός γ’ εΐ, ω Μέλητε, και ταΰτα μέντοι, ως εμοϊ 

8οκεΐς, σαυτφ. έμοί γάρ 8οκεΐ ούτοσί, ώ άν8ρες Άθη- 
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atheist, and I’m not guilty on this count—though not the 
ones the city acknowledges, but different ones, and that’s 
what you’re charging me with: they’re different; or are you 
saying that I myself don’t acknowledge the gods at all and 
this is what I’m teaching the rest?

That’s what I’m saying: you don’t acknowledge the gods 
at all.30

31 On Anaxagoras and his “books,” see Phd. 97c-98b8. For 
Anaxagoras’ reported views on the nature of the sun and the 
moon, see DK 59A42, (Waterfield, 128). The orchestra men
tioned here (el) was an area of the Athenian Agora.

My dear Meletus! What makes you say that? I don’t d 
accept that the sun and moon are gods, as everyone else 
does?

No, by Zeus, members of the jury, since he claims the 
sun is made of stone and the moon of earth.

My dear Meletus, do you think you’re prosecuting 
Anaxagoras? And you are so contemptuous of these people 
here and think they’re so illiterate that they don’t know 
that the writings of Anaxagoras of Clazomenae are burst
ing with such topics?31 And furthermore are the young 
learning this sort of stuff from me, which they can buy for 
a drachma at most from the orchestra and have a laugh at e 
Socrates if he claims the ideas as his own, especially as 
they’re so absurd? Well, in the name of Zeus, is this what 
you think of me? I don’t acknowledge that any god exists?

Indeed you don’t, by Zeus, in any way, shape or form.
You’re incredible, Meletus; what’s more, it seems to 

me, you don’t believe this yourself. You see, fellow Athe-
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ναΐοι, πάνυ είναι υβριστής καί άκόλαστος, και άτε- 
χνώς την γραφήν ταύτην ύβρει τινι καί ακολασία καί 

27 νεότητι γράφασθαι. έοικεν γάρ ώσπερ αίνιγμα συν-
τιθέντι διαπειρωμένω "'ί\.ρα γνώσεται Σωκράτης ό 
σοφός δη εμού χαριεντιζόμενου καί έναντι εμαυτω 
λέγοντας, η εζαπατησω αυτόν καί τους άλλους τούς 
ακούοντας;” I οντος γάρ έμοι (ξαίνεται τά εναντία λέ
γειν αυτός έαντω εν τύ; γραφή ώσπερ άν ει εΐποι- 
“Αδικεί Σωκράτης θεούς ον νομίζων, αλλά θεούς νο
μίζων.” καίτοι τούτο έστι παίζοντας.

Χυνεπισκέψασθε 8η, ώ άνδρες, η μοι φαίνεται 
b ταύτα λέγειν I σύ 8έ ημΐν άπόκριναι, ώ λΐέλητε. νμεΐς 

δε, όπερ κατ’ άρχάς υμάς παρητησάμην, μέμνησθέ 
μοι μη θορνβεΐν εάν εν τω ειωθότι τρόπω τούς λόγους 
ποιώμαι.

’Ί&στιν όστις ανθρώπων, ώ λΐέλητε, άνθρώπεια μέν 
νομίζει πράγματ’ είναι, ανθρώπους 8έ ου νομίζει; I 
άποκρινέσθω, ώ άν8ρες, και μη άλλα και άλλα θορυ
βείται- έσθ’ όστις ίππους μεν οΰ νομίζει, ιππικά δε 
πράγματα; η αύλητάς μέν ου νομίζει είναι, ανλητικά 
8ε πράγματα; οΰκ εστίν, ώ άριστε άνόρών ει μη σύ 
βούλει άποκρίνεσθαι, εγώ σοι λέγω και τοΐς άλλοις 
τουτοισί. άλλα το έπι τουτω γε άπόκριναι- έσθ’ όστις 

c δαιμόνια μέν νομίζει πράγματ’ είναι, δαίμονας δέ ον 
νομίζει;

Ούκ εστίν.
Ώς ώνησας ότι μόγις άπεκρίνω ύπό τουτωνι αναγ

καζόμενος. I ούκούν δαιμόνια μέν φης με και νομίζειν 
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nians, this man seems very much to me to be an outra
geous intemperate fellow and he’s simply submitted this 
indictment out of some kind of insolence, self-indulgence 
and youthfulness. In fact he’s like someone putting to- 27 
gether a riddle to test somebody. “Will Socrates, the so- 
called wise man, realize that I’m having a laugh and talk
ing against myself, or shall I fool him and the rest of those 
listening?” You see he seems to me to be contradicting 
himself in the indictment, as if he were to say: “Socrates 
is guilty of not believing in gods, but is a believer in gods.” 
Yet this is typical of someone playing games.

So consider with me, members of the jury, what he 
appears to mean by this. You, Meletus, answer my ques
tions, and you people, as I pleaded with you right at the b 
start, remember not to heckle me if I present my argu
ments in my usual way.

Is there any human being, Meletus, who thinks that 
human affairs exist, but not human beings? Let him an
swer, gentlemen, and not make one disruption after an
other. Or is there anyone who doesn’t admit the existence 
of horses, but does admit things related to horses? Or who 
does not admit the existence of flute players, yet admits 
there are things related to flute players? There is none, 
you most excellent of fellows. If you don’t wish to answer, 
I’m telling you and everyone else here. But at least answer 
the question that follows on from this: is there anyone who 
admits tire existence of things related to spiritual matters, 
but doesn’t admit the existence of spirits? c

There isn’t.
How helpful you’ve been with this reluctant answer 

under pressure from these people here! Therefore you 
claim that I both acknowledge spiritual matters and teach
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καί διδάσκειν, εϊτ’ ovv καινά εϊτε παλαιό., άλλ’ ovv 
δαιμόνιά ye νομίζω κατά τον σον λόγον, και ταΰτα 
και διωμόσω εν τη αντιγραφή. εί δέ δαιμόνια νομίζω, 
και δαίμονας δηπον πολλή ανάγκη νομίζειν με έστιν- 
ονχ ούτως έχει; εχει δη- I τίθημι γάρ σε όμολογονντα, 

d έπειδη ονκ άποκρίνη. τους δέ δαίμονας ονχί ήτοι θε
ούς γε ηγούμεθα η θεών παΐδας; φης η ον;

Πάνν γε.
Ονκονν εΐπερ δαίμονας ηγούμαι, ώς σύ φης, I εί 

μεν θεοί τινες είσιν οι δαίμονες, τοΰτ άν εϊη δ εγώ 
φημί σε αίνίττεσθαι και χαριεντίζεσθαι, θεούς ονχ 
ηγούμενον φάναι με θεούς αν ηγεΐσθαι πάλιν, έπει- 
δηπερ γε δαίμονας ηγούμαι- εί δ’ αν ο'ι δαίμονες θεών 
παΐδές είσιν νόθοι τινες η εκ ννμφών η εκ τινων άλ
λων ών δη καί λέγονται, I τις άν ανθρώπων θεών μέν 

e παΐδας ηγοΐτο είναι, θεούς δε μη; ομοίως γάρ άν άτο- 
πον εϊη ώσπερ άν εϊ τις ίππων μέν παΐδας ηγοΐτο [η]3 
καί όνων, τούς ημιόνονς, ϊππονς δε καί όνονς μη 
ηγοΐτο είναι, άλλ’, ώ Μέλητε, ονκ εστιν όπως σύ 
ταΰτα11 ονχί αποπειρώμενος ημών έγραφω την γρα
φήν I ταντην η απορών ότι έγκαλοΐς εμοί αληθές 
αδίκημα- όπως δέ σν τινα πείθοις άν καί σμικρον 
νοΰν εχοντα ανθρώπων, ώς τοΰ αντοϋ έστιν καί δαι- 

28 μονιά καί θεία ήγεΐσθαι, καί αν τον αντοΰ μήτε 
δαίμονας μήτε θεούς μήτε ηρωας, ονδεμία μηχανη 
έστιν.

3 Seel. Forster 4 Seel. Schanz
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them, whether in fact they’re new or old; but in any case 
I acknowledge spiritual matters according to your argu
ment, and you’ve even sworn this in your indictment. And 
if I admit spiritual matters, then I presume I must also 
admit spiritual beings. Isn’t this so? Of course it is. I take 
it you agree as you’re not answering. And do we not regard d 
the spirits as either gods, or the children of gods? Do you 
agree or not?

Certainly.
If then I do acknowledge spirits,32 as you claim, if the 

spirits are some sort of gods, then this would be what I say, 
that you are making riddles and playing about, saying that 
I don’t believe in gods and yet on the other hand again I 
do believe in gods, if indeed I do believe in spirits. But if 
again the spirits are some kind of bastards of the gods or 
children of nymphs, or indeed any others they’re said to 
come from: what human being would believe that children 
of gods exist, but not gods? Why, it would be just as absurd e 
if someone admitted that there are offspring of horses and 
asses, namely mules, but didn’t believe that horses and 
asses exist. Well, Meletus, there’s no way you brought this 
indictment except as_a way of trying this out on us, or else 
you were at a loss for a true offense you could bring against 
me; but there is no contrivance by which you could per
suade any human being even with limited intelligence that 
a person can think that there are tilings spiritual and god
like, and again that same person thinks there are neither 28 
spirits, nor gods, nor heroes.

32 Daimones, semidivine beings, offspring of gods or gods and 
mortals, who serve as intermediaries between gods and mortals.

145



PLATO

Άλλα yap, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, ώς μέν έγω ούκ 
άδικω κατά την λίελητου γραφήν, ον πολλής μοι, δο- 
κεϊ είναι απολογίας, I άλλα ικανά και ταντα- δ δέ και 
έν τοΐς έμπροσθεν ’έλεγαν, δτι πολλή μοι απέχθεια 
γεγονεν και προς πολλονς, εν ϊστε δτι αληθές εστιν, 
και τοντ’ έστιν δ εμέ αίρησει , έάνπερ αίρη, ον Μίλη
τος ονδε ’Άνντος άλλ’ ή των πολλών διαβολη τε και 

b φθόνος, ά δη πολλονς και αλλονς και άγαθονς άν- 
δρας ηρηκεν, οίμαι δέ και αίρησει- ονδέν δέ δεινόν μη 
έν έμοί στη.

’Ίσως άν ονν εϊποι τις· Έΐτ’ ονκ αισχύνη, ώ 2ώ- 
κρατες, τοιοντον έπιτηδενμα έπιτηδεύσας έξ ον κιν- 
δυρίύίΐς νννί άποθανεΐν;” I έγω δε τοντω άν δίκαιον 
λογον άντείποιμι, δτι “Ον καλώς λέγεις, ώ άνθρωπε, 
εί ο’ίει δεΐν κίνδννον νπολογίζεσθαι τον ζην η τεθνά- 
ναι άνδρα δτον τι και σμικρδν δφελός έστιν, άλλ’ ούκ 
έκεΐνο μόνον σκοπεΐν όταν πράττη, πότερον δίκαια η 

c άδικα πράττει, και άνδρδς αγαθόν έργα η κακόν, 
φανλοι γάρ άν τω γε σω λόγω εΐεν των ημιθέων δσοι 
έν Τροία τετελεντηκασιν οϊ τε άλλοι και ό της Θετι- 
δος ΐιός, δς τοσοΰτον τον κίνδννον κατεφρόνησεν 
παρά τδ αισχρόν τι νπομεΐναι ώστε, επειδή εΐπεν η 
μητηρ I αντω προθνμονμενω "Ιίκτορα άποκτείναι, 
θεός ονσα, οντωσί πως, ως έγω οίμαι- ‘Ώ παΐ, εί τι
μωρήσεις ΤΙατρόκλω τω έταίρω τον φόνον καί “Έκτορα 
άποκτενείς, αντδς άποθανη—αντίκα γάρ τοι,’ φησί, 
‘μεθ’ "Έκτορα πότμος έτοιμος’ —ό δέ τοντο άκονσας 
τον μέν θανάτον και I τον κίνδννον ωλιγώρησε, πολν
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But the fact is, fellow Athenians, to show that I’m not 
guilty according to Meletus’ indictment, I don’t think I 
need much by way of a defense, but even this much is 
enough. But what I was saying in my previous remarks, the 
fact that a great deal of hostility has arisen against me 
among many people, that, you can be very sure, is true. 
And this is what will convict me, if I’m convicted, not 
Meletus nor Anytus, but the prejudice and resentment of 
the majority. Indeed what has convicted many other good b 
men too, I think, will also convict me. There’s no fear it 
will stop with me.

So perhaps someone might say: “Are you not ashamed, 
Socrates, that you have pursued such activities as a result 
of which you risk being put to death?” To this I would of
fer the just response that: “You are wrong, my friend, if 
you think a man who has even a little bit of worth in him 
has to take the risk of life or death into account, rather 
than considering this only when he does something— 
whether he is acting rightly or wrongly, and whether it’s 
the action of a good or a bad man. You see by your argu- c 
ment those demigods who died at Troy would be worth
less, all of them, including the son of Thetis who so scorned 
danger rather than endure some disgrace, that when, in 
his eagerness to kill Hector, his mother, who was a god
dess, said to him something like this, I think: ‘My son, if 
you are going to avenge the death of your companion Pa
troclus and kill Hector, you will die yourself—for imme
diately, I tell you,’ she says, ‘after Hector doom awaits’— 
on hearing this he thought little of death and danger, but
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d δε μάλλον δείσας το ζην κακός ών καί τοίς φίλοις μη 
τιμωρεΐν, ‘Αύτίκα,’ φησί, ‘τεθναίην, δίκην έπιθείς τφ 
άδικοΰυτι, ϊνα μη ένθάδε μένω καταγέλαστος παρά 
νηυσί κορωνίσιν άχθος άρούρης.’ μη αντον οϊει φρον- 
τίσαι θανάτου καί κίνδυνου;” I

Οντω γάρ έχει, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι, τη αλήθεια- ου 
άν τις έαυτδν τάξη ηγησάμενος βέλτιστου είναι η νπ’ 
άρχοντας ταχθη, ένταύθα δει, ώς έμοί δοκει, μένοντα 
κινδυνεύειν, μηδέν ΰπολογιζόμενον μήτε θάνατον 
μήτε άλλο μηδέν προ του αισχρού, εγώ ούν δεινά άν 

e εϊην είργασμένος, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι, εί οτε μέν με 
οι άρχοντες έταττον, ους υμείς ειλεσθε άρχειν μου, 
και εν Ποτειδα,ία καί εν Αμφιπόλει και επί Αηλίω, 
τότε μέν ου εκείνοι έταττον εμενον ώσπερ καί άλλος 
τις καί έκινδύνευον άποθανεΐν, τοϋ δέ θεοΰ τάττοντος, 
I ώς εγω ώηθην τε καί ύπέλαβον, φιλοσοφοΰντά με 
δεΐν ζην καί έξετάζοντα έμαυτον και τους άλλους, 

29 ενταύθα δέ φοβηθείς η θάνατον η άλλ’ ότιοΰν πράγμα 
λίποιμι την τάξιν. δεινόν τάν εϊη, καί ώς αληθώς τότ 
άν με δικαίως είσάγοι τις εις δικαστηρίου, ότι ον νο
μίζω θεούς είναι απειθών τη μαντεία καί δεδιώς θά
νατον καί οίόμενος I σοφος είναι ούκ ών. το γάρ τοι 
θάνατον δεδιέναι, ώ άνδρες, ούδεν άλλο έστιν η δο- 
κεΐν σοφον είναι μη όντα· δοκεΐν γάρ είδέναι έστιν ά

33 “Son of Thetis” is Achilles. The words of Thetis and those 
of Achilles are a paraphrase of Hom. II. 18.95-104.

34 A timely reminder to the jury of S.’s military service and its 
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being much more afraid of living the life of an evil man d 
and not avenging his friends: ‘May I die right now,’ he says, 
‘when I have made the unjust man pay the penalty, in 
order not to remain here a laughing stock beside the 
crooked-beaked ships, a burden on the earth.’33 You don’t 
think he had any thought for death and danger, do you?”

This is in truth how it is, fellow Athenians. Wherever 
someone takes his stand thinking it’s the best thing to do, 
or is posted by his commander, he must remain there, in 
my opinion, and face the danger without taking into ac
count either death or anything else rather than the pros
pect of disgrace. So I would have done a dreadful tiling, 
fellow Athenians, if, when the commanders whom you e 
had chosen to lead me gave me orders both in Potidaea 
and Amphipolis and Delium, on that occasion I remained 
where they had posted me like anyone else and risked 
being killed, but when the god commanded, as I thought 
and assumed, that I must spend my life in philosophy and 
examining myself and others, I then abandoned my post 29 
because I was afraid of dying or some other difficulty.34 
That would have been dreadful and in truth then someone 
would have justly taken me to court because I don’t be
lieve gods exist, disobeying the oracle and fearing death 
and thinking I’m wise, though I’m not. For fear of death I 
tell you, gentlemen, is nothing other than thinking you’re 
wise when you’re not: you see, it is to think you know what

connection with his present stance. For the campaign at Potidaea 
in Thrace in 432, see Thue. 1.56-65, the battle of Delium (424), 
Thue. 4.90, and for the fighting at Amphipolis, (422) Thue. 5.2. 
S.’s exceptional hardiness and bravery are described by Plato at 
Syrnp. 219e-20c, 221a-b, La. 181b.
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ονκ οΐδεν. οΐδε μέν γάρ ονδεϊς τον θάνατον ονδ’ ei 
τνγχάνει τώ άνθρώπω πάντων μέγιστον ον τών αγα
θών, δεδίασι δ’ ώς εν είδότες δτι μέγιστον τών κακών 

b έστι. και τοντο5 πώς ονκ άμαθία έστιν αντη η επονεί
διστος, ή τον οϊεσθαι ειδέναι α ονκ οίδεν; έγώ δ’, ώ 
ανδρες, τοντω και έντανθα ίσως διαφέρω τών πολλών 
ανθρώπων, και el δη τω σοφώτερός τον φαίην είναι, 
τοντω άν, I δτι ονκ είδώς ίκανώς περί τών έν ϊλιδον 
οντω και οϊομαι ονκ αδέναν τδ δέ άδικείν και άπει- 
θεΐν τω βελτίονι και θεώ και άνθρώπω, δτι κακόν και 
αισχρόν έστιν οίδα. προ ονν τών κακών ών ο’ιδα δτι 
κακά έστιν, ά μη οΐδα εί και αγαθά όντα τνγχάνει 

c ουδέποτε φοβησομαι ονδέ φενξομαν ώστε ονδ’ ε’ί με

5 και τοντο /3TWPV Stob.: καίτοι Eus.

νυν υμείς άφίετε Άνντω άπιστησαντες, δς έφη η την 
αρχήν ον δεΐν έμέ δενρο είσελθείν η, έπειδη είσηλθον, 
ονχ οΐόν τ’ εΐναι τδ μη άποκτεΐναί με, λέγων πρδς 
νμάς ώς εί διαφενξοίμην, ηδη άν νμών οι νεΐς I έπι- 
τηδεύοντες ά Σωκράτης διδάσκει πάντες παντάπασι 
διαφθαρησονται —ε’ί μοι πρδς ταντα ε’ίποιτε- “Ώ 
'ΐίώκρατες, ννν μέν ’Ανντω ον πεισόμεθα άλλ’ άφίεμέν 
σε, έπϊ τοντω μεντοι, έφ’ ώτε μηκέτι έν ταντη τη ζ,η- 
τησει διατρίβειν μηδέ φιλοσοφεΐν εάν δε άλως ετι 

d τοντο πράττων, άποθανη” —εί ονν με, δπερ ειπον, έπϊ
τοντοις άφίοιτε, εϊποιμ’ άν νμϊν δτι “’Έγώ νμάς, ώ
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you don’t know. For nobody knows about death whether 
it is the greatest of all good things for mankind, but they 
fear it as if they know full well it’s the greatest of evils. And b 
how can this, thinking you know things that you don’t 
know, not be ignorance of a most disgraceful land? Per
haps it’s here too, members of the jury, that I’m different 
from most people, and if indeed I were to say I’m wiser 
than someone in some way, it’s in this respect: that not 
adequately knowing what goes on in Hades, I also think 
that I don’t know.35 But that to do wrong and disobey one’s 
superior, both god and human, is bad and shameful, that 
I do know. So I shall never be afraid of nor run away from 
those things of which I don’t know if they are actually 
good, in preference to those things that I know are evil. 
The result is that not even if you now acquit me, not be- c 
lieving Anytus, who said either I should not have been 
brought here in the first place,36 or, since I have been 
brought here, it’s impossible not to put me to death, telling 
you that if I were to be acquitted your sons, in already 
eagerly pursuing what Socrates teaches, will all be totally 
corrupted—if in view of this if you were to say to me: 
“Socrates, we’re not on this occasion following Anytus’ 
advice and we’re discharging you on condition however 
that you no longer spend your time on this inquiry and 
have no more to do with philosophy; but if you are caught 
still doing this, you will be put to death.”—if then, as I d 
was saying, you were to release me on these terms, I would

35 This agnostic attitude toward the afterlife (see also 
Ap. 40c5ff.) should be compared with S.’s position in Phaedo.

36 Compare Cri. 45e for the view that S.’s trial was unneces
sary.
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ά^δρες Ά^ηι^αΐοι, άσπάζομαι μεν καί φιλώ, πείσομαι 
δέ μάλλον τω θεω η νμιν, και εωσπερ άν έμπνέω και 
οιός τε ω, I ον μη παύσωμαι φιλοσόφων και νμίν 
παρακελενόμενός τε και ένδεικνύμενος οτω αν αεί 
έντνγχάνω νμων, λέγων οιάπερ ε’ίωθα, δτι ‘Ώ άριστά 
άνδρών, Αθηναίος ών, πόλεως της μεγίστης καί ενδο- 
κιμωτατης εις σοφίαν και ισχνν, χρημάτων μεν ονκ 
αισχύνη επιμελούμενος δπως σοι έσται ως πλείστα, 

e καί δόξης καί τιμής, φρονησεως δέ καί αλήθειας καί 
της ψνχης δπως ως βέλτιστη έσται ονκ επιμελή ονδέ 
φροντίζεις/ καί εάν τις νμων αμφισβήτηση καί φη 
έπιμελεΐσθαι, ονκ ενθνς άφήσω αντδν ονδ’ άπειμι, I 
άλλ’ έρησομαι αντδν καί έξετάσω καί ελέγξω, καί εάν 

30 μοι μη δοκη κεκτηο'θαι αρετήν, φάναι δέ, όνειδιώ δτι 
τά πλείστον άξια περί έλαχίστον ποιείται, τά δέ φαν- 
λότερα περί πλείονος. ταντα καί νεωτέρω καί πρεσβν- 
τερω δτω άν έντνγχάνω ποιήσω, καί ξενω καί άστω, 
μάλλον δέ τοΐς άστοΐς, I δσω μον έγγντέρω έστέ γέ- 
νει. ταντα γάρ κελεύει ό θεός, ευ ΐστε, καί έγω οϊομαι 
ονδεν πω νρίίν μεΐζον αγαθόν γενεσθαι εν τη πόλει η 
την εμην τω θεω νπηρεσίαν. ονδεν γάρ άλλο πράττων 
έγω περιέρχομαι η πείθων νμων καί νεωτέρονς καί 

b πρεσβντέρονς μήτε σωμάτων έπιμελεΐσθαι μήτε χρη
μάτων πρότερον μηδέ οντω σφοδρά ώς τής ψνχης 
όπως ώς άρίστη έσται, λέγων δτι ‘Ονκ εκ χρημάτων 
αρετή γίγνεται, άλλ’ έξ αρετής χρήματα καί τά άλλα 
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say to you: “Much as I have affection and love for you, men 
of Athens; yet I shall obey the god rather than you; and so 
long as I have breath and am able, I shall not stop prac
ticing philosophy and giving advice and explanations to 
whichever one of you I regularly bump into, saying the sort 
of thing I usually do: ‘Most excellent of men, as an Athe
nian, a citizen of the greatest of cities and one most distin
guished for wisdom and strength, aren’t you ashamed to 
be spending your time acquiring as much money as you 
can, or gaining reputation and honor, but show no interest e 
or concern for wisdom and truth and seeing to it that your 
soul will be in the best possible state?’37 And if anyone 
disputes this and says he does have concern, I shall not let 
him go immediately, or go away, but question him, exam
ine him closely and test him. And if he seems to me not to 
have acquired goodness, but says he has, I shall reproach 30 
him because he regards things of the highest value to be 
of least value and inferior things to be of higher value. 
Indeed I shall do this no matter who I encounter, young 
or old, citizen or noncitizen, though more to you citizens, 
to the extent that you are closer to me by kinship. You see 
this is what the god commands, be assured, and I think 
that no greater good has come to you in the city than my 
service to the god. For I go about doing nothing other than 
persuading both the younger and the older ones among 
you not to concern yourselves with your physical and mon- b 
etary needs as a priority nor so intently, as to see to it 
that your soul is in the best possible condition, saying that 
‘Goodness38 comes not from money, but from goodness

37 The nature, significance and destiny of the soul is the main 
topic of Phaedo.

38 On “goodness” (arete) see above, n. 14. (see also 31b5).
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άγαθά τοΐς άνθρώποις άπαντα και ιδία καί δημοσία.’ 
I el μέν ονν ταντα λέγων διαφθείρω τούς νέονς, ταντ’ 
άν εϊη βλαβερά- el δέ τις μέ φησιν άλλα λέγεις ή 
ταντα, ούδέν λέγει. προς ταντα,” φαίην άν, “ώ άνδρες 
Αθηναίοι, η πεί(9εσ(9ε Άνντιρ η μη, καί η άφίετέ με η 

c μη άφίετε, ώς έμοΰ ονκ άν ποιησαντος άλλα, ούδ’ el 
μέλλω πολλάκις τεθνάναι.”

Μή θορνβεΐτε, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι, άλλ’ έμμείνατέ 
μοι οις έδεηθην νμών, μη θορνβέΐν έφ’ οις άν λέγω 
άλλ’ άκονειν- I καί γάρ, ώς έγω οΐμαι, δvησeσθe 
άκονοντες. μέλλω γάρ ονν άττα ύμΐν έρεΐν και άλλα 
έφ’ οις Ίσως βοησεσθε- άλλά μηδαμώς ποιείτε τούτο, 
εν γάρ ιστέ, εάν με άποκτείνητε τοιοντον οντα οΐον 
έγω λέγω, ούκ έμέ μείζω βλάφετε η νμάς αύτονς- έμέ 
μέν γάρ ούδέν άν I βλάφειεν ούτε Μέλητος ούτε “A.W- 

d τος· ούδέ γάρ άν δνναιτο- ον γάρ οΐομαι θεμιτόν είναι 
άμείνονι άνδρι ύπο χείρονος βλάπτεσθαι. άποκτείνειε 
μεντάν Ίσως η έζελάσειεν η άτιμωσειεν άλλά ταντα 
οντος μέν ’ίσως οιεται και άλλος τις πον μεγαλα 
κακά, έγω δ’ ονκ οϊομαι, I άλλά πολύ μάλλον ποιεΐν 
ά οντοσι ννν ποιεί, άνδρα άδίκως έπιχειρεΐν άποκτει- 
ννναι. ννν ονν, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, πολλον δέω έγω 
νπέρ έμαντον άπολογεΐσθαι, ώς τις άν οϊοιτο, άλλά 
νπερ υμών, μη τι έξαμάρτητε περί την τον θεοΰ δόσιν 

e ύμΐν έμον καταφηφισάμενοι. έάν γάρ με άποκτείνητε, 
ού ραδίως άλλον τοιοντον ενρησετε, άτεχνώς, ε’ι και 
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money and the other good things all come to men in both 
their public and private lives.’ If therefore I corrupt the 
young by saying this, this would be harmful; but if anyone 
claims I’m saying anything other- than this, he’s talking 
nonsense.” In response to this I would say: “men of Ath
ens, either follow Anytus, or don’t, and either acquit me, 
or not, bearing in mind that I’m not going to do anything c 
else, even if I’m going to be put to death many times.”39

39 On the apparent differences between S.’s stance here and 
in Crito, see Introduction to Crito, section 4.

Don’t heckle, fellow Athenians, but keep to what I 
asked of you, which was not to heckle at anything I say, but 
listen. You see I think you’ll benefit by listening. The rea
son is that I’m going to tell you something else at which 
you’ll perhaps protest, but don’t do this on any account, 
because you know full well that if you put me to death, 
being the kind of person I say I am, you’ll not harm me 
more than you’ll harm yourselves. For neither Meletus nor 
Anytus would harm me: they couldn’t; for I don’t think it’s d 
allowed by divine law for a better man to be harmed by an 
inferior. The latter might perhaps put a person to death, 
exile him or deprive him of his citizenship. Well perhaps 
this man, and some other for all I know, thinks this is a 
great evil, but I don’t think so, but far more it’s to do what 
he’s now doing: attempting to put a man to death unjustly. 
Now therefore, my fellow Athenians, far from making a 
defense on my own behalf, as one might suppose, I must 
make it on your behalf to prevent you from making a mis
take regarding the gift the god has given you, by condemn
ing me. For if you put me to death, you won’t easily find e 
another like me, literally, even if it’s rather comical to say
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γελοιότερον είπεΐν, προσκείμενον τη ττολβι ύπο τον 
θεού ώσπερ ϊππω μεγάλω μέν και γενναιω, I ύπο με
γέθους δε νωθεστέρω και δεομένω έγείρεσθαι ύπο 
μύωπός τίνος· οϊον δη μοι δοκεΐ ό θεός εμέ τη πόλει 
προστεθηκέναι—τοιοΰτόν τινα δς ύμας εγείρων καί 

31 πείθων και δνειδίζων ένα έκαστον ούδέν παύομαι την 
ημέραν όλην πανταχοΰ προσκαθίζων. τοιούτος ονν 
άλλος ού ραδίως ύμιν γενησεται, ώ άνδρες, άλλ’ εάν 
εμοι πείθησθε, φείσεσθέ μον ύμεΐς δ’ ϊσως τάχ άν 
άχθόμενοι, ώσπερ οι νυστάζοντες εγειρόμενοι, I κρού- 
σαντες άν με, πειθόμενοι ϊλνύτω, ραδίως άν άποκτεί- 
ναιτε, εΐτα τον λοιπόν βίον καθεύδοντες διατελοΐτε 
άν, εί μη τινα άλλον ό θεός ύμΐν έπιπέμφειεν κηδόμε- 
νος ύμων. ότι δ’ εγώ τυγχάνω ων τοιούτος οΐος υπο 
τού θεού τη πόλει δεδόσθαι, ενθένδε άν κατανοησαιτε· 

b ού γάρ άνθ ρωπίνω εοικε τό εμέ των μέν εμαυτοΰ πάν
των ημεληκέναι και άνέχεσθαι τών οικείων αμε
λούμενων τοσαύτα ηδη έτη, τό δε ύμέτερον πράττειν 
αεί, ιδία έκάστω προσιόντα ώσπερ πατέρα η αδελφόν 
πρεσβύτερον πείθοντα έπιμελεΐσθαι αρετής. I και εί 
μέν τι από τούτων άπέλαυον καί μισθόν λαμβάνων 
ταΰτα παρεκελευόμην, εΐχον άν τινα λόγον νυν δέ 
όράτε δη καί αυτοί ότι οΐ κατήγοροι τάλλα παντα 
άναισχύντως ούτω κατηγοροΰντες, τοΰτο γε ουχ οιοι 
τε εγένοντο άπαναισχυντησαι παρασχόμενοι μαρ- 

c τυρά, ώς εγώ ποτέ τινα η έπραζάμην μισθόν η ητησα.
Ικανόν γάρ, οϊμαι, εγώ παρέχομαι τον μάρτυρα ώς 
άληθη λέγω, την πενίαν.
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so, attached by the god to the city as if to a horse that, while 
it’s large and of good stock, nevertheless is rather sluggish 
because of its size and needing waking up by some horse
fly; just as such, it seems to me, the god has attached me 
to the city—the kind of person who wakes you up, prevails 
upon you and reproaches each one of you and never stops 31 
landing on you all day long all over the place. You won’t 
get anyone else like this easily, but if you do as I say, you 
will spare me. It may be perhaps because you are irritated, 
like people in a half sleep being woken up, you would swat 
me, do what Anytus says, and easily put me to death; then 
you’d spend the rest of your lives asleep, unless the god 
were to send you someone else, in his care for you. That I 
really am the soil of person who has been gifted to the city 
by the god, you’d realize from the following. You see it b 
doesn’t seem to be in human nature for me to have ne
glected all my own affairs, and put up with my household 
being neglected for so many years now, but to be doing 
your business constantly, approaching each of you indi
vidually like a father or elder brother and persuading you 
to concern yourself with goodness. And if I gained any
thing from all of this and urged you on in this while mak
ing money out of it, I would have some explanation for my 
conduct. But as it is, you can see for yourselves that my 
accusers, while proceeding so shamelessly with their ac
cusations in all other respects, in this particular instance 
were unable to find the nerve to provide a witness to say 
that I ever exacted or asked for any payment. For I think c 
I can provide an adequate witness that I’m telling the 
truth: my poverty.
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'Ισως άν ονν όόξειεν άτοπου είναι, οτι δή εγώ ιδία 
μεν ταντα συμβουλεύω περιιών και πολυπραγμονώ, I 
δημοσία δε ού τολμώ άναβαίνων εις τδ πλήθος τδ 
ύμετερον συμβουλεύειν τή πόλει. τούτου 8ε αίτιόν 
έστιν ό υμείς εμού πολλάκις ακηκοατε πολλαχον λέ- 

d γοντος, οτι μοι θειον τι και 8αιμόνιον γίγνεται, ο δή 
και έν τή γραφή έπικωμω8ών Μέλητος έγράφατο. 
έμοϊ δέ τούτ εστιν έκ παιδός άρζάμενον, φωνή τις 
γιγνομένη, ή όταν γένηται, άει άποτρεπει με τούτο ό 
άν μέλλω πράττειν, προτρέπει δέ ούποτε. I τούτ εστιν 
ό μοι έναντιούται τά πολίτικα πράττειν, και παγκά- 
λως γέ μοι όοκεΐ έναντιούσθαι- εύ γάρ ϊστε, ώ άν8ρες 
Αθηναίοι, ε’ι έγω πάλαι έπεχειρησα πράττειν τα πο
λιτικά πράγματα, πάλαι άν άπολωλη και οντ άν 

e υμάς ώφελήκη ού8έν ούτ’ άν έμαυτόν. καί μοι μή 
αχθεσθε λέγοντι τάληθή- οΰ γάρ έστιν όστις ανθρώ
πων σωθήσεται ούτε ύμΐν ούτε άλλω πλήθει ούόενι 
γνησίως έναντιούμενος και 8ιακωλύων πολλά α8ικα 

32 και παράνομα έν τή πόλει γίγνεσθαι, άλλ’ άναγκαΐόν 
έστι τον τω όντι μαχούμενον ύπέρ τού δικαίου, και εί 
μέλλει ολίγον χρόνον σωθήσεσθαι, ί8ιωτεύειν αλλά 
μή 8ημοσιεύειν.

Μεγάλα δ’ έγωγε ύμίν τεκμήρια παρέξομαι τούτων, 
I ου λόγους, άλλ’ δ υμείς τιμάτε, έργα, ακούσατε δή 
μοι τά συμβεβηκότα, ϊνα είδήτε δτι ονδ’ άν ένϊ ύπει- 
κάθοιμι παρά τό δίκαιου δείσας θάνατον, μή ύπείκων 
δε άμα καν άπολοίμην. έρώ δε νμΐν φορτικά μεν και 
8ικανικά, αληθή δέ. εγώ γάρ, ώ άν8ρες Αθηναίοι, άλ-
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Perhaps then it would seem absurd that I do go around 
offering this advice in private and meddle in other peo
ple’s business, yet in public I don’t have the guts to come 
forward in your Assembly and offer the city my advice. 
The reason for this is what you’ve heard me say in various 
places, that something god-inspired and spirit-like comes 
to me, which of course Meletus put in his indictment by d 
way of a joke. This is something that began when I was a 
boy; it’s a kind of voice and whenever it occurs it always 
diverts me away from what I was about to do, but never 
turns me toward it. It’s this that stops me taking up politics, 
and a jolly good thing it does, it seems to me.40 Because 
you know all too well, my fellow Athenians, that if I’d tried 
to enter political life way back, I would have perished long 
ago and I would have been of no benefit at all either to you 
or myself. And don’t get angry at my telling the truth: for e 
there is no one on earth who will survive if he genuinely 
opposes you or any other democracy and prevents much 
injustice and lawbreaking taking place in the city; but he 32 
who in actual fact fights on behalf of what is just must, if 
he’s going to survive even for a short time, do so in his 
capacity as a private citizen and not as a public servant.

40 On S.’s “spirit voice” (daimonion'i, see Euthyphro, trans, 
n. 9.

I shall provide you with important evidence for these 
things, not arguments, but something you respect: deeds. 
Hear then from me what has happened to me so that you’ll 
know that I would not give way to a single person contrary 
to justice for fear of being put to death, not doing so even 
if I were to die there and then. I’ll tell you some of the 
low-down stuff typical of the law courts, yet true. I never 
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b ληυ μέν αρχήν οΰδεμίαν ττώττοτε ήρζα έν τη πόλει, 
έβονλενσ-α δέ' καί έτνχεν ημών -ή φνλη Αυτιοχίς πρν- 
τανενουσα ore νμέίς τούς δέκα στρατηγούς τούς ονκ 
άνελομένους τούς έκ της ναυμαχίας έβουλευσασθε6 
άθρόους κρίνειν, I παρανόμως, ως έν τω ύστέρω χρόνω 
πάσιν νμΐν εδοζεν. τότ έγω μόνος των πρντάνεων 
ηναντιώθην νμΐν μηδέν ποιεΐν παρά τούς νόμους καί 
εναντία έφηφισάμην- καί έτοίμων όντων ένδεικνύναι 
με και άπάγειν των ρητόρων, και νμων κελενόντων 

c καί βοώντων, μετά τον νόμον καί του δικαίου ωμήν 
μάλλον με δεΐν διακινδυνενειν η μεθ’ νμων γενεσθαι 
μη δίκαια βονλενομένων, φοβηθέντα δεσμόν η θάνα
τον. και ταύτα μέν ην ετι δημοκράτου μόνης της 
πόλεως- επειδή δέ ολιγαρχία έγένετο, οί τριάκοντα 
αν μεταπεμψάμενοί με πέμπτον αντον εις την θόλον 
προσεταξαν άγαγεΐν έκ Καλάμινος Λέοντα. τον Χα- 
Χαμίνιον ϊνα άποθάνοι- οια δη καί άλλοις έκεΐνοι πολ
λούς πολλά προσέταττον, βονλομενοι ως πλειστους 

d άναπλησαι αίτιων, τότε μέντοι έγω ον λογω άλλ’ 
έργω αν ένεδειζάμην ότι έμοϊ θανάτου μέν μέλει, εί 
μη άγροικότερον ήν είπείν, ούδ’ ότιονν, τον δέ μηδέν

41 The “prytany,” the period of the tenth of the year of the fifty 
members of the Boule from the tribe whose turn it was for duty, 
b6 (and see above, n. 28).

42 The incident is the sea battle of Arginusae in the Pelopon
nesian War (406), a victory for the Athenians, but involving great

6 εβονλεύσασθεΎ Arm.: εβουΚεσθε β\\Ίν\!
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ever held any other political office, but I was a member of b 
the Council. It so happened that our tribe Antiochis was 
on executive duty41 when you decided to put the ten com
manders on trial all together for not picking up their ship
wrecked crews: illegally, as it was decided by all of you at 
a later date.42 At the time I was the only one of the Prytany 
who opposed you doing anything illegal and voted against 
it. So with the orators ready to denounce me and arrest 
me, and you shouting at them to get on with it, I thought c 
I should rather run tire risk with the law and justice on my 
side than side with you in your unjust proposals for fear 
of imprisonment or execution. And this was when the city 
was still run by the democracy. When the oligarchy took 
over, the Thirty in their turn sent for me and four others 
to go to the Tholos and ordered us to bring Leon the Sa- 
laminian from Salamis for execution.43 Indeed such were 
the orders they gave on many occasions to many others as 
they wanted to implicate as many as they could. On that 
occasion, however, I made it clear again not in my words d 
but in my actions that my worries about death were abso
lutely nil, if it wasn’t rather blunt to say so, but not to carry

loss of life through drowning. The whole incident is recorded at 
Xen. Hell. 1.7., including S.’s opposition to the motion (see also 
Xen. Mem. 4.4.2).

43 The Thirty was the name given to the oligarchic junta that 
took over at Athens for a short period after the defeat of Athens 
in 404. The Tholos was the round chamber, the foundations of 
which are still visible in the Agora, where the Council met, taken 
over by the Thirty at this period. Salamis is a small island just off 
the Attic coast. For Leon, see Nails, 185-86. For this incident in 
context, see Introduction to Apology, section 5 (iii).
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άδικοί μηδ’ άνόσιον έργάζεσθαι, τούτον δέ τό παν 
μέλει, έμέ γάρ εκείνη ή άρχη ονκ έζέπληζεν, όντως 
ίσχνρά ονσα, ώστε άδικόν τι έργάσασθαι, άλλ’ 
επειδή έκ της θόλον έζηλθομεν, I οι μέν τέτταρες 
ωχοντο εις Ί,αλαμΐνα και ηγαγον Λέοντα, έγω 8έ 
ωχόμην άπιών ο’ίκαδε. καί ίσως άν διά ταύτα άπέθα- 

e νον, εί μη ή άρχη διά ταχέων κατελύθη. καί τούτων 
νμΐν έσονται πολλοί μάρτυρες.

Λρ' ονν άν με ο’ίεσθε τοσάδε έτη διαγενέσθαι εί 
έπρατταν τα δημόσια, καί πράττων άζίως άνδρδς 
αγαθού έβοηθονν τοΐς δικαίοις και, ώσπερ χρη, τούτο 
περί πλείστον έποιούμην; I πολλον γε δει, ώ άνδρες 

33 Αθηναίοι· ονδε γάρ άν άλλος ανθρώπων οΰδείς. άλλ’ 
έγω διά παντός τού βίον δημοσία τε ε’ί πού τι έπραζα 
τοιοντος φανούμαι, καί ιδία δ αντός οντος, ονδενι πώ
ποτε συγχωρησας ονδέν παρά τό δίκαιον ούτε άλλω 
ούτε τούτων ονδενι ονς δη διαβάλλοντες I εμέ φασιν 
εμονς μαθητάς είναι, εγώ δέ διδάσκαλος μέν ονδενός 
πώποτ έγενόμην εί δέ τίς μον λέγοντας καί τά έμαν- 
τού πράττοντος επιθνμοΐ άκονειν, είτε νεώτερος είτε 

b πρεσβύτερος, ονδενι πώποτε έφθόνησα, ουδέ χρήματα 
μέν λαμβάνων διαλέγομαι μη λαμβάνων δέ ον, άλλ’ 
ομοίως καί πλονσίω καί πένητι παρέχω έμαντόν έρω
ταν, καί έάν τις βούληται άποκρινόμενος άκονειν ών 
άν λέγω, και τούτων εγώ είτε τις χρηστός γίγνεται 
είτε μη, I ονκ άν δικαίως την αιτίαν νπέχοιμι, ών μήτε 
ύπεσχόμην μηδενί μηδέν πώποτε μάθημα μήτε έδί- 
δαζα- εί δέ τίς φησι παρ’ έμού πώποτέ τι μαθεΐν η
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out anything unjust or impious, that is my whole concern. 
You see that regime didn’t scare me, strong as it was, into 
doing anything unjust, but when we came out of the Tho- 
los, the other four went off to Salamis and fetched Leon, 
but I went off back home. And perhaps I’d have been 
executed for this, if the regime hadn’t been broken up 
soon after. You’ll have many witnesses to this. e

So do you think I would have lasted so many years if I 
had been active in public life, and in doing things worthy 
of a good man, had defended the just and, as one must, 
considered this of the highest importance? Far from it, my 
fellow Athenians, nor would any other human being. But 33 
throughout my life this is how I shall appear to have been, 
both in public life, if I suppose I 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. I have 
never been anyone’s teacher, but if anyone, young or old, 
is keen to hear me speak and getting on with my activities, 
I have never begrudged anyone; I don’t charge for conver- b 
sation, nor do I refuse if no money is offered, but I make 
myself available to rich and poor alike for questioning as 
well as if anyone wants to hear and give an answer to 
whatever I have to say. And if any of these people turns 
out good or not, I would not rightly be held responsible 
when I have never ever promised anyone anything, nor 
have I taught them. But if anyone claims he ever learned 
anything from me or heard anything in private that none 
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άκονσαι ίδια δτι μη και οί άλλοι πάντες, εν ίστε ότι 
ονκ άληθή λεγει.

Άλλα διά τί δή ποτέ μετ’ εμον χαίρονσί τινες πο- 
c λνν χρόνον διατρίβοντες; άκηκόατε, ώ άνδρες ’Αθη

ναίοι· πάσαν νμΐν την αλήθειαν εγώ ειπον δτι άκον- 
οντες χαίρονσιν εζεταζομένοις τοΐς οιομένοις μεν 
είναι σοφοΐς, ονσι δ’ ον. εστι γάρ ονκ αηδές. έμοι δέ 
τοντο, ώς εγώ φημι, I προστέτακται νπο τον θεόν 
πράττειν και έκ μαντείων και εζ έννπνίων και παντί 
τρόπω ωπέρ τις ποτέ και άλλη θεία μοίρα άνθρωπο) 
και ότιοΰν προσέταζε πράττειν. ταντα, ώ άνδρες Αθη- 

d ναΐοι, και αληθή έστιν και ενέλεγκτα. εί γάρ δη 
εγωγε των νέων τονς μεν διαφθείρω τονς δέ δι- 
έφθαρκα, χρήν δήπον, είτε τινές αντών πρεσβντεροι 
γενόμενοι έγνωσαν οτι νεοις ονσιν αντοΐς εγώ κακόν 
πώποτε τι σννεβονλενσα, νννι αντονς αναβαίνοντας 
εμον κατηγορείν και τιμωρεΐσθαι- I εί δε μη αντοί 
ήθελαν, των οικείων τινάς των εκείνων, πατέρας και 
άδελφονς καί άλλους τονς προσήκοντας, εΐπερ νπ’ 
εμον τι κακόν έπεπόνθεσαν αντών οί οικείοι, ννν με- 
μνήσθαι και τιμωρεΐσθαι. πάντως δέ παρεισιν αντών 
πολλοί εντανθοΐ ονς εγώ ορώ, I πρώτον μέν Κριτών 

e οντοσί, έμδς ηλικιώτης καί δημότης, Κριτοβονλον 
τονδε πατήρ, έπειτα Ανσανίας ό Ί,φήττιος, Αίσχίνου 
τοΰδε πατήρ, ετι δ’ Αντιφών δ Κηφισιεύς οντοσί, 
’Κπιγένονς πατήρ, άλλοι τοίυυυ οντοι ών οι αδελφοί 
έν ταντη τη διατριβή γεγόνασιν, ΙΑικόστρατος Θεο- 
ζοτίδον, I αδελφός Θεοδότου—καί ό μέν Θεόδοτος τε- 
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of the others have heard, be well assured that he’s not tell
ing the truth.

Well then, why ever do some people enjoy spending a 
lot of time with me? You have heard, men of Athens; I have c 
told you the whole truth. They take pleasure in hearing 
people being cross-questioned who think they’re wise, but 
aren’t in fact; for it’s not unpleasant. But I’ve been in
structed by the god to do this, as I claim, both in oracles 
and dreams and in every way that any other divine dispen
sation tells man to do anything whatever.44 This, my fellow 
Athenians, is true and easy to prove. For if I am indeed d 
corrupting some youngsters and have corrupted others, if 
some of them realized when they were older that in their 
youth I gave them bad advice at any time, they should 
surely by now have come forward and accuse me and have 
me punished. But if they themselves were not willing, then 
other members of their household should come forward, 
fathers, brothers and the rest of their relations; if their 
kinsmen suffered any harm from me, now’s the time to 
recall it and have me punished. But in any case there are 
many of them actually here who I can see. First there’s 
Crito over there, a man of my own age and fellow demes- 
man, father of Critobulus here, then Lysanias of the deme e 
Sphettus, father of Aeschines here. Again there’s Anti
phon of the deme Cephisia, father of Epigenes and now 
others here whose brothers were involved in this business, 
Nicostratus, Theozotides’ son, Theodotus’ brother—well

44 For the significance of dreams for S., see Cri. 44a-b, Phd. 
60e-61b.
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τελεύτηκες, ώστε ονκ άν εκείνος γε αυτού καταδεη- 
θείη—και Παράλιος δδε, ό Δημοδόκου, ού ην &εάγης 

34 αδελφός- δδε δέ Άδείμαντος, ό Άρίστωνος, ον αδελ
φός οΰτοσί Πλάτων, και Αίαντόδωρος, ον ‘Απολλόδω
ρος δδε αδελφός, καϊ. άλλους πολλούς εγώ έχω ύμΐν 
εί,πεΐν, ών τινα εχρην μάλιστα μεν εν τω εαυτού λόγω 
παρασχέσθαι Μελητον μάρτυρα- I εί δέ τότε επελά- 
θετο, νυν παρασχεσθω—εγω παραχωρώ—και λεγετω 
εί τι έχει τοιοΰτον. αλλά τούτου παν τουναντίον εύρη- 
σετε, ω άνδρες, πάντας έμοι βοηθεΐν έτοιμους τω δια- 
φθείροντι, τω κακα έργαζομενω τούς οικείους αυτών, 

b ώς φασι Μέλητος και Άνυτος. αυτοί μεν γάρ οί δι
εφθαρμένοι τάχ’ άν λόγον εχοιεν βοηθούντες- οι δέ 
άδιάφθαρτοι, πρεσβύτεροι ήδη άνδρες, οί τούτων 
προσήκοντες, τίνα άλλον εχουσι λόγον βοηθούντες 
έμοι άλλ’ ή τον ορθόν τε και δίκαιον, I ότι σννίσασι 
Μελήτω μέν φευδομενω, έμοι δέ άληθεύοντι;

Έίεν δη, ω άνδρες- ά μεν εγω έχοιμ’ άν άπολογεΐ- 
σθαι, σχεδόν έστι ταντα και άλλα ίσως τοιαντα. 

c τάχα δ’ άν τις ύμών άγανακτησειεν άναμνησθεις εαυ
τού, εί ό μέν και ελάττω τουτουί τού αγώνος αγώνα 
άγωνιζόμενος έδεηθη τε και ικέτευσε τούς δικαστάς 
μετά πολλών δακρύων, παιδία τε αυτού άναβιβασά-

45 One of only three references in the Platonic corpus by Plato 
to himself, the others being 38b below and Phd. 59bl0, where his 
absence is noted from the gathering in prison on the day of S.’s 
execution (see Introduction to Phaedo, n. 4). Of the others men-
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Theodotus is dead so he can’t appeal to him—and here’s 
1 ■ paralius, Demodocus’ son, whose brother was Theages, 

here’s Adeimantus, Ariston’s son whose brother Plato is 34 
here,45 and Aeantodorus whose brother is Apollodorus 
here. And many others I could name for you, one of whom 

i Meletus should have produced as a witness particularly in 
his own speech, but if he forgot then let him call him 
forward now—I’ll stand aside—and let him say if he has 
anything of this kind. But you’ll find it’s completely the 

। opposite of this, gentlemen, they’re all ready to support 
me, the corrupter, the one who treats their families badly, 
so Meletus and Anytus claim. For perhaps those who have b 
been corrupted themselves have a reason to support me, 
but those who are uncorrupted, rather elderly by now, the 

' kinsmen of these people, what other reason do they have 
for supporting me except the right and just one: that they 
are aware that Meletus is lying, and I am telling the truth?

Well then, gentlemen, what I may have by way of a
I defense is more or less this, and perhaps some more of a
i similar nature. But perhaps one or other of you may be c

annoyed on calling to mind his own situation, if, in defend
ing a less important case than this one, he begged and 

। implored the jurors with many tears, and brought forward

tioned: for Crito, see Cri. passim, and Phd. 115b if; Apollodorus 
is the narrator of the Symposium and is noted for his emotional 

। outbursts at Phd. 59a and 117d. Adeimantus, Plato’s brother, is
one of the two main respondents to S. in Republic. Aeschines (of 
Sphettus) was a wr iter of Sokratikoi Logoi (on which, see General 
Introduction, section 2 (iii)). For the others, see brief mentions 
in Nails.
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μευος ϊνα ότι μάλιστα έλεηθείη, I και άλλους των 
οικείων καί φίλων πολλούς, εγώ δε ονδέν άρα τουτωυ 
ποιήσω, καί ταντα κινδυνεύων, ώς αν δόζαιμι, τον 
έσχατον κίνδυνον, τάχ’ αν ούν τις ταύτα έννοησας 
αυθαδέστερον αν πρός με σχοίη καί όργισθεις αϋτοΐς 

d τουτοις θεΐτο άν μετ’ οργής την ψήφον. εί δη τις υμών 
όντως έχει—ονκ άξιώ μεν γάρ εγωγε, ει δ’ ούν—επι
εική άν μοι δοκώ προς τούτον λεγειν λέγων οτι “Έμοί, 
ω άριστε, είσιν μέν πού τινες καί οικείοι- καί γάρ 
τούτο αυτό το τού 'Ομηρον, I οϋδ’ εγώ ‘άπδ δρνος ούδ’ 
άπό πέτρης’ πέφνκα άλλ’ έζ ανθρώπων, ώστε και 
οικείοι μοί είσι και νείς γε, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, τρεις, 
εις μεν μειράκιου ήδη, δυο δε παιδία- άλλ’ όμως ον- 
δενα αυτών δεύρο άναβιβασάμενος δεήσομαι υμών 
άποφηφίσασθαι.” τί δή ούν οΰδέν τούτων ποιήσω; I 

e ονκ ανθαδιζόμενος, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, ονδ’ υμάς 
άτιμάζων άλλ’ εί μέν θαρραλέως εγώ έχω προς θά
νατον ή μή, άλλος λόγος, προς δ’ ονν δόζαν και έμοι 
και ΰμίν και όλη τή πόλει ον μοι δοκεΐ καλόν είναι 
έμέ τούτων ούδέν ποιείν και τηλικόνδε όντα καί τούτο 
τοννομα εχοντα— I εϊτ’ ονν άληθές εΐτ’ ούν ψεύδος, 

35 άλλ’ ούν δεδογμένον γέ εστί τω Σωκράτη διαφέρειν 
τινί των πολλών ανθρώπων, εί ούν υμών οί δοκονντες 
διαφέρειν είτε σοφία είτε άνδρεία είτε άλλη ήτινιούν 
άρετή τοιοΰτοι έσονται, αισχρόν άν εϊη- οιονσπερ εγω 
πολλάκις έώρακά τινας όταν κρίνωνται, I δοκούντας 
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his children to arouse the maximum sympathy as well as 
many other members of his family and friends. But I shall 
do none of these things even though, as it might seem, 
I’m running the ultimate risk. Perhaps someone with this 
thought in mind may be more unbending toward me and 
enraged by these very things cast his vote in anger. Indeed, d 
if there is any of you in this frame of mind—I don’t actually 
think I deserve it, but if there is—I think it would be fair 
to address this person and say: “I surely also have some 
relations, my very good friend, and on this very point there 
is this from Homer: I too was not born ‘of oak or of rock,’46 
but of men, so I do have family and indeed sons, men of 
Athens, three: one is already in his teens, the other two 
are children; but nevertheless I shall bring none of them 
up here and implore you to acquit me.” Why then won’t I 
do any of this? Not out of stubbornness, my fellow Athe
nians, nor out of disrespect to you. Whether I’m being e 
courageous in the face of death or not, that’s another story. 
But in view of my reputation, yours and that of the whole 
city I don’t think it’s honorable for me to do any of these 
things both because of my age and having the name I have: 
whether in fact it’s true or false, all the same it’s estab
lished that Socrates is different from the majority of peo- 35 
pie in some way. If then those of you who are reputed to 
be distinguished either in wisdom or courage or any other 
excellent quality,47 are going to behave in such a way, it 
would be a disgrace. I have often seen people like this 
when they come to trial who are thought to amount to

46 Hom. Od. 19.163.
47 Arete (see above, n. 14); see also below, b2.
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μέν τι είναι, θαυμάσια δέ εργαζομένους, ώς δεινόν τι 
οιομένους πείσεσθαι el άποθανούνται, ώιτπερ αθανά
των έσομένων άν υμείς αύτούς μη άποκτείνητε- οι 

b έμοι δοκούσιν αισχύνην τη ττόλει περιάπτειν, ώστ άν 
τινα και των ξένων ύπολαβείν 'ότι οί διαφέροντες 

’Αθηναίων εις αρετήν, ούς αύτοι εαυτών έν τε ταΐς 
άρχαΐς και ταΐς άλλαις τιμαΐς προκρινουσιν, ούτοι 
γυναικών ούδέν διαφέρουσιν. ταύτα γάρ, ώ ανδρες 
’Αθηναίοι, ούτε υμάς1 χρη ποιείν τούς I δοκούντας και 
όπηούν τι είναι, οϋτ’, άν ημείς ποιώμεν, υμάς επιτρέ- 
πειν, άλλα τούτο αύτο ένδείκνυσθαι, ότι πολύ μάλλον 
καταφηφιεΐσθε τού τά έλεινά ταύτα δράματα ε’ισάγον- 
τος και καταγελαστον την πόλιν ποιούντος η τού 
ησυχίαν άγοντος. I

Χωρίς δέ της δόξης, ώ ανδρες, ουδέ δίκαιόν μοι 
c δοκεΐ είναι δεΐσθαι τού δικαστοΰ ουδέ δεόμενου απο

φεύγεις, άλλα διδάσκειν και πείθειν. ού γάρ επι 
τούτω κάθηται ό δικαστής, έπι τώ καταχαρίζεσθαι τά 
δίκαια, άλλ’ έττι τώ κρίνειν ταύτα- και όμώμοκεν ού 
χαριεΐσθαι οίς άν δοκη αύτώ, I άλλα δικάσειν κατά 
τούς νόμους, ούκουν χρη ούτε ημάς έθίζειν υμάς 
έπιορκεΐν ούθ’ ύμάς εθίζεσθαι- ούδέτεροι γάρ άν ημών 
εύσεβοΐεν. μη ούν άξιούτέ με, ώ ανδρες Ά^ηι/αΐοι, 

d τοιαύτα δεΐν προς ύμάς πράττειν ά μήτε ηγούμαι 
καλά είναι μήτε δίκαια μήτε όσια, άλλως τε μέντοι 
νη Αία πάντως και άσεβείας φεύγοντα ύπδ Μελητου

7 ημάς V Arm. 
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something, but do some extraordinary things as if they 
think they’ll suffer something terrible if they’re put to 
death, just as if they would be immortal if you didn’t put 
diem to death! In my opinion these people bring disgrace 
to the city, so that any foreigner too would assume that b 
those of the Athenians who are conspicuous for their 
goodness, whom they select from themselves for public 
offices and other duties, are no better than women.48 This, 
my fellow Athenians, those of you who have any kind of 
reputation must not do,49 nor if we do it, must you allow 
it, but make it absolutely clear that you’ll be all the more 
likely to condemn him who produces these pitiful perfor
mances and makes the city a laughing stock, rather than 
the person who keeps quiet.

48 On the Athenian popular attitude to women, see Dover, 
98-102. See on S.’s wife, Xanthippe, Phd. 60a4-8.

49 Or (on the alternative textual reading) "... those of us who 
have any kind of reputation ...” (see textual notes).

But quite apart from reputation, members of the jury, 
it doesn’t seem just to me to make appeals to the jury, nor c 
to win acquittal by begging, but instruct them and win 
them over. For this is not the purpose for which a juryman 
is sitting: to dispense justice as a personal favor, but to 
judge these cases with discrimination. Likewise he has 
sworn on oath not to favor whoever he pleases but to judge 
according to the laws. Consequently neither must we get 
you into the habit of perjuring yourselves, nor must you 
get used to doing so: for neither of us would be showing 
due piety. Do not therefore, my fellow Athenians, expect 
me to have to treat you in such ways that seem to me d 
neither honorable nor just nor sanctified, especially, by 
Zeus, as I’m actually defending myself against a charge of 
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τουτουι. σαφώς γάρ άν, el πείθοιμι υμάς καί τώ δει- 
σθαι βιαζοίμην όμωμοκότας, θεούς άν διδάσκοιμι μη 
ηγεΐσθαι ύμάς είναι, I και άτεχνώς απολογούμενος 
κατηγοροίην άν έμαυτού ώς θεούς ού νομίζω, άλλα 
ττολλοΰ δει ούτως εχειν νομίζω τε γάρ, ώ άνδρες 
Αθηναίοι,, ώς ούδεΐς τών έμών κατηγόρων, καί ύμΐν 
επιτρέπω καί τώ θεώ κρΐναι περί εμού όπη μέλλει 
εμοί τε άριστα είναι και νμΐν.

e Τδ μέν μη άγανακτεΐν, ώ άνδρες ‘Αθηναίοι, επί 
!® τούτω τώ γεγονότι, ότι μου κατεφηφίσασθε, άλλα τέ 

μοι πολλά συμβάλλεται, και ούκ άνελπιστον μοι γε- 
γονεν το γεγονός τούτο, άλλα πολύ μάλλον θαυμάζω 
έκατέρων τών ψήφων τον γεγονότα αριθμόν, ού γάρ 
ωόμην έγωγε ούτω παρ’ ολίγον εσεσθαι αλλά παρά 
πολύ- I νύν δέ, ώς έοικεν, εί τριάκοντα μόναι μετέπε- 
σον τών ψήφων, άπεπεφεύγη άν. Μέλητσν μέν ούν, ώς 
έμοί δοκώ, καί. νύν άποπέφευγα, καί ού μόνον άποπέ- 
φευγα, αλλά παντί δηλον τούτο γε, ότι εί μη άνεβη 

b Άνυτος καί Αύκων κατηγορησοντες εμού, καν ώφλε 
χιλίας δραχμάς, ού μεταλαβών το πέμπτον μέρος 
τών ψήφων.

50 On “acknowledging/believing in the gods,” see above, 26b- 
28a, and Introduction to Apology, section 4.

51 The interval between the speeches was occupied by the 
casting of votes by the jury (for the procedure, see Introduction 
to Apology, section 2).

52 With a jury of, say, 500 and 280 to 220 against S., a transfer 
of 30 votes would have meant equal votes and, apparently, acquit- 
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impiety by Meletus here. For clearly, if I were to win you 
over and coerce you by my pleadings, you who are under 
oath, I would be instructing you to believe that gods don’t 
exist and by defending myself I would simply condemn 
myself on the charge that I don’t acknowledge the gods.50 
But this is far from the truth. I do acknowledge them, my 
fellow Athenians, as none of my accusers does and I turn 
to you and to the god to make your judgment about me 
in a way that is likely to turn out best both for me and 
for you.

Many different causes contribute, my fellow Athe- e 
nians, to my not being angry at this result: that you have 36 
found me guilty,51 and especially because what has hap
pened is not unexpected to me; but I’m much more sur
prised at the number of votes that have been cast both for 
and against, for I wouldn’t have thought the difference 
would be so small, but much larger. But as it is, it seems 
if only thirty had been cast on the other side, I would have 
got off. What’s more, it seems to me, I’ve been acquitted 
as far as Meletus is concerned even now, and not only am 
I acquitted, but it’s also clear to everyone that, if Anytus 
and Lycon hadn’t come forward to prosecute me, he would b 
have had to pay his 1,000 drachmas for not having gained 
a fifth share of the votes.52

tai (see Stokes n. ad loc. for detailed discussion). S. jokingly pos
tulates a three-way split of the votes against him between the 
three prosecutors, which implies that, if Anytus and Lycon had 
not joined him in the prosecution, Meletus should have incurred 
a statutory fine of 1000 drachmas (intended to discourage frivo
lous or malicious prosecutions) for obtaining less than 100 votes, 
i.e., less than a fifth of the whole jury.
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Τιμάται δ’ ούν μοι ό άνηρ θανάτου, είεν- έγώ δέ δη 
τίνος ύμΐν άντιτιμήσομαι, ω άνδρες Αθηναίοι; η 
δηλον δτι της αξίας; I τί ονν; τί άξιός είμι παθεΐν η 
άποτεΐσαι, δτι μαθών έν τω βίω ούχ ησυχίαν ηγον, 
άλλ’ άμελήσας ώνπερ οί πολλοί, χρηματισμοΰ τε καί 
οικονομίας και στρατηγιών και δημηγοριών και των 
άλλων αρχών και συνωμοσιών και στάσεων των έν 

c τη πόλει γιγνομένων, ήγησάμενος έμαυτόν τω δντι 
έπιεικεστερον είναι η ώστε εις ταΰτ’ ιόντα σωζεσθαι, 
ένταΰθα μεν ουκ ηα οί έλθών μήτε ύμΐν μήτε έμαυτώ 
έμελλαν μηδέν όφελος είναι, έπι δέ τδ ιδία έκαστον 
ίων ευεργετείν την μεγίστην ευεργεσίαν, ώς εγώ 
φημι, I ένταΰθα ηα, έπιχειρών έκαστον υμών πείθειν 
μη πρότερον μήτε τών εαυτού μηδενδς έπιμελεΐσθαι 
πριν εαυτού έπιμεληθείη όπως ώς βέλτιστος και φρο- 
νιμώτατος εσοιτο, μήτε τών της πόλεως, πριν αΰτης 

d της πόλεως, τών τε άλλων οϋτω κατά τον αυτόν τρό
πον έπιμελεΐσθαι—τί ούν είμι άξιος παθεΐν τοιοΰτος 
ών; αγαθόν τι, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, εί δει γε κατά την 
αξίαν τη άληθεία τιμάσθαι· και ταΰτά γε αγαθόν 
τοιοΰτον δτι άν πρεποι έμοί. I τί οΰν πρέπει άνδρι 
πένητι ευεργέτη δεομένω άγειν σχολήν έπϊ τη ύμε- 
τέρα παρακελεύσει; ουκ έσθ’ δτι μάλλον, ώ άνδρες 
Αθηναίοι, πρέπει ούτως ώς τον τοιοΰτον άνδρα έν 
πρυτανεία) σιτεΐσθαι, πολύ γε μάλλον η εΐ τις υμών

53 On the proposal of alternative penalties by defense and 
prosecution, see Introduction to Apology, section 2.
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So then, the fellow reckons the penalty for me should 
be death. Well what penalty shall I propose in return, men 
of Athens?53 Clearly what I deserve? What, then? What do 
I deserve to have done to me, or pay? Just because I didn’t 
lead a quiet life, but showed no interest in what other 
people do: making money, running the household, mili
tary commands, political careers and the rest of the public 
offices, political clubs and factions that exist in the city,54 
since I thought I was in fact too fair-minded to be safe by c 
entering on one of these. Sol didn’t then go where I wasn’t 
going to be of any use either for you or myself if I went 
there, but by approaching individuals privately to offer 
them the greatest service, as I claim, that’s where I went 
in my efforts to persuade each of you not to look to your 
own possessions before taking care of yourself with the 
aim of being as good and prudent as possible, nor to look 
to the interests of the city before looking to the city itself 
and to care for other things in the same way. What then d 
do I deserve to have done to me seeing what sort of a 
man I am? Something good, men of Athens, if I must be 
given a penalty such as I truly deserve, and at that, the 
kind of good that would be appropriate for me. So what is 
fitting for a poor man, a benefactor, who needs leisure for 
the purpose of encouraging you? There is nothing more 
appropriate, my fellow Athenians, for such a man than 
that he should be given his meals in the Prytaneum, much 
more so in fact than if one of you won the Olympic Games

54 “Clubs” and "factions” were associations representing and 
fighting for conflicting political interests in Athens (see Thue. 
8.54, on the oligarchic factions of the late fifth century).
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ΐππω ή σννωρίδι ή ζεύγει νενίκηκεν Όλνμπίασιν- ό 
μεν γάρ υμάς I ποιεί ενδαίμονας δοκεΐν είναι, εγώ 8έ 

e είναι, και ό μέν τροφής ονδεν δεΐται, εγώ δε δέομαι.
εί ονν δει με κατά τδ δίκαιον τής άζίας τιμάσθαι, 

37 τούτον τιμώμαι, εν πρντανειω σιτησεως.
’Ίσως ονν νμΐν και ταντί λέγων παραπλησίως 

δοκώ λέγειν ώσπερ περί τον οίκτον καί τής άντιβο- 
λήσεως, άπαυθαδιζόμενος· I τό δέ ονκ έστιν, ώ άνδρες 
Αθηναίοι, τοιοντον άλλα τοιόνδε μάλλον, πέπεισμαι 
εγώ έκών είναι μηδενα άδικεΐν ανθρώπων, άλλα νμάς 
τούτο ον πείθω· ολίγον γάρ χρόνον άλλήλοις διειλέγ- 
μεθα. έπεί, ώς έγώμαι, εί ήν νμΐν νόμος, ώσπερ και 
αλλοις άνθρώποις, I περί θανάτου μή μίαν ημέραν 

b μόνον κρίνειν αλλά πολλάς, έπείσθητε αν νυν δ’ ού 
ράδιον εν χρόνω όλίγω μεγάλας διαβολάς άπολύε- 
σθαι. πεπεισμένος δη εγώ μηδένα άδικεΐν πολλον δέω 
εμαντόν γε άδικήσειν και κατ’ έμαντον έρεΐν αυτός ώς 
αζιός είμί τον κακόν και τιμήσεσθαι τοιοντον τίνος 
έμαυτώ. I τί δείσας; ή μή πάθω τούτο ού Μέλτ?τός μοι 
τιμάται, ο φημι ονκ είδεναι οντ’ εΐ αγαθόν οντ’ εί 
κακόν έστιν; αντί τούτον δή έλωμαι ών εν οΐδά τι 
κακών όντων τούτον τιμησάμενος; πότερον δεσμού; 

c καί τί με δει ζην εν δεσμωτηρίψ, δουλεύοντα τή άει 
καθισταμένη αρχή, τοΐς ένδεκα; αλλά χρημάτων καί

55 The Prytaneum was on the northwest slope of the Acropo
lis, a building where guests of the state and Olympic victors were 
given hospitality. This provocative (and obviously illegal) sug
gestion has its serious side for S.; his point is that his activity is 
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in the one-, two-, or four-horse races. He makes you seem 
to be happy, but I actually make you happy; he doesn’t 
need feeding, but I do. If then I must receive a penalty in e 
accordance with my just deserts, I pronounce sentence: 37 
meals in the Prytaneum.55

Perhaps in saying this then I seem to you to be speaking 
out of bravado, in much the same way as I did about pity 
and entreaty. But it isn’t like this, my fellow Athenians, but 
more like the following. I’m convinced that that I do not 
do anyone wrong intentionally, but I can’t persuade you of 
this: after all we’ve only been talking to each other for a 
short time. Because, in my view, if you had a law concern
ing a capital charge, as other people do, that a trial should 
last not one day, but many days, you’d have been con- b 
vinced. But as it is, it’s not easy to clear myself of grave 
slanders in a short time. Being convinced then that I do 
no wrong to anybody, there’s no way I’m going to wrong 
myself and speak against myself by saying that I deserve 
something bad and pronounce such a penalty for myself. 
What am I afraid of? That I should undergo the pen
alty Meletus proposes for me, which I claim I don’t know 
whether it’s good or bad? Instead of this then, am I to 
choose one of those that I well know to be bad and propose 
that as my sentence? Should it be prison? And why should 
I live in a prison, a slave to the authorities who may be c 
appointed at the time, the Eleven?56 How about a fine and

more important than that of Olympic victors. On the comparison 
between the philosopher and the Olympic hero (unfavorable to 
the latter), see Xenophanes of Colophon (6th-5th centuries) DK 
21B2.

56 Men appointed annually to administer the prison (see Phd. 
59e).
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δεδέσθαι ews άν έκτείσω; άλλά ταύτον μοι, εστιν όπερ 
νυνδη έλεγον- ον γάρ έστι μοι χρήματα όπόθεν 
έκτείσω. άλλά δή φνγης τιμησωμαι; I ίσως γάρ άν 
μοι τούτου τιμήσαιτε. πολλή μεντάν με φιλοφνχία 
εχοι, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, ε’ι όντως αλόγιστός είμι 
ώστε μη δύνασθαι λογίζεσθαι ότι νμεΐς μεν δντες 
πολΐταί μον ονχ οΐοί τε έγένεσθε ένεγκεΐν τάς εμάς 

d διατριβάς και τονς λόγονς, άλλ’ ύμΐν βαρύτεραι γε~ 
γόνασιν και έπιφθονώτεραι, ώστε ζητείτε αυτών νννι 
άπαλλαγηναι· άλλοι δε άρα αύτάς οϊσουσι ραδίως; 

βφι,ά πολλοί γε δει, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, καλός ονν άν μοι
λ' ό βίος είη εξελθόντι τηλικωδε άνθρώπω άλλην εξ άλ-

λης πόλεως άμειβομένω και έξελαννομένω ζην. I ev 
j γάρ οιδ’ ότι όποι άν έλθω, λέγοντας εμού άκροάσον-

,. ψ Α ται οί νέοι ώσπερ ενθάδε· καν μέν τούτους απελαύνω,
ούτοί με αυτοί εξελώσι πείθοντες τονς πρεσβυτέρους- 

e εάν δε μη απελαύνω, ο’ι τούτων πατέρες δέ και οικείοι 
8ι αντονς τούτους.

"Ισως ούν άν τις εΐποι- ‘"ί,ιγων δέ καί ησυχίαν 
άγων, ω ^ώκρατες, ούχ οΐός τ’ εση ήμΐν εξελθων 
ζην;” I τουτι δη έστι πάντων χαλεπώτατον πεΐσαι τι- 
νας ύμων. έάντε γάρ λέγω ότι τω θεω άπειθεΐν τοντ 

38 εστιν και διά τοντ’ αδύνατον ησυχίαν άγειν, ον πεί- 
σεσθέ μοι ώς είρωνενομένω- εάντ αύ λέγω ότι καί 
τυγχάνει μέγιστον αγαθόν όν άνθρωπω τούτο, εκα- 
στης ημέρας περί αρετής τονς λόγους ποιέΐσθαι καί

Compare Cri. 53aff.
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imprisonment until I’ve paid it? Well this is the same for 
me as what I was talking about just now: I’ve no funds from 
which to pay it. How about sentencing myself to exile? 
Indeed perhaps you would propose such a sentence for 
me. I would have to have a desperate love of life, my fellow 
Athenians, if I’m so irrational as not to be able to work out 
that you who are my fellow citizens have become unable 
to put up with my discourses and arguments, and they d 
have become so irksome and hateful that you’re now seek
ing to get rid of them. Will others in that case put up with 
them easily? Far from it, fellow Athenians. I would have a 
fine life going into exile, a man of my age, swapping one 
city for another and being turned away.57 You see I know 
very well that wherever I go, the young will listen to me 
talking just as they do here. And even if I drive them away, 
they themselves will talk their elders round and drive me 
out; but if I don’t drive them away their fathers and rela- e 
tives will do it on their behalf.

58 A reference to S.’s eironeia (irony), meaning “playful or sly 
evasion,” with the implication of insincerity (e.g., Resp. 337a4). 
See also a fifth-century meaning of “deliberate deceit” at Ar. 
Vesp. 169-74, Av. 1208-11, Nuh. 444-51.

Perhaps someone may say: “If you keep silent and lead 
a quiet life, Socrates, won’t you be able to carry on living 
away from us in exile?” This is the most difficult thing of 
all to convince some of you of. You see, if I say that this is 
to disobey the god and because of this it’s impossible to 
lead a quiet life, you won’t be convinced, on the grounds 38 
that I’m pulling a fast one.58 Again, if I say that this is ac
tually the greatest good for a human being, to spend every 
day in discussion about excellence and the other topics
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των άλλων περί ών ν/),εΐς έμοΰ ακούετε 8ιαλεγομένου 
I και έμαντον και άλλους εξετάζοντας, ό δέ ανεξέτα
στος βίος ού βιωτός άνθρωποι, ταΰτα δ’ ετι ηττον 
πείσεσθέ μοι λέγοντι. τά δέ έχει μεν ούτως, ώς έγά> 
φημι, ω άν8ρες, πείθειν δέ οϋ ρά8ιον. και έγω άμα 

b ούκ εΐθισμαι έμαντον άξιοΰν κακοΰ οΰ8ενός. εί μέν 
γάρ ην μοι χρήματα, έτιμησάμην άν χρημάτων 'όσα 
έμελλον έκτείσειν, ού8έν γάρ άν έβλάβην- νυν δέ ού 
γάρ έστιν, εί μη άρα όσον άν έγω 8υναίμην έκτεΐσαι, 
τοσουτον βονλεσθέ μοι τιμησαι. I ίσως δ’ άν 8υναί- 
μην έκτεΐσαι νμΐν που μνάν αργυρίου· τοσουτον οΰν 
τιμώμαι.

:■ Πλάτωρ δέ ο8ε, ω άν8ρες Αθηναίοι, καί Κριτών και
ί Κριτόβονλος και Απολλό8ωρος κεΧενονσί με τριά-

,4 κοντά μνων τιμησασθαι, αυτοί δ’ έγγνάσθαι- τιμωμαι

οΰν τοσουτον, I έγγνηται δέ νμΐν έσονται τον άργν- 
ρίον οΰτοι άξιόχρεφ.

c Ού ττολλοΰ γ’ ένεκα χρόνου, ω άν8ρες ’Αθηναίοι, 
όνομα έξετε και αιτίαν υπό των βονΧομένων την 
πόΧιν Χοι8ορεΐν ως λωκράτη άπεκτόνατε, άν8ρα σο
φόν—φησουσι γάρ 8η σοφόν έΐναι, εί καί μη εΐμι, οί 
βουΧόμενοι ΰμΐν 6νει8ίζειν I εΐ γοΰν περιεμείνατε ολί
γον χρόνον, άπο του αυτομάτου άν νμΐν τούτο έγε-

59 One hundred drachmas. A small sum in view of the serious
ness of the charge (though in line with S.’s own estimate of his 
poverty). Thirty minas (three thousand drachmas) (38b7-10) was 
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you hear me debating while questioning both myself and 
others closely, and the unexamined life is not fit for a man 
to live, you’ll be even less convinced if I say that. So this 
is how things stand, as I claim, gentlemen, but it’s not easy 
to persuade you. At the same time I’m not accustomed to 
thinking I deserve anything bad. If I had any money, I b 
would have proposed a fine as my sentence; as much as I 
could pay, as I wouldn’t have been harmed in any way. But 
as it is, it isn’t possible, unless you’re willing to set my fine 
at as much as I can pay. Perhaps I would be able to pay, 
let’s say, a silver mina: so that’s the sum I propose.59

Plato here,60 fellow Athenians, and Crito and Critobu- 
lus and Apollodorus are telling me to make the assessment 
thirty minas and they’ll guarantee it. So that is my assess
ment and you’ll have these men as sufficient guarantors 
for the money.

For the sake of no great length of time, my fellow Athe- c 
nians, you’ll have the reputation and blame, by those who 
wish to denigrate the city, for putting Socrates to death, a 
wise man—for those who want to put the blame on you 
will claim that I am wise, even if I’m not.61 At any rate if 
you had waited a little while, this would have happened of 

a more normal proposal as a penalty for such a serious offense. 
Xen. Ap. 23 says that S., despite the urging of his friends, refused 
to name a penalty on the grounds that this would amount to an 
admission of guilt. 00 For Platos self-reference and the 
identity of the other guarantors, see above, n. 45.

61 For the probable inauthenticity of S.’s final speech, and 
indeed whether such a speech would have been legally permitted, 
see Introduction to Apology, section 3.
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νέτο- δράτε yap δη την ηλικίαν ότι πόρρω ήδη έστί 
d τον βίου θανάτου δέ εγγύς. λέγω δέ τοΰτο οΰ προς 

πάντας υμάς, άλλα προς τους εμού καταφηφισαμέ- 
νους θάνατον, λέγω δέ καί τάδε προς τους αυτούς 
τούτους, ’ίσως με οΐεσθε, ώ άνδρες Αθηναίοι, απορία 
λόγων εαλωκέναι τοιούτων οίς άν υμάς έπεισα, εί 
ωμήν δεΐν άπαντα ποιεΐν I καί λέγειν ώστε άποφυγεΐν 
την δίκην. πολλού γε δεΐ. άλλ’ απορία μέν έάλωκα, 
ού μέντοί λόγω/Λ άλλα τόλμης καί άναισχυντιας καί 
τού μη εθέλειν λεγείν προς υμάς τοιαΰτα οΐ άν ύμΐν 
μέν ηδιστα ην άκούειν—θρηνοΰντός τέ μου και όδυ- 
ρομένου και άλλα ποιοΰντος και λέγοντας πολλά καί 

e άνάζια έμοΰ, ώς έγω φημι, οία δη και εΐθισθε υμείς 
των άλλων άκούειν. άλλ’ ούτε τότε ώηθην δεΐν 'ένεκα 
του κινδύνου πράζαι ούδέν ανελεύθερου, ούτε νυν μοι 
μεταμέλει ούτως άπολογησαμένω, άλλα πολύ μάλλον 
α'ιροΰμαι I ωδί άπολογησό.μενος τεθνάναι η έκείνως 
ζην. ούτε γάρ εν δίκη ούτ’ έν πολέμω ούτ’ εμέ ούτ’ 

39 άλλον ούδένα δεΐ τοΰτο μηχανάσθαι, δπως άποφεύξε- 
ται παν ποιων θανατον. και γάρ εν ταΐς μαχαις πολ- 
λάκις δηλον γίγνεται ότι τό γε άποθανεΐν άν τις εκ- 
φύγοι και όπλα άφεϊς και εφ’ ίκετειαν τραπόμενος 
των διωκόντων· και αλλαι μηχαναϊ πολλαί I είσιν εν 
έκάστοις τοΐς κινδύνοις ώστε διαφεύγειν θάνατον, εάν 
τις τολμά παν ποιεΐν και λεγείν. άλλα μη ου τοΰτ’ ή

62 S. (b. 469) was approximately seventy years old at the time 
of his trial.
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its own accord. For to be sure you can see that I’m already 
getting on in years and death is near.62 I say this not to all d 
of you, but to those who voted for the death penalty.63 And 
I also say the following to these same people. Perhaps, 
Athenians, you think I’ve been caught out by a lack of the 
kind of arguments by which to persuade you, if I thought 
that I must do and say everything I could to be acquitted 
of the charge. Far from it. I’m convicted through a lack, 
not of arguments, but of effrontery and shamelessness and 
my unwillingness to say to you the sort of things that would 
be most agreeable for you to hear—me weeping and wail
ing, doing and saying many other things unworthy of me, 
so I claim, that you’re used to hearing from others. But e 
neither did I think I should do anything servile then be
cause I was in danger, nor do I now regret making my 
defense as I did. But I far prefer to be put to death after 
making my defense in this way, rather than live after mak
ing my defense the other way. Neither I nor anyone else 
either in court or in war should contrive to escape the 39 
death penalty by employing every possible means. Indeed 
in battle it often becomes clear that you might at least 
escape being killed by throwing down your weapons and 
turning to your pursuers with pleas for mercy. And there 
are many other ways in every dangerous situation to avoid 
being killed if one has the nerve to do anything and every
thing. Well it’s not this that may be difficult, gentlemen, to

63 Diogenes Laertius (2.42) says that the vote for the death 
penalty was eighty votes greater than that for condemnation; if 
true, S.’s insouciant attitude toward the jury in proposing his 
alternative penalty (36b—38b) may have increased the vote for 
death (on the “mishandling” of S.’s defense, see Cri. 45e).
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χαλεπόν, ω άνδρες, θάνατον έκφυγεΐν, άλλα πολύ χα- 
b λεπώτερον πονηριάν θάττον γάρ θανάτου θεί. καί νυν 

εγώ μέν άτε βραδύς ών καί πρεσβύτης ύπό τού βρα
δύτερου έάλων, οί δ’ έμοί κατήγοροι άτε δεινοί και 
όζεις οντες ύπό τού θάττονος, της κακίας, καί νυν εγώ 
μεν άπειμι ΰφ’ υμών θανάτου δίκην όφλών, I οΰτοι δ’ 
ΰπο της αλήθειας ώφληκότες μοχθηρίαν καί αδικίαν, 
καί εγώ τε τω τιμηματι εμμένω καί ούτοι. ταύτα μέν 
που ’ίσως ούτως καί έδει σχεΐν, καί ο’ιμαι αυτά με- 
τρίως έχειν.

c Τό δέ δη μετά τούτο επιθυμώ ύρ.ίν χρησμωδησαι, 
ώ καταφηφισάμενοί μου- καί γάρ είμι ηδη ενταύθα εν 
ώ μάλιστα άνθρωποι χρησ μωδούσιν, όταν μέλλωσιν 
άποθανεΐσθαι. φημί γάρ, ώ άνδρες οι εμέ άπεκτόνατε, 
I τιμωρίαν ύμΐν ηζειν ευθύς μετά τον έμον θάνατον 
πολύ χαλεπωτεραν νη Αία η οϊαν έμέ άπεκτόνατε- νύν 
γάρ τούτο ε’ίργασθε οίόμενοι μέν άπαλλάζεσθαι τού 
διδόναι έλεγχον τού βίου, το δέ ύμΐν πολύ εναντίον 

d άποβησεται, ώς εγώ φημι. πλείους εσονται υμάς οί 
έλέγχοντες, ούς νύν εγώ κατείχαν, υμείς δό ούκ ησθά- 
νεσθε- καί χαλεπωτεροι εσονται όσω νεωτεροί είσιν, 
καί ΰμεΐς μάλλον αγανακτήσετε, εί γάρ ο’ίεσθε άπο- 
κτείνοντες άνθρώπους έπισχησειν τού όνειδίζειν I τινά 
ύμΐν οτι ούκ όρθώς ζητε, ού καλώς διανοεΐσθε- ού γάρ 
έσθ’ αύτη η απαλλαγή ούτε πάνυ δυνατή ούτε καλή, 
άλλ’ εκείνη καί καλλίστη και ράστη, μη τους άλλους 
κολούειν άλλ’ εαυτόν παρασκευάζειν όπως έσται ώς 
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escape being killed, but it’s much harder to escape deprav
ity. It flies faster than fate, you see.64 And now I, in as much b 
as I’m slow, an old man, am caught by the slower one, but 
my accusers, in as much as they’re cunning and sharp, are 
caught by the faster one: villainy. And now I’m going away 
after being sentenced to death by you, but these men are 
convicted by truth of wickedness and injustice. I abide 
by my sentence as do they. I suppose perhaps that these 
things had to be so, and I think this is reasonable.

64 An alliterative jingle in Greek (thatton . . . thanatou thei), 
possibly indicating a proverbial saying.

65 For S. on prophetic insight on the point of death, see Phd. 
85a-b.

And after that I want to give you a prophecy, you who c 
voted against me. For indeed I’m already at that point 
where people generally do make prophecies: when they’re 
about to die.65 For I declare, you men who have just con
demned me to death, that vengeance will come to you 
immediately after my execution, much harsher, by Zeus, 
than the death you have condemned me to. For now you 
have done this, thinking you will avoid having to give an 
account of your lives, but it will turn out the very opposite 
for you, as I claim. There will be more to put you to the d 
test, who up to now I have managed to hold back, but you 
didn’t notice. And they’ll be harsher the younger they are, 
and you’ll be even more annoyed. For if you think that by 
putting people to death you’ll prevent anyone remonstrat
ing with you for not living your lives in the right way, you’re 
not thinking straight. You see this is not a very practicable 
or honorable way to get out of it. But the best and easiest 
way is not to restrain everyone else, but prepare oneself 
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βέλτιστος. ταντα μέν ow νμΐν τοΐς καταφηφισαμέ- 
νοις μαντενσάμενος άπαλλαττομαι. I

e Τοΐς δέ άποφηφισαμενοις ήδέως άν διαλεχθείην 
νπέρ τον γεγονότος τοντονϊ -πράγματος, εν ώ οί άρ
χοντες ασχολίαν άγονσι και ονπω έρχομαι οι έλθό- 
ντα με δει τεθνάναι. άλλα μοι, ω άνδρες, παραμείνατε 
τοσοντον χρόνον- I ονδεν γάρ κωλύει διαμνθολογήσαι 

40 προς άλλήλονς εως έξεστιν. νμΐν γάρ ώς φίλοις ονσιν 
έπιδεΐξαι έθελω τδ νννί μοι σνμβεβηκός τί ποτέ νοεί, 
εμοί γάρ, ώ ανδρες δικασταί—νμάς γάρ δικαστάς 
καλών όρθως αν καλοίην—θαυμάσιόν τι γέγονεν. -ή 
γάρ είωθνΐά μοι μαντική ή I τον δαιμονίον έν μέν τω 
πρόσθεν χράνω παντί πάνν πνκνή άεϊ ην και πάνν 
επί σμικροΐς έναντιονμένη, εϊ τι μελλοιμι μη όρθως 
πράξειν. νννί δέ σνμβέβηκέ μοι άπερ όράτε καί 
αντοί, ταυτι ά γε δη οίηθείη άν τις και νομίζεται 

b έσχατα κακών είναι- έμοί δέ οντε έξιόντι εωθεν οικο- 
θεν ηναντιώθη τό τον θεόν σημέΐον, οντε ηνίκα ανέ
βαιναν έντανθοΐ έπί τδ δικαστηριον, οντε έν τω λόγω 
ονδαμον μέλλοντί τι έρείν. καίτοι έν άλλοις λόγοις 
πολλαχον δη με έπέσχε λεγοντα μεταξύ- I ννν δέ ον
δαμον περί ταντην την πραξιν οντ’ έν εργω ονδενί 
οντ’ έν λόγφ ηναντίωταί μοι. τί ονν αίτιον είναι -υπο
λαμβάνω; έγω νμΐν έρω- κινδννενει γάρ μοι τό σνμ- 
βεβηκός τοντο αγαθόν γεγονεναι, και ονκ εσθ’ όπως 

c ημείς όρθως νπολαμβάνομεν, όσοι οιόμεθα κακόν 
είναι τό τεθνάναι. μεγα μοι τεκμήριου τούτον γεγο- 
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to be the best possible. So, having made my prophecy to 
those of you who have voted for my execution, I depart.

I would be happy to talk with those who voted for e 
my acquittal about what has taken place while the magis
trates are busy and I’m not yet on my way to the place I 
must go for my execution. But please, gentlemen, just wait 
that long since there’s nothing to stop us chatting together 
while we can. You see I want to explain to you as my 40 
friends the meaning of what has now happened to me. You 
see, members of the jury—for in calling you members of 
the jury I would be giving you your rightful name66— 
something remarkable has happened to me. My usual pro
phetic voice from my spiritual sign always on every occa
sion in the past used to come very frequently and opposed 
me even on quite trivial matters if I was about to do some
thing 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 b 
sign didn’t oppose me either when I left home at dawn or 
when I came here up into to court, or at any point in my 
speech when I was about to say something. Yet in other 
discussions in all sorts of places it stopped me in mid
speech. But now in these proceedings it hasn’t opposed 
me anywhere in either word or action. What should I take 
to be the reason for this? I will tell you. You see there’s a 
probability that what h;is happened to me has turned out 
for the good, and those of us who think that death is a bad c 
thing cannot be making a right assumption. I’ve had sig-

66 I.e., in having voted for acquittal they truly deserve to be 
called dikastai, "jurymen” or “judges.” See above, n. 1.
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vev ον γάρ εσθ’ δπως ονκ ήναντιώθη άν μοι τδ είω- 
θδς σημεΐον, εί μη τι έμελλαν έγω άγαθδν πράζειν. I

’Έννοήσωμεν δέ καί τήδε ώς πολλή ελπίς έστιν 
άγαθδν αντδ είναι. δνοΐν γάρ θάτερόν έστιν τδ τεθνά- 
ναι· ή γάρ οίον μηδέν είναι μηδέ αϊσθησιν μηδεμίαν 
μηδενδς εχειν τδν τεθνεώτα, ή κατά τά λεγάμενα 
μεταβολή τις τυγχάνει ονσα και μετοίκησις τή ψνχή 
τον τόπον τον ενθένδε εις άλλον τόπον. I και εϊτε δη 
μηδεμία αϊσθησίς έστιν, άλλ’ οίον νπνος, έπειδάν τις 

d καθεύδων μηδ’ δναρ μηδέν δρα, θανμάσιον κέρδος άν 
εϊη ό θάνατος· έγώ γάρ άν οίμαι, ε’ί τινα έκλεξάμενον 
δέοι ταντην την νύκτα έν ή οντω κατέδαρθεν ώστε 
μηδέ δναρ ίδεϊν, και τάς άλλας νύκτας τε και ημέρας 
τάς τον βίον τον έαντον άντιπαραθεντα ταντη τή 
ννκτϊ I δέοι σκεφάμενον είπεΐν πάσας άμεινον καί 
ήδιον ημέρας και νύκτας ταύτης τής ννκτδς βεβίωκεν 
έν τω έαντον βίω, οίμαι άν μή δτι ιδιώτην τινά, αλλά 

e τδν μέγαν βασιλέα εναριθμήτονς άν ενρεΐν αντδν 
ταντας πρός τάς άλλας ημέρας καί ννκτας- εί ονν 
τοιοντον δ θάνατός έστιν, κέρδος εγωγε λέγω- καί 
γάρ ούδέν πλείων δ πας χρόνος φαίνεται οντω δή 
είναι ή μία νύζ. εί δ’ αν οίον άποδημήσαί έστιν δ I 
θάνατος ένθένδε εις άλλον τόπον, καί αληθή έστιν τά 
λεγάμενα, ώς άρα έκεΐ είσι πάντες οί τεθνεώτες, τί 
μεΐζον άγαθδν τούτον εϊη άν, ώ άνδρες δικασταί; εί 

41 γάρ τις άφικόμενος εις Άιδου, απαλλαγείς τοντωνί 
των φασκόντων δικαστών είναι, ενρήσει τονς ώς αλη
θώς δικαστάς, οϊπερ καί λέγονται έκεΐ δικάζ,ειν, 
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nificant proof of this, for there’s no way my usual sign 
would not have opposed me, unless I 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. 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 noth
ing, not even in a dream, then death would be a wonder- d 
ful benefit. For I 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, I 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 e 
of his days and nights.67 If then this is what death is like, I 
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 41 
himself of these self-proclaimed jurors, will find real ju
rors, who also are said to judge cases there, Minos and

67 For the king of Persia as the proverbial ideal of human 
happiness, see Grg. 470e, Euthyd. 274a.
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Μίνως τε καί ’Ραδάμανθυς και Αιακός και Τριπτόλε- 
μος καί άλλοι δετοί των ημιθέων I δίκαιοι έγένοντο έν 
το> εαυτών βίω, άρα φαύλη αν εϊη ή αποδημία; η αύ 
Όρφεΐ συγγενέσθαι καί Μουεταίω καί Ήετιόδω καί 
Όμηρω έπι πόσω άν τις δέξαιτ άν υμών; έγώ μέν 
γάρ πολλάκις έθέλω τεθνάναι εί ταύτ’ έστιν άληθη. 

b έττεί εμοιγε καί αύτω θαυμαστή άν εϊη η διατριβή 
αυτόθι, οπότε έντύχοιμι Παλαμ,ηδει καί Αϊαντι τω Τε- 
λαμώνος και εϊ τις άλλος των παλαιών διά κρίσιν 
άδικον τεθνηκεν, άντιπαραβάλλοντι τά έμαυτού πάθη 
προς τά εκείνων—ώς έγώ οίμαι, I ούκ άν αηδές εϊη— 
και δη τό μέγιστον, τούς εκεί έξετάζοντα και έρευνώ- 
ντα ώσπερ τούς ενταύθα διάγειν, τις αυτών σοφός 
έστιν και τις οϊεται μέν, έστιν δ’ ού. έπι πόσω δ’ άν 
τις, ώ άνδρες δικασταί, δέζαιτο έζετάσαι τον έπι 

c Τροίαν άγαγόντα την πολλην στρατιάν η ’Οδυσσέα 
η Σίσυφον η άλλους μυρίους άν τις εϊποι και άνδρας 
και γυναίκας, ο’ις έκεΐ διαλέγεσθαι και συνεΐναι και 
έζετάζειν άμηχανον άν εϊη ευδαιμονίας; πάντως ού 
δηπου τούτου γε I ένεκα οί έκεΐ άποκτείνουσι· τά τε 
γάρ άλλα εύδαιμονέστεροί είσιν οί έκεΐ των ένθάδε, 
και ηδη τον λοιπον χρόνον αθάνατοί είσιν, εϊπερ γε 
τά λεγομενα άληθη.

Άλλα καί ύμάς χρη, ώ άνδρες δικασταί, εύέλπιδας 
είναι προς τον θάνατον, και έν τι τούτο διανοεΐσθαι 

d αληθές, ότι ούκ έστιν άνδρί άγαθώ κακόν ούδέν ούτε

68 For this picture of the afterlife, see Grg. 523a-27a.
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Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus and others 
of the demigods who were just in their lives, would this 
be a bad transfer?68 Or again, to meet up with Orpheus 
and M'usaeus 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 b 
time there would be wonderful, when I could meet Pala- 
medes and Aias, Telemons son, and any others of olden 
times who died as a result of an unjust judgment,68 and 
compare my experiences with theirs—in my view it would 
not be unpleasant—and what’s more, the most important 
thing, I could go round, examine and inquire, just as I 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 Sis- c 
yphus, 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, I 
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.

68 Palamedes and Aias were both falsely accused and cheated 
by Odysseus during the Greek expedition to Troy, led by Agamem
non (41b8-cl); see Ov. Met. 13.34—62, and Soph. Aj. passim. 
Sisyphus (c2), another trickster, was condemned to eternal pun
ishment in Hades.

Well you too, members of the jury, must be optimistic 
in the face of death and keep in mind this one thing that 
is true: that nothing can be bad for a good man, either alive d
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ζώντι owe τελεντησαντι, ov8e αμελείται νπο θεών τά 
τούτον πράγματα- ονδέ τά έμά νύν άπδ τον αντο- 
μάτον γέγονεν, αλλά μοι. 8ήλόν έστι τοντο, δτι ήδη 
τεθνάναι και άπηλλάχθαι I πραγμάτων βέλτιον ην 
μοι. διά τοντο και εμε ονδαμον άπέτρεφεν τδ σημεΐον, 
και έγωγε τοΐς καταφηφισαμένοις μον και τοΐς κατ- 
ηγόροις ον πάνν χαλεπαίνω. καίτοι ον ταντη τη δια- 

e νοία κατεφηφίζοντδ μον και κατηγορούν, άλλ’ οίόμε- 
νοι βλάπτειν τούτο αντοΐς άξιο ο μέμφεσθαι. τοσόνδε 
μεντοι αντών δέομαι· τούς νεΐς μον, έπειδάν ήβησωσι, 

/ ' । τιμωρησασθε, ώ ανδρες, ταντά ταύτα λνπούντες άπερ
> I εγώ ύμάς έλνπονν, εάν νμιν δοκώσιν ή χρημάτων η

άλλου τον I πρότερον έπιμελεΐετθαι η αρετής, και εάν 
,ι!- 8οκώσ'ι τι είναι μηδέν δντες, ονειδίζετε αντοΐς ώσπερ

,ρ «ί>·> έγώ νμΐν, δτι ονκ επιμελούνται ών δει, και οϊονταί τι
* 42 είναι δντες ονδενδς άζιοι. και εάν ταντα ποιητε, δί

καια πεπονθώς εγώ εσομαι νφ’ νμών αντός τε και οί 
νεΐς. άλλα γάρ ήδη ώρα άπιεναι, έμοι μέν άποθα- 
νονμένω, νμιν δε βιωσομένοις- δπότεροι δε ημών έρ
χονται επί αμεινον πράγμα, άδηλον παντι πλην η τώ 
θεω. I
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or dead, and his affairs are not ignored by the gods. Indeed 
as a matter of fact my own situation hasn’t come about 
spontaneously, but it’s clear to me that to die now and get 
free from troubles was better for me.70 For this reason 
nowhere did my sign turn me away and I’m not at all 
resentful toward those who voted for my execution and 
my accusers. And yet it was not with this thought in their 
mind that they voted against me and brought the accusa
tion; instead they thought to harm me. For this they de- e 
serve blame. However this much I do ask them; when my 
sons grow up, punish them, Athenians, and inflict on them 
the same amount of pain I inflicted on you, if you think 
they care more for money or anything else in preference 
to goodness. And if they think they’re something when 
they’re not, tell them off as I did you because they’re not 
interested in the things they should be and think they’re 
something when they’re worth nothing. If you do this, I 42 
and my sons will have been treated justly by you. But the 
fact is that the time is already approaching for me to go to 
my death, and for you to live; and which of us goes to a 
better fate is unclear to everyone except the god.

70 According to Xenophon (Ap. 5-9), a wish to escape the ills 
of old age was what motivated S.’s attitude toward his trial.
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INTRODUCTION

1. SETTING AND CONTEXT

Like Euthyphro, Crito is a dialogue between two speakers 
(who are alone. The scene is the state prison at Athens very 

early in the morning, about a month after Socrates’ trial1 
and two days before he is to die by the drinking of hem- 

,1 lock. The execution of the sentence awaits the return of a

1 See Plato, Apology.
2 For a detailed account of the mission, see Phd. 58a-c.

I. sacred mission to Delos, an annual event that commemo-
i - rates the deliverance of the seven Athenian youths and

J. seven maidens from the Cretan Minotaur by the hero
> if , Theseus. The ship left Athens the day before the trial and

’ has not yet returned, but will do so shortly; during its ab
sence the city must remain pure, and no executions may 
take place.2

Crito, Socrates’ friend, is making a last-ditch attempt 
to save S.’s life, by persuading him to escape from prison 
and take refuge elsewhere in Greece. In reply S. refuses 
to contemplate such a move, explaining why escape would 
not be in accordance with justice.

The hiatus between Socrates’ sentence and execution 
would have left his friends plenty of time to visit him in 
prison, and Crito was not the only literary re-creation of a 
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conversation that may have been held during such a visit. 
According to Diogenes Laertius (3rd c. AD), the role of 
persuader may originally have been filled by another of S.’s 
associates, Aeschines of Sphettus, who may have written 
a dialogue on the subject (Diog. Laert. 2.60). A more con
temporary source, a literary papyrus written in fourth
century Attic Greek, contains the fragmentary remains of 
a conversation between S. and an unknown associate, in 
which S. defends himself against the reproach that he had 
failed to make a satisfactory defense at his trial by asking 
whether, after living a reasonable life, he should be grieved 
at the approach of death.3 Xenophon also enlarges on this 
theme when he reports, “Then, when his friends wished 
to snatch him away, he would not comply, but instead ap
peared to be making fun of them, asking them if they knew 
of any spot outside Attica that was inaccessible to death” 
(Xen. Ap. 23). Xenophon was not actually in Greece dur
ing this period, but his later account undoubtedly draws 
on earlier versions of the story, or perhaps on oral tradi
tions.

3 See Gronewald, “Sokratischer Dialog,” 33-53.
4 See General Introduction, section 2 (iii).

Platos Crito fits smoothly into the sequence of events 
surrounding Socrates’ last days and faithfully represents 
the “S. must be persuaded to escape” theme. It must be 
viewed, however, not as a definitive account of what ac
tually happened—about which, in a strict historical sense, 
we know very little—but as part of the Sdkratikoi Logoi,4 
where it takes its place as one version of events. However, 
Crito is not just “a version”; the superior literary and phil
osophical qualities of Plato’s creation (not to mention its 
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completeness) make it for us, as with tire other dialogues 
in tliis volume, the definitive image of S. Yet its emphasis 
is, as will be seen, markedly different from other sources, 
including Plato’s own Apology, and the manner in which 
the theme is treated is, in certain key aspects, problematic.

2. CRITO, SOCRATES, AND THE 
DRAMATIC STRUCTURE

(i) Crito and Socrates

Crito, the faithful associate who gives the dialogue its title, 
was about the same age as Socrates and from the same 

(Athenian deme of Alopeke (Ap. 33d9).5 Platos Crito was 
one of a group of friends, including Plato himself, we are 
told, who were prepared to stand surety for the fine that 

. it;) S. finally, and unsuccessfully, proposed as the penalty at

5 A deme was a local district, part of a larger division (atrittys), 
three of which made up an Athenian tribe.

his trial (Ap. 38b6). Crito, a wealthy man, was also said to 
"'ri, have pledged a sum of money to the court that S. would

not escape, with the intention of sparing him the indignity 
of prison (Phd. 115d). He had great affection for S., which 
was reciprocated; he is presented in Phaedo as the fol
lower chosen by S. to minister to him during his last mo
ments, and it is to Crito that S. utters his memorable last 
words: “Crito,” he said, “we owe Asclepius a cock. See that 
you buy one, and don’t forget” (Phd. 118a7-8).

Crito’s emotional reaction to Socrates’ situation in 
Crito is sympathetically—even humorously—portrayed, 
and his overwrought and occasionally confused syntax in 
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the early stages of the dialogue6 provides the perfect foil 
for S.’s cool and reasoned response. Through the rising 
tide of Crito’s worry and concern, we catch glimpses of a 
background of friends and associates who are willing to 
help with money and influence (45b2ff.), but who (with 
half an eye on their own reputations; see 46al) cannot 
comprehend why S. has failed, throughout the process, to 
act in an acceptable manner. Crito regards the whole epi
sode of the trial as a farce that could have been avoided if 
S. had behaved properly, rather than letting down those 
who supported him.

6 See, e.g., Cri. 43b3, 45d9-46a2
7 For an explanation of the Stephanus numbering of Plato, see 

General Introduction, section 5.

As in Apology, the presentation of Socrates demon
strates his contempt for public opinion and his calm con
centration, even in extremis, on the overriding importance 
of acting on the basis of correct ethical conclusions reached 
by valid arguments (46blf£, 48d9-49a2). As will be seen, 
however, the presentation of S. in Crito, especially the 
arguments for staying and facing his sentence, differs in 
important respects from that in the other dialogues, par
ticularly Apology.

(ii) Structure of the Dialogue

At twelve Stephanus pages,7 Crito is the shortest of Platos 
dialogues. It follows in some respects a pattern similar to 
Euthyphro: a lightly but vividly sketched dramatic setting 
followed by Socrates’ questioning of the respondent in 
order to expose logical inconsistencies in his position. Fol
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lowing this questioning, however, Crito follows a different 
pattern; instead of pursuing the argument further and 
concluding with an admission of failure, S. takes a very 
different tack and introduces an extended monologue by 
the personified Laws of Athens. Far from ending in aporia 
(impasse), strongly expressed arguments against escape, 
couched in markedly rhetorical form, round off the dia
logue on a strongly positive note.8

8 For an explanation of aporia, see Introduction to Euthy
phro, section 3 (i).

Even where Crito does follow the Euthyphro pattern, 
the content is very different. Crito s initial contribution is 
persuasive in intent rather than explanatory, and the bal- 
ancing protreptic (exhortation) of the Laws at the end 

κ underlines Crito’s uniqueness: in many other dialogues
( (notably Euthyphro), practical issues serve as a back-

. -· ground for theoretical discussion, whereas in Crito the
j ( position is reversed, whereby Socratic philosophical argu-

> **■ merits are used to underpin the main subject of the dia-
’■); ■ logue—what practical course should be followed.

" In the final section Socrates surrenders the floor to “the
Laws,” and he himself becomes the respondent, a role in 
which he normally places others. The effect of represent
ing the arguments as coming from outside himself allows 
him to exhibit a certainty and an authority that are in 
marked contrast to the questioning stance he is accus
tomed to adopt. This authoritative mode is underlined by 
the religious dimension at the very end, which matches 
S.’s report of his dream at the beginning (44a5-b5). In his 
final words S. says to Crito that he seems to hear the words 
of the Laws “just as the Corybantes think they hear the 
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flutes, and this sound of these words resonates within me 
and makes me unable to hear any others” (54d3-8).

3. THE ARGUMENTS

(i) Crito’s Exhortation (44b6^46a9)

Crito makes what amounts to an extended speech in rhe
torical style that is divided between his expression of 
genuine concern for Socrates and his worry about his own 
standing and that of his friends if they are seen to be un
successful in saving him. He associates being “just” or 
“right” (dikaion) with their willingness to help a friend 
(45al), and it is not dikaion for S. to let himself down and 
bring on himself the destruction that his enemies intend 
(45c6-9). Crito’s arguments are implicitly grounded in a 
popular ideal of Athenian male excellence (arete), to help 
friends and injure enemies.8 This leaves an unasked ques
tion, however: if, according to Crito, defiance of the courts 
decision is dikaion for both S. and Crito, what attention 
should be paid to legal authority? The central issue of the 
dialogue is foreshadowed.

8 For an explicit account in Plato of this popular value, see, 
e.g., Meno 71e.

(ii) Socrates’ Reply (46b 1-50/1.5)

Socrates meets Crito’s concern for popular opinion head- 
on, first by dismissing its power to change his mind by 
coercion or fear: the only way of convincing him is by 
deploying adequate arguments (46bl-d7). Second, he 
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questions the value of popular opinion, using the argu
ment from expertise, already deployed at Euthphr. 13aff, 
and at Ap. 24dff. Only the expert in any particular field has 
the requisite skill to make correct judgments. This prin
ciple of expertise applies particularly to doing what is just 
and unjust, related not to the body but, more vitally, “won’t 
we destroy and abuse that which was improved by what is 
just and was ruined by what is unjust,” by which we infer 
“the soul” (47d4-5).10 11

10 S. here makes use of the “craft analogy,” a bridge (as it 
appears to us) between craft knowledge possessed by doctors, 
physical trainers, etc., and knowledge of values such as good
ness, justice, etc.; just as there are experts in physical training, so 
too are there experts in questions involving justice, injustice, and 
the like.

11 There is an underlying assumption (not explicit in Crito) 
that simple “harm,” e.g., injury inflicted on an enemy in battle

Having demolished Crito s arguments concerning the 
power and authority of public opinion, Socrates next goes 
on to the question of what he ought to do. He agrees with 
Crito to this extent—that what he should do must be di- 
kaion (just), because this is the basis of living well (48b5). 
Nevertheless, while accepting this value-term, S. pro
ceeds to interpret it in a very different way.

Socrates argues in stages, to each one of which he gets 
Crito s assent. Moving from “since we must in no circum
stances act unjustly” (49b7), S. also establishes that this 
includes not retaliating to injustice (49b9-10). Corre
spondingly, he moves from stating that one must not do 
harm, to concluding that it is not just, having suffered 
harm, to return it (49c4-5). And harming people does not 
differ from acting unjustly (49c7-8).n These positions, 
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argued more extensively in other dialogues (e.g., Grg. 
474bff.), are here briefly rehearsed, enabling S. to use 
them as a basis for more practical questions that set the 
scene for the Laws’ argument that follows. S.’s concluding 
questions are:

1. Should one do whatever one agrees with another, if 
it’s just, or should one mislead him? (49e6-7)

2. If we leave this place without first persuading the 
state [to let us go], are we harming certain people 
and those whom we should do least harm to, or not? 
(49e9-50a2)

3. [In such an action] do we stand by what we agreed 
to be just, or not? (50a2-3)

Having agreed to (1), Crito confesses that he is not 
clear about (2) and (3), presumably because the conversa
tion has taken a characteristic Socratic path: having agreed 
to a progressive series of propositions one by one, Crito is 
then asked to make a choice the implications of which 
contradict his original contention that it is just for Socrates 
to try to escape. The result for Crito is typical Socratic 
aporia (50a4-5).

Yet a contradiction with his earlier assertions might not 
be Crito’s only reason for puzzlement. The choices Socra
tes offers may be difficult to make because the terms in 
which they are offered are, at this stage, vague. In (1) it is 
by no means clear what agreement involves, and whether

(with which S. would have been familiar) should be distinguished 
from “harm” that constitutes injustice, a distinction blurred by 
Tredennick, (trans, in Tarrant, Last Days of Socrates'), translating 
kakourgein, “do harm” (49c2ff.), as “inflict injuries.”
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“if it’s just” refers to the content of what is agreed or the 
terms under which it is made, or both. This vagueness 
extends to (2) and (3): the answer to these questions will 
depend on what agreement with the city is thought to in
volve, and without this clarification it is difficult to say 
whether or not S.’s escape will constitute acting unjustly 
toward the city.

(Ui) The Laws of Athens 50a6-end

In the final section of Crito, Socrates presents a hypo
thetical personification, unique in Plato, of “the Laws and 
the community of the state” coming to S. and asking him 
a series of questions, all of which serve to reinforce his 
decision not to escape. Initially, these questions imply a 
series of propositions, to which S., as the respondent, 
agrees:

1. By contemplating disobedience to the legal decision 
of the court in his case, S. is intending, as far as in 
him lies, to destroy the laws and the whole city. 
(50bl-2)

2. A city cannot continue in existence and not be over
turned in which legal judgments reached by the 
courts have no force, but are rendered invalid and 
destroyed by private individuals. (50b2-5)

The Laws claim that defiance of a legal decision is 
equivalent to an intent to destroy the city itself. The logi
cal connection here seems to depend on a “universaliza
tion” argument; the challenge to the single law (that legal 
verdicts must be binding, 50b8-cl) is “universalized” into 
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defiance of a whole system of law, which will potentially 
lead to the city’s overthrow. So even if the city was guilty 
of reaching a false verdict at Socrates’ trial, (1) and (2) 
above, combined with an earlier argument of S., that one 
should not return injustice for injustice (and acting un
justly = doing harm, 49b9-10), may seem to demonstrate 
that, whatever the rights and the wrongs of the jury’s judg
ment in S.’s case, he should still submit to the city’s verdict.

Nevertheless Socrates, in the guise of the Laws, clearly 
feels that the matter should not be left there; he goes on 
to develop the argument in a rather different direction: 
the idea of defiance of the city as “destruction” in (1) and 
(2) above, is expanded by focusing on the nature of the 
agreement that he is presumed to have made with his city, 
which obliges him to remain, whatever the rights and the 
wrongs of the verdict in his case. This takes the form of an 
elaborate analogy, in which the Laws relate themselves to 
individual citizens as parent to child, or master to slave 
(50cl0-51c3). The Laws have presided over the life of S. 
as a citizen, the marriage of his parents that led to his birth, 
his upbringing and education. He is therefore the Laws’ 
offspring and slave (50e3-4), which means his rights are 
not equal with theirs; just as children or slaves may not 
retaliate against a father or a master, so, to an even greater 
extent, citizens may not oppose their country. S. must ei
ther persuade it otherwise, or do and suffer whatever it 
requires of him.

The Laws then proceed to develop the idea of the state 
as parent or master. The Athenian state allows a citizen, 
once he attains the age when he undergoes a dokimasia 
(scrutiny on coming of age; see further, Crito, n. 37), and
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if the city’s laws do not satisfy him, to leave the city and go 
elsewhere. In these circumstances, remaining in the city 
is equivalent to a tacit agreement to either persuade the 
city otherwise or practice obedience (51e2-5). Since Soc
rates has hardly ever traveled outside the city, he must be 
presumed to be uniquely satisfied with the city’s institu
tions, and so particularly obliged to comply with its ver
dicts.

The Laws then enlarge on the practical disadvantages 
of choosing exile, marshaling arguments that Crito used 
earlier in his exhortation, but here to support the other 
side of the case—the damage that Socrates’ exile will do 

ry· . to his friends—and pointing out that as a “destroyer of
L ί laws” S. would not be welcome in “well-governed” states,
) such as Thebes and Megara (53b7-8). Then again, resort-

jL ing to disordered and lawless states, such as Thessaly,
4 would be a public humiliation and repudiation of all his

, principles (53d3-4). In the case of S.’s children, the Laws
“C· actually reverse Crito’s point: on the question of S.’s pa

rental responsibility, death is no more a desertion of his 
family than exile, and his children would be better off 
brought up in Athens by friends than living as foreigners 
(54a2-10).

(iv) Critical Analysis of the Laws’ Arguments

The force of the Laws’ arguments depends on attempting 
to locate “agreement” in the context of an Athenian polit
ical and social framework that Socrates as a citizen is pre
sumed to accept. In an extension of reference, which 
would have seemed natural in the fifth and fourth centu
ries, the Laws become a symbol of the state as a total po
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litical and cultural system, city, and fatherland (polis and 
pains'), being used interchangeably with nomoi.12 Agree
ment to this broad framework made at his dokimasia 
leaves voluntary exile for S. as the only alternative to obe
dience, and this option is, on the basis of his arguments in 
49bff., no longer open to him.

12 For the law as a symbol of Athenian political identity, see 
e.g., Eur. Supp. 439ff., Thue. 2.37.

13 See Santas, Socrates: Philosophy in Plato’s Early Dialogues, 
18ff.; Vlastos, “Socrates on Political Obedience and Disobedi
ence,” 525; Irwin, “Socratic Inquiry and Politics,” 405-6.

The Laws are therefore being consistent: if one accepts 
their argument, the agreements, which Socrates entered 
into at age eighteen as part of his assumption of the citi
zen’s role, hold as long as he or any other citizen remains 
in Athens, irrespective of the justice of individual cases. A 
high price, however, is apparently being paid for consis
tency; the conclusion seems to be that not only S. on this 
occasion, but any citizen on any occasion is obliged to obey 
whatever the law decides, even if it is an order to do or 
suffer injustice, or be guilty of attempting the laws’ de
struction. Quite apart from its unappealing authoritarian
ism, this conclusion does not appear consistent with a 
basic Socratic principle, stated at 49b7: that in no circum
stances must one act unjustly.

There have been a number of attempts to modify the 
Laws’ position. For example, it has been argued that the 
obligation to obey is not absolute but only applies when all 
things are equal; when all things are not equal, the citizen 
may have to choose between obeying the law and doing 
what is just, and the latter must always win.13 Another in-
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fluential solution focuses on the Laws’ repeated phrase 
“persuade [the city] or do whatever it bids” (e.g., 51b4). It 
is argued not only that there is room for the citizen to 
persuade the laws either beforehand or in retrospect that 
they are wrong but also that an attempt to persuade them 
of the rightness or wrongness of any decision or action, 
even if unsuccessful, gives sufficient moral authority to 
pursue or disobey the decision or action.14 This solution 
has not found general acceptance for two main reasons: 
(1) unsuccessful persuasion as a basis for legitimate dis
obedience seems clearly ruled out by the master/slave 
analogy as the Laws present it;15 (2) the Greek peithein 
(“to persuade,” 51b4) cannot mean “trying to persuade” as 
a justification for disobedience if unsuccessful.16

14 Kraut, Socrates and the State, 55-90.
15 See Bostock, “The Interpretation of Plato’s Crito,” 14-15, 

contra Kraut, Socrates and the State, 91-103.
16 Criticism of Kraut’s “conative” application of “[try to] per

suade,” in Penner, “Two Notes on the Crito,” 161-66; see also 
Panagiotou, “Socrates and Civil Disobedience,” 98-105.

17 See Brickhouse and Smith, Plato’s Socrates, 151-52.

A third way out of the dilemma is to draw a distinction 
between, on the one hand, obedience to laws that are just 
and, on the other, the justice of obedience to the law, an 
interpretation designed to relieve citizens of the responsi
bility of obeying unjust laws, since the parent/child anal
ogy suggests that the state, and not the citizens, should be 
held responsible for what citizens are commanded to do. 
As a “child” or “slave” of the city, Socrates need not be 
considered as morally responsible for unjust acts that the 
city initiates.17 The problem with this and previous solu
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tions is that they require us to make inferences that are 
not in the text, and furthermore, if one assumes, as do the 
Laws again and again, that disobeying them constitutes 
injustice, these attempts to solve the problem all come up 
against S.’s simple proposition, agreed to by Crito (49b7- 
8), that in no circumstances must one commit injustice.

Perhaps the most promising way out of this dilemma is 
to interpret the Laws as requiring the citizen (e.g., Socra
tes) to obey only legal commands that involve suffering 
injustice; the Laws, it is maintained, do not require obedi
ence to commands to do injustice, and all their emphasis 
(e.g., the master/slave analogy) is on the victim submitting 
to injustice: “just as a child has no right to strike back at a 
punishing father, so an unjustly treated citizen has no right 
to strike back at the system that has maltreated him.”18

18 Gallop, Plato, Defense of Socrates, Euthyphro, Crito, xxix. 
For this position, see also DeFilippo, “Justice and Obedience in 
the Crito,” 257. This interpretation would, for example, justify S.’s 
refusal to commit injustice by participating in the decision of the 
Assembly to execute the Athenian generals en masse after the 
battle of Arginousae (see Ap. 32b-c), a decision ostensibly legal 
(initially passed by the democratic Assembly) but actually illegal.

4. SOCRATES IN CRITO AND APOLOGY

The above problems stem to some extent from a percep
tion that the Socrates figure in Crito is markedly different 
from that in Apology. In Crito, the Laws emphasize the 
lifelong law-abiding contented citizen, and S. does not dis
sent; his abstention from practical politics, which in Apol
ogy is thought to require a defense, is in Crito simply
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ignored by the expedient of representing his legal and 
civic duty (obeying the laws, raising a family, and serv
ing in the armed forces) as the sum total of activity 
required “to live among us as a citizen” (politeuesthai 
52c2).19 In Apology, however, S. is at pains to emphasize 
the degree to which his ethical beliefs inevitably put him 
outside, and occasionally in opposition to, practical poli
tics (Ap. 31e2-4).

19 Contrast Thue. 2.37, 40 (Pericles’ Funeral Speech, deliv
ered over the fallen in the early part of the Peloponnesian war 
[431 BC]) where, while giving prominence to the rule of law, 
Pericles also emphasizes the need for active participation (“we do 
not say that a man who takes no interest in politics is a man who 
minds his own business; we say he has no business here at all,” 
trans. R. Warner). On S. and his associates as apragmones (quiet- 
ists), see Carter, The Quiet Athenian, 117ff.

In Apology Socrates explains his divinely-ordered mis
sion that he would not give up even if the jury were to 
make this a condition of acquittal (Ap. 29dl-6). This is 
apparently in conflict with Cri. 50b2ff., which, as we have 
seen, emphasizes the necessity of obeying legal judg
ments. The situation S. envisages in Apology, however, 
may be purely hypothetical, a rhetorical emphasis on his 
absolute devotion to the practice of philosophy. In Apol
ogy he never seriously contemplates defiance of the law.

Be that as it may, Socrates’ ethical position in both dia
logues, that it is the expert in what is just and unjust who 
should be the guide to living well, is in Apology developed 
in explicit opposition to the view of “the many” who govern 
Athens (e.g., Ap. 24c9-25c4). S. is the horsefly sent by the 
god to sting the large lazy thoroughbred horse, which is 
the Athenian democratic state, and to goad its citizens into 
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giving thought to truth and the perfection of their souls 
(Ap. 29dff., 30eff.).20

20 For an argument that S.’s criticism of the practice of Athe
nian democracy did not necessarily prevent him from being 
a good citizen, see Ober, “Socrates and Democratic Athens,” 
174-76.

Second, there is the argument against exile: in Apology 
the primary objection to exile is that, besides being a cow
ard’s way out, it would be incompatible with the effective 
continuation of Socrates’ philosophic mission, as he would 
undoubtedly be thrown out of city after city for allegedly 
trying to corrupt the young (Ap. 37c5-e2). In Crito, how
ever, the arguments against exile have a different empha
sis, deriving directly from the Laws’ arguments: a breach 
of S.’s alleged agreement with the city and the bad reputa
tion he will get in “well-governed” cities as a destroyer of 
laws (53a9-54b2).

An interpretation that attempts to slice through the 
Gordian knot, as it were, of inconsistencies both within 
Crito and between dialogues, argues that the Laws’ speech 
does not actually represent the genuine beliefs of Socra
tes, but a second-best ethic, a kind of civic morality that 
represents S.’s only hope of persuading Crito, who clearly 
shows himself unable to comprehend S.’s genuinely radi
cal position. This line of interpretation puts a great deal of 
weight on Crito s admission of incomprehension (50a4-5), 
a not uncommon reaction to S.’s conclusions (see, e.g., 
Euthphr. 12a3). But in this particular case, it is at this 
point, it is argued, that the disjunction between Crito’s 
“yes/no” answers and what S. suspects are his real beliefs 
force the latter to change course; he abandons his dialec
tical argument in favor of a rhetorical defense of his deci-
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sion to remain in Athens that he estimates is most likely to 
convince Crito.21

21 See Weiss, Socrates Dissatisfied, 2ff. See also Brown, “The 
Structure of Platos Crito”; Miller, ‘“The Arguments I Seem to 
Hear.’”

22 See General Introduction, section 1.
23 See Tarrant, The Last Days of Socrates, 73-75 (Introduc

tion to Crito),

5. CRITO IN CONTEXT

One of the few indisputable facts about Socrates is that he 
was tried and condemned by an Athenian court and exe
cuted after having been found guilty on a charge of impi- 
ety. Exactly why he chose to stay in prison and face his 
sentence rather than go into exile is less clear. If, however, 
we move away from an assumption that we can reach an 
historical character “S.,” consistently presented by Plato 

,g through the four dialogues in this volume,22 a possible
t explanation is opened up by the final interpretation in the

: L previous section; the respect of Platos S. for the Laws
ih might not be intended to convince just Crito within the

,χ context of the dialogue, but could perhaps also be a con-
’ struction by Plato as an answer to the sympathetic but
“nonintellectual patriotic Athenians (represented by Crito) 

who had failed to understand S.’s conduct.23 This intended 
audience might also explain the prominence given by the 
Laws to Spartan and Cretan eunomia (good order) of 
which S. is presumed to approve (52e6). S., Plato is per
haps implying, was no revolutionary, as his submission to 
the Laws proves.

This speculation would gain still further in plausibility 
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if we can accept that Crito may be answering the accusa
tion of the early fourth-century rhetorician and sophist 
Polycrates in a lost work known through a rebuttal in the 
Memorabilia of Xenophon (Mem. 1.2.9) that Socrates 
taught contempt for the laws. Far from destroying the 
laws, Plato is saying, S. gave them lifelong respect, and 
never more so than when his life was at stake.24

24 The conjecture that the composition of Crito follows the 
Accusation of Polycrates, and the assumption that Apology pre
cedes it (see Stokes, Plato, Apology of Socrates, 3-4) is strength
ened by the presence of linguistic forms indicating comparatively 
late composition for Crito within Plato’s Early Period (see Tar
rant, The Last Days of Socrates, 'll and 208n8; Ledger, Recount
ing Plato, 185).

It can be argued that Crito shares the basic motivation 
of the Sokratikoi Logoi, a commemoration and celebration 
of the qualities of Plato’s revered teacher and associate, 
but with subject matter aimed in this particular case at a 
more general audience, in contrast, perhaps, to Phaedo, 
whose complex metaphysics was surely aimed at an inner 
circle. Well after Socrates’ demise, Plato might also have 
been using the Socratic persona and the dramatic context 
to explore his own slightly later perspective on the reality 
of late fifth-/early fourth-century political life in Athens, 
just as he also used “S.” to explore his theories of the meta
physics of the soul and the afterlife in the later Phaedo.

Yet, however suggestive, these are all, to a varied ex
tent, conjectures. Does Crito actually fit a “last days” con
text? Is this later glimpse of Socrates not of the calm de
fiance of the Apology but an acknowledgment of the 
overriding power of the state? For all its apparent simplic
ity, Crito remains an enigmatic work.

213



ΚΡΙΤΩΝ
ΧΏΚΡΑΤΗΧ ΚΡΙΤΩΝ

43 ΧΩΚΡΑΤΗΧ. Τί τηνικάδε άφΐζαι, ω Κριτών; η ον 
πρφ έστίν;

ΚΡΙΤΩΝ. Τίάνν μεν ούν.
i"’ ΧΩ. IΤηνίκα μάλιστα;

ΚΡ. ‘Όρθρος βαθύς. I
J'' ΧΩ. ®ανμάζω όπως ηθέλησε σοι ό τον δεσμωτη-

-)■ ρίου φύΚο.ς νπακονσαι.
ΚΡ. Χννηθης ηδη μοί εστίν, ώ Ϊϊ,ώκρατες, διά. το 

ττολλάκις δεύρο φοιτάν, καί τι καί ενεργέτηται νπ 
εμού.

Ώΐ. ‘Άρτι δέ ηκεις η πάλαι; I
ΚΡ. ’Επιεικώς πάλαι.

b ΧΩ. Εΐτα πώς ονκ ευθύς έπήγειράς με, αλλά σιγή 
παρακάθησαι;

ΚΡ. Οΰ μά τον Δία, ώ Χώκρατες, ούδ’ άν αύτος 
ηθελον έν τοσανττ] τε άγρνπνία καί λνπτ) elvai, I αλλά 
και σον πάλαι θαυμάζω αισθανόμενος ως ήδέως 
καθεύδεις- και επίτηδες σε ονκ ηγειρον ϊνα ώς ηδιστα

1 S. s surprise is related to C.’s departure from the daily habit
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SOCRATES CRITO

SOCRATES: Why have you come here at this hour, 43 
Crito? Its still quite early isn’t it?1

CRITO: Yes, very early.
S. What time is it roughly?
C. Its some way before dawn.
S. I’m surprised the prison guard was willing to answer 

the door to you.
C. He’s used to me by now, Socrates, owing to my 

frequent visits here, and he’s also had the odd favor from 
me.

S. Have you just got here, or have you been here long?
C. Quite a long time.
S. Then how come you didn’t wake me up straightaway b 

rather than sit there in silence?
C. Certainly not, by Zeus, Socrates; I only wish I 

weren’t myself so sleepless and sorrowful. But I’ve been 
surprised at you for some time, seeing how sweetly you 
were sleeping. Besides, I deliberately kept from waking

of associates meeting and talking with his friends until the prison 
officially opened later for the day (see Phd. 59dlff.). C.’s reasons 
for being allowed the early visit are revealed in c5ff. 
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διάγης. καί πολλάκις μέν δη σε καί πρότερον έν 
παντί τω βίω ηΰδαι/Λουισα τον τρόπου, πολν δε ραλί
στα έν τή νυν παρεστώση συμφορά, ώς ραδίως αυτήν 
και πρφως φερειςΛ

ΧΩ. Καί γάρ άν, ω Κρίτων, πληρρελες ειη άγα- 
νακτεΐν τηλικοΰτον δντα εί δει ηδη τελευτάν.

c ΚΡ. Καί άλλοι, ώ 'Σ,ώκρατες, τηλικοντοι έν τοιαΰ- 
ταις συμφοραΐς άλίσκονται, άλλ’ ούδεν αντονς επι
λύεται ή ηλικία τδ μή οΰχι άγανακτεΐν τή παρονση 

τυχν-
ΧΩ. Έστι ταύτα. αλλά τί δη οντω πρω άφΐξαι; I
ΚΡ. Αγγελίαν, ω Χώκρατες, φέρων χαλεπήν, ον 

σοί, ως έμοι φαίνεται,, άλλ’ εμοϊ και τοις σοις επιτή
δειοι? πάσιν και χαλεπήν και βαρεΐαν, ήν έγώ, ώς 
έμοι δοκω, έν τοις βαρύτατ’ άν ένεγκαιμι.

ΧΩ. Ύίνα ταύτην; ή τδ πλοΐον άφΐκται έκ Δήλου, 
d ον δει άφικομένον τεθνάναι με;

ΚΡ. Ουτοι δη άφΐκται, άλλα δοκεΐν μέν μοι ήξει 
τήμερον εξ ων άπαγγέλλουσιν ήκοντες τινες άπδ 
Χουυίου καί καταλιπόντες έκεΐ αυτό, δήλον ονν έκ 
τούτων των άγγέλων1 ότι ήξει τήμερον, I καί άνάγκη 
δή εις ανριον εσται, ώ Χώκρατες, τον βίον σε τελευ
τάν.

1 των άγγέλων βΎ et marg. W: των αγγελιών WSV: seel. 
Hirschig

ΧΩ. Άλλ’, ω Κριτών, τύχη άγαθή, εί ταύτη τοις 
θεοΐς φίλον, ταύτη έστω- ού μέντοι ο’ιμαι ήξειν αύτο 
τήμερον.
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you so that you could carry on as peacefully as possible. 
Indeed even in the past throughout your life I’ve thought 
how blessed you are in your disposition, but so much more 
so now in your present misfortune, for the way you take it 
so easily and calmly.

S. Well of course, Crito: it would be out of character 
for a man of my age to be angry about it if I now have 
to die.

C. Others of your age too, Socrates, are caught up in c 
such misfortunes, but their age does nothing to relieve 
their anger at the predicament they’re in.

S. That’s true. But why did you come here so early?
C. Bringing a difficult message, Socrates, not for you, 

it appears to me, but for me and all your friends: a message 
both difficult and grievous, and, I think, hardest of all for 
me to bear.

S. What is this? Has the boat arrived from Delos, on d 
whose arrival I must be put to death?2

2 For the circumstances surrounding the delay between S.’s 
imprisonment and execution, see Introduction to Crito, section 1.

3 Cape Sunium, about thirty miles southeast of Athens, is the 
southernmost point of Attica, round which a ship from Delos 
would have to sail.

C. No, it hasn’t actually arrived, but to my thinking it’ll 
come today from what some people who have come from 
Sunium and left it there are saying.3 So it’s clear from these 
messengers that it’ll come today and tomorrow it will in
deed be necessary for you, Socrates, to end your life.

S. Well, Crito, may this be for the best; if it pleases the 
gods this way, so be it. However I don’t think it’ll come 
today.
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44 KP. ΤΙόθεν τοντο τεκμαίρη;
ΧΩ. Έγώ σοι έρώ. τη γάρ πον νστεραία 8ίΐ με 

άποθνησκίΐν η η άν έ\()·η το πλοΐον.
ΚΡ. Φασί γέ τοι 8η οί τοντων κύριοι. I
ΧΩ. Οΰ τοίνυν της έπιονσης ημέρας ο’ιμαι αντο 

ηζ(ΐν άλλα της (τέρας, τεκμαίρομαι 8έ έκ τίνος έν- 
νπνίον ο έώρακα ολίγον πρότΐρον ταντης της ννκτός- 
και κιυδυϊ'εΰεις έν κάψω τινι ονκ έγΰ,ραί μ(.

ΚΡ. Ωΐκ δέ 8η τί τδ έννπνιον;
ΧΩ. Έδόκει τίς μοι γυνή προσελθουσα καλή και 

ευειδής, λευκά ίμάτια ‘έχουσα, καλέσαι μ( και (ίπ(ΐν· 
b “Ώ Χώκρατες,

ηματί Kev τριτάτω Φθίην έρίβωλον ϊκοιο.”

ΚΡ. ώς ατοττον το έννπνιον, ώ Ί,ώκρατες. I
ΧΩ. ’Εναργές μέν ονν, ώς γέ μοι 8οκέί, ώ Κρίτων.
ΚΡ. Αίαν γε, ώς έ'οικευ. άλλ’, ώ 8αιμόνκ Ιέώκρατζς, 

(τι καί ννν έμοί πίθον καί σώθητι· ώς έμοί, έάν σν 
άποθάνης, ον μία συμφορά έστιν, άλλα χωρίς μέν 
τον έστΐρησθαι τοιοντον επιτηδείου οΐον έγώ ον8ένα 
μη ποτΐ (νρησω, I έτι δε καί πολλοΐς 8όζω, οι εμέ καί 

c σέ μη σαφώς ϊσασιν, ώς οίός τ’ ών σε σώζειυ εί ηθ(- 
λον άναλίσκΐΐν χρήματα, άμΐλησαι. καίτοι τίς άν 
αίσχίων εΐη ταντης 8όζα η 8οκ(ΐν χρήματα περί 
πλάονος ποιάίσθαι η φίλονς; ον γάρ πάσονται οί

4 The “Eleven,” Athenian officials responsible for carrying out 
legal punishments and maintaining the city prisons.

5 Hom. II. 9.363, spoken by Achilles when, having rejected the
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C. Where do you get that idea from? 44
S. I’ll tell you. I must be put to death, I take it, on the 

day after the boat arrives.
C. At any rate that’s what the people responsible for 

these things say.4
S. Then I don’t think it’ll arrive on the day coming, but 

on the one after. My proof comes from a dream I saw a 
short while ago this very night: and maybe it was oppor
tune you didn’t wake me up.

C. And what was the dream?
S. A beautiful attractive woman appeared to be com

ing toward me wearing a white cloak. She called me and 
said: “Socrates, b

On the third day you may reach most fertile Phthia.”5

C. What a strange dream, Socrates.
S. On the contrary, a clear one in my view, Crito.
C. Too clear, it seems. But, my dear Socrates, even 

now do as I say and save yourself since, if you die, for 
myself it isn’t just a single disaster but, apart from being 
deprived of such a companion, the like of whom I shall 
never ever find again, in addition many people who don’t 
know me and you well will think that, as I would be in a c 
position to save you if I were willing to spend my money, 
I have deserted you. And yet what more shameful reputa
tion could there be than appearing to value money more 
than one’s friends? You see the majority of people won’t

gifts of Agamemnon as an inducement to rejoin the war against 
Troy, he is contemplating a return to Phthia, his home (Plato al
ters to second-person singular). The clear meaning is that S. will 
die and so “reach home” two days hence. The woman in white 
may likely be “Fate” (see Phd. 115a3).
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πολλοί ώς σύ αυτός ονκ ή^ελτ/σας άπιεναι ενθενδε 
ημών προθνμονμενων. I

ΧΩ. Άλλα τί ήμΐν, ώ μακάριε Κρίτων, οντω τής 
τών πολλών δόέης μελει; οί γάρ επιεικέστατοι, ών 
μάλλον άξιον φροντίζειν, ήγήσονται αντά οντω πε- 
πράχθαι ώσπερ άν πραχθή.

d ΚΡ. Άλλ’ όρας δή οτι ανάγκη, ώ 'Ζώκρατες, καί 
τής τών πολλών δόζης μελειν. αντά δέ δήλα τά παρ
όντα νννί δτι, οίοί τ’ είσιν οί πολλοί ον τα σμικροτατα 
τών κακών εξεργάζεσθαι αλλά τά μέγιστα σχεδόν, 
εάν τις εν αντοΐς διαβεβλημενος ή. I

ΧΩ. Εΐ γάρ ώφελον, ώ Κριτών, οίοί τ’ είναι οί 
πολλοί τά μέγιστα κακά εργάζεσθαι, ινα οίοί τ’ ήσαν 
και αγαθά τά μέγιστα, καί καλώς άν ε’ιχεν. ννν δέ 
ουδέτερα όΐοί τε· οντε γάρ φρόνιμον οντε άφρονα δυ
νατοί ποιήσαι, I ποιονσι δέ τοντο οτι άν τνχωσι.

e ΚΡ. Ταΰτα μεν δη όντως έχετω- τάδε δε, ω Χώκρα- 
τες, είπε μοι. άρά γε μή εμον προμηθή και τών άλλων 
επιτηδείων μή, εάν σν ενθενδε έξελθης, οί συκοφάν- 
ται ήμΐν πράγματα παρεχωσιν ώς σε ενθενδε εκκλε- 
φασιν, I καί άναγκασθώμεν ή και πάσαν την ουσίαν 
άποβαλείν ή συχνά χρήματα, ή και άλλο τι προς 

45 τουτοις παθεΐν; εί γάρ τι τοιοντον φοβή, εασον αντδ

6 The emphasis C. puts on doxa (reputation, opinion, appear
ance, “what people think”), revelatory of his character, is under
lined by the repeated use of this word and its cognates in his 
speeches (e.g., biO, c2, c7, d2, 45el, 46al).

7 In a legal system where prosecution in a public suit (graphe: 
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believe that you yourself were unwilling to get out of here 
despite our encouragement.®

S. But my dear Crito, why is our reputation among the 
majority of people of any concern to us? You see the most 
sensible people, who are much more worthy of our atten
tion, will think matters have been carried out in this way 
just as they have been.

C. But you surely do see, Socrates, that we’re also d 
compelled to have some regard for the opinion of the ma
jority. Your present situation by itself now makes it clear 
that the majority of people are capable of committing not 
the smallest of evil acts but just about the greatest, if one 
is discredited among them.

S. Yes, but if only, Crito, the majority were capable of 
committing the greatest evil so that they could also be able 
to accomplish the greatest good, all indeed would be well. 
But now they’re capable of neither: you see they can nei
ther make someone wise nor foolish, but whatever they do 
happens by chance.

C. Then so be it. But just tell me this, Socrates: are you e 
afraid that if you show concern for me and the rest of your 
friends if you get out of this place, the informers will cause 
us trouble on the grounds that we smuggled you out, and 
we’ll be forced to lose all our property, or a great deal of 
money, or even suffer further on top of this?7 For if you’re 45

on which see Euthphr. 2a5ff.) was largely left to private citizens, 
“informers” (= sukophantai) made money either by prosecuting 
in order to gain financial rewards or by blackmailing someone 
who wished to avoid prosecution; they might also initiate a further 
prosecution against C. and his friends for aiding the escape of a 
condemned criminal. "... suffer further ...” (e6) indicates a 
harsher penalty, perhaps exile or even death. 
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χαίρσιν ημείς γάρ που δίκαιοί σσμσν σώσαντσς σε 
κινδυνεύσω τούτον τον κίνδυνον και σαν δση στι τούτου 
μσίζω. άλλ’ σμοί πσίθου και μη άλλως ποισι.

ΧΩ. Καί ταύτα προμηθούμαι, ω Ιίρίτων, και άλλα 
-πολλά. I

ΚΡ. Μήτε τοίνυν ταντα φοβον—και γάρ ουδέ πολύ 
τάργύριόν έστω δ θσλουσι λαβόντσς τινσς σωσαί σε 
καί σζαγαγσίν σνθσνδσ. έπειτα ούζγ δρας τούτους τούς 
συκοφάντας ώς ευτελείς, καί ούδσν άν δσοι έπ’ αυτούς 

b πολλοΰ αργυρίου; σοι δσ ΰπάρχσι μσν τα σμά χρήματα, 
ώς εγώ οίμαι, ικανά· έπειτα καί σί τι σμού κηδόμσνος 
ούκ οϊσι δσΐν άναλίσκσω τάμα, ξένοι οΰτοι ενθάδε 
έτοιμοι άναλίσκσω- σίς δσ καί κσκόμικσν έπ’ αυτό 
τούτο άργύριον ικανόν, ^ιμμίας δ Θηβαίος- έτοιμος 
§έ καί Υ,έβης καί άλλοι πολλοί πάνυ. ώστε, δπερ 
λέγω, μητσ ταύτα φοβούμσνος άττοκάμης σαυτδν σώ- 
σαι, μητσ, δ ’έλεγες σν τω δικαστήρια), δυσχερές σοι 
γενέσθω δτι ούκ άν έχοις έζσλθων οτι χρφο σαντω- 

c ττολλαχού μσν γάρ καί άλλοσσ δποι άν άφικη άγαπη- 
σουσί σσ· σάν §ε βούλη σίς Θστταλίαν ίέναι, σίσίν

8 Diltaioi = “just.” The word has a broader connotation than 
English “just” (nearer to “right”), but we prefer to keep the nar
rower meaning of dikaios (and its opposite, “unjust”) for the sake 
of clarity of argument. C.’s claim that his proposed action is “just,” 
subsequently questioned by S. (e.g., 48bll), foreshadows the 
main theme of the dialogue; is breaking the law in the way C. 
urges actually dikaion? See Introduction to Crito, section 3 (ii).

9 Simmias and Cebes were Pythagorean friends of S. from 
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afraid of something like this, forget about it. You see I 
think we’re acting justly8 in rescuing you and risking this 
danger and more than this if necessary. Come now, follow 
my advice and do as I say.

S. Indeed I am concerned about this, Crito, and many 
other things.

C. Well then, have no fears on this account—and in 
point of fact the money people are willing to accept to. 
rescue you and get you out of here isn’t a lot. There again, 
don’t you realize how cheap these informers are and that 
it wouldn’t take a lot of money to get round them? For b 
one thing you have my money at your disposal, enough, I 
think; and then if out of consideration for me you don’t 
think I should spend my money, there are these people 
from outside Athens who are ready to spend theirs. One 
of them, Simias the Theban, has brought with him enough 
money for this very purpose, and there’s also his compan
ion Cebes ready to help and very many others.9 So as I say, 
don’t give up the chance to save yourself because you’re 
afraid of this, nor trouble yourself, as you were saying 
at your trial, that you wouldn’t know what to do with your
self if you went into exile:10 for everywhere, wherever you c 
may end up, they will welcome you. If you want to go to

Thebes and the major interlocutors with him in Phaedo. For the 
wider Greek spread of S.’s friends and followers, see Phd. 59b-c.

10 See Ap. 37d on the futility, from S.’s point of view, of his 
proposing the counterpenalty of exile to other Greek cities. In 
Apology, however, the emphasis is different: there S. suggests 
that he could find plenty to do in his accustomed manner (con
ducting philosophical inquiry with the young) but was likely to be 
prevented by the authorities.
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έμοί εκεί ξένοι οϊ ere περί πολλοί ποιησονται και 
ασφάλειαν σοι παρέξονται, ώστε σε μηδένα λυπεΐν 
τών κατά ©ετταλίαν. I

’Έτι δέ, ώ Χώκρατες, ουδέ δίκαιόν μοι δοκεΐς έπι- 
χειρεΐν πράγμα, σαυτδν προδοΰναι, εξόν σωθηναι, 
καί τοιαΰτα ετπουδας περί σαυτδν γενεσθαι άπερ άν 
και οί εχθροί σου σπεύσαιέν τε και. εσπευσαν ere δια- 
φθεΐραι βουλόμενοι. I πρδς δέ τούτοις καί τούς ύεΐς 

d τούς σαυτον έμοιγε δοκεΐς προδιδόναι, ούς σοι εξόν 
καί εκθρέφαι καί εκπαιδεΰσαι οίχηση καταλιπων, καί. 
το σδν μέρος οτι άν τύχωσι τούτο πράξουσιν τευξον- 
ται δέ, ώς το είκός, τοιοντων οΐάπερ εϊωθεν γίγνεσθαι 
εν ταΐς δρφανίαις περί τους ορφανούς. I ή γάρ ού χρη 
ποιεΐσθαι παΐδας η συνδιαταλαιπωρεΐν καί τρέφοντα 
καί παιδεύοντα· συ δέ μοι δοκεΐς τά ραθυμότατα 
αίρεΐσθαι. χρη δέ, άπερ άν άνηρ αγαθός καί ανδρείος 
ελοιτο, ταΰτα αίρεΐσθαι, φάσκοντά γε δη αρετής διά 

e παντός του βίου επιμελεΐσθαι- ως εγωγε καί ύπέρ σου 
καί υπέρ ημών των σων επιτηδείων αίσχύνομαι μη 
δόξη άπαν τό πράγμα τό περί σέ ανανδρία τινί τη 
ήμετέρα πεπράχθαι, καί η είσοδος τής δίκης εις τό 
δικαστηρίου ως είσηλθεν2 εξόν μη είσελθεΐν, καί

2 είσηλθεν β: εισηλθες Τ

π On “just” (dikaios); see above, n. 8. C.’s standpoint embod
ies in dikaios the Athenian popular male values that S. appears to 
ignore: it was just/right to support friends and defend oneself 
against enemies.
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Thessaly, I have friends there who will make much of you 
and give you a safe harbor so that no one throughout Thes
saly will distress you.

And again Socrates, I think what you’re proposing to 
do isn’t even just:11 giving yourself up when you could be 
rescued, and you eagerly seek to bring on yourself the kind 
of fate that your enemies too would be keen on and have 
been eager for in their desire to destroy you. In addition 
to this I think you’re letting down your sons whom you’re 
deserting, and when you could bring them up and edu- d 
cate them you’re leaving them in the lurch, and as far as 
you’re concerned their fortune will be whatever comes 
their way.12 It’s likely that they’ll experience the sorts of 
things that usually happen to orphans when they lose their 
parents. Why, either one shouldn’t have children, or one 
should get involved in the troublesome task of rearing and 
educating them as long as it takes; but you seem to me to 
be choosing the easiest way out. You should choose what 
any good brave man would choose: since you say at least 
that you have devoted yourself throughout your whole life 
to virtue.13 * is So I am myself ashamed both on your behalf e 
and those of us who are your friends that the whole of this 
predicament of yours may appear to have been caused by 
some cowardly act of ours: both how the entrance of the 
case into court came about when it need not have got that

12 On S.’s sons, see Ap. 41e, Phd. 116bl.
13 “Virtue” = arete, a key Greek value term indicating broadly

“excellence,” “goodness,” in practical as well as moral contexts. It
is over what constitutes arete that C. and S. fundamentally differ.
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αυτός ό άγων τής δίκης ώς έγένετο, I και τό τελευ
ταίου δή τοντί, ώσπερ κατάγελως τής πράζεως, κακία, 
τινι και ανανδρία τή ήμετέρα διαπεφευγέναι ημάς 

46 δοκείν, οϊτινες σε ονχί εσώσαμεν ουδέ σν σαντόν, 
οϊόν τε δν και δυνατόν εί τι και μικρόν ημών όφελος 
ήν. ταντα ονν, ώ Χώκρατες, δρα μή άμα τώ κακφ και 
αισχρά ή σοί τε και ήμΐν. άλλα βονλενον—μάλλον 
δέ ουδέ I βονλενεσθαι ετι ώρα άλλα βεβονλενσθαι— 
μία δέ βονλή- τής γάρ επιούσης ννκτδς πάντα ταντα 
δει πεπράχθαι, εί δ’ ετι περιμενονμεν, αδύνατον και 
ονκέτι οϊόν τε. άλλά παντϊ τρόπω, ώ ^,ώκρατες, πείθον 
μοι και μηδαμώς άλλως ποίει.

b Sil. Ώ φίλε ϊζ,ρίτων, ή προθνμία σον πολλον άζία 
εί μετά τίνος ορθότητας είη· εί δε μή, δσω μείζων 
τοσοντω χαλεπωτέρα. σκοπέίσθαι ονν χρή ημάς είτε 
ταντα πρακτεον είτε μή· ώς εγώ ον ννν πρώτον άλλά 
και άεϊ τοιούτος οιος τών εμών μηδενι άλλω πείθε- 
σθαι ή τω λόγω I δς άν μοι λογιζομενω βέλτιστος 
φαίνηται. τονς δή λόγους ονς έν τώ ’έμπροσθεν έλε
γαν ον δύναμαι ννν έκβαλείν, επειδή μοι ήδε ή τύχη

14 C.’s language here reflects the close analogy between the 
language of the law court and the theater stage in Athens: en
trance into court/entering on stage, the trial/dramatic exchange 
of arguments. And the outcome of S.’s “play,” C. is saying, can be 
summed up not as a tragedy but as “farcical” (katagelos).

15 The disordered syntax of this sentence mirrors the Greek 
and reflects C.’s emotional state.

16 C. sums up his persuasive appeal by combining two pow-

226



CRITO

far, and how the legal contest itself was conducted, and 
this final episode, to complete the farce, as it were,14 make 
it seem that through some cowardice and unmanliness on 
our part the whole affair has slipped from our grasp, see
ing that we failed to save you and you failed to save your
self, which was perfectly possible, if you’d had the slightest 
bit of help from us.15 So make sure, Socrates, that this is 
not shameful as well as bad for both you and us.16 But 
make up your mind about it—though rather this is no 
longer the time for thinking: it should have been done— 
just one decision: all this has to be accomplished this com
ing night. Yet if we hang around, it will be beyond our 
power and no longer possible. Come on, Socrates, do as I 
say in all respects and don’t act any other way.

S. My dear Crito, your eagerness would be worth a 
great deal if there were a measure of rightness about it. 
But if not, the greater it is, the harder that makes it. Thus 
we must consider if what you’re urging should be pursued 
or not. Not now for the first time, but always I have been 
the sort of person who follows none other of my thoughts 
than the line of argument that from my deliberation ap
pears to be the best. The very lines of argument I was 
previously taking I cannot now throw overboard just be
cause this fate has overtaken me, but they strike me as

erful negative forces governing conduct of Athenians: (46a3-4) 
what is “bad” or “harmful” for them (kakon) and (an even stronger 
negative value) what will be “shameful” or “a disgrace" (aischron), 
involving both him and his friends. For the whole of C.’s speech 
as a rhetorical parainesis (exhortation), see Introduction to Crito, 
section 3 (i), and, for detailed stylistic analysis, Emlyn-Jones, 
Crito, 58-60.

46
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c γέγονεν, αλλά σχεδόν τι οποίοι φαίνονται μοι, και 
τονς αυτού? πρεσβεύω καί τιμώ ούσπερ και πρότε- 
ρον· ών εάν μη βελτίω έχωμεν λέγειν εν τω παρόντι, 
εν ϊσθι οτι ον μη croi συγχωρήσω, ούδ’ αν πλείω των 
νυν παρόντων ή των πολλών Βύναμις ώσπερ παΐδας 
ημάς μορμολνττηται, I δεσμούς καί θανάτους έπιπέμ- 
πουσα καί χρημάτων αφαιρέσεις, πώς ονν άν μετρι- 
ώτατα σκοποίμεθα αυτά; εί πρώτον μεν τούτον τον 
λόγον άναλάβοιμεν, ον σύ λέγεις περί τών δοξών.

d πότερον καλώς ελέγετο έκάστοτε ή ον, ότι ταΐς μέν 
Βει τών Βάζων προσέχειν τον νουν, ταΐς δέ ον; ή πριν 
μεν εμέ δεΐν άποθνήσκειν καλώς ελέγετο, ννν δέ 
κατάδηλος άρα έγένετο ότι άλλως ένεκα λόγον έλέ- 
γετο, ήν δέ παιδιά καί φλυαρία ώς αληθώς; I επιθυμώ 
δ’ έγωγ’ έπισκέφασθαι, ώ Κρίτων, κοινή μετά σον εϊ 
τί μοι άλλοιότερος φανεΐται, επειδή ώδί εχω, ή ό 
αυτός, και έάσομεν χαίρειν ή πεισόμεθα αντφ. έλέ- 
γετο δέ πως, ώς έγωμαι, έκάστοτε ωδε υπό τών οΐο- 
μένων τί λέγειν, ώσπερ νυνδή εγώ έλεγον, ότι τών 

e δοζών ας οι άνθρωποι Βοζάζουσιν δέοι τάς μέν περί 
πολλού ποιεΐσθαι, τάς δέ μή. τούτο πρός θεών, ώ 
Κρίτων, ον δοκεΐ καλώς σοι λέγεσθαι; συ γάρ, οσα 
γε τάνθρώπεια, εκτός εϊ του μέλλειν άποθνήσκειν 

47 αύριον, καί οϋκ άν σέ παρακρονοι ή παρούσα συμ
φορά· σκοπεί δή· ούχ ίκανώς δοκεΐ σοι λέγεσθαι ότι 
ον πάσας χρή τάς Βόςας τών ανθρώπων τιμάν άλλα 
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being pretty much the same and I respect and honor the c 
same ones as I did before. If we’re going to have none 
better than these to argue in the present circumstances, 
rest assured that I shall not go along with you, not even if 
the power of the majority scares us, like children, conjur
ing up more goblins to frighten us than at present, letting 
loose upon us imprisonment, execution and the confisca
tion of our property. What then would be the most reason
able way to consider these things? If we were first to take 
up this argument that you offer about beliefs: was it ar- d 
gued rightly every time or not that we should pay attention 
to some of these beliefs and not to others? Or was the 
argument right before I was sentenced to death, but now 
it’s become abundantly clear that it was argued then for no 
good reason, for the sake of argument, and it was trivial 
nonsense to be honest? I myself am keen, Crito, to con
sider together with you if the argument has in any way 
changed now I am in this position, or is the same, and 
whether we’ll either dismiss it, or go along with it. It al
ways used to be argued as follows, as I believe, by those 
who thought they had something worth saying: as I was 
saying just now, of the beliefs that people hold some e 
should be highly regarded, others not. By the gods, Crito, 
don’t you think this was argued correctly? You see, in all 
human probability, you are excluded from the prospect of 
being put to death tomorrow and the present catastro- 47 
phe shouldn’t knock you sideways.17 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

17 Clearly a joke at C.’s expense in view of the contrast be
tween S.’s and C.’s emotional state up to this point. 
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τάς μέν, ms δ’ ον, ουδέ πάντων άλλα, των μέν, των δ’ 
ον; τί φης; I ταντα ούχ'ι καλώς λεγεται,·

ΚΡ. Καλώς.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν τάς μέν χρηστός τιμάν, τάς δέ πονη- 

ράς μη;
ΚΡ. Ναι.
ΧΩ. Χρηστοί δέ οΰχ α'ι των φρονίμων, πονηροί δέ 

αΐ των άφρονων; I
ΚΡ. Πώς δ’ ον; I

b ΧΩ. Φέρε δη, πώς αν τά τοιαντα έλέγετο; γυμνα
ζόμενος άνηρ καί τοντο πράττων πότερον παντός άν- 
δρός έπαίνω καί φόγω καί δόζη τον νουν προσέχει, η 
ένός μόνον εκείνον δς άν τνγχάνη ιατρός η παιδοτρί- 
βης ων;

ΚΡ. 'Ενός μόνον.
ΧΩ. Ονκονν φοβεΐσθαι χρη τονς ψόγους και 

άσπάζεσθαι τούς επαίνους τους τον ενός εκείνου άλλα 
μη τούς των πολλών.

ΚΡ. Δήλα δη.
ΧΩ. Ταντη άρα αντω πρακτέον καί γνμναστέον 

και I έδεστέον γε καί ποτέον, η άν τω ένί δοκη, τω 
επιστάτη καί επαίοντι, μάλλον ή η σΰμπασι τοΐς άλ- 
λοις.

18 The purpose of the following sequence of argument is to 
get C. to agree to what has up until now been merely asserted— 
the distinction between informed and uninformed opinions (see 
also S.’s confrontation with Meletus at Ap. 24cl0-25all). Note 
that S., without actually arguing the point, is moving the empha
sis away from the idea that an individual might have good and bad 
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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?18

C. It is.
S. Therefore we should respect good beliefs, but not 

bad ones.
C. Yes.
S. And good ones are those of intelligent people, and 

bad ones those of those who are ignorant.
C. Of course.
S. Come on then, how were such points established?19 

Would a man in training and fully engaged in it pay atten- b 
tion to the encouragement, criticism and opinion of every 
person, or only that of one person who is actually his doc
tor or trainer?

C. Only the one.
S. Therefore he must fear the criticisms and welcome 

the encouragement from that one person, and not those 
of the majority?

C. Obviously.
S. 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.

opinions (a possible implication of a3-4 above) toward the idea 
of the expert, the wise person whose opinions will (all) be good 
(47a9ff.). For the logical progression of argument at 47a2-48al0, 
see Introduction to Crito, section 3 (ii).

19 A reference presumably to arguments with C. and others 
on previous occasions (see above, 46c8-d2). For a possible in
stance, see the exchange at La. 184d.
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KP. "Εστι ταντα.
c ΧΩ. Eiep. άπειθήσας δέ τώ ένι και άτιμάσας αύτοΰ 

την δόξαν και τούς επαίνους, τιμησας δέ τούς τών 
πολλών και μηδέν έπαϊόντων, άρα ούδέν κακόν πείσε- 
ται;

ΚΡ. Πως γάρ ού; I
ΧΩ. Τί δ’ εστι το κακόν τοΰτο, και ποΐ τείνει, και 

εις τι των τοΰ άπειθονντος;
ΚΡ. Δήλοι, δτι εις το σώμα- τοΰτο γαρ διόλλνσι.
ΧΩ. Καλώς λεγεις. ούκοΰν και τάλλα, ώ Κριτών, 

ούτως, ΐνα μη πάντα διιωμεν, και δη και περί των 
δικαίων I και αδίκων και αισχρών και καλών και αγα
θών και κακών, περί ών νυν η βουλή ήμΐν εστιν, 

d πότερον τη των πολλών δόξη δ^ΐ ημάς επεσθαι και 
φοβεΐσθαι αύτην η τη τον ενός, εϊ τις εστιν επαΐων, 
ον δει καί. αίσχύνεσθαι καί φοβεΐσθαι μάλλον η σνμ- 
παντας τούς άλλους; ω εί μη άκολουθησομεν, διαφθε- 
ροΰμεν εκείνο καί λωβησόμεθα, I δ τω μεν δικαίω 
βελτιον εγίγνετο, τώ δε άδίκω άπώλλντο. η ούδέν 
εστι τοΰτο;

ΚΡ. Οΐμαι εγωγε, ώ Ί,ώκρατες.
ΧΩ. Φέρε δη, εάν τό ύπο τοΰ υγιεινού μέν βελτιον 

γιγνόμενον, ύπο τοΰ νοσώδους δέ διαφθειρόμενον I 
διολέσωμεν πειθάμενοι μη τη τών έπαϊόντων δόζη,
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C. That’s right.
S. Well then, if he disobeys the one and scorns his c 

opinion and encouragements, but respects those of the 
majority who have no understanding, surely he’ll suffer 
some harm?

C. Of course.
S. What harm is this and to what does it tend, and what 

part of him who disobeys does it affect?
C. Clearly his body, for this is what he’s damaging.
S. 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 d 
of the majority and fear it, or that of the one person, if 
there is someone with understanding who we should re
spect 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:20 or is that 
not so?

20 An oblique reference to tire human soul (psuche), which S. 
believed contained the intellectual and spiritual essence of the 
individual (see Ap. 29d-e). The existence of some part of the 
individual that can be benefited/harmed by justice/injustice, just 
as the body can be affected by beneficial/harmful physical influ
ences, gives plausibility to the shift (as we might see it) from crafts 
to moral values.

C. I think it is, Socrates.
S. Come then, if we’re going to destroy that which was 

improved by what is healthy and ruined by what is dis
eased by not following the opinion of those who have un
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e άρα βιωτδν ημΐν έστιν διεφθαρμένου αντον; έστι δέ 
πον τοντο3 σώμα- η ονχί;

3 τούτο Τ: τούτο το βδ

ΚΡ. Ναι.
ΧΩ. δ\ρ' ονν βιωτδν ημΐν έστιν μετά μοχθηρού 

και διεφθαρμένου σώματος; I
ΚΡ. Ονδαμώς.
ΧΩ. Άλλα μετ’ έκείνον αρ’ ημΐν βιωτδν διεφθαρ

μένου, δ τδ άδικον μέν λωβάται, τδ δε δίκαιον όνίνη- 
σιν; η φαυλότερου ηγούμεθα είναι τον σώματος 

48 έκεΐνο, ότι ποτ έστι τών ήμετέρων, περί δ η τε αδικία 
και ή δικαιοσύνη έστιν;

ΚΡ. Ονδαμώς.
ΧΩ. Άλλα τιμιώτερον;
ΚΡ. Πολύ γε. I
ΧΩ. Ονκ άρα, ώ βέλτιστε, πάνυ ημΐν οντω φρον- 

τιστέον τί έρονσιν οί πολλοί ημάς, άλλ’ δτι ό επαΐων 
περί τών δικαίων και άδικων, δ ε'ις, καί αντη ή αλή
θεια. ώστε πρώτον μέν ταντη ονκ όρθώς είσηγη, εισ- 
ηγονμενος της τών πολλών δόξης δεΐν ημάς φρον- 
τίζειν περί τών δικαίων I και καλών και αγαθών καί 
τών έναντίων. “Άλλα μέν δη,” φαίη γ’ άν τις, "οιοί τέ 
είσιν ημάς οί πολλοί άποκτειννναι.” 
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derstanding, are we fit to live if that part is ruined? And e 
this is surely the body, isn’t it?

C. Yes.
S. So are our lives worth living with a distressed and 

degenerating body?
C. Not at all.21

21 C. assents here to an ad hominem argument—ad hominem 
in the sense that strictly speaking, for S., physical injury and ill
ness, etc., are of comparatively little significance for living well, 
provided the soul is unaffected (e.g., Ap. 30a8-bl). Here he 
merely wishes to show that if a serious bodily ailment is popularly 
thought to make life unliveable, how much less is life worth living 
if the said is damaged, as he goes on to show (e7-^8al).

S. 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 48 
body?

C. Not at all.
S. Rather more to be valued?
C. Very much so.
S. Then, my good friend, we shouldn’t thus be over

concerned 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. “But all the same,” someone 
might say, “the majority have the power to put us to death.”
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b ΚΡ. Δήλα δή κα'ι ταντα- φαίη γάρ άν,4 ώ Ί,ωκρα- 
τες.

2ί1. Άλη0ή λέγεις, άλλ’, ώ θανμάσιε, ούτός τε ό 
λόγος ον Βιεληλνθαμεν έμοιγε Βοκεΐ ετι δμοιος είναι 
καί πρότερον καί τόνΒε δέ αύ σκοπεί εί επ μένει ημΐν 
η ον, I ότι ον το ζην περί πλείστον ποίητέον άλλα τό 
εν ζην.

ΚΡ. Άλλα μένεί.
SI1. Τό δε εν και καλώς και δικαίως ότι ταντόν 

εστίν, μένεί η ον μένεί;
ΚΡ. Με^ει. I
Sil. Ονκονν εκ των όμολογονμένων τοντο σκε- 

πτέον, πότερον Βίκαιον εμέ ένθένΒε πειράσθαι έξιέναι 
c μη άφιεντων 'Αθηναίων η ον Βίκαιον- και εάν μέν φαί- 

νηται Βίκαιον, πειρώμεθα, εί δέ μη, έώμεν. άς δέ σύ 
λέγεις τάς σκέψεις περί τε άναλώσεως χρημάτων και 
Βόζης και παίΒων τροφής, μη ώς αληθώς ταντα, ώ 
Κριτών, I σκέμματα ή των ραΒίως άποκτειννντων και 
άναβιωσκομένων y άν, εί οίοί τ’ ήσαν, ονΒενι ζνν νω, 
τούτων των πολλών, ήμΐν δ’, επειδή ό λόγος όντως 
αίρει, μη ονΒεν άλλο σκεπτέον ή ή οπερ νννΒή ελέγο-

4 φαίη γάρ άν seel. Schanz, qui b2 άλ. λέγ. Critoni dat

22 An alternative textual reading adopted by Burnet in OCT1 
gives S.’s first words at b2 to C. (“You’re right”), leaving it uncer
tain, on that reading, whether C. is endorsing the truth of the 
statement in all (as Burnet appears to suggest in his note ad loc.)
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C. Indeed this is clear: someone might say that, Soc- b 
! ■ rates.22

S. You’re right, but, my dear man, this argument we’ve 
been through seems to me to be as valid as it was before; 
and consider whether the following as well still holds good 

i for us or not, that we shouldn’t put the highest value on 
living, but on living well.23

C. Of course, it holds good.
S. And that living well and nobly and justly are the

, same: does that stand or not?
i C. But of course.
i S. So from what we agree we must consider whether
\ it’s just for me to try to get out of here, when the Athenians c 
j won’t let me go, or not just; and if it seems just, let’s try, 

but if not, let’s drop it. But as for the questions you speak 
of regarding spending money and reputation and bringing 
up children, I suspect that these are in truth the specula
tions of those, this majority, who’d put people to death 
without a second thought and bring them back to life again 
if they could, men without any sense.24 But as for us, since 
this is the way our argument is tending, let’s not consider 
anything other than what we were talking about just now,

or merely agreeing with S. that it is true that someone “would say 
that” (see textual note). 23 The expression of how one 
ought to live is almost formulaic in Plato, elaborated at Grg. 
512dff. (cf. Ap. 38a, Grg. 500c, Resp. 344e2-3, 353d6).

i 24 Possibly, an oblique reference to an incident in the Pelo
ponnesian war (Xen. Hell. 1.7.7-35) when the Athenian Assembly 
experienced a change of heart after executing six Athenian gener
als following the battle of Arginousae (406), a sentence that S. 
says he publicly opposed (Ap. 32b-c, and see discussion ad loc.).
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juep, πότερον δίκαια πράζομεν και χρήματα τελοΰρτες 
d τούτοι? τοίς έμέ ένθένδε έξάξονσιν και χάριτας, καί 

αντοι έξάγοντές re και έζαγάμενοι, ή τή άληθεία 
άδικήσομεν πάντα ταντα ποιονντες· καν φαινώμεθο. 
άδικα αντά έργαζόμενοι, μη ον δέη νπολογίζεσθαι 
οντ εί άποθνήσκειν δει παραμένοντας και ησυχίαν 
άγοντας, I ούτε άλλο ότιούη πάσχειν προ τον άδικείν.

ΚΡ. Καλώς μέν μοι δοκέίς λέγειν, ώ Σώκρατες, δρα 
δέ τί δρώμεν.

~Σ,Ω. Ί,κοπώμεν, ω αγαθέ, κοινή, και εϊ πη εχεις 
e άντιλέγειν έμοό λέγοντας, αντίλεγε καί σοι πείσομαι- 

el δέ μή, πανσαι ήδη, ώ μακάριε, πολλάκις μοι λέγων 
τον αντδν λόγον, ώς χρή ένθένδε άκόντων Αθηναίων 
εμέ άπιέναι- ώς εγώ περί πολλον ποιονμαι πείσας σε 
ταντα πράττειν, άλλα μή άκοντος. δρα δέ δη τής σκέ- 

49 ψεως την αρχήν εάν σοι ίκανώς λέγηται, και πειρώ 
άποκρίνεσθαι τδ έρωτώμενον ή άν μαλιστα οϊη.

ΚΡ. ’Αλλά πειράσομαι.
Χίϊ. Ονδενι τρόπω φαμέν έκόντας άδικητέον είναι, 

I ή τινί μέν άδικητέον τρόπω τινι δέ ον; ή ονδαμώς τό 
γε άδικείν οντε αγαθόν οντε καλόν, ώς πολλάκις ήμΐν 
και εν τω έμπροσθεν χρόνω ώμολογήθη; ή πάσαι 
ήμΐν έκεΐναι αί πρόσθεν δμολογίαι εν ταΐσδε ταΐς

25 It is a characteristic of C. that he now endorses a conclusion 
of S. that invalidates his own earlier arguments in his parainesis 
(45a6ff.) about money, reputation, and childcare. He also thinks 
the theoretical argument is over!

26 A basic Socratic principle. S. further argues elsewhere, e.g., 
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whether we shall be acting justly in paying out money and 
doing favors to those who are going to take me out of here: 
both those who are themselves rescuers and we the res- d 
cued, or shall we in truth be acting unjustly in doing all of 
these things. And if in doing them it appears that we are 
acting unjustly, the question whether in staying here and 
holding our peace we will have to die or endure anything 
else whatsoever, ought not to be considered sooner· than 
acting unjustly.

C. I think you’re right, Socrates;25 but consider what 
we’re to do.

S. Let’s look at it together, my good friend, and if at 
any point you have an objection while I’m talking, speak e 
up and I shall listen to what you say. But if not, my good 
fellow, just stop telling me the same thing over and over 
again, that I must get out of here against the will of the 
Athenians; because I think it’s very important to act in 
these matters with your consent, but not against your will. 
Right then, have a look at the starting point of our inquiry 
and see if you think it’s been adequately set out, and try 49 
and answer my questions to the best of your judgment.

C. Well, I’ll try.
S. Do we say that people should on no account act 

unjustly willingly, or that they may do it in one way but not 
in another? Or, is acting unjustly in no way good or noble, 
as has often been agreed by us in the past?26 Or have 
all our previous agreements been thrown overboard in

in his exchange with Meletus at Ap. 25dlff., that “virtue is knowl
edge”; willingly acting unjustly is impossible, since knowing what 
is good entails doing it, and wrongdoing is the product of igno
rance. See further, General Introduction, section 3 (ii).
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όλίγαις ή/ζέραις έκκεχυμέναι είσίν, και παλαι, ώ Κρι
τών, I άρα τηλικοίδε άνδρες προς άλλήλους σπουδή 

b διαλεγόμενοι έλάθομεν ημάς αυτούς παίδων ούδέν 
διαφέροντες; ή παντός μάλλον ούτως εχει ώσπερ τότε 
έλέγετο ημΐν είτε φασιν οί πολλοί είτε μη, και είτε 
δει ημάς ετι τώνδε χαλεπώτερα πάσχειν είτε και 
πραότερα, όμως τό γε άδικεΐν τω άδικονντι και κακόν 
καί I αισχρόν τυγχάνει δν παντϊ τρόπω; φαμέν η ού;

ΚΡ. Φαμέν.
ΧΩ. Ούδαμ,ως άρα δει άδικεΐν.
ΚΡ. Ού δητα.

ί
·"::’ ΧΩ. Ουδέ άδικούμενον άρα άνταδικεΐν, ώς οί πολ-
, λοί οϊονται, I επειδή γε ούδαμώς δει άδικεΐν.

c ΚΡ. Οΰ φαίνεται.
). ί*’·.!ο, ΧΩ. Τί δέ δη; κακουργεΐν δει, ώ Κρίτων, η ού;

;ί : ΚΡ. Ού δεΐ δηπου, ώ ^,ώκρατες.
ΧΩ. Τί δέ; άντικακουργεΐν κακώς πάσχοντα, I ώς 

οί πολλοί φασιν, δίκαιον η ού δίκαιον;
ΚΡ. Ούδαμώς.
ΧΩ. Τδ γάρ που κακώς ποιεΐν άνθρώπους τού άδι- 

κείν ούδέν διαφέρει. I
ΚΡ. Άληθη λέγεις.

27 The use of "bad” Ikakon) and “shameful/disgraceful” (ais- 
chron) here recalls, and implicitly corrects, C.’s use of the terms 
to recommend escape at all costs (see 46a3-4 and n. 16 above).

28 On C.’s inconsistency between his endorsement of popular 
morality and his emphatic assent to Socratic positions here (as S. 
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these last few days and has it turned out that men of our 
age, seriously discussing with each other have long since 
failed to notice, Crito, that we ourselves are no different b 
from children? Or is the situation above all things just as 
we said it was then, whether the majority say so or not, 
and whether we must endure even more distressful things 
than these or even more pleasant ones: that all the same, 
to act unjustly is actually both bad and shameful for the 
perpetrator in every respect.27 Yes or no?

C. Yes.
S. Then we mustn’t act unjustly in any way.
C. Certainly not.
S. And we mustn’t retaliate if we are treated unjustly, 

as most people think, since we must in no circumstances 
act unjustly.

C. It seems we mustn’t. c
S. And what about this point: should we do harm, 

Crito, or not?
C. I suppose we mustn’t, Socrates.
S. And this: if we’ve been harmed, is to return the 

harm, as most people say, just or not?
C. In no way.28
S. So I suppose that harming people is no different 

from behaving unjustly toward them.
C. You’re right.29

suspects at dl-2) and elsewhere in the dialogue, see Introduction 
to Crito, section 3 (ii). For a basic statement of popular Athenian 
belief in the justice of returning harm for harm, see Meno in 
Meno 71e.

29 C.’s acceptance of this conflation of “behaving unjustly” and 
“harming” is fundamental to S.’s subsequent argument.
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ΧΩ. Οντε άρα άνταδικεΐν δει ούτε κακώς ποιεΐν 
ονδένα ανθρώπων, ονδ’ άν δτιονν πάσχη νπ αυτών. 

d και δρα, ώ Κριτών, ταντα καθομολογών, όπως μη 
παρά δόζαν δμολογης· οίδα γάρ οτι όλίγοις τισί 
ταντα και δοκεΐ και δόζει. οίς ονν οντω δέδοκται και 
οίς μη, τοντοις ονκ έστι κοινή βουλή, αλλα αναγκη 
τούτους άλληλων καταφρονεΐν I δρώντας αλληλωρ τά 
βουλεύματα. σκόπει δη ούν και συ ευ μάλα πάτερου 
κοινωνεΐς και συνδοκεΐ σοι και άρχώμεθα εντεύθεν 
βονλενόμενοι, ώς ουδέποτε ορθώς έχοντας οντε τού 
άδικεΐν οντε τον άνταδικεΐν οντε κακώς πάσχοντα 
άμύνεσθαι άντιδρώντα κακώς, η άφίστασαι καί ού 

e κοινωνεΐς της αρχής; έμοί μέν γάρ καί πάλαι οντω 
και ννν έτι δοκεΐ, σοι δε εϊ πη άλλη δέδοκται, λέγε 
καί δίδασκε, εί δ’ εμμένεις τοΐς πρόσθε, τδ μετά τούτο 
άκονε.

ΚΡ. Άλλ’ εμμένω τε καί σννδοκεΐ μοι- άλλα λέγε. I
ΧΩ. Λέγω δη αν τδ μετά τούτο, μάλλον δ’ ερωτώ· 

πότερον ά άν τις όμολογηση τω δίκαια δντα ποιητέον 
η έξαπατητέον;

ΚΡ. ΐϊοιητέον.
ΧΩ. Έκ τούτων δη άθρει. άπιόντες ένθένδε ημείς 

50 μ,η πείσαντες την πόλιν ποτερον κακώς τινας ποιον- 
μεν, καί ταντα ονς ήκιστα δει, ή ού; και έμμένομεν 
οίς ώμολογησαμεν δικαίοις ονσιν η ού;
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S. Then we shouldn’t act unjustly in retaliation or do 
harm to any human being at all, no matter how we’re being 
maltreated by them. And if you accept these arguments, 
Crito, make sure you’re not agreeing contrary to your own d 
belief: you see I know that some few hold these beliefs and 
will hold them. Therefore between those who hold these 
beliefs, and those who don’t, there’s no common ground, 
but they inevitably pour scorn on each other when they 
examine each other’s deliberations. So then, have a really 
good look yourself and see whether· you share these views 
and agree that they’re right, and let’s begin our discussion 
from the point that it’s never right to act unjustly, nor 
to retaliate, nor should anyone who’s being maltreated 
defend himself by retaliation: or do you take a different 
stance and don’t share this view as a starting point? You e 
see, for me, I have long thought it right and still do; but if 
you think otherwise in anyway, tell me and guide me. But 
if you stand by what you said before, then listen to what 
follows.

C. Well, I do stand by it and think it’s right. Anyway, 
do continue.

S. Then I shall tell you what follows, or rather I’ll ask 
you a question: should one do whatever one agrees with 
another, if it’s just,30 or should one mislead him?

30 For this key proviso and its significance for S.’s whole argu
ment, see Introduction to Crito, section 3 (ii).

C. One should keep agreements.
S. Then consider what follows: if we leave this place 

without first persuading the state, are we harming certain 50 
people and those whom we should do least harm to, or 
not? And do we stand by what we agreed to be just, or not?
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ΚΡ. Ονκ έχω, ω Δωκρατες, άποκρίνασθαι προς ο 
έρωτας- ον γάρ εννοώ. I

ΧΩ. Άλλ’ ώδ« σκοπεί, εί μέλλουετιν ήμΐν ένθένΒε 
είτε άπο8ι8ράσ-κειν, εϊθ’ όπως 8εΐ όνομάεται τοντο, έλ- 
θόντες οί νόμοι και το κοινον της πολεως επιετταντες 
εροιντο- “Είπε μοι, ώ Σαικρατες, τί έν νω ’έχεις ποιεί ν; 

b άλλο τι η τούτω τω εργω ω επιχειρείς 8ιανοη τούς τε 
νόμους ημάς άπολέσαι και συμπασαν την πάλιν τό 
σον μέρος; η 8οκεΐ σοι οΐόν τε ετι εκείνην την πάλιν 
είναι και μη άνατετράφθαι, έν ή άν αί γενόμεναι 
8ίκαι μη8εν ίο-χνωσιν αλλά νπό ιδιωτών άκυροι I τε 
γίγνωνται καί 8ιαφθείρωνται;” τί έρονμεν, ώ Ερίτων, 
προς ταντα και άλλα τοιαντα; πολλά γαρ άν τις έχοι, 
άλλως τε καί ρητωρ, ειπείν υπέρ τούτου τού νόμου 
άπολλνμένου ός τάς 8ίκας τάς 8ικασθείσας προστάτ- 

c τει κυρίας είναι, η έρονμεν προς αυτούς οτι “Ήδί/rei 
γάρ ημάς η πόλις καί ονκ όρθως την 8ίκην έκρινεν;" 
ταντα η τί έρονμεν;

ΚΡ. Ταντα νη Δία, ω Σωκρατες. I

31 Speaking in the persona of somebody else is an occasional 
device of Plato’s S. (e.g., Sgmp. 201dff.), but this sustained per
sonification is unique in Plato in terms of extent and central im
portance in the argument of the dialogue. S is presented (despite 
the conditional) as receiving the Laws as an external visitation 
(the word for “standing over” is regularly used of visitations from 
Homer onward). The inclusion of “the community of the state” 
shows that Plato intends the Laws to be interpreted in the widest 
possible sense, as the embodiment of the legal, social, and cul-
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C. I can’t answer your question, Socrates, because I 
don’t understand it.

S. Well, look at it this way: if we were getting ready 
to abscond from here, or whatever you ought to call it, 
and the Laws and the community of the state were to 
come to me and standing over me were to ask:31 “Tell me, 
Socrates, what are you intending to do? By this action b 
you’re undertaking are you planning to do anything other 
than actually destroy us, the Laws, and the whole state in 
as far as it’s in your power to do so? Or do you think that 
that state can continue to exist and not be overturned in 
which legal judgments have no force but are rendered 
invalid and destroyed by private individuals?” What shall 
we say, Crito, in reply to these and similar questions? You 
see someone, especially a public advocate,32 would have 
plenty to say about the violation of this law that directs that 
judgments, once pronounced, are sovereign. Or shall we c 
say in response to them that “yes, the state has behaved 
unjustly toward us because it has not given the right ver
dict in this case.” Shall we say this, or what?

C. We shall, by Zeus, Socrates.

tural authority of the polis, as the Laws’ argument goes on to 
demonstrate. Hence our translation here of polis (city, b2) as 
“state.” For detailed outline of the Laws’ argument and critical 
analysis, see Introduction to Crito, section 3 (iii) and (iv).

32 “Public advocate” (rhetor = “orator”), in this case an official 
appointed to defend laws slated for abrogation. Such an official, 
it might be claimed by the Laws, would wish to argue strongly 
against violating the fundamental principle enunciated in the rest 
of this sentence “that judgments, once pronounced, are sover
eign” (50b8-cl).
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ΧΩ. Τί ονν άν εΐπωσιν οί νόμον “Ώ Χώκρατες, η 
καί ταντα ώμολόγητο ημΐν τε και. σοί, ή έμμενεΐν ταΐς 
δίκαις αΐς άν ή πόλις δικάζη;” el ονν αντών θανμά- 
ζοιμεν λεγόντων, ίσως άν εΐποιεν οτι “Ώ Χώκρατες, 
μη θαύμαζε τα λεγάμενα άλλ’ άποκρίνον, επειδή και 
ε’ίωόιις χρησθαι I τώ έρωταν τε καί άποκρίνεσθαι, 

d φέρε yap, τί έγκαλών ημΐν και τη πολει επιχειρείς 
ημάς άπολλύναι; ον πρώτον μέν σε έγεννησαμεν 
ημεΐς, και δι’ ημών έλαβε την μητέρα σου ό πατήρ 
Ka‘ εφύτενσέν σε; φρασον ονν, τοντοις ημών, τοΐς 

V1 νόμοις τοΐς περί τονς γάμονς, μέμφη τι ώς ον καλώς
ι... έχονσιν;” I “Ον μέμφομαι,” φαίην άν. “Άλλά τοΐς περί

την τον γενομενον τροφήν τε καί παιδείαν εν ή καί 
I·" ϊρ σύ έπαιδεύθης; η ον καλώς προσέταττον ημών οί επί

> τούτω τεταγμένοι νόμοι, παραγγέλλοντες τώ πατρί τώ
e σώ σε εν μονσικη καί γνμναστικη παιδεύειν;” “Κα

λώς,” φαίην άν. “ΕίεΐΛ επειδή δέ έγένον τε καί έξετρά- 
φης καί έπαιδενθης, έχοις άν είπεΐν πρώτον μέν ώς 
ονχί ημετερος ησθα καί έκγονος καί δούλος, αντός τε 
καί οι σοί πρόγονοι; καί εί τούθ’ όντως έχει, I άρ’ εξ

33 The Laws are here suggesting that a contract between state 
and citizen (whatever its nature might be) precludes S. from dis
obeying the state (e.g., by absconding), even if it pronounces an 
unjust verdict; this is the central argument of Crito, which the 
Laws go on to amplify. See Introduction to Crito, section 3 (iii).

34 “The arts” = a rough modern translation of mousike (poetry 
and music) and “physical exercise” {gumnastike), which were the 
traditional staples of Athenian education. S. approves here of an
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S. Then what if the Laws say: “Socrates, was that too 
in the agreement between us and you, or was it to keep to 
whatever judgment the state has pronounced.”33 There
fore if we were to be surprised at them saying this, perhaps 
they’d say: “Socrates, don’t be surprised at what’s been 
said, but give us an answer· since it’s always been your 
practice to ask and answer questions. Come on then, what d 
blame do you attach to us and the city, that you are at
tempting to destroy us? Wasn’t it we who gave you birth 
in the first place, and your father married your mother 
through us and gave you life? So tell us: would you have 
some complaint against those of us here who are the laws 
of marriage because they’re faulty?” “I have no com
plaint,” I would say. “Well what about those related to the 
nurture and education of the child by which you too were 
brought up? Or did those of us Laws who are responsible 
for this not carry out our instructions properly when we 
exhorted your father to train you in the arts and physical 
exercise?”34 “You did it well,” I’d say. “Well then, since you e 
were born, brought up and trained, could you say in the 
first place that you were not both our offspring and slave: 
yourself as well as your ancestors? And if this is the case, 

attitude to education and parental upbringing that differs some
what from that presented elsewhere, notably in Apology, where 
he presents himself as incurring the anger of parents because he 
is seen as corrupting their children. For Platos highly critical 
attitude to traditional education in monsike, ci.Resp. 2-3. Forthe 
charge that S. encouraged children not to respect their parents, 
see Xen. Mem. 1.2.49, Xen. Ap. 20, an attitude possibly dating 
back to his portrayal in Aristophanes’ comedy Clouds (421).
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ίσον οϊει είναι σοί τδ δίκαιον και ήμΐν, και άττ’ αν 
ημ..εΐς σε εττιχειρώμεο ποιεΐν, καί σοι ταντα άντιποιεΐν 
οϊει δίκαιον είναι; η προς μέν άρα σοι τον πατέρα ονκ 
έζ ίσου ηρ τδ δίκαιον καί προς δεσπότην, έί σοι ων 
έτνγχανεν, ώστε ίί.περ πάσχοις ταντα καί άντιποιεΐν, 

51 οντε κακώς άκούοντα άντιλεγειν οντε τνπτομενον 
άντιτύπτειν οντε άλλα τοιαντα πολλά· προς δε την 
πατρίδα άρα καί τονς νόμονς έξέσται σοι, ώστε, εάν 
σε έπιχειρωμεν ημείς άπολλύναι δίκαιον ηγούμενοι 
είναι, I καί σν δέ ημάς τονς νόμονς καί την πατρίδα 
καθ’ όσον δύνασαι επιχειρήσεις άνταπολλύναι, και 
φησεις ταντα ποιων δίκαια πράττειν, ο τη άληθεία 
της αρετής επιμελούμενος; η ούτως εί σοφός ώστε 
λέληθέν σε ότι μητρός τε καί πατρδς καί των άλλων 

b προγόνων άπαντων τιμιωτερον έστιν πατρις και σε- 
μνότερον καί άγιωτερον καί εν μείζονι μοίρα, καί 
παρά θεοΐς καί παρ’ άνθρώποις τοις νονν έχονσι, καί 
σέβεσθαι δει καί μάλλον νπείκειν καί θωπεύειν πα
τρίδα χαλεπαίνονσαν η πατέρα, καί η πείθειν η ποι- 
εΐν ά άν κελενη, I καί πασχειν εάν τι προσταττη πα- 
θεΐν ησυχίαν άγοντα, έάντε τνπτεσθαι έάντε δεΐσθαι, 
έάντε εις πόλεμον άγη τρωθησόμενον η άποθανούμε-

35 The Athenians strongly disapproved of maltreatment of 
parents, and there were legal sanctions against those who of
fended. One of the questions asked of a candidate for public of
fice at the dokimasia (scrutiny of fitness for office) was whether 
he treated his parents well (Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 55.3-4).

36 The Laws’ substitution of “fatherland”/“native city” (patris) 
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do you think what is just applies equally to you and us, and 
whatever we try to do to you, do you think it’s just for you 
to do back to us as well? Or is it the case, then, that when 
what is just did not apply equally to you in respect of your 
father and a slave master, if you happened to have one, so 
that whatever was done to you, you could not do back, and 51 
when you were told off you could not answer back, and 
when beaten you could not hit back, or any of the many 
other things of this kind;35 but yet it will be possible for 
you to be on equal terms with your fatherland36 and with 
its laws so that, if we think it’s just and attempt to put you 
to death, will you on your part attempt in return to destroy 
us, the Laws, and your fatherland in so far as you can, 
and say that in doing this you’re acting justly—you, the 
one who really cares for goodness? Or are you so wise 
that you’ve failed to see that your native city is a thing of 
greater worth than yom’ mother and father and all the rest 
of your ancestors, and more worthy of respect, holier and b 
held in greater esteem both among the gods and men of 
good sense, and you should revere, defer to and humor 
your native city when it is angry sooner than your father, 
and you should persuade it, or do whatever it bids and put 
up with it without fuss if it orders you to endure hardship? 
Or if it orders you to be flogged or put in chains, if it leads 
you to war to be wounded or killed, this must be done, and

for polis (city/state) suggests that they are sliding the argument 
away from a sociolegal emphasis and toward a patriotic appeal. 
The whole of this section of the speech is, in choice of vocabulary 
and style, a subtle exercise in persuasive rhetoric; for detailed 
stylistic and logical analysis of 51a7-c4, see Emlyn-Jones, Crito, 
79-80, and see also Introduction to Crito, section 3 (iii) and (iv).
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vov, ποιητέον ταντα, καί το δίκαιου ούτως έχει, και 
ονχϊ νπεικτέον ουδέ άναχωρητεον ουδέ λειπτέου την 
τάζιν, άλλα καί έν πολεμώ καί έν άα<α<ττΎ/ρίω I καί 
πανταχον ποιητέον ά άν κελενη ή πόλις και ή πατρίς, 

c η πείθειν αντην η το δίκαιου πέφνκε- βιάζεσθαι δέ 
ονχ όσιον ούτε μητέρα ούτε πατέρα, πολύ δέ τούτων 
ετι ηττον την πατρίδα;” τί φήσομεν προς ταντα, ώ 
Κρίτων; άληθη λέγειν τούς νομούς η ον; I

ΚΡ. "Ερ,οιγε δοκεΐ.
ΧΩ. “Χκόπει τοίννν, ώ Ί,ώκρατες,” φαΐεν άν Ισως 

οί νόμοι,, “el ημάς ταντα άληθη λεγομεν, ότι ον δί
καια ημάς επιχειρείς δράν ά ννν έπιχειρείς. ημείς 

d γάρ σε γεννησαντες, έκθρέψαντες, παιλεύσαυτες, με- 
ταδόντες απάντων ων οΐοί τ’ ήρ,ευ καλών σοι καί τοΐς 
άλλοις πάσιν πολίταις, όμως προαγορεύομεν τω έ£ ου
σίαν ποποιηκέναι, Αθηναίων τω βονλομένω, έπειδάυ 
δοκιμασθη και Ίδη τά έν τη πόλει πράγματα και 
ημάς τούς νόμους, ω άν μη άρεσκωμεν I ημείς έζίίναι 
λαβόντα τά αντον άπιέναι όποι άν βούληται. καί ον- 
δεΐς ημών τών νόμων έμποδών έστιν ονδ’ απαγορεύει, 
έάντε τις βούληται νμών εις άποικιαν ιεναι, el μη 
άρέσκοιμεν ημείς τε καί ή πόλις, έάντε μετοικεΐν 

e άλλοσέ ποι έλθων, ίέναι έκείσε όποι άν βούληται, 
εχοντα τά αντον. ός δ’ άν νμών παραμείνη, ορών όν

37 “Scrutiny" (dokimasia) was also undergone by young citi
zens of eighteen (for its use to scrutinize seekers of office, see 
above, n. 35) to confirm them in citizenship by being enrolled in 
the register of their deme, at which point they became epheboi. 
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this is what is just, and on no account must you give way 
or retreat or leave your station. But you must do whatever 
your state and native land order you, both in war and in 
the law court: indeed everywhere, or you must persuade c 
it as to where justice lies; to use violence against your 
mother or father is not sanctioned, and against your native 
city it is even less so than against them, isn’t it?” What shall 
we say in reply to this, Crito? Do you think the Laws are 
telling the truth or not?

C. Well I think they are.
S. “Then consider, Socrates,” perhaps the Laws would 

say, “if what we’re saying is true, that what you’re now 
proposing to do to us is not just. For, having given you 
birth, having brought you up and educated you, having d 
shared all good things we’re capable of with you and the 
rest of your fellow citizens, we nevertheless proclaim that 
we’ve given permission to any Athenian who wishes it, if, 
when he has been scrutinized37 and sees the city in opera
tion and us the Laws, he finds us unsatisfactory, to take his 
belongings and go anywhere he wishes. Moreover none of 
us laws stands in your way or forbids you, whether any of 
you wishes to go to a colony, if both we and the city are 
displeasing, or go and emigrate somewhere else wherever e 
he wishes with his property.38 But whoever of you stays

The Laws see this as being the obvious time for the newly adult 
citizens to renew the “contract” or to make other arrangements.

38 Note the distinction between an Athenian “colony” (apoi- 
kia) and emigration (metoikein) out of the area of Athenian influ
ence. Voluntary exile allowed the retention of property, as op
posed to a severe legal penalty of exile, which might involve 
forfeiture of property.
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τρόπον ήμεΐς τά? τε δίκα? δικάζομε), και τάλλα τήρ 
πάλιν διοικονμεν, ήδη φαμεν τούτον ώμολογηκεναι 
εργω ήμΐν ά άν ήμεΐς κελεύωμεν ποιήσειν ταντα, I καί. 
τον μη πειθόμενον τριχή φαμεν άδικεΐν, ότι τε γεννη- 
ταΐ? ούσιν ήμΐν οΰ πείθεται, και ότι τροφενσι, και ότι 
όμολογήσας ήμΐν πείσεσθαι οντε πείθεται οντε πείθει 

52 ήμάς, εί μή καλώς τι ποιονμεν, προτιθεντων ημών καί 
ονκ αγρίως επιταττόντων ποιεΐν ά άν κελεύωμεν, 
αλλά εφιέντων δυοΐν θάτερα, ή πείθειν ημάς ή ποιεΐν, 
τούτων ουδέτερα ποιεί, τανταις δή φαμεν και σε, ώ 
^ώκρατες, ταΐς αίτίαις ένέξεσθαι, εϊπερ ποιήσεις ά 
επινοείς, I καί ονχ ήκιστα Αθηναίων σε, άλλ’ εν τοΐς 
μάλιστα” εί ονν εγώ εϊποιμι- “Διά τί δή;” ’ίσως άν 
μον δικαίως καθάπτοιντο λέγοντες ότι εν τοΐς μάλι
στα ’Αθηναίων εγώ αντοΐς ώμολογηκως τυγχάνω 

b ταύτην τήν ομολογίαν, φαΐεν γάρ άν ότι “Ώ 'ί,ώκρα- 
τες, μεγάλα ήμΐν τούτων τεκμήριά, εστιν, ότι σοι καί 
ήμεΐς ήρέσκομεν καί ή πόλις- ον γαρ άν ποτέ τών 
άλλων ’Αθηναίων απάντων διαφερόντως εν αντή επε- 
δήμεις εί μή σοι διαφερόντως ήρεσκεν, I καί οντ’ επί 
θεωρίαν πώποτ’ εκ τής πόλεως έξήλθες, ότι μή άπαξ 
εις ’Ισθμόν,5 οντε άλλοσε ονδαμόσε, εί μή ποι στρα- 
τευσόμενος, οντε άλλην αποδημίαν εποιήσω πώποτε 
ώσπερ οί άλλοι άνθρωποι, ονδ’ έπιθνμία σε άλλης 

5 ότι μή . . . ’Ισθμόν Τ et legit Athenaeus (cf. 216b): om. βό
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behind, observing how we make legal decisions and ad
minister the other aspects of city life, we say that this 
person has already agreed with us by his action to do what
ever we bid him to do; we say that anyone who does not 
obey is committing a wrong on three counts: that he is not 
obeying us, his parents, that he is not obeying his nurtur- 
ers, and that despite having agreed to obey us, he does not 
obey, nor does he persuade us if we are not doing some
thing well, although we propose and order him in no un- 52 
civilized way to do whatever we say, but when we offer him 
one of two choices, either to persuade us or do what we 
say, he does neither.39 Indeed we say that you too, Socra
tes, you of all Athenians will incur these charges if you go 
and do what you propose—you, not least of the Athenians, 
but among the most culpable.” If then I were to say “Why 
so?” perhaps they could legitimately accost me, saying that 
I, among the Athenians, have actually most emphatically 
made this agreement with them. You see they would say: b 
“Socrates, we have important evidence that both we and 
the city were to your satisfaction; as you would never have 
stayed at home more than all the rest of the Athenians 
unless it satisfied you above all others, and you have never 
gone away from the city for a festival, except once to the 
Isthmus,40 nor anywhere else ever, except somewhere on 
military expeditions 41 And you have never made any other 
trip abroad like other people. Nor did any desire seize you 

39 On the significance of “either persuade or obey” in this 
sentence, see Introduction to Crito, section 3 (iv).

40 The Isthmus of Corinth, for the Isthmian Games. Some 
manuscripts omit this phrase (see textual note).

41 For S.’s military service, see Ap. 28e, h«.181a-b.
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c ττόλεως ουδέ άλλων νόμων ελαβεν είδέναι, άλλα ή/ζεΐς 
σοι ικανοί ημεν και ή ημετερα πόλις- ούτω σφόδρα 
ημάς ηρού και ώμολόγεις καθ’ ημάς πολιτεύσεσθαι, 
τά τε άλλα και παΐδας έν αυτή εποιήσω, ώς άρεσκού- 
σ-ης σοι της πόλεως. ετι τοίννν έν αυτή τη δίκη έξην 
σοι φυγής τιμησασθαι ε’ι έβούλον, I και δττερ νυν 
άκούσης της πόλεως επιχειρείς, τότε εκουσης ποίη
σαν σύ δέ τότε μέν έκαλλωπίζον ώς ονκ άγανακτών 
el δέοι τεθνάναι σε, άλλα ήρον, ώς εφησθα, προ της 
φυγής θάνατον νύν δέ ούτ’ εκείνους τούς λόγους αί- 
σχόντ?, ούτε ημών τΰ>ν νόμων έντρέπη, επιχειρών δι

ά αφθεΐραι, πράττεις τε άπερ άν δούλος δ φαυλότατος 
πράξειεν, άποδιδράσκειν επιχειρών παρά τάς συν- 
θηκας τε και τάς ομολογίας καθ’ άς ημΐν συνέθου 
πολιτεύεσθαι. πρώτον μεν ούν ημΐν τούτ’ αύτο άποκρι- 
ναι, I ει άληθη λέγομεν φάσκοντές σε ώμολογηκέναι 
πολιτεύσεσθαι καθ’ ημάς εργω άλλ’ ον λόγω, ή ονκ 
άληθη.” τί φώμεν προς ταύτα, ώ Κρίτων; άλλο τι η 
όμολογώμεν;

ΚΡ. ’Ανάγκη, ώ Ί,ώκρατες.
ΧΩ. “Άλλο τι ούν,” άν φαΐεν, “η συνθηκας τάς 

e προς ημάς αυτούς και ομολογίας παραβαίνεις, ούχ 
ύπο ανάγκης δμολογησας ουδέ άπατηθεις ουδέ εν

42 In Αρ. 37c-38a, S. refuses to propose exile as a less severe 
alternative to the prosecution’s proposal of death, when it would 
have been prudent of him to propose this penalty as sufficiently 
severe for the jury to be likely to accept (on S.’s actual proposals 
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to become acquainted with another city or other laws, but c 
we were good enough for you, and our city too; so keenly 
did you take to us and agree to live among us as a citizen, 
and among other things you had children here, demon
strating that the city suited you. And again in the actual 
trial it was still possible for you to be sentenced to exile, if 
you had so wished, and to have done then with the city’s 
consent what you are now planning to do against its will.42 
But at the time you made a fine display of not objecting if 
you had to be put to death, but, as you said, you chose 
death rather than exile; yet now you show no shame for 
those words, nor do you pay heed to us the Laws in your 
attempts to destroy us. In fact you’re doing what the most d 
cowardly slave would do in attempting to abscond con
trary to the articles and agreements according to which 
you agreed to conduct your life as a citizen. So first of all, 
then, answer us on this very point: are we telling the truth 
when we assert that you’ve agreed to lead your life as a 
citizen in obedience to us in deed but not in word,43 or is 
that not true?” What are we to say to this in reply, Crito? 
Anything other than that we are to agree?

C. It must be so, Socrates.
S. “Then are you breaking anything,” they would say, 

“other than the covenants and agreements that you have e 
made with us, not ones you have agreed on out of neces
sity, nor even because you have been misled, nor even

for a penalty, see Ap. 38a-b). On the emphasis given to this inci
dent by the Laws, markedly different from S. in Apology, see 
Introduction to Crito, section 4.

43 The Laws clearly intend the agreement “in deed” (i.e., re
maining in Athens) to indicate a binding commitment on S.’s part.
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όλίγω χρόνω άναγκασθείς βονλεύσασθαι, άλλ’ ep 
ετεσιν εβδομήκοντα, έν οίς εζήν σοι άπιέναι, εί μη 
ήρεσκομεν ημείς μηδέ I δίκαιαι έφαίνοντό σοι αί όμο- 
λογίαι είναι, σν δέ οντε Αακεδαίμονα προηρον οντε 

53 Κρήτην, ας δή έκάστοτε φής εύνομεΐσθαι, οντε άλληρ 
ούδεμίαν τών 'Κλληνίδων πόλεων ουδέ τών βαρβά
ρων, αλλά ελάττω έξ αυτής άπεδήμησας ή οί χωλοί 
τε και τυφλοί και οί άλλοι ανάπηροι· οντω σοι δια- 
φερόντως τών άλλων Αθηναίων ήρεσκεν ή πόλις τε 
καί I ημείς οί νόμοι δήλον ότι- τίνι γάρ άν πόλις άρε- 
σκοι άνεν νόμων; ννν δέ δή ονκ έμμενέΐς τοΐς ώμολο- 
γημένοις; εάν ήμΐν γε πείθη, ώ Ί,ώκρατες- και ον 
καταγέλαστος γε έση έκ τής πόλεως εξελθών.

“Σκόπει γάρ δή, ταντα παραβάς καί εζαμαρτάνων 
τι I τούτων τί αγαθόν έργάση σαντόν ή τους επιτη- 

b δείους τονς σαντον. οτι μέν γάρ κινδννεύσονσί γέ 
σου οί επιτήδειοι καί αυτοί φεύγειν καί στερηθήναι 
τής πόλεως ή την ουσίαν άπολέσαι, σχεδόν τι δήλον 
αυτός δέ πρώτον μέν εάν εις τών εγγύτατα τινα 
πόλεων έλθγς, I ή ®ήβαζε ή Μέγαράδε—ευνομούνται

44 In contesting a breach of an Athenian legal contract, it was 
possible to plead duress, deception, or time pressure. In S.’s “con
tract” with the Laws, they claim that none of these can be repre
sented as invalidating the agreement.

45 An exaggeration: S. would have had the option of leaving 
Athens only from the time of his dokimasia (i.e., at age eighteen; 
see above, 51d3, and n. 37).

46 Xenophon presents S. as strongly approving of Spartan obe- 
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ones you were forced to decide on in a short space of 
time;44 but over the course of seventy years in which you 
could have gone away if we didn’t satisfy you, or if tire 
agreements didn’t seem just to you.45 But you showed 
preference for neither Lacedaemon nor Crete, which in
deed you frequently say are well governed,48 nor any other 53 
of the Greek states, nor even any foreign ones; but you 
visited other places less often than the lame and the blind 
and other disabled people. Thus it’s clear that the city sat
isfied you far more than the rest of the Athenians, and 
presumably so did we the Laws. For, who would a city 
without laws satisfy? So now after all this, aren’t you going 
to stand by what’s been agreed? Yes, you will, if you take 
our advice, Socrates; at least then you won’t be the object 
of ridicule by leaving the city.

“For just consider now what good you’ll be doing your
self and your friends by breaking these agreements and 
offending in any of these respects. That there is a dan- b 
ger that your friends will be exiled themselves and be 
deprived of their citizenship and forfeit their property, 
is pretty clear.47 As for you, firstly, if you go to the near
est of the cities, Thebes or Megara, (for both are well-

dience to the law (Mem. 3.5.15, 4.4.15). Aristophanes represents 
S. and his followers as having a popular reputation as “Laconian,” 
i.e., lacking in both diet and hygiene (e.g., Ar. Av. 1281-83). Crete 
and Sparta (both authoritarian societies) are coupled by Plato at 
Resp. 544c as representing the next best constitution after S.’s 
ideal state-organization (politeia), and these states feature prom
inently in Plato’s last dialogue, Laws.

47 A direct answer to C., who made light of these possibilities 
at 44eff. above.
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γάρ άμφότεραι—πολέμιος η^εις, ω ϊώκρατες, τη τού
των πολιτεία, καί δσοιπερ κηδονται των αυτών πόλεωυ 
ύποβλέφονταί ere διαφθορέα ηγούμενοι των νόμων, 

c και βεβαιώσεις τοίς δικασταΐς την δόξαν, ώστε δο- 
κεΐν όρθώς την δίκην δικάσαι· δστις γάρ νόμων δια- 
φθορεύς έστιν σφόδρα πον δόάειεη άν νέων γε καί 
ανόητων ανθρώπων διαφθορεύς είναι. πότερον ούν 
φεόί-Ύ) τάς τε εύνομονμένας πόλεις και των άνδρών 
τούς κοσμιωτάτονς; I καί τοντο ποιονντι άρα άξιόν 
σοι ζην έσται; η πλησιάσεις τούτοις καί άναισχνν- 
τησεις διαλεγόμενος—τίνας λόγους, ώ Χώκρατες; η 
ονσπερ ενθάδε, ώς η αρετή καί η δικαιοσύνη πλεί- 
στον άξιον τοίς άνθρώποις καί τά νόμιμα καί οί 
νόμοι; καί ονκ οϊει άσχημον φανείσθαι τδ τον Χω- 

d κράτους πράγμα; οϊεσθαί γε χρή. άλλ’ εκ μεν τούτων 
των τόπων άπαρεΐς, ηξεις δε εις ©ετταλιαυ παρά τούς 
ξένους τούς Κρίτωνος; εκεί γάρ δη πλείστη αταξία 
καί ακολασία, καί ίσως αν ηδέως σον άκούοιεν ώς 
γελοίως έκ τού δεσμωτηρίου I άπεδίδρασκες σκευήν 
τέ τινα περιθέμενος, η διφθεραν λαβών η άλλα οία

48 “Weil-governed” = oligarchic, similar to Lacedaemon 
(Sparta) and Crete (above, 53al). Both Thebes and Megara were 
oligarchies at this time, and S. had friends in both cities (see 
above, n. 9).

49 While Platos dialogues as a whole give overwhelming evi
dence of S.’s focus on goodness and justice (arete and dike), his 
concern for institutions and laws (f« nomima and hoi nomoi) is 
hard to find elsewhere among the early Socratic dialogues. On the 
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governed),48 you’ll go there as an enemy, Socrates, to their 
constitution and such people as have a care for their own 
cities will give you ugly looks, regarding you as destroyer 
of the laws, and will reinforce the opinion among the jury
men that it seems they judged your case correctly. You c 
see whoever is a destroyer of the laws would very likely, 
one supposes, be seen as a destroyer of young and foolish 
people. Will you then avoid both the well governed cities 
and the most civilized of men? And in doing so, will your 
life be worth living? Or will you approach these people 
and have the nerve to converse with them—what argu
ments will you give them, Socrates? Or will they be the 
ones you use here, that goodness and justice are of the 
highest value to mankind together with institutions and 
laws?49 And don’t you think Socrates’ action will appear to 
be discreditable? You should certainly think so! Well, will d 
you leave these places and come to Thessaly and Orito’s 
friends? Without a doubt there’s a great deal of disorder 
and lawlessness there,50 and perhaps they’d gladly hear 
the ridiculous story of how you escaped from prison 
wrapped in some disguise, or wearing a goatskin, or some 
other kind of getup that absconders usually equip them-

possible significance of this addition for the presentation of S. and 
the placing of Crito in the sequence of Plato’s oeuvre, see Intro
duction to Crito, section 5.

50 A standard Athenian assumption about Thessaly (see Xen. 
Mem. 1.2.24). Thessaly had only recently emerged from a prim
itive form of government noted for interfamilial aristocratic 
infighting, and in the late fifth and early fourth centuries was 
marked by short-lived tyranny and civil strife.
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δη είώ^ασιν ένσκευάζεσθαι οί άποδιδράσκοντες, και 
τδ σχήμα τδ σαυτού μεταλλάξας- οτι δέ γέρων άνήρ, 
σμικρού χρονου τώ βίω λοιπού όντος ως τδ εΐκός, 

e έτόλμησας οΰτω γλίσχρως6 έπιθυμεΐν ζην, νόμους 
τούς μεγίστους παραβάς, ούδεϊς δς έρεΐ; ϊσως, άν μη 
τινα λύπης- εί δέ μη, άκούση, ω Ίώκρατες, πολλά και 
ανάξια σαυτού. ΰπερχόμενος δη βίωση πάντας αν
θρώπους και δουλεύων—τί ποιων η ευωχούμενος έν 
®ετταλία, ώσπερ έπι δεΐπνον άποδεδημηκώς εις Θετ- 

54 ταλίαν; λόγοι δέ εκείνοι οι περί δικαιοσύνης τε και 
τής άλλης αρετής πού ημΐν εσονται; άλλά δή τών 
παίδων ένεκα βούλει ζην, ϊνα αυτούς έκθρέψης και 
παιδεύσης; τί δέ; εις Θετταλίαν αυτούς άγαγών θρέ
ψεις τε και παιδεύσεις, ξένους ποιησας, I ϊνα και 
τούτο άπολαύσωσιν; ή τούτο μέν οΰ, αυτού δέ τρεφό
μενοι σον ζώντος βέλτιον θρέφονται καί παιδεύσον- 
ται μη συνόντος σού αύτοΐς; οί γάρ επιτήδειοι οί σοι 
έπιμελησονται αυτών, ποτερον έαν μεν εις Θετταλίαν 
άποδημησης, έπιμελησονται, εάν δέ εις Άιδου άποδη
μησης, I ονχι έπιμελησονται; ειπερ γέ τι όφελος 

b αυτών έστιν τών σοι φασκόντων επιτηδείων είναι, 
οϊεσθαί γε χρή.

“Άλλ’, ώ Χώκρατες, πειθόμενος ημΐν τοΐς σοΐς τρο- 
φεΰσι μήτε παΐδας περί πλείονος ποιου μήτε το ζην 
μήτε άλλο I μηδέν προ τού δικαίου, ϊνα εις Άιδου 
έλθών εχης παντα ταντα άπολογησασθαι τοΐς εκεί

e οΰτω γλίσχρως ΤΒ2 Eus.: όντως αισχρως 
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selves with, as well as having changed your appearance. Is 
there no one who’ll say that you, an old man, with, in the 
nature of things, not much longer to live, had the effron- e 
tery to yearn so greedily for life after breaking the most 
stringent laws? Perhaps not, as long as you offend nobody; 
other-wise you’ll hear many unworthy things said about 
you, Socrates. Indeed you’ll live kowtowing to all men and 
being their slave—and what’ll you be doing, other than 
living it up in Thessaly as if you’d gone to live in Thessaly 
for a feast? In that case where, we ask, will those discus- 54 
sions about justice and the rest of goodness be? But, natu
rally, you want to live for the sake of your children in order 
to bring them up and educate them? What!? You’re going 
to bring them up and educate them by taking them to 
Thessaly, having made foreigners of them, so that they can 
have this to enjoy too? Or if not that, if they are brought 
up here, will they be brought up and educated better with 
you alive, when you’re not here with them? Yes, for your 
friends will take care of them. Is it the case that if you go 
off to Thessaly they’ll look after them, but if you relocate 
to the House of Hades, they won’t? If those who claim b 
to be your friends are of any use at all, you must believe 
they will.

“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
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άρχουσιν οντε γάρ ενθάδε σοι, φαίνεται, ταντα πράτ- 
τοντι άμεινον είναι ονδε δικαιότερον ουδέ δσιώτερον, 
ουδέ άλλω τών σών ούδενί, οντε έκείσε άφικομενω 

c άμεινον εσται. άλλα νυν μεν ήδικημένος άπει, εάν 
άπίης, ούχ ΰφ’ -ημών τών νόμων αλλά νπ’ ανθρώπων- 
εάν δέ έξελθης ούτως αίσχρώς άνταδικήσας τε και 
άντικακονργησας, τάς σαντον ομολογίας τε και συν- 
θηκας τάς πρδς ημάς παραβάς και κακά έργασάμε- 
νος I τούτονς ούς ήκιστα εδει, σαυτόν τε και φίλους 
και πατρίδα και ημάς, ημείς τέ σοι χαλεπανονμεν 
ζώντι, καί εκεί οί ήμέτεροι αδελφοί οί εν 'Άιδου νόμοι 
ονκ εύμενώς σε νποδέξονται, είδότες οτι καί ημάς επε~ 

d χείρησας άπολεσαι τδ σον μέρος, άλλα μη σε πειστη
Κριτών ποιείν ά λέγει μάλλον η ημείς.”

Ταύτα, ώ φίλε εταίρε Κριτών, εν ϊσθι ότι εγώ δοκώ 
άκούειν, ώσπερ οΐ κορνβαντιώντες τών αυλών δοκοά- 
σιν άκούειν, I καί εν έμοι αυτή η ηχη τούτων τών 
λόγων βομβεΐ και ποιεί μη δύνασθαι τών άλλων 
άκούειν αλλά ϊσθι, όσα γε τά νυν εμοί δοκονντα, εάν 
λεγης παρα ταύτα, μάτην ερείς. όμως μεντοι εϊ τι οϊει 
πλέον ποιησειν, λεγε.

ΚΡ. Άλλ’, ώ 'Ζώκρατες, ονκ έχω λεγειν.
e Sil. ’Έα τοίνυν, ώ Κρίτων, καί πράττωμεν ταντη, 

επειδή ταντη δ θεός ΰφηγεΐται.

51 Traditionally, there were three judges of the underworld, 
Minos, Radamanthus, and Aeacus, who had the reputation of 
having been supremely just men in their lifetime and received 
their status in Hades from Zeus as a reward (see Grg. 523e-24a). 
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who rule there.51 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 c 
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 per- d 
suade you to do what he says rather than what we say.”

52 The Corybantes were priests of the Phrygian goddess Cy
bele (a cult introduced into Athens in the late fifth century), and 
they performed frenzied dancing to flutes and drums. S.’s rever
sion to quasi-religious imagery at the conclusion of the dialogue 
matches his recounting of the dream at the beginning (44a6ff.).

This, my dear friend Crito, be assured, is what I 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.52 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.
S. In that case, Crito, let it be, and let’s do it this way e 

since this is tire way the god is guiding me.
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INTRODUCTION

1. SETTING AND CONTEXT

Longer than the other three works in this volume put to
gether, Phaedo stands apart in other ways too. While 
linked by Plato with the Early Period Euthyphro, and 
Apology and Crito in a “last days of Socrates” dramatic 
context, this dialogue discusses its given subject—the fate 
of the soul after death—in a manner that clearly relates it 
to a metaphysical Theory of Forms that presupposes a 
previous discussion of the Theory of Recollection in Meno 
81aff. (see esp. Phd. 72eff), belonging to the Middle Pe
riod of Plato s development, probably up to thirty years 
following the death of S.1

1 See General Introduction, section 1, and Chronology of 
Plato’s Life and Works. On the Theory of Forms, see below, sec
tion 3 (iii), and on the Theory of Recollection, see section 3 (v).

Although written much later than the event it purports 
to relate, in its length and complexity Phaedo nevertheless 
reflects Platos conviction of the seriousness of the issues 
that actually confronted Socrates and his followers on his 
last day: life and death. At the end of the day S. will drink 
hemlock and actually experience the truth or falsity of 
what they are discussing, a reality that throughout the 
dialogue we are never allowed to forget. So the arguments 
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for and against the immortality of the soul, which take up 
most of the work, gain a particular urgency from the oc
casion. The beginning and the ending, the assembly of 
companions, and especially S.’s last moments have an in
tensity of emotion that makes it hard not to view these 
parts of the dialogue, at least, as representing the atmo
sphere of what happened in prison on this particular day 
in 399.

Phaedo is also unlike the other three works in this vol
ume in being a “reported dialogue.” One of Socrates’ fol
lowers who was present, Phaedo, traveling back from Ath
ens through the small Peloponnesian town of Phlius, 
satisfies the curiosity of a Pythagorean, Echecrates, by fill
ing him in on all that was said and done on this momentous 
last day.2 This narrative freedom enables Plato to do jus
tice to the emotional atmosphere surrounding S.; Phaedo 
reports that there was much weeping and anguish dis
played by the followers, though notably not by S. himself, 
who reproaches them for these outbursts of emotion and 
often provokes the opposite emotion, laughter: “Indeed 

2 One can only guess why P. gives his name to the dialogue; 
no other narrated dialogue is named after the narrator, and P. is 
only a very minor participant (in contrast to the respondents in 
Euthyphro and Crito, and in many other dialogues of Plato). Tar
rant (The Last Days of Socrates, 96) conjectures that as an en
slaved prisoner of war, released from a brothel perhaps at S.’s re
quest (Diog. Laert. 2.31), P. might epitomize for Plato the theme 
of release, along with the theme of the freeing of the philosopher’s 
soul from pursuits of the flesh; or perhaps more plausibly, in the 
opening sections, release may be symbolized in the story of the 
escape of Theseus and the youths and maidens from the Mino
taur’s labyrinth.
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everyone present was affected pretty much in this way, 
laughing one moment and crying the next” (59a8-9). 
Throughout, S. maintains a characteristic serenity, never 
more so than in his final moments, following the drinking 
of the hemlock.3

3 Gill, in a seminal article (“The Death of Socrates”), argues 
that the actual medical symptoms of hemlock poisoning, includ
ing nausea and vomiting, are far from dignified and do not cor
respond at all to the account at the end of Phaedo; Plato was 
adapting them to match the idea of the departure of an exception
ally pure philosophical soul: “a historical event is transformed into 
a representation of a philosophical idea” (28).

4 Whether or not Plato was present on the actual day in 399, 
emphasizing his absence, with the area of doubt expressed, is a 
subtle device to distance himself from the events he presents 
through his narrator; “it also, paradoxically, reminds us of his 
presence as author—while also denying it (after all, he wasn’t 
even there)” (Rowe, n. ad loc.).

2. CHARACTERS OF THE DIALOGUE

Plato presents this as an unusually large gathering, and 
most of Socrates’ followers who were in Athens at the time 
were there: some fifteen named individuals and others 
unnamed. Three of those named were present at his trial 
and had been prepared to pay a fine for S. as an alternative 
penalty to death (Ap. 38b). These had included Plato, but 
in Phaedo he tells us, through the narrator, that he was 
absent: “Plato was ill, I think” (59bl0).4 Among those pres
ent were Crito (see Crito) and a number of others who 
were credited by Diogenes Laertius with the composition 
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of Sokratikoi Logoi.5 6 * Apollodorus is singled out as exces
sively emotional, and the narrator, Phaedo himself, be
comes the center of S.’s attention for a short time, by 
taking on the respondents role for a brief period (89a- 
90d), where he is the object of S.’s teasing. Crito, S.’s de
voted friend, although an unsophisticated thinker (both 
qualities in evidence in Crito) has an important role in 
attending S. in his last moments and being the addressee 
of his last utterance: “Crito ... we owe Asclepius a cock. 
See that you buy one, and don’t forget” (118a7-8). Crito 
is also devoted to practicalities, such as his brief futile 
intervention at 63d to try to stop S. from getting hot 
through talking (some chance!), which, he has been told, 
may eventually nullify the effects of the hemlock.

5 Clay (“The Origins of the Socratic Dialogue,” 26ff.) points 
out that in point of historical fact, at the time of S.’s death, Plato 
was still a minor Socratic, in marked contrast to what he later 
became, as founder of the Academy.

6 They are mentioned briefly in Crito as being willing to pay
to enable S. to escape (Cri. 45b).

By far the most important characters in Phaedo, how
ever, after Socrates himself, are Cebes and Simmias, visi
tors from Thebes, philosophers in their own right, who 
take on the main respondent’s role.8 Unlike Euthyphro or 
Crito (see Euthyphro and Crito), these are not relatively 
unsophisticated men, but rather cogent thinkers, steeped 
in Pythagorean teaching. They are not easily satisfied by 
S.’s initial arguments and put up important objections and 
counterarguments that require answers from S. and that 
control the dialectic dynamic of the whole work.
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3. THE DIALOGUE

(t) Preliminary Scene (57al-61cl)

The introductory background draws on material already 
met at the beginning of the more intimate visit of Crito 
the previous day (Cri. 43a-44b), and in particular presents 
a more detailed version of the myth of Theseus and the 
mission to Delos (appropriate in an explanation to non
Athenians) that has, for reasons of religious purity, delayed 
Socrates’ execution until the mission should return. We 
learn that his followers had been in the habit of spending 
this interval day by day with S. On this last occasion, S.’s 
children and his emotional wife, Xanthippe, are present, 
only to be summarily dismissed (60a), to return at the end 
(116a-b).

Socrates, just released from chains in preparation for 
execution, sits up and comments on the close connection 
of pleasure and pain (pain from his fetters and the subse
quent pleasure at being rid of them).7 S.’s suggestion of a 
fable in the style of Aesop illustrating this combination of 
sensations leads on to questions about S.’s recent composi
tion of poetry in response, he says, to a dream he had 
frequently experienced (60e). His friends tell him that 
Evenus, a philosopher (see Ap. 20b), has been inquiring 
about S. turning to poetry. S.’s advice that Evenus should 
be told to “come chasing after me as quickly as possible” 
(61b9) leads seamlessly into the first argument of the dia
logue (see below (iii)),

7 On the relation between pleasure and pain, see also 
Resp. 583c-8Sa and Phlh. 52ff.
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(ii) Soul and Bodtj

In Ap. 40cff., the final section of his trial speech, Socrates 
discusses the nature of death, to which he has just been 
condemned. He proposes to those of the jury who voted 
for his acquittal a simple dichotomy: death is either noth
ing at all or a migration (apodemia) to the other world, 
where he would have the great good fortune of convers
ing with all the old heroes of Greek myth and question
ing them in a Socratic manner. In particular, he describes 
death as a “wonderful benefit” if it is like the first alterna
tive, “when someone while sleeping sees nothing, not even 
in a dream” (40cl0-dl).

In Phaedo the issue has become much more complex. 
The idea that at death the individual effectively ceases 
to exist, leaving nothing at all, is the subject of a long 
and complex to-and-fro of argument. This “nothingness,” 
which in Apology Socrates makes sound so pleasant, is in 
Phaedo the underlying fear expressed by S.’s associates. 
Cebes gives this expression: he is concerned that “emerg
ing like a breath or puff of smoke it [the soul] may fly away 
and disappear and no longer exist anywhere” (70a5-7). It 
is S.’s aim to convince his associates that this is not the case 
and that the soul is immortal.

That the individual consisted of two distinct elements, 
a body and a soul, is in Phaedo a belief shared by all partic
ipants and was an unspoken assumption in Greek thought 
as far back as Homer, where, at death, an insubstantial 
image of the body could be seen departing like a puff of 
smoke to dwell in Hades, leaving a lifeless corpse (numer
ous Homeric references, e.g., Hom. II. 16.855-57). In 
Socratic, and to some extent popular, thought, the soul 
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(psuche) had come to represent the morally-aware, ratio
nal, intellectual part of the individual, which Socrates 
has little difficulty in opposing to the irrational, sensual 
part that represented the demands of the body (see esp. 
Ap. 29d-e).

Pythagorean thought (6th-4th c,), with which Simmias 
and Cebes would have been familiar, was closely related 
to a number of beliefs related to initiation into Mystery 
Religion (see Phcl. 81a), where the afterlife was given sub
stantial detailed form as a destination for human souls, 
and especially those that had been initiated into the var
ious religious cults (at shrines such as Eleusis). Plato him
self visited Italy and Sicily in the 380s, where he proba
bly came into contact with Pythagorean philosophers. The 
Pythagorean idea of the body as a “prison house of the 
soul” underlies the whole of Phaedo (epitomized by the 
Orphic/Pythagorean wordplay soma (body), sema (tomb), 
Orph. DK 1B3, reflected by Socrates at Phd. 81aff.).

There is a underlying tension throughout the dialogue 
between this kind of religious revelation and the formal 
logical arguments for immortality, with the result that the 
nature of the soul and the kind of immortality Socrates 
wishes to establish for it remain largely undefined in the 
course of the dialogue. The broad, diverse, and occasion
ally contradictory functions that soul appears to perform 
lead to a number of problems of interpretation.8 The fol
lowing sections will outline the basic arguments; more 
detailed comment will be postponed to section 4 below.

8 For a useful outline of the main aspects of the soul relevant 
to Phaedo, see Gallop, 88-91.
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(Ui) Death and Suicide (61c2-69e4)

The discussion follows directly from Socrates’ advice to be 
passed on to Evenus (see above). Cebes queries the im
plied contradiction in the popular prohibition on suicide 
and S.’s contention that a philosopher should be willing to 
follow a friend who dies. While death might seem to be a 
benefit to some (those so bad or so unlucky that death is 
a release), our life is under the guardianship of the gods, 
and, like a slave under a good master, an intelligent person 
should wish to remain alive as along as the gods require it. 
So why should a philosopher desire death?

Socrates offers a defense, a more convincing one, he 
hopes, than he managed in front of the Athenian jury. He 
answers that the person who has practiced the good life 
can expect good things hereafter. If death is a release of 
the soul from the body, then the philosopher will attempt 
as far as possible to keep his soul pure by avoiding com
mon pleasures, such as food and drink, bodily ornament, 
and sex. Moreover the distractions of sense impressions 
and other manifestations of the physical world divert our 
attention from objects of the intellect, which are absolute 
justice, beauty, etc., and other qualities "in themselves,” 
which are not found in our imperfect world: namely, the 
Forms. The “Form” or “Idea” (eidos, idea) is conceived 
by Plato, at this stage of his development, as separable 
from the world of observable particulars: it is an essence, 
a “thing in itself’ that supplies the reality of which sensi
ble things are imperfect copies. Forms are accessible not 
through the senses but through reason. In Phaedo in par
ticular, Forms are closely related to the “other world,” the 
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destination of the pure immortal soul.9 The body, which is 
open to all these worldly distractions, is left behind at 
death when the soul departs. Therefore “those who are 
true philosophers are practicing dying and for them of all 
people death is the least thing to be feared” (67e5-7).

9 Foi· the distinction between the “Socratic” eidos, a defined 
characteristic, as requested by Plato’s S. in, for example, Euthphr 
5c8-d5, and the separable eidos of Middle Period dialogues, see 
Aristotle, Metaph. 987a32-b7 (discussed in the General Intro
duction, section 2 (iv)).

Popular virtues, such as courage and temperance, are 
practiced by most people through fear and dread of some
thing worse. The resulting “goodness” is illusory, in fact a 
kind of prudential hedonism; real goodness is a purifica
tion from such illusions and can be attained only when the 
soul is as pure as possible, so that, when it is released from 
the body and all its desires, it may attain good things in the 
hereafter. The aim of true philosophers is to attain that 
purity of soul.

(w) Cebes’ Objection and Socrates’ Answer: The 
Argument from Opposites (69e5-72dl0)

Cebes immediately puts his finger on the fundamental 
problem with Socrates’ argument: while, like all others, he 
accepts that the soul exists as an entity separate from the 
body, obtaining good things in the hereafter is neverthe
less based on the assumption that the soul actually contin
ues to exist as a cohesive entity after death.

Socrates initially refers to the Pythagorean/Orphic doc
trine of Transmigration, the belief that when souls die they 
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come into being again in a new form (the most elaborate 
Platonic description of this is in Resp. 10.614bff.) On this 
basis it follows that souls must exist after death in order 
to be born again. However, S. himself appears to realize 
that a religious belief is not, in the present context, an 
adequate philosophical argument and endeavors to argue 
from growth and degeneration in the natural world: op
posites come to be from opposites—the bigger comes 
from the smaller, the weaker from the stronger, the faster 
from the slower, the just from the unjust, etc. From this 
S. concludes that “all things come into being in this way: 
opposite things from their opposites” (71a9-10). Cebes 
appears satisfied with this argument (all).

Socrates goes further in arguing that there is a recipro
cal process at work: between each pair of opposites there 
is increase and decrease (71al2-b4), which leads to the 
comparison: just as falling asleep is the opposite of waking 
up, there is an opposite to living, which is being dead. If 
the comparison holds, and life and death are, like sleeping 
and waking, a reciprocal pair, then living beings come 
from the dead, just as the dead come from the living. As
suming anything else implies that “the nature of things will 
be lopsided” (71e9).

Once this has been agreed, Socrates is free to point out 
that if there were not a reciprocal cycle between life and 
death, everything would proceed in one direction toward 
death, and ultimately there would be no life.

(v) The Theory of Recollection (72el-78b3)

Proof that our souls existed before birth is advanced with 
the Theory of Recollection. Socrates’ audience is pre
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sumed to have already encountered this theory on a num
ber of occasions; we know it from Meno 80dff. In Meno S. 
and his young friend Meno are puzzling over the conun
drum of how one moves from a position of ignorance to 
that of knowledge, which means full knowledge in the 
Socratic sense.10 In Phaedo, our experience of imperfect 
things in this world—equal things, beautiful things, and so 
on—through the senses, leads us by some process to have 
knowledge of absolute equality and other concepts. How 
was this knowledge acquired? S. argues that knowledge 
of real equality, etc., cannot have been acquired in this 
world via imperfect copies perceived through sight, hear
ing, etc., but that we must have had previous knowledge 
of the perfect “thing in itself’ before we were born:

10 On knowledge, see General Introduction, section 3 (i).

SOCRATES: Wouldn’t what we call learning be the 
recovery of our own knowledge? And in my view in 
referring to this as recollection are we right to use 
this word?

SIMMIAS: Certainly. (75e5-8)

The only time that the soul could have acquired knowl
edge of these absolutes is before birth, and it is with the 
soul that the philosopher in life pursues knowledge of 
absolutes through recollection. S. then points out that this 
argument reinforces, despite both Simmias’ and Cebes’ 
doubts, the previous argument from opposites (see above, 
(iv)), namely that souls must exist after death, in order to 
be in a position before birth to be bom again.
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(vi) The Argument from Affinity (78h4-84h7)

Socrates then proceeds to set up a series of dichotomies 
based upon that to which, they are agreed, the soul has 
greater affinity: not the composite but the incomposite, 
that is, more like things in themselves (see previous sec
tion), rather than their changeable manifestations in the 
world that we can see, feel, etc. It follows that the soul is 
invisible rather than visible, invariable rather than vari
able, divine rather than mortal, governing the body rather 
than being governed by it. At death the visible composite 
body, over a longer or shorter time, disintegrates, whereas 
the soul departs to the place with which it has affinity: the 
unchanging, pure, and invisible world.

The soul that is least tainted by the influence of the 
body will find its passage to this place the least impeded. 
At this point Socrates introduces the theory of the Trans
migration of Souls (given more elaborate exposition in 
Republic 10), by which souls assume different forms, of 
humans, animals, insects, depending on their conduct 
during life; this particular doctrine would not be unfamil
iar to S.’s Pythagorean audience. The philosophers task 
is to allow philosophy to set his soul free from the chains 
of worldly pleasures and so have the best chance after 
death of avoiding this cycle and attaining the pure divine 
world. This should successfully banish the fear that Cebes 
voiced, that the separated soul will be “blown away by the 
winds, go flying off, and no longer be anything anywhere 
at all” (84b6-7).
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(vii) Further Objections from 
Simmias and Cebes (84cl-88c7)

Simmias and Cebes are not convinced. Simmias is con- 
i cerned to use the best available argument as a “raft” in

default of proceeding on “a more secure vessel, some di
vine doctrine” (85d4): possibly an implicit criticism of the 
mixing of philosophical inquiry with religious revelation, 
of which, we might think, Socrates has been guilty. Sim
mias draws on his Pythagorean background to put a fur- 

' ther objection: he likens what S. has said about the invis-
ibility and incorporeality of the soul to the concept of 
harmonia (attunement), manifest in the strings of a tuned 
instrument, for example.11 Applying this musical analogy 

! to the soul, the theory might be advanced that harmonia

11 Harmonia: the basic root means “fitting together,” hence, 
“attunement,” “musical tuning.” Harmonia is also personified as 
a goddess, wife of Cadmus, mythical founder of Thebes (95a4-6).

'f । is what maintains it in existence, an attunement of oppo-
.Cj', sites in a certain ideal proportion. But Simmias argues that

if the soul is a harmonia or attunement of opposites, when 
the tension in the composite body is broken, the soul must 
be destroyed. He challenges S.: “So consider what we’ll 
say in answer to this argument, if one were to claim that 
the soul, being a mixture of the elements in the body is the 
first to perish in what we call death” (86dl-3).

Cebes, in turn, accepts Socrates’ argument that the 
soul existed before it entered the body (see above (iv) and 
(v)), but, although he concedes that it is stronger and more 
durable than the body and survives the changing states of 
the individual body, he argues that it may nevertheless not
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survive forever, but ultimately perish. Even if one were to 
go so far as to accept that the same soul may be born 
and die several times in different incarnations, there is no 
guarantee that it may not ultimately perish after one of 
these. Just as, says Cebes, in a memorable illustration, a 
tailor may outlive the many garments lie weaves but not 
outlive the last one that he makes for himself (87b-88a).

This takes us to the midpoint of the dialogue and the 
conclusion of the negative case made by Simmias and 
Cebes. There follows an interlude (88c8-91c6), in which, 
as in the midpoint of a number of Platos Socratic dia
logues, there is a brief discussion of the conduct of the 
argument,12 which here notably brings in the narrator as 
respondent. It is important, Socrates emphasizes, not to 
become “misologists” (89dl), and treat argument as if it 
were a competition or to experience all arguments as 
“sometimes appearing to be actually true, sometimes not” 
(90d2-3).13 This is a signal that he will proceed, via criti
cism of the arguments of Simmias and Cebes, to build up 
a positive case for the immortality of the soul, which takes 
up most of the rest of the dialogue.

12 For another example, see Euthphr. Ilb6-e4.
13 On the background to this aspect of argument, see Phd. 

n. 81.

(viii) Socrates’ Criticism of the Arguments of 
Simmias and Cebes (91c7-96a4)

Socrates dismisses the idea that the soul is a harmonia as 
Simmias has outlined it. The idea is incompatible with the 
Theory of Recollection (see above, (v)), which is the one 
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aspect of S.’s argument that they have all three agreed on. 
An attunement cannot be in existence before that of the 
bodily elements of which it is composed. Second, as S. 
explains, there are degrees of attunement, but not of soul: 
“No soul will have anything bad in it if it is an attunement, 
for attunement is surely altogether just that: attunement, 
and will never participate in lack of attunement” (94a2-4). 
So the attunement theory leads to the absurd conclusion 
that all souls are equally good.14 Finally, it has just been 
agreed (94bff.) that an attunement follows the tension of 
its bodily constituents, whereas the soul directs the bodily 
elements.

14 On the complexities of this second argument, see Gallop, 
157-66. All three arguments are, strictly speaking, open to objec
tions based on failure clearly to define the nature of the soul and 
its functions.

Cebes’ contention, that the soul, while very long-lived, 
ultimately is worn down and perishes, so that nobody can 
be certain it will survive their particular death, is a harder 
objection to answer and leads naturally into Socrates’ final 
lengthy proofs of the immortality of the soul. The sense 
that they are reaching a crucial stage is perhaps indicated 
by the fact that S. continues “after a long pause wrapped 
up in his own thoughts” (95e8).

(ix) Socrates’ Analysis and Criticism of Presocratic 
Materialist Theories (96a5-100a9)

Socrates says that in his earlier life he was interested in 
the branch of investigation associated with the Presocratic 
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philosopher/scientists whose theories of how the world 
worked came under the general heading “On Nature” 
(peri Phuseos). However, the variety of theories available 
concerning creation and destruction left him bewildered, 
he claims, until he discovered Anaxagoras, who posited 
“mind” (nous) as the originating and controlling factor in 
tire development and organization of the world, only then 
to find that he made no real use of it.15 S. proceeds to 
clarify what sort of reason or cause of everything he is 
looking for: if one follows Anaxagoras, it is as if the reason 
he is sitting in prison is that his bones and sinews have 
operated in a certain manner, which demonstrates a fail
ure to distinguish between mechanical causes and actions 
motivated by intellectual beliefs about justice and right.

15 Xenophon (Mem. 1.1.11) and Plato (Ap. 26d) argue strongly 
against S.’s interest in scientific theories as opposed to human 
issues; caricature in comic poets, especially Aristophanes in 
Clouds, suggests support for what Plato says here, that S. might 
have heen attracted to such theories earlier in his career.

SOCRATES: But if someone were to say that with
out having such things as bones and sinews and 
whatever else I’ve got, I wouldn’t be able to do what 
I consider right, he’d be telling the truth. However, 
to say that this is the reason why I’m doing what I’m 
doing and I’m doing it by using my mind but not by 
choosing what is best, would be an extremely sloppy 
way of expressing it. For not to be able to see the 
difference that one thing is the actual cause, but 
that without which the cause could never be the 
cause is something else! (99a5-b4)
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As a result of this impasse, Socrates decides he has 
to abandon reliance on sense perception and go back to 
theoretical principles, by moving away from the danger of 
blinding his soul by “looking at these matters with my 
eyes” (hlepon pros ta pragmata tois ommasi) and instead 
trying to discover the truth by taking “refuge in theories” 
(eis tons logons kataphugonta, 99e2~5).

(x) The Forms as Causes and Their Operation 
(100bl-105c7)

Going over what he represents as territory that they have 
explored before, the nature and operation of the Forms, 
which were introduced earlier (see above, 76d7-8), Soc
rates demonstrates their effectiveness as an explanation 
of the causes of everything that is more convincing than 
those of the Presocratics. Particulars are what they are 
by participating in the Forms, for example, instances of 
beauty gain their quality from “the beautiful in itself.”16 
This also applies to such Forms as largeness and small
ness: to say that someone is larger than someone else, 
but smaller than a third person, involves the contradiction 
that such a person contains both largeness and smallness. 
Meeting the objection that they have previously agreed, 
that opposites come from opposites (see above, section 

16 “Cause” = aitia, also meaning “explanation” (and in a le
gal sense, “responsibility,” “blame”). Exactly how Plato sees the 
Forms in Phaedo and their operation (or even what constitutes a 
Form) is a complex and occasionally obscure issue; see, for ex
ample, Harte, “Plato’s Metaphysics,” 191-216; Taylor, “Forms as 
Causes in the Phaedo”; Sedley, “Platonic Causes.”
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(iv)), S. makes a distinction between what they were talk
ing about before—accidental properties—and those op
posites that are the essences of things (Forms), and de
scribes how the essences relate to each other: "You see, it 
seems to me not only is actual largeness never willing to 
be large and small at the same time, but also largeness 
within us never wants to let small in, nor wants to be over
topped, but has one of two alternatives: either to retreat 
and get out of the way whenever its opposite, the small, 
approaches, or to perish when the other has approached” 
(102d6-e2).

This military metaphor of approach and retreat may 
have suggested itself to Plato from tire concrete examples 
of snow and fire (103d), which bring with them the Forms 
of cold and warmth. Fire (bringing with it heat) cannot 
become cold, but must either withdraw or be destroyed (a 
military metaphor reminiscent of the contest of opposite 
elements in Presocratic cosmology).17 This principle is ex
tended to numbers. In rejecting the empirical explanation 
that duality is explained by the addition of 1 + 1 or that a 
division of a unit is “caused by” that division, Socrates 
advances the hypothesis that while not Forms or opposites 
themselves, numbers participate in Forms: three and five, 
for example, participate in the Odd, and two and four, for 
example, are in the same relation to the Even. So three 
and four, while not opposites, cannot admit each other, by 
virtue of participating in their respective Forms of Odd 
and Even. When one approaches, the other is not de
stroyed, but must withdraw (104b-c).

I7 See Hackforth, Plato’s Phaedo, 155-56.
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(xi) The Soul as an Opposite That Does Not Admit 
Its Opposite (105c8-7a7)

Building on the above argument, Socrates takes the es
sential property of soul as bringing life to that which it 
occupies: the body. The opposite to living is dying. Life 
and death cannot admit one another, but one or other 
must either withdraw or be destroyed. The soul, which is 
always accompanied by life, can never admit the opposite 
of that which accompanies it; so it will not admit death.18 
Therefore the soul is “undying,” that is, immortal. What is 
immortal cannot admit death; so the soul is imperishable. 
At the approach of death, since it cannot perish, the only 
alternative for the soul is to withdraw unharmed.

18 A dead soul is “something as impossible as an even trio or 
a hot snowball” (Sedley, xxxiii).

SOCRATES: Then when death approaches a man 
it seems his mortal part dies, but his immortal 
side gets away safely and intact after escaping the 
clutches of death.

CEBES: It appears to.

SOCRATES: So ... it is established beyond all 
doubt that soul is immortal and indestructible and 
in truth our souls will exist in Hades. (106e4-107al)

(xii) Cosmology and the Fate of Souls after Death 
(107a8-15a9).

Strictly speaking, this section does not contain any actual 
argument for the immortality of the soul. Socrates has 
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concluded the arguments of Phaedo and continues with 
an account of the afterlife, a myth: “The story goes like 
this ...” (legetai de houtos, literally, “this is how it’s told,” 
107d5-6). He does not insist on the complete accuracy of 
what he outlines here, but believes that it is in essence the 
truth (114dl-3). Two other major works of Plato, Gorgias 
and Republic, also conclude a closely argued dialogue with 
a myth; in these works, as in Phaedo, the precise logical 
relationship between the argument and the myth is left 
unclear by S., but all three myths take their character from 
the main topics of their respective dialogues.19

19 See Annas, “Plato’s Myths of Judgment.”

This takes the form, in Phaedo, of a sharp distinction 
between our bodily world and the purer world of the af
terlife reflected in the prominence given to this aspect in 
the myth, where, although we are hardly aware of it, and 
assume we live on the surface of the earth, we are actually 
living in its hollows, our perception of a much brighter and 
more perfect world above being similar to that of an indi
vidual’s perception of our world if he were to view it from 
under the ocean (109c).

Following a complex account of the movements of the 
various rivers of the Underworld, which owes much to 
tradition (lllc-13c), Socrates elaborates on the fate of 
various souls, traveling on formidable underground riv
ers—both those individuals of surpassing badness in life 
and those whose bad deeds are deemed curable. The cli
max of the myth concerns those who have led a particu
larly good life, and among them, those who have purified 
themselves through philosophy; this select group inhabits 
regions that are particularly beautiful, difficult to describe 
(114b-c).
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4. UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS IN 
THE ARGUMENT OF PHAEDO

I have read it [Phaedo] and, by Hercules, very often; 
somehow while I am reading it, I agree, but when I 
have put the book down and begin to think about 
the soul’s immortality for myself, all that agreement 
ebbs away. (Cicero, Tusc. 1.11.24)

These feelings about Phaedo, expressed by the anonymous 
student in a philosophical dialogue of Cicero (106-43 BC), 
might well be echoed by the modern reader. Socrates’ 
arguments proving the immortality of the soul to his and 
his associates’ general satisfaction20 depend on certain 
premises that we might find difficult to accept. S.’s final 
proofs for the immortality of the soul (100b7-107al) es
pecially contain some of the most difficult and obscure 
metaphysical argument of Plato’s Middle Period, which 
has generated a large, and often quite specialized, second
ary literature. Here it will be possible to give only the bare 
outlines of the main issues.21

20 Though it should be noted that Simmias, with S.’s approval, 
expresses some “reservations” (107b2-3), just before the start of 
the myth, and S. himself encourages close scrutiny of the argu
ments.

21 Readers wishing to delve more deeply are referred in the 
first instance to the article by Harte, “Plato’s Metaphysics,” and 
to Frede, “The Final Proof of the Immortality of the Soul”; see 
also the very detailed discussions in Gallop’s commentary, and the 
extensive bibliographies in Rowe, 14-19, and Sedley, xxxvii-xxxix.

There are three main bases to Socrates’ proofs for the 
immortality of the soul: ideas derived from Presocratic 

286



PHAEDO

cosmology, myths associated with Mystery Religions, and 
the workings of the Theory of Forms.

Despite Socrates’ fundamental disagreement with the 
mechanistic aspect of the theories of the Presocratics and 
his ostentatious departure from them on the subject of 
aitia (cause, explanation) for things being as they are 
(98bf£), much of the early argument of Phaedo, and es
pecially the superficially unconvincing argument of op
posites from opposites (70d-72e), has behind it the as
sumptions of biological “coming to be” (genesis') and 
“destruction” (phthora'), which underlay most Presocratic 
theories of the composition of the universe. “Well then, 
don’t look at this,” S. says, “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” (70d7-el). Having made this connection, 
S. immediately makes a hazardous logical leap (from our 
point of view) from biological examples to such oppo
sites as beauty/ugliness, right/wrong, bigger/smaller, and, 
crucially for the argument, sleeping/waking, living/dead 
(70e-71a).

What does not feature explicitly in Socrates’ theory, but 
which may have been lying at the back of Plato’s notion 
of unchanging eternal entities such as the Forms, is the 
Presocratic idea that matter cannot cease to exist, but that 
generation and destruction were in reality modifications 
of a basic, eternal substance, whether one of the elements, 
such as Anaximenes’ air, Heraclitus’ fire or, perhaps more 
suggestively, Anaximander’s to apeiron (the boundless), a
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kind of reservoir from which opposites were generated 
and to which they returned.22

22 See Anaximander (ca. 570) DK 12B1 (Waterfield, 14).

Second, Mystery Religions: in his presentation of the 
myth (section 3 (xii)), Socrates assumes the existence of 
an afterlife and describes it in some detail. Homer de
scribes an unattractive afterlife of attenuated souls who 

( inhabit a dark underworld, maintaining the shape, appear
ance and behavior, but not the substance, of the individual 
(section (ii) above). Such a picture perhaps survives in S.’s 
description, possibly semihumorous, of “shadowy appa- 

fl^„ ritions” (skioeide phantasmata) of souls flitting around
tombs (81dl), unable to escape owing to the weight of 

1 their corporeal baggage. In the seventh and sixth centuries
j '. „ there arose an alternative picture associated with the Mys

tery cults, in which chosen initiates were assured of a bet- 
" i': i i ter afterlife. S. introduces this at an early stage of the dia-
% logue as a palaios logos (old story: 70c5-6), which, if true,
y ,) would clinch the truth of the survival of the soul after
' · " death, and would do so independently of the philosophical

argument. Although S. appears to recognize that the myth 
is not in itself adequate proof (70d4-5), his elaborate pic
ture of the afterlife at the end of the dialogue, and espe
cially at 113dff., serves to underline the ethical empha
sis given in the whole dialogue: two worlds—that of the 
body’s desires and appetites weighing down the soul and 
the world of the true philosopher, whose soul, when it 
leaves the body untainted by worldly desires, will attain 
eternal bliss. In no other dialogue is this division between 
the corporeal and the eternal so clearly maintained.
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The clinching argument, however, on which the whole 
“Immortality of the Soul” thesis rests, is clearly intended 
by Socrates to lie in his exposition of the way in which the 
indestructibility of the soul is tied to the Theory of Forms. 
At 76e4-5 S. appears to recognize this close relationship: 
“But if these [the essences = Forms] don’t exist, wouldn’t 
this line of argument [the Theory of Recollection] be 
pointless? ... is it equally necessary both that these es
sences exist, and that our souls existed before we came 
into being; and if the one did not, neither did the other?” 
If the Forms did not exist, there is little with which S. 
would be able to counter Cebes’ fear that the soul will fly 
away like a breath or a puff of smoke (70a5).

We are told that Forms are timeless, nonspatial, and 
immutable entities set against a changing world of sensible 
things. This division is reflected in the individual: the body 
is related to the world of the senses, the soul to the Forms. 
It is this latter relationship that finally convinces Simmias 
and Cebes that Socrates is right and that the soul, through 
its association with life and the transcendent Forms, can
not be destroyed by its opposite, death, but that when 
death comes, the soul moves out of the way, leaves the 
body, and remains intact and imperishable (see above, 
sections 3 (x) and (xi)).

The idea that in order to “know” what the just, the holy, 
and so on really are, one has to reach a single definition 
that covers all instances of that concept, was the main, 
and ostensibly unsuccessful, goal of Euthyphro. In Phaedo 
these definitions become, as we have seen, perfect mod
els, or Forms, whose existence Socrates and his associates 
clearly regard as firmly established by the Theory of Rec-
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ollection (see section 3 (v)). What remains unclear is ex
actly what sort of entities they are and how they are pres
ent or “in” the particular things of our world.

This vagueness of definition extends to the soul.23 If we 
accept, as we must for purposes of the argument, the ex
istence of the soul, it is never, in Phaedo at least, made 
clear what the nature and function of the soul actually is: a 
life principle? A moral agent? The rational element within 
us (opposed to emotions, desires, etc.)? All three aspects 
appear to be operating at one point or another in the dia
logue: Plato appears to be presenting an amalgamation 
of, on the one hand, the “raft” of Simmias, the engage
ment of the intellect in the hazardous course of construct
ing best of possible logical arguments; or, on the other, 
the more straightforward “securer vessel” of the theios 
logos, the “divine doctrine” (85dl-4), in which the souls 
of sinners beg their victims to allow them onto the Acheru- 
sian Lake and so to judgment and ultimate purification 
(114a6-b5). It is a matter of debate how successful this 
amalgamation turns out to be, in Phaedo at least.

23 It should be noted that Plato’s theories of the nature of both 
the soul and the Forms underwent further radical development 
in, e.g., Republic and Parmenides.

5. CONCLUSION

Philosophers have had a field day with Phaedo, poring in 
great detail over tire intricacies, ambiguities, and unsatis
factory nature of many of the arguments. If, in tire face of 
our own mortality, we are looking to be convinced purely 
by philosophical argument that our soul is immortal, then 

290



PHAEDO

it is true that Plato’s reasoning renders disappointment 
almost inevitable, for us and for Cicero’s student alike.

It is important, however, to recognize the occasion: 
Socrates is not, as Plato portrays him in some of the dia
logues, engaged in a leisurely discussion for which there 
is all the time in the world. Phaedo shares with the other 
works in this volume, and especially Crito, an urgent con
cern with major practical issues, in this case the most im
portant of all, what is going to happen to S. at his own very 
imminent death. We are reminded of time running out for 
S.: at one point he asks Phaedo for help in the argument 
“while there’s still daylight” (89c7-8).

Moreover, the emotional aspect of the dialogue is 
never far from the surface, for example, in the absorption 
of Socrates’ associates in their own grief: “how great the 
disaster was that had befallen us, actually thinking, like 
those deprived of a father, that we’d live the rest of our 
lives as orphans” (116a6-8). But the prevailing mood of 
the dialogue is most evident, paradoxically, in S.’s refusal 
to share in this atmosphere of mourning and the notable 
calmness with which he conducts himself at the very end. 
We note in particular his incidental comments on his own 
fate, for example, his remark that Crito can bury him how 
he likes “if you can catch me and I don’t escape your 
clutches” (115c4-5)—a characteristic joke that, at the last, 
reminds his audience that “S.” will no longer be there but, 
as he believes, will consist of an immortal soul escaping 
unharmed from a moribund corpse.
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EXEKPATHS ΦΑΙΔΩΝ

57 EXEKPATHS. Αυτός, ω Φαίδων, παρεγένου Ί,ωκρά- 
τει εκείνη τη ήμερα. ή τό φάρμακον επιεν εν τώ 
δεσμωτηρίω, ή άλλου τον ηκουσας;

ΦΑΙΔΩΝ. Αυτός, ώ Έχέκρατες. I
ΕΧ. Τί ονν δη εστιν άττα είπεν ό άνήρ προ τον 

θανάτον; και πως ετελεντα; ήδέως γαρ άν εγώ άκον- 
σαιμι. και γαρ οντε των πολιτών Φλειασίων ονδεΐς 
πάνν τι επιχωριάζει τά ννν ’Α,θήναζε, οντε τις ξένος 

b άφΐκται χρόνον συχνόν εκεΐθεν δστις άν ήμΐυ σαφές 
τι άγγεΐλαι οΐός τ’ ήν περί τούτων, πλήν γε δη ότι 
φάρμακον πιών άποθάνοι· τών δέ άλλων ονδεν εΐχεν 
φράζειν.

58 ΦΑΙΔ. Ουδέ τά περί της δίκης άρα επνθεσθε δν 
τρόπον έγένετο;

ΕΧ. Ναί, ταντα μέν ημΐν ήγγειλε τις, και έθανμά-

1 “Poison” = to pharmakon (drug); a pharmakon could be 
either deadly poison, as here (assumed to be hemlock, though 
nowhere explicitly stated in Phaedo), or (beneficial) medicine.

2 The direct dialogue of Phaedo, within which the main Ath-
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ECHECRATES PHAEDO

ECHECRATES: Were you there with Socrates yourself, 57 
Phaedo, on the actual day he drank the poison1 in the 
prison, or did you hear about it from someone else?

PHAEDO: I was there myself, Echecrates.
E. So then what kind of things did he say before he 

died? And how did he meet his end? I’d really like to hear 
about it. You see hardly any of the Phliasians get to go 
to Athens these days, nor has anyone from outside come 
from there in a long time who could tell us anything defi- b 
nite about what happened, except of course that he drank 
poison and died; as for the rest there was nothing anyone 
could be specific about.2

P . You mean you haven’t even heard how the trial 58 
went?

E . We have actually.  Someone did tell us about that 

ens prison scene is narrated, takes place in the small northeastern 
Peloponnesian settlement Phlius, where absence of news from 
Athens gives the dramatic motivation for P.’s narration of the 
events in answer to the questions of E. Phlius, along with Thebes, 
was a center of mainland Pythagoreansim.

3

3 See Apology. Plato would not want to dramatize or narrate 
these events again.
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ζ,ομέν ye οτι, πάλαι γενομένης αυτής πολλοί υστέρου 
φαίνεται άποθαυών. I τί ούν ήν τούτο, ώ Φαίδωη;

ΦΑΙΑ. Τΰχη τις αύτω, ω Έχέκρατες, συνέβη· έτυ- 
χεν γάρ τή προτεραία της δίκης ή πρύμνα εστεμμένη 
τού πλοίου δ εις Δήλον ’Αθηναίοι πέμπουσιν.

ΕΧ. Τούτο δε δή τί έστιν; I
ΦΑΙΑ. Τοΰτ’ εστι το πλοίου, ως φασιν Αθηναίοι, 

έν ω ®ησεύς ποτέ εις Κρήτην τούς “δίς επτά” έκείνους 
b ωχετο άγων και έσωσε τε και αυτός έσωθη. τω ούν 

Άπάλλωνι ηϋξαντο ώς λέγεται τότε, εί σωθεΐεν, έκα
στου έτους θεωρίαν άπάξειν εις Δήλον· ήν δή αεί καί 
νυν ετι έξ εκείνου κατ’ ενιαυτού τω θεω πέμπουσιν. 
έπειδάν ούν άρξωνται τής θεωρίας, νόμος έστιν αύτοΐς 
έν τω χρόνιο τούτω καθαρεύειν I την πάλιν και δημ,ο- 
σίρ. μηδένα άποκτεινύναι, πριν άν εις Δήλόν τε άφ- 
ίκηται το πλόΐον κα'ΐ πάλιν δεύρο· τούτο δ’ ένίοτε έν 
πολλω χρόνω γίγνεται, όταν τυχωσιυ άνεμοι άπολα- 

c βόντες αυτούς, αρχή δ’ έστϊ τής θεωρίας έπειδάν ό 
ιερεύς τού ’Απόλλωνος στέφη την πρύμναν τού πλοίου· 
τούτο δ’ ετυχεν, ώσπερ λέγω, τή προτεραία τής δίκης 
γεγονός, διά ταντα και πολύς χρόνος έγένετο τω Χω- 
κράτει I έν τω δεσμωτηρίω ό μεταξύ τής δίκης τε καί 
τού θανάτου.

ΕΧ. Τί δέ δή τά περί αυτόν τον θάνατον, ώ Φαί
δων; τί ήν τά λεχθέντα καί πραχθέντα, καί τίνες οι

4 Thirty days, according to Xen. Mem. 4.8.2.
5 For the myth, see Introduction to Crito, section 1. 
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and we were really surprised that although it took place a 
long time before,4 it seems he was put to death much later. 
So why was this, Phaedo?

6 An explanation of the mythological aition of the religious 
ritual following the trial (alluded to in Cri. 43c-d), for Phliasians 
presumed ignorant of Athenian religious practice.

P, He had a bit of luck as it turned out: you see it so 
happened that on the day before the trial the stern of 
the ship that the Athenians send to Delos was being gar
landed.

E. And what ship is that then?
P. According to the Athenians it’s the ship in which 

Theseus once sailed with those so-called “twice seven,” 
and both saved them and saved himself. Now at the time b 
the Athenians vowed to Apollo, so its said, that if they 
were saved, they would send in return a mission to Delos 
every year, which indeed they’ve been doing in honor of 
the god since that time annually right up to the present 
day.3 So as soon as they’ve started the mission, the law is 
they must keep the city pure and not carry out any public 
executions before the ship has been to Delos and come 
back again. But sometimes this takes a long time whenever 
there are contrary winds. The beginning of the mission is c 
when Apollo’s priest places a wreath on the stern of the 
ship. This happened by chance, as I say, the day before the 
trial took place, and that’s the reason why Socrates spent 
such a long time in prison between the trial and his exe
cution.6

E. But what about his actual death, Phaedo? What was 
said and done, and which of his friends were at his side? 
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παραγΕνόμενοι τών επιτηδείων τώ άνδρί; η ονκ εΐων 
οί άρχοντες παρεΐναι, άλλ’ Ερημος έτελεντα φίλων;

d ΦΑΙΔ. Ούδαμώς, άλλά παρησάν τινες, καί πολλοί 
γ«.

ΕΧ. Ταΰτα δή πάντα προθνμηθητι ώς σαφέστατα 
ήμΐν άπαγγεΐλαι, el μη τίς σοι ασχολία τυγχάνει 
ονσα.

ΦΑΙΔ. Άλλά σχολάζω ye καί πειράσομαι νμΐν 
διηγησασθαι· I και γάρ τό μεμνησθαι ^,ωκρατονς και 
αντδν λεγοντα και άλλον άκονοντα έμοιγε άει πάντων 
ηδιστον.

ΕΧ. Άλλά μην, ώ Φαίδων, και τονς άκονσομένονς 
ye τοιοντονς ετέρονς έχεις· άλλά πειρώ ώς άν δννη 
ακριβέστατα διεζελθεΐν πάντα.

e ΦΑΙΔ. Καί μην εγωγε θανμάσια επαθον παρα~ 
γενόμενος. ούτε γάρ ώς θανάτω παρόντα με άνδρδς 
επιτηδείου έλεος είσηει· Ευδαίμων γάρ μοι άνηρ έφαί- 
νετο, ώ ’Ίύχεκρατες, και τον τρόπον καί τών λόγων, 
ώς άδεώς και γενναίως ετελεντα, I ώστε μοι εκείνον 
παρίστασθαι μηδ' εις Άιδου ιόντα άνεν θείας μοίρας 
Ιέναι, άλλά και εκεΐσε άφικόμΕνον ev πράζειν ΕίπΕρ 

59 τις πώποτε και άλλος, διά δή ταντα ονδΐν πάνν μοι 
έλΕίνόν ΕίσηΕΐ, ώς Εϊκός άν δόζειερ έιναι παρόντι πέν- 
Θει, ovte αν ηδονη ώς ev φιλοσοφία ημών όντων 
ώσπΕρ ΕΐώθΕμΕν—και γάρ οί λογοι τοιοντοι τινες I 
ησαν—άλλ’ άτΕχνώς άτοπόν τί μοι πάθος παρην καί
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Or did the authorities not allow any of his companions to 
be present, and he died alone without his friends?

P. Oh, by no means; several of them were there: in fact d 
quite a lot of them,

E. Well come on then and describe it all to us in as 
much detail as you can, unless you haven’t actually got 
time.

P. Oh no, I’ve got time and I’ll try to describe it to you. 
In fact recalling Socrates either by talking myself or hear
ing someone else talking about him is always the greatest 
of pleasures for me.

E. Not only that, Phaedo, you have others here who 
are of the same mind, even though we’re only going to 
listen. Anyway, try and recount everything in as much de
tail as you can.

P. Well indeed, it was a remarkable experience for me e 
being there. You see I wasn’t filled with pity as you’d ex
pect, being present at the death of a close friend. He 
seemed to me to be happy, Echecrates, in his manner and 
what he said, so fearlessly and nobly was he meeting his 
end; so that I received the firm impression that even on 
his way to Hades he was not without some divine destiny, 
and also, if anyone was ever to fare well when he arrived 
there, Socrates would.7 That then is the reason I didn’t feel 59 
any sadness at all as you might expect in the presence 
of grief. There was no pleasure either at being in our cus
tomary philosophical discussion—you see our conversa
tion was something along those lines—yet I just had a

7 For the “divine destiny” overseeing the events of S.’s trial 
and death, and his belief that the gods protect the good man in 
life and death, see Ap. 41d.
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-τις άήίίης κράσις από re τής ηδονής συγκεκραμενη 
όρον καί από τής λύπης, ένθυμουμένω οτι αυτίκο. 
εκείνος έμελλε τελευτάν. καί παντες οί παροντες σχε
δόν Τί ούτω διεκείμεθα, τότε μέν γελωντες, ενίοτε δέ 
δακρύοντες, I εις δέ ήμων και διαφερόντως, ‘Απολλό- 

b δωρος—οΐσθα γάρ πον τον άνδρα καί. τον τρόπον 
αυτοί.

ΕΧ. Πως γάρ ον;
ΦΑΙΔ. ’Έ<κεΐνός τε τοίνυν παντάπασιν όντως εΐχεν, 

καί αυτός εγωγε έτεταράγμην καί οί άλλοι. I
ΕΧ. ’Έτυχον δέ, ώ Φαίδων, τίνες παραγενόμενοι;
ΦΑΙΔ. Οντος τε δη ό ’Απολλόδωρος των επιχωρίων 

παρην καί Κριτόβουλος και ό πατήρ αντον και έτι 
’Ί&ρμογένης καί ’Εττιγένης καί Αισχίνης και ’Αντι
σθένης- ην δέ καί Κτησ ίππος ό Παιανιεύς καί Μενέ- 
ςενος και άλλοι τινές των επιχωρίων. I Πλάτων δέ 
οίμαι ησθένει.

ΕΧ. Ξένοι δέ τινες παρησαν;
ο ΦΑΙΔ. Ναι, Σιμμίας τε γε ό Θηβαίος και Ίίέβης 

καί Φαιδώνδης καί ΑΥεγαρόθεν Ευκλείδης τε και Τερ- 
ψίων.

ΕΧ. Τί δέ; ’Αρίστιππος και Ιίλεόμβροτος παρεγε- 
νοντο;

ΦΑΙΔ. Οϋ δήτα· εν Αΐγίνη γάρ έλεγοντο είναι. I 
ΕΧ. Άλλος δέ τις παρην;
ΦΑΙΔ. "Σχεδόν τι οίμαι τούτους παραγενεσθαι. 
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strange sort of feeling and a curious mixture made up of 
pleasure and pain in equal measure, when it came home 
to me that he was on the point of being put to death. In
deed everyone present was affected pretty much in this 
way, laughing one moment and crying the next, but one of 
us especially so: Apollodorus; I presume you know the b 
man and what he’s like?8 9

8 On the character of Apollodorus and his devotion to S., see 
further, Phd. 117d, Symp. 173d, Xen. Mem. 3.11.17.

9 On those present, see Introduction to Phaedo, section 2. 
Crito is referred to in a roundabout way here as the father of 
Critobulus (b7). Plato’s illness (biO) justifies, dramatically, his 
“absence” from the scene. Plato never appears as a character in 
his dialogues, and the only other references by Plato to himself 
are at Ap. 34al and 38a6.

E. Indeed I do.
P. Well that’s how he was, entirely so, and I myself was 

upset too, as were the others.
E. But who was actually there, Phaedo?
P. Of the local citizens this man Apollodorus was there 

of course and Critobulus and his father, and then Hermo- 
genes, Epigenes, Aeschines, and Antisthenes. Also there 
were Ctesippus from Paeania and Menexenus and some 
other Athenians. Plato was ill, I think.

E. And were there some outsiders there?
P. Yes, Simmias the Theban, Cebes and Phaedondes c 

and Euclides and Tcrpsion from Megara.®
E. What? Weren’t Aristippus and Cleombrotus there?
P. Indeed no. It was said they were in Aegina.
E. Anyone else there?
P. I think that’s just about everyone.
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EX. Τί ovv 8η; τίζ'βς· r/>7?? ησαν οί λόγοι;
ΦΑΙΑ. Έγώ <τοι ες άρχης πάντα πειράσομαι διη- 

d γησασθαι. αεί γάρ 8η και τάς πρόσθεν ημέρας είιόθε- 
μεν φοιτάν και εγώ και οί άλλοι παρά τον Σωκράτη, 
συλλεγόμενοι έωθεν εις το δικαστηρίου έν ω και ή 
8ίκη εγένετο- πλησίον γάρ ην τον 8εσμωτηρίον. I 
περιεμένομεν ούν έκάστοτε έως άνοιχθείη το δεσμω
τηρίου, διατρίβοντες μετ’ άλλήλων, άυεωγετο γάρ ον 
πρφ· επειδή δέ άυοιχθείη, εισημευ παρά τον Σωκράτη 
καί τά πολλά διημερενομευ μετ’ αυτού. και δη και 

e τότε πριμαίτερον συνελεγημεν τη γάρ προτεραία επ
ειδή εζηλθομεν εκ τον δεσμωτηρίου εσπέρας, έπυθό- 
μεθα ότι τό πλοίου εκ Δήλου άφιγμέυου εϊη. παρηγ- 
γείλαμεν ούν άλληλοις ηκειν ως πρωαιτατα εις το 
εΐωθός. καί ηκομευ καί ήμΐυ εζελθων ό θνρωρός, 
όσπερ είώθει νπακονειν, I ειπεν περιμένειν καϊ μη 
πρότερον παριέναι έως αν αυτός κελευση- “Λνουσι 
γάρ,” έφη, “οί ένδεκα Χωκράτη καί παραγγέλλονσιν 
όπως άν τηδε τη ημέρα τελευτά.” ού πολύν δ’ ούν 

60 χρόνον έπισχων ηκεν καί έκέλενεν ημάς είσιέναι. είσ- 
ιόντες ούν κατελαμβάνομεν τον μεν Ί,ωκρατη άρτι 
λελυμένον, την δέ αανθίππην—γιγνώσκεις γάρ— 
εχονσάν τε τό παι8ίον αντοΰ καί παρακαθημένην. ως 
ούν είόεν ημάς η αανθίππη, άνηνφημησέ τε καϊ 
τοιαντ’ άττα ειπεν, I οία 8η είώθασιν αί γυναίκες, ότι

10 For the visit of Crito the previous day, see Cri. 43al-44a8. 
The foundations of a prison in the Agora, presumed to be the
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E. So what next? What do you say the topics of con
versation were?

P. I’ll try and explain everything to you from the begin
ning. You see I and the rest were in the habit of going to d 
see Socrates regularly on the preceding days too, gather
ing at daybreak at the court where the trial took place: it 
was in fact next to the prison.10 So we used to wait each 
time until the prison was opened and talked among our
selves since the prison didn’t open early. But when it was 
opened, we would go in to Socrates and spend most of the 
day with him. And then on the day itself we assembled 
even earlier, since when we left the prison the day before e 
in the evening, we found out that the ship had arrived from 
Delos.11 So we passed word around to each other to come 
to the usual place as early as possible. And we came and 
when the doorkeeper, who usually opened the door to us, 
came out, he said we must wait and not go in until he told 
us to: “The Eleven12 are unchaining Socrates, you see, and 
are directing that he is to be executed this very day.” He 
kept us waiting for a short time and then came and told us 
to go in. So we went in and found Socrates who had just 60 
been unfettered and Xanthippe—well, you know her— 
sitting beside him with his young son. Now when Xan
thippe saw us, she cried out and said the kind of things 
that women usually do, such as: “Socrates, this is the very

prison of S., have been excavated in the Agora by the American 
School of Classical Studies in Athens (see Camp, The Athenian 
Agora, 113-16).

H See above, 58al0-c5.
12 “The Eleven”: the public officials charged with the admin

istration of prisons and the carrying out of judicial sentences.
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/A.

>ι,

“’Ω Χώκρατες, ύστατον δη ere προσεροΰσι νυν οι επι
τήδειοι καί συ τοΰτους." και ό Σωκράτης βλεψας εις 
τον Κρίτωνα, “νίΙ Ιίρίτων,” εφη, “άπαγέτω τις αυτήν 

ο » οικαοε.
Καί εκείνην μεν άπήγόν τινες των τοΰ Ιίριτωνος 

b βοώσάν τε και κοπτομένην ό δε Χωκράτης άνακαθι- 
ζόμενος εις την κλίνην σννεκαμφέ τε το σκέλος και 
έφέτριβε τη χειρί, καί, τριβών άμα, 'Ως άτοπον, εφη, 
ω άνδρες, εοικε τι είναι τοντο ο καλοΰσιν οί άνθρωποι 
ηδύ· ως θανμασίως πέφνκε I προς τό δοκούν εναντίον 
είναι, το λυπηρόν, το άμα μεν αντω μη έθελειν παρα- 
γίγνεσθαι τω άνθρώπω, εάν δε τις διώκη τό ετερον 
και λαμβάνη, σχεδόν τι άναγκάζεσθαι αεί λαμβάνειν 
καί το 'έτερον, ώσπερ εκ μιας κορυφής ημμενω δύ’ 

c οντε. καί μοι δοκεΐ, εφη, εί ενενόησεν αυτά Αίσωπος, 
μύθον άν σννθεΐναι ώς ό θεός βονλόμενος αυτά διαλ- 
λάζαι πολεμοΰντα, επειδή οΰκ έδυνατο, σννηψεν εις 
ταντόν αΰτοΐς τάς κορνφάς, και διά ταντα ω άν τό 
έτερον παραγενηται I επακολουθεί ύστερον καί τό έτε
ρον. ώσπερ ονν καί αντω μοι έοικεν επειδή υπό τοΰ 
δεσμού ην έν τω σκελει τό αλγεινόν, ηκειν δη φαίνε
ται επακολουθούν τό ηδν.

'Ο ούν Ιίέβης νπολαβών, Νή τον Δία, ώ "Σώκρατες, 
εφη, ευ γ’ έποίησας άναμνησας με. περί γαρ τοι τών 

d ποιημάτων ών πεποίηκας εντείνας τους τοΰ Αίσωπον 
λόγους και τό εις τον Άπόλλω προοίμιον καί άλλοι 
τινες με ηδη ηροντο, άτάρ καί Εΰηνος πρώην, ότι 
ποτέ διανοηθείς, επειδή δεΰρο ήλθες, έποίησας αυτά, 
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last time your friends will be speaking with you, and you 
with them.” And Socrates looked at Crito and said: “Crito, 
get someone to take her home.”13

13 On the tradition of Xanthippe’s temperament, see Xen. 
Symp. 2.10, Diog. Laert. 2.36f£, and on the ancient Athenian 
male attitude toward women in general, see Dover, 98-102.

Some of Crito s men led her away shouting and wailing. 
But Socrates sat up on his couch, pulled up his leg and b 
rubbed it hard with his hand. While he was rubbing it he 
said: “My friends, what a strange thing it is, it seems, that 
people call pleasant,’ how remarkable it is in comparison 
with its apparent opposite ‘painful’: the fact that the two 
refuse to arise in a person together! But if someone pur
sues one of them and catches it, he is always pretty much 
forced to catch the other as well as if they’re two beings 
fastened to a single head. What’s more it seems to me,” he c 
said, “if Aesop had thought of it he would have written a 
fable how god wanted to reconcile them as they were war
ring against each other and, since he couldn’t, he joined 
their heads together, and so whoever gets the one, tire 
other follows on behind. This is just as in my own case, it 
seems: since there was a pain in my leg as a result of the 
fetters, so the pleasure seems to have come following on 
behind.”

So then Cebes joined in and said: “Yes, by Zeus, Soc
rates, you did well to remind me. You see, concerning the 
poems you’ve composed putting the tales of Aesop into d 
verse and the prologue to Apollo, some have already asked 
me, but Euenus in particular the day before yesterday, 
what on earth were you thinking of by composing them 
when you came here, when you’ve never composed any- 
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πρότερον οΰδέν πώποτε ποιήσας. I ei ούν τι croi μεϊ\<-ι 
rov έχει,υ έμέ Ένηνω άποκρίνασθαι όταν με αϋάις 
έρωτα—ευ οΐδα γάρ ότι έρησεται—είπε τί χρη λέγειν.

Αέγε τοίννν, ίφη, αΰτω, ώ Κίβης, τάληθη, δτι ονκ 
έκείνω βουλόμενος ουδέ τοις ποιημασιν αντον άντίτε- 

e χνος εΐναι. έποίησα ταντα—ηδη γάρ ώς ου ρόδιον 
εϊη—άλλ.’ ενυπνίων τινων αποπειρώμενος τί λίγοι, 
και άφοσιούμενος εί άρα. πολλάκις ταντην την μον- 
σικην μοι έπιτάττοι ποιεΐν. ην γάρ δη άττα τοιάδε- 
πολλάκις μοι φοιτων τδ αντδ I έννπνιον έν τω παρελ- 
θόντι βίω, άλλοτ έν άλλη δψει (φαινομένου, τά αυτά 
δε λέγον, “Ώ ^.άκρατες,” εφη, “μονσικην ποιεί καί 
εργάζον.” καί έγω εν γε τω πρόσθεν χρόνω όπερ 
έπρατταν τοντο νπελάμβανον αντό μοι παρακελενε- 

61 σθαί τε και έπικελενειν, ώσπερ οί τοις θέονσι διακε- 
λενόμενοι, καί έμοι οντω τδ έννπνιον όπερ έπρατταν 
τοντο έπικελενειν, μονσικην ποιεΐν, ως φιλοσοφίας 
μεν ονσης μεγίστης μουσικής, έμον δέ τοντο πράττο- 
ντος. I ννν δ’ επειδή η τε δίκη έγενετο καί η τον θεόν 
εορτή διεκώλνε με άποθνησκειν, έδοζε χρηναι, εί άρα 
πολλάκις μοι προστάττοι τδ έννπνιον ταντην την δη
μώδη μονσικην ποιεΐν, μη άπειθησαι αντω άλλα ποι- 
εΐν ασφαλέστερου γάρ είναι μη άπιεναι πριν άφοσι- 
ωσασθαι ποιησαντα ποιήματα πειθομενον τω έννπνιω. 

b οντω δη πρώτον μέν εις τον θεόν έποίησα ον ην ή 
παρονσα θυσία· μετά δέ τον θεόν, έννοησας ότι τδν 
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thing before.14 So if it matters to you that I should have 
some answer for Euenus when he asks me again (and I 
know very well he will ask), tell me what I should say.”

14 For Euenus, see Ap. 20b-c, Phdr 267a. On the relation of 
pleasure and pain, see further, Grg. 496c-97a.

15 Mousike has a wider meaning in Greek than “music,” cover
ing music, poetry, dance, visual art—what is usually meant in 
modern parlance by “the arts.” For S.’s dreams, see Cri. 44a-b.

“Well, Cebes,” he said, “tell him the truth. I didn’t 
compose them because I wanted to rival him or his com- e 
positions—because I knew it wouldn’t be easy—but I was 
trying to find the meaning of certain dreams and clear' my 
conscience in case perhaps after all they were ordering me 
to create this kind of art. You see, it’s like this: the same 
dream often haunted me in my past life, sometimes ap
pearing in one guise, sometimes another, but saying the 
same thing: ‘Socrates,’ it said, ‘cultivate the arts and work 
at them.’15 And in the past I used to take this to mean it 
was urging and encouraging me to persist with what I’d 
been doing; like people encouraging runners, so too the 61 
dream was urging me to carry on doing the very thing that 
I was doing, cultivating the arts on the grounds that phi
losophy is the greatest of the arts, and this was what I was 
doing. But now, since the trial has taken place and while 
the festival of the god was holding up my execution, it 
seemed that if indeed the dream was repeatedly telling me 
to pursue this side of the arts in the popular sense, I should 
not disobey it, but get on with it: it would be safer not to 
leave before clearing my conscience by composing poetry 
in obedience to the dream. So I first composed a poem to b 
the god in whose honor the current festival was held. Then
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ντοιητήΐ' δεοι, εϊπερ μελλοι ποιητης είναι,, I ποιεΐν 
μύθους άλλ’ ού λόγους, καί αυτός ούκ η μυθολογικός, 
διά ταύτα δη οΰς προχείρους είχον μύθους καί ήπι- 
στάμην, τούς Αίσωπου, τούτων έποίησα οίς πρώτοις 
ενετυχον. ταύτα ούν, ω Ιίέβης, Εύήνω φράζε, καί ερ- 
ρώσθαι καί, άν σωφρονη, εμέ διώκειν ώς τάχιστα. 

c άπειμι δε, ώς εοικε, τημερον- κελεύουσι γάρ Αθηναίοι.
Καί ό "ίαμμίας, Οίον παρακελεύη, εφη, τούτο, ώ 

^ώκρατες, Εύηνω. πολλά γάρ ήδη εντετύχηκα τω άν- 
δρί· σχεδόν ούν εξ ών εγώ ησθημαι ούδ’ όπωστιοϋν 
σοι έκων είναι πεισεται. I

Τί δε; η δ’ ός, ού φιλόσοφος Εΰηνος;
"Εμοιγε δοκεΐ, εφη ό Ί,ιμμίας.
Έθελησει τοίνυν καί Εϊίη^ο? καί πας ότω άξίως 

τούτου τού πράγματος μέτεστιν. ού μεντοι ίσως βιά- 
σεται αυτόν I ού γάρ φασι θεμιτόν είναι. Καί άμα 

d λεγων ταύτα καθηκε τά σκέλη επί την γην, καί καθ- 
εζόμενος ούτως ήδη τά λοιπά διελεγετο.

‘Έίρετο ούν αύτόν ό Ιίεβης· IΙώς τούτο λέγεις, ώ 
Ι,ώκρατες, τό μη θεμιτόν είναι εαυτόν βιάζεσθαι, I 
εθελειν δ’ άν τω άποθνησκοντι τόν φιλόσοφον επε- 
σθαι;

Τί δε, ώ Ιζ.έβης; ούκ άκηκόατε σύ τε καί Χιμμίας 
περί των τοιούτων Φιλολάω συγγεγονοτες;

Ούδεν γε σαφές, ώ ^άκρατες.

1® “Stories” = muthoi (stories in verse, fables) rather than logoi 
(factual prose accounts).
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after this poem to the god, thinking that if one were to be 
a poet one should compose stories, not factual accounts,16 
and I myself was not a creator of stories, then for this 
reason I worked up the first of the fables of Aesop I came 
across that I had available and that I knew. So, Cebes, 
explain this to Euenus and bid him farewell and, if he has 
any sense, tell him to come chasing after me as quickly as 
possible. But I’m going today it seems: the Athenians com- c 
mand it.”

17 For detailed discussion of the following argument, see In
troduction to Phaedo, section 3 (iii).

Now Simmias said: “What a way to encourage Euenus, 
Socrates. I’ve met him many times already, so I’m fairly 
sure, from what I’ve observed, there is no way whatever 
he’ll be willing to do what you say.”

"What do you mean?” he said, “Isn’t Euenus a philos
opher?”

“I believe so,” said Simmias.
"In that case not only Euenus, but everyone who takes 

a worthwhile interest in the subject will be willing to. 
However perhaps he won’t do anything violent to himself 
because people say it’s not right.” And while he was saying 
this he lowered his legs to the ground and remained sitting d 
in this position for the rest of the conversation.

So then Cebes asked him: "What do you mean, Socra
tes, it’s not lawful to do oneself violence, but the philoso
pher will be willing to follow the dying man?”17

“What, Cebes? Have both you and Simmias as friends 
of Philolaus not heard about such things?”

“Nothing specific, Socrates.”
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Άλλά μην καί εγώ έζ ακοής περί αυτών λέγω- I ά 
μεν ονν τυγχάνω άκηκοώς φθόνος οΰδεις λέγειν. και 

e γάρ ϊσως και μάλιστα πρέπει μέλλοντα εκεΐσε άπο- 
δημεΐν διασκοπεΐν τε καί μυθολογεΐν περί της αποδη
μίας της εκεί, ποιαν τινά αϋτην οίόμεθα είναι· τί γαρ 
άν τις καί ποιοι άλλο έν τώ μέχρι ηλίου δυσμών 
χρόνω; I

Κατά τί δή ουν ποτέ ου φασι θεμιτόν είναι αυτόν 
εαυτόν άποκτεινύναι, ώ 'Σώκρατες; ηδη γάρ έγωγε, 

ijjuy όπερ νυνδη συ ηρου, καί Φιλολάου ηκονσα, ότε παρ’
ημών διητάτο, ηδη δε καί άλλων τινών, ώς ου δεοι 

■ ' ί τοΰτο ποιέΐν- σαφές δέ περί αυτών ούδενός πώποτε
">■ J,. j ονδέν άκηκοα.

ι ' 62 Άλλά προθυμεΐσθαι χρη, εφη· τάχα γάρ άν καί
“ ' άκουσαις. ϊσως μέντοι θαυμαστόν σοι φανεΐται εί

, τούτο μόνον τών άλλων άπαντων άπλουν εστιν, καί
ουδέποτε τυγχάνει τώ άνθρώπω, ώσπερ καί τάλλα, 
έστιν ότε καί οΐς βέλτιον τεθνάναι η ζην, I οις δέ 
βέλτιον τεθνάναι, θαυμαστόν ίσως σοι φαίνεται ει 
τούτοις τοΐς άνθρώποις μη όσιον αυτούς εαυτούς εύ 
ποιεΐν, άλλά άλλον δει περιμένειν ευεργέτην.

Καί ό Κεβης ηρέμα έπιγελάσας, ’Ίττω Ζευς, εφη, 
τη αΰτοϋ φωνή είπών.

b Καί γάρ άν δόζειεν, έφη δ Σωκράτης, οΰτω γ’ είναι

18 "In our city,” i.e., Thebes. Philolaus was a Pythagorean phi
losopher (ca. 470-390) originally from either Croton or Tarentum
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“Well the same goes for me. I’m talking about them 
from hearsay, so there’s nothing to stop me telling you 
what I happen to have heard. And it’s perhaps especially e 
fitting for one who is about to take his leave to examine 
the life beyond and tell stories about it: what kind of ex
perience we think it is. What else should one do in the 
time before sunset?”

“But what on earth are the grounds for saying that it’s 
not right to kill oneself, Socrates? I’ve already heard Phi- 
lolaus ask the question you’ve just asked when he was 
living in our city and I’ve actually heard other people too, 
saying you shouldn’t do it, but I’ve never heard anyone say 
anything definite about it.”18

“Well you must keep up the effort,” he said, “because 62 
you may hear something definite. However, perhaps it’ll 
seem surprising to you if this alone of all things is straight
forward and it never turns out, as with other things too, 
that sometimes and for some people it’s better for a man 
to be dead than alive. But for those for whom it’s better to 
be dead, perhaps it seems surprising to you that it’s not 
holy for these people to do good to themselves but must 
wait for another benefactor.”

Cebes chuckled quietly and said in his own dialect: 
“Let Zeus be my witness.”19

“Well indeed,” said Socrates, “put in this way it would b

in southern Italy. The extant fragments of his work are collected 
in DK B44.

19 Cebes, from Thebes, uses his native Boeotian dialect form 
of the expression (Attic isto Zeus = “let Zeus be my witness,” 
emphatic agreement, probably for comic effect [“you can say that 
again!]”).
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Άλογον ού μέντοι άλλ’ ’ίσως γ’ έχει τινα λόγον, ό μέν 
ονν εν άπορρητοις λεγόμενος περί αυτών λόγος, ώς 
έν τινι φρουρά έσμεν οί Άνθρωποι, καί ού δει δη εαυ
τόν εκ ταύτης I λύειν ούδ’ αποδιδράσκει^, μέγας τέ τίς 
μοι φαίνεται και ού ράδιος διιδεΐν ου μέντοι άλλα 
τόδε γε μοι δοκεΐ, ω Κ.ε/3ης, ευ λέγεσθαι, τό θεούς 
είναι ημών τούς επιμελούμενους και ημάς τους αν
θρώπους εν των κτημάτων τοΐς θεοΐς είναι, ή σοϊ ού 
δοκεΐ ούτως; I

’Έμοιγε, φησίν ό Ιίέβης.
c Ούκούν, η δ’ δς, και συ αν τών σαυτού κτημάτων 

εί τι αυτό εαυτό άποκτεινυοι, μη σημηναντος σου ότι 
βοόλει αυτό τεθνάναι, χαλεπαινοις άν αύτω και, εϊ 
τινα έχοις τιμωρίαν, τιμωροΐο αν; I

Πάνυ γ’, εφη.
’Ίσως τοίνυν ταυτη ούκ άλογον μη προτερον αυτόν 

άποκτεινύναι δεΐν, πριν ανάγκην τινα θεός έπιπεμφη, 
ώσπερ καί την νυν ημΐν παρούσαν.

Άλλ’ εϊκός, εφη ό Κέβης, τούτο γε φαίνεται. I δ 
μέντοι νυνδη έλεγες, τό τούς φιλοσόφους ραδίως άν 

d εθέλειν άποθνησκειν, εοικεν τούτο, ώ Χώκρατες, 
άτόπω, ειπερ δ νυνδη έλέγομεν εύλόγως έχει, το θεόν 
τε είναι τον επιμελούμενον ημών και ημάς εκείνου 
κτήματα είναι, το γαρ μη άγανακτεΐν τους φρονιμω- 
τατους εκ ταυτης της θεραπείας άπιοντας, I εν ή έπ- 
ιστατούσιν αυτών ο'ίπερ αριστοί είσιν τών όντων έπ- 
ιστάται, θεοί, ούκ έχει λόγον· ού γάρ που αύτός γε 
αυτού οϊεται Άμεινον έπιμελησεσθαι ελεύθερος γενό-
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seem illogical, however it doesn’t mean it doesn’t have 
some sort of sense perhaps. Now the story told in the se
cret writings about these things, that we humans are in a 
kind of prison20 and one must not release oneself or run 
away from it, seems to me an important one and is not easy 
to understand. However, Cebes, I do think the following 
is well argued: that it is the gods who have regard for us 
and that we humans are one of the gods’ possessions. Or 
do you not agree with this?”

20 Phroura = “prison” or “guard duty” (given the context, more 
likely the former here). S. hints here at the Orphic/Pythagorean 
notion of the body imprisoning the soul, an idea that becomes 
more explicit later in the dialogue.

“I certainly do,” says Cebes.
“So,” he said, “in your case too if one of your posses- c 

sions were to destroy itself without you indicating that you 
wanted it to die, wouldn’t you be angry with it and, if you 
had some means of punishment, punish it?”

“Certainly,” he said.
“Then perhaps from this point of view it isn’t illogical 

that one shouldn’t do away with oneself before god sends 
some necessity, such as the one we now face.”

“Well,” said Cebes, “that at any rate seems likely. How
ever what you were saying just now, that philosophers 
would easily consent to die, that’s what seems odd, Socra- d 
tes, if what we were saying just now is reasonable, that it’s 
god who is concerned for us and we are his possessions. 
You see, for those who are most sensible, not to be dis
pleased at leaving this service in which the ones in charge 
of them are the best overseers of all, the gods, doesn’t 
make sense. For I can’t imagine the person thinks, once
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μένος. άλλ’ άνόητος μέν άνθρωπος τάχ’ άν οίηθείη 
e ταντα, φενκτέον είναι άπο τον δεσπότου, καί ονκ άν 

λογίζοιτο ότι ον δει από γε τον αγαθόν φεύγειν άλλ’ 
ότι μάλιστα παραμένειν, διό άλογίστως άν φευγοι· ό 
δε νουν έχων έπιθνμοΐ πον άν άεί είναι παρά τω 
αντον βελτίονι. καίτοι όντως, ώ Χώκρατες, I τουναν
τίον είναι είκδς η δ νυν δη έλέγετο- τούς μέν γάρ φρο
νίμους άγανακτειν άποθνησκοντας πρέπει, τούς δέ 
άφρονας χαίρειν.

Άκουσας ονν ό Σωκράτης ησθηναί τε μοι έδοζε τη 
63 τον Κέβητος πραγματεία, και έπιβλέψας εις ημάς, 

'Αεί τοι, εφη, Κέβης λόγους τινάς άνερεννα, και ον 
πάνν ευθέως εθέλει πείθεσθαι δτι άν τις εΐπη.

Και δ Ί,ιμμίας, Άλλα μην, εφη, ω 'Ζώκρατες, I νυν 
γέ μοι δοκεΐ τι καί αντω λέγειυ Κέβης- τί γάρ άν 
βονλόμενοι άνδρες σοφοί ώς αληθώς δέσποτας άμεί- 
νονς αυτών φενγοιεν καί ραδίως άπαλλάττοιντο 
αυτών; καί μοι δοκεΐ Κεβης εις σε τείνειν τον λόγον, 
ότι οντω ραδίως φέρεις καί ήμας άπολείπων καί άρ
χοντας αγαθούς, ώς αυτός ομολογείς, θεούς. I

b Δίκαια, εφη, λέγετε- οίμαι γάρ νμάς λέγειν δτι χρη 
με προς ταντα άπολογησασθαι ώσπερ έν δικαστη- 
ρίω.

Πάνν μέν ονν, εφη δ ^ιμμίας.

21 Metaphors from searching are commonly used by Plato’s S. 
to indicate the pursuit of argument: see, e.g., La. 194b, Lys. 218c, 
Resp. 432dff,, Leg. 654e.
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he’s released, he’ll look after himself better. But perhaps 
a senseless fellow would think that: he must get away from e 
his master and he’d never reckon that he shouldn’t run 
away from the good master, but stay with him as long as 
possible, so there’d be no sense in his escaping. But I pre
sume anyone with any sense would always be keen to re
main with the one better than himself. And yet if this is 
so, Socrates, the opposite of what was saidjustnowis likely, 
that in fact those with sense ought to be upset at the pros
pect of death and those with no sense should welcome it.”

When he heard this, Socrates seemed to me to like 
Cebes’ persistence and with a glance at us he said: “There 63 
you are: Cebes always manages to sniff out21 some argu
ment or other and he’s not at all willing to be easily per
suaded to accept anything anyone says.”

22 For Cebes and Simmias as unusually sophisticated and te
nacious among the Platonic respondents to S., see Introduction 
to Phaedo, section 2.

Simmias joined in and said: “But on this occasion at 
least, Socrates, I think myself too that Cebes is talking 
sense, because why would truly wise men want to run away 
from masters who are better than themselves and lightly 
rid themselves of them? It also seems to me that Cebes is 
directing his argument at you because you’re taking it so 
lightly that you’re leaving behind both us and, as you admit 
yourself, our good rulers the gods.”22

“What you’re both saying is just,” he said, “because b 
I think you mean I should defend myself against these 
charges as in a court of law.”

“Very much so,” said Simmias.
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Φέρε δη, η δ’ δς, πειραθώ πιθανώτερον προς νμάς 
άπολογησασθαι I ή προς τούς δικαστάς. έγω γάρ, 
ύφη, ω Φιμμίο. re και Ιίέβης, el μέν μη φμην ηξειν 
πρώτον μέν παρά θεούς άλλους σοφούς re και αγα
θούς, έπειτα και παρ’ ανθρώπους τετελεντηκότας 
άμείνονς των ένθάδε, ηδίκονν άν ονκ άγανακτών τω 

c θανάτω- ννν δε ευ Ίστε ότι παρ’ ανδρας re ελπίζω 
άφίξεσθαι αγαθούς—και τούτο μέν ονκ άν πάνν δι- 
ισχνρισαίμην—ότι μέντοι παρά θεούς δέσποτας πάνν 
αγαθούς ηξειν, εν Ίστε ότι εΐπερ τι άλλο των τοιούτων 
δικτχνρισαίμην άν και τούτο. I ώστε διά ταύτα ονχ 

::ί ’ ομοίως αγανακτώ, άλλ’ ενελπίς είμι ε’ιναί τι τοΐς τε-
[ ! τελεντηκόσι καί, ώσπερ γε και πάλαι λέγεται, πολύ

άμεινον τοΐς άγαθοΐς η τοΐς κακοΐς.
,,,μ’Τί ονν, εφη ό Σιμμίας, ώ ύύώκρατες; αντος έχων 

την διάνοιαν ταντην έν νώ έχεις άπιεναι, η κάν ημΐν 
d μεταδοίης; κοινόν γάρ δη έμοιγε δοκεΐ καί ημΐν είναι 

άγαθδν τούτο, καί άμα σοι η απολογία έσται, έαν 
άπερ λέγεις ημάς πείσης.

Άλλα πειράσομαι, εφη. πρώτον δέ Ιίρίτωνα τόνδε 
σκεφώμεθα τί έστιν ό βούλεσθαί μοι δοκεΐ πάλαι el- 
πεΐν. I

Τί δέ, ώ ^.ώκρατες, εφη ό Ίίρίτων, άλλο γε η πάλαι 
μοι λέγει δ μέλλων σοι δώσειν τό φάρμακου ότι χρη 
σοι φράζειν ώς ελάχιστα διαλέγεσθαι; φησι γάρ θερ-

23 As dramatized in Apology, where, of course, his defense 
failed.
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“Well then,” he said, “let me try and defend myself 
I ■ before you more convincingly than I did before the jury.23

24 For accounts in Plato of the fate of good and bad humans 
in the afterlife, see later in this dialogue (Phd. 107d7ff.); cf. Grg. 
524b, Resp. 614bff.

For if, Simmias and Cebes,” he said, “I did not think I 
would be going firstly to other gods who are wise and good 
and secondly to men who have died and are better than

I... those who are down here, I’d be wrong not to be disturbed 
at the idea of dying. But as it is, be fully aware that I expect c 
to go to men who are in fact good—though I wouldn’t af
firm this absolutely; however, the conviction that I expect 
to go to the gods who are very good masters—be well as
sured that on such matters this is the one thing I would 
affirm, if nothing else. Consequently for these reasons I’m 
not so much disturbed, but am confident there is some
thing there for the dead and, as has long been said, it is 
better for those who are good than those who are bad.”24 

“What does this mean, Socrates?” asked Simmias. “Is 
it your intention to go off keeping this thought to yourself, 
or would you share it with us too? In fact it certainly seems d 
to me that this good thing is to be shared by us as well, and 
at the same time it’ll be a defense for you if you can per
suade us of what you say.”

“Well I’ll try,” he said. “First of all let's examine what it 
is that Crito here seems to me to have been wanting to say 
for some time.”

“What else, Socrates,” said Crito, “other than that the 
man who is going to give you the poison has been telling 
me for some time that you must be advised to talk as lit
tle as possible? You see he says that people get heated
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μαίνεσθαι μάλλον Βιαλεγομένους, Βεΐν Be ούΒέν τοι- 
e ούτον προσφέρειν τω φαρμάκω- el Be μη, ενίοτε άναγ- 

κάζεσθαι και δΐς και τρις πίνειν τους τι τοιοΰτου 
ττοιοΰυτας.

Και ό Σωκράτης, ”Εα, έ</>η, χαίρειυ αυτόν- άλλά 
μόνον το εαυτού παρασκευαζέτω ώς και δΐς δώσωυ, 
έάν Be Βέτρ και τρις. I

Άλλά σχεΒον μεν τι ήδη, έφη ό Κρίτωυ· άλλά μοι 
παλαι πράγματα παρέχει.

’Έα αυτόν, εφη. άλλ’ ΰμΐν Βη τοΐς δικασταΐς βού
λομαι ήδη τον λόγον άποΒούναι, ως μοι φαίνεται 
εικότως άνηρ I τφ οντι έν φιλοσοφία Βιατρίφας τον 

64 βίον θαρρεΐν μέλλων άποθανέΐσθαι και εύελπις είναι 
εκεί μέγιστα οϊσεσθαι αγαθά έττειδάυ τελεντηση. πως 
άν ούν Βη τοΰθ’ ούτως εχοι, ω ~βιμμία τε και Ιίεβης, 
εγω πειράσομαι φράσαι.

ίζανόννεύουσι γάρ οσοι τυγχάνουσιν όρθως άπτό- 
μενοι I φιλοσοφίας λεληθεναι τούς άλλους ότι ούΒέν 
άλλο αυτοί έπιτηΒενουσιν η άποθνγ/σκειν τε καί τε- 
θνά.ναι. ει ούν τούτο αληθές, άτοπον Βηπου άν εΐη 
προθυμέίσθαι μέν έν παντί τω βίω μηΒέν άλλο ή 
τοΰτο, ηκοντος δέ δή αυτού άγανακτεΐν δ πάλαι πρου- 
θυμούντό τε καί έπετηΒευον. I

Καί ό Χιμμ,ίας γελάσας, Νή τον Δία, εφη, ώ Ί,ώ- 
b κρατες, οΰ πάνυ γέ με νυνΒη γελασείοντα εποίησας 

γελάσαι. οίμαι γάρ άν τούς πολλούς αύτο τούτο 
άκουσαυτας Βοκείν εύ πάνυ ειρησθαι εις τούς φιλο- 
σοφούντας—καί συμφάναι άν τους μέν παρ’ ημΐν 
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through talking too much and that you mustn’t do any
thing like this to affect the action of the poison. If not, e 
those who do that kind of thing are sometimes forced to 
drink it two or three times.”

Socrates said: “Well, take no notice of him. Just let him 
be prepared to give me a second dose of his stuff, and a 
third if necessary.”

“Well I more or less knew you’d say something like 
that,” said Crito, “but he’s been pestering me for some 
time.”

“Never mind him,” he said. “But right now with you as 
the jury I want to deliver my argument that it seems rea
sonable that a man who really has spent his life on phi
losophy is steadfast when he is about to die and optimistic 64 
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.

“You see it’s likely that other people don’t realize that 
those who engage with philosophy in the right way are 
practicing nothing else but dying and being dead. So if this 
is true, it would surely be absurd to show a keen interest 
in nothing but this for the whole of their life, but, when it 
actually comes, to be angry about what they have enthused 

I and busied themselves over for so long.”
| Simmias laughed and said: “Yes, by Zeus, Socrates, 

though I didn’t feel much like laughing a moment ago, b 
you’ve made me laugh. You see I 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 
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Β'Ι

[*L

•tf

ανθρώπους και πάνυ—ότι τώ όντι οί φιλοσοφοΰντες 
θανατώσι, I και σφάς ye ον λελήθασιν ότι άζιοί είσιν 
τούτο πάσχειν.

Και αληθή y άν λεγοιεν, ώ Χιμμία, ττληυ ye τον 
σφάς μή λεληθεναι. λέληθεν γάρ αυτούς η re θανα- 
τώσι και ή άξιοι είσιν θανάτου και οϊου θανάτου οί 

c ώς αληθώς φιλόσοφοι, εΐπωμεν γάρ, εφη, προς ημάς 
αντούς, χαίρειν είπόντες εκείνοις- ήγούμεθά τι τον θά
νατον είναι;

ΙΙάνυ ye, εφη ΰπολαβών ό Ί,ιμμίας.
ό\ρα μη άλλο τι ή την της ψυχής από τον σώμα

τος απαλλαγήν; I καί είναι τούτο το τεθναναι, χωρίς 
μεν από τής ψυχής άπαλλαγεν αυτό καθ’ αυτό τό 
σώμα γεγονεναι, χωρίς δε την ψυχήν από του σίγμα
τος άπαλλαγεΐσαν αυτήν καθ’ αυτήν είναι; άρα μή 
άλλο τι ή ό θάνατος ή τούτο;

Ούκ, άλλα τοΰτο, εφη. I
Χκεψαι Βή, ώγαθε, εάν άρα και σοι συνδοκή άπερ 

d έμοί· έκ γάρ τούτων μάλλον οίμαι ημάς εϊσεσθαι περί 
ών σκοπονμεν. φαίνεται σοι φιλοσόφου άνΒρός είναι 
εσπονΒακεναι περί τάς ήΒονάς καλονμενας τάς τοι- 
άσΒε, οΐον σιτίων καί ποτών; I

"Ηκιστα, ώ Σώκρατες, εφη ό ^,ιμμιας.
Τί δε τάς τών άφροΒισίων;

25 The existence of the soul and body as separate entities, each 
“alone by itself’ (auto hath’ hauto: c5-8) first appears in Homel
and early Greek thought generally. S.’s definition of death here 
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would very much agree—that philosophers are in the pro
cess 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 c 
then,” he said, “Let’s keep this conversation among our
selves, 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?”25

“No, that’s it,” he said.
“Consider then, my friend, if in that case you think as

I do. You see from this I think we shall know more what d 
we’re inquiring about. Does it seem to you that it’s suitable 
for a philosopher to have shown a keen interest in so- 
called pleasures such as food and drink?”26

“Indeed, no, Socrates,” said Simmias.
“What about those of sex?”

does not, of course, prejudge the issue of whether the soul does 
actually survive and continue to have intelligent existence apart 
from the body, argument over which occupies most of Phaedo. 
See further, Introduction to Phaedo, section 3 (ii).

26 For the distinction between the pleasures of the body and 
the soul, see, e.g., Ap. 30a-b, Resp. 581ff.
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KI

Οΰδα/χώς.
Ti δε τάς άλλας τάς περί τό σώμα θεραπείας; δο

κεΐ σοι εντίμους ήγεΐσθαι ό τοιοΰτος; ο'ιον ίματίων 
διαφερόντων κτήσεις και υποδημάτων και τούς άλ
λους καλλωπισμούς τούς περί τό σώμα πότερον τι- 

e μάν δοκεΐ σοι η άτιμάζειν, καθ’ όσον μή πολλή 
ανάγκη μετέχειν αυτών;

’Ατιμάζειν εμοιγε δοκεΐ, εφη, ο γε ώς άληθώς φι
λόσοφος.

Ούκοΰν ολως δοκεΐ σοι, εφη, ή τοΰ τοιούτου πραγ
ματεία ού περί το σώμα είναι, άλλα καθ’ οσον δύνα- 
ται άφεστάναι αύτοΰ, I προς δε τήν ψυχήν τετράφθαι;

“Εμοιγε.
Άρ’ ούν πρώτον μεν εν τοΐς τοιούτοις δήλός εστιν 

65 ό φιλόσοφος άπολύων ότι μάλιστα τήν ψυχήν άπο 
τής τοΰ σώματος κοινωνίας διαφερόντως τών άλλων 
ανθρώπων;

Φαίνεται.
Και δοκεΐ γε που, ώ ^,ιμμία, τοΐς πολλοΐς άνθρώ- 

ποις ω I μηδέν ήδύ τών τοιούτων μηδε μετέχει αυτών 
ούκ άζιον είναι ζην, άλλ’ εγγύς τι τείνειν του τεθνά- 
ναι ό μηδέν φροντίζων τών ηδονών αι διά τοΰ σώμα
τος είσιν.

Πάνυ μέν ούν άληθή λέγεις.
Τι δε δή περί αυτήν τήν τής φρονήσεως κτήσιν; I 

πότερον εμπόδιον το σώμα ή ού, εάν τις αΰτο εν τή 
b ζητήσει κοινωνον συμπαραλαμβάνη; οιον το τοιόνδε 

λέγω- άρα έχει άλήθειάν τινα όψις τε και ακοή τοΐς 
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“Definitely not!”
“What about the other ways in which we look after our 

physical needs? Do you think such a person regards them 
as of value? Do you think for example he attaches any 
value to the acquisition of fine clothes and shoes and all 
the rest of our bodily embellishments, or does he look 
down on them except in so far as there’s an overriding e 
necessity to have any of them?”

“I think he looks down on them, at least the real phi
losopher does,” he said.

“So altogether,” he said, “it seems to you that such a 
person’s concerns are not directed at the body, but that as 
far as he can he has distanced himself from it and his at
tention is turned toward his soul?”

“I do.”
“So firstly, does this then mean that in such matters the 

philosopher clearly frees his soul as much as possible from 65 
its association with the body in a way different from other 
people?”

“It seems so.”
“And I suppose, Simmias, most people think that the 

man for whom none of such things is pleasing and who 
doesn’t take part in them, doesn’t deserve to live; but he 
who has no concern for the pleasures that are for physical 
satisfaction is aiming to come quite close to death.”

“Indeed, what you’re saying is very true.”
“And then what about the acquisition of understand

ing? Is the body a hindrance or not, if one includes it as a 
partner in one’s inquiry? What I mean is as follows: do b 
seeing and hearing in human beings contain an element 
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άνθρώποις, η τά γε τοιαντα και οί ττοιηταί ήμΐν αεί 
θρνλονσιν, ότι οντ άκούομεν ακριβές ονδεν οντε δρώ- 
μ,ευ; καίτοι εί ανται των περί I το σώμα. αισθήσεων 
μη ακριβείς είσιν μηδέ σαφείς, σχολή αΐ γε άλλαι· 
πάσαι γάρ πον τούτων φανλότεραί είσιν. ή σοι ον 
δοκονσιν;

ΙΙάνυ μεν ονν, εφη.
Πότε ονν, ή δ’ ος, ή ψυχή της αλήθειας άπτεται; I 

όταν μέν γάρ μετά τον σώματος έπιχειρή τι σκοπεΐν, 
δήλον οτι τότε έζαπατάται νπ’ αντον.

ίχ c ιλληθή λεγεις.
Ά.ρ’ ονν ονκ έν τφ λογίζεσθαι εϊπερ πον άλλοθι 

κατάδηλον αντη γίγνεται τι των δντων;
Ναι. I

/Λογίζεται δε γέ πον τότε κάλλιστα, όταν αντην 
τούτων μηδέν παραλνπή, μήτε ακοή μήτε οφις μήτε 
άλγηδών μηδέ τις ηδονή, άλλ' οτι μάλιστα αντη καθ’ 
αντην γίγνηται έώσα χαίρειν τδ σώμα, και κα.θ’ όσον 
δνναται μη κοινωνονσα αντώ μηδ’ άπτομένη όρέγη- 
ται τον όντος. I

’ Εστι ταντα.
Ονκονν και ενταύθα ή τον φιλοσόφον ψνχη μάλι- 

d στα άτιμάζει τδ σώμα και φεύγει απ’ αντον, ζητεί δε 
αντη καθ’ αντην γίγνεσθαι;

27 See later sixth-/early fifth-century poets and philosophers, 
e.g., Epicharmus DK 23B12: “intelligence sees; intelligence 
hears; the others are deaf and blind.” See also Heraclitus, DK 
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of truth, or at any rate don’t the poets too constantly bab
ble on at us about this sort of thing, that we neither hear 
nor see anything accurately?27 Yet if these bodily senses 
are neither precise nor' clear, then the rest are hardly likely 
to be either: you see I presume they are all of a lower order 
than these—or do you not think so?”

“I certainly think they are.”
“So when does the soul grasp the truth?” he asked. 

“Because whenever it sets about investigating something 
in conjunction with the body, that’s when it’s clearly mis
led by it.”

“You’re right.” c
“Isn’t it in reasoning, if anywhere at all, that some as

pect of reality28 becomes quite clear to it?”
“Yes.”
“Yes, and it reasons best, I think, when none of these 

things, hearing, seeing, pain, even pleasure of any sort is 
a harmful distraction, but above all when it gets to be 
alone by itself it can dismiss the body and as far as possible 
without associating with it, or being affected by it, it can 
reach out to reality.”

“That’s right.”
“So in this case too, does the philosopher’s soul espe

cially look down on the body, run away from it and seek to d 
be alone by itself?”

22B107 (“Eyes and ears are bad witnesses for men if they have 
souls who cannot understand their language,” trans. Waterfield, 
40).

28 Reality = “things that are/exist” (ta ante)·, see also c9. On 
the verb “to be” in this context, see further, Gallop, 92-93.
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Φαίνεται.
Τί δί δή τά τοιάδε, ώ Χιμμία; φαμέν τι είναι δίκαιον 

αυτό ή οΰδέν; I
Φαρ.έν μέντοι νη Δία.
Καί αν καλόν γέ τι και άγαθόν;
Πώς δ’ ού;
’Ήδηι ούν πώποτέ τι των τοιούτων τοις όφθαλμοίς 

είδες;I
Οΰδαμ,ώς, ή δ’ δς.
Άλλ’ άλλη τινι αίσθησει των διά του σώματος 

Ργ έφηφω αυτών; λέγω δέ περί πάντων, οιον μεγέθους
.. ' ττέρι, υγιείας, ισχύος, και των άλλων ενι λογω απαν- 

e των τής ουσίας δ τυγχάνει 'έκαστον ον· άρα διά τού 
,ΐί: ί σώματος αυτών το αληθέστατου θεωρείται, η ώδε
,,^,ιεχβι· δς άν μάλιστα ημών και ακριβέστατα παρα- 

;; σκευάσηται αυτό έκαστον διανοηθηναι περί ού σκο
πεί, ούτος αν εγγύτατα ϊοι του γνώναι έκαστον; I

Πανυ μέν ούν.
Άρ’ ουν εκείνος αν τούτο ποιησειεν καθαρώτατα 

όστις 'ότι μάλιστα αύτη τη διανοία ϊοι έφ’ έκαστον, 
μήτε τιν οψιν παρατιθέμενος έν τφ ^ιανοείσθαι μήτε 

66 τινά άλλην αϊσθησιν έφέλκων μηόεμίαν μετά τού λο
γισμού, άλλ’ αύτη καθ' αυτήν εΐλικρινεΐ τη διανοία 
χρώμενος αυτό καθ’ αύτό ειλικρινές έκαστον έπιχει- 
ροΐ θηρεύειν τών οντων, απαλλαγείς δτι μάλιστα
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"It seems to.”
"Now what about the following, Simmias? Do we say 

there exists by itself something just, or not?”29

29 For the first mention in this dialogue of the Forms and their 
implications here, see Introduction to Phaedo, section 3 (Hi).

30 For the hunting metaphor, see above, 63a3. The metaphor 
is continued in b4 and c2.

"Zeus, yes, we do!”
"And something actually beautiful, and good?”
“Of course.”
“And have you ever yet set eyes on anything of this 

sort?”
“Never,” he said.
“But have you ever perceived them by any other of the 

bodily senses? I’m talking about all of them, such as size, 
health, strength and in a word about the essence of all of 
other things like this, what each one actually is. Is the tru- e 
est view of these seen by means of the body, or is it as 
follows: whoever of us prepares himself to apply his mind 
most rigorously and carefully to the essence of each thing 
he’s investigating, he’s the one who will get closest to a 
knowledge of each one?”

“Very much so.”
“Then would that person do this most purely who 

would approach each object with the mind alone as far as 
possible, neither taking into account the evidence of his 
eyes in his thinking, nor dragging in any other sense organ 66 
alongside his reasoning, but by using his mind alone by 
itself and uncorrupted, he’d attempt to track down30 the 
pure and actual form of each and everything that exists by 
itself and dispensing as far as possible with the eyes and 
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οφθαλμών re καί ώτων και ώς έπος I είπεΐν σνμπαν- 
τος τον σώματος, ώς ταραττοντος και ονκ έώντος την 
ψυχήν κτήσασθαι άλήθειάν τε και φρόνησιν όταν 
κοινωνή; αρ’ ονχ οντός εστιν, ώ Ί,ιμμία, ειπερ τις και 
άλλος ό τενζόμενος τον οντος;

'Ύπερφυώς, εφη ό "ί,ιμμίας, ώς αληθή λέγεις, ώ 
Ί,ώκρατες. I

b Ονκονν ανάγκη, εφη, εκ πάντων τοντων παριστα- 
σθαι δόξαν τοιάνδε τινα τοΐς γνησίως φιλοσόφοις, 
ώστε και προς άλλήλονς τοιαντα άττα λεγειν, ότι 
“Ιίινδννεύει τοι ώσπερ ατραπός τις έκφέρειν ημάς 
μετά τον λόγον έν τη σκέψει, I ότι, έως άν τό σώμα 
έχωμεν και συμπεφνρμένη η ημών ή ψυχή μετά 
τοιοντον κακόν, ον μή ποτέ κτησώμεθα Ικανώς ον 
επιθνμονμεν φαμέν δε τοΰτο είναι τό αληθές, μνρίας 
μέν γάρ ημΐν ασχολίας παρέχει τό σώμα διά. την 

c άναγκαίαν τροφήν έτι δέ, άν τινες νόσοι προσπέσω- 
σιν, έμποδίζονσιν ημών την τον οντος Θήραν, ερώτων 
δέ και επιθυμιών καί φόβων και ειδώλων παντοδαπών 
και φλναρίας εμπίμπλησιν ημάς πολλής, I ώστε τό 
λεγόμενον ώς άληθώς τω όντι νπ αντον ονδέ φρονη- 
σαι ημΐν έγγίγνεται ουδέποτε ούδέν. καί γάρ πολέ- 
μονς καί στάσεις καί μάχας ονδέν άλλο παρέχει η τό 
σώμα καί αί τούτον έπιθνμίαι. διά γάρ την τών χρη
μάτων κτησιν πάντες οί πόλεμοι γίγνονται, τά δέ 

d χρήματα άναγκαζόμεθα κτάσθαι διά τό σώμα, δον- 
λεύοντες τη τοντον θεραπεία- και έκ τοντον ασχολίαν 
άγομεν φιλοσοφίας πέρι διά πάντα ταντα. τό δ’ 
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the ears and, in a word, the whole of the body on the 
grounds that it disturbs the soul and prevents it ever pos
sessing truth and understanding whenever it is in associa
tion with it? Isn’t this the person, Simmias, who will attain 
reality, if indeed anyone can?”

“What you say is extraordinarily true, Socrates,” said 
Simmias.

“Therefore,” he said, “from all this it necessarily fol- b 
lows that some such belief must present itself to genuine 
philosophers so that they say to each other something like: 
‘it is indeed likely that there is, leading us astray along with 
our reasoning in our inquiry, some sort of sidetrack as it 
were31—that while we have our bodies and our soul is 
contaminated with such evil, we shall never adequately 
attain what we desire; and this we say is the truth. You see 
the body provides us with countless distractions because it 
must have nourishment, and furthermore, if any illnesses c 
attack, they hinder our pursuit of reality. It fills us with all 
kinds of passions, desires, fears and illusions as well as 
much nonsense so that the result is, as the saying goes, 
because of it we really and truly do not have it in us ever 
to think about anything. For nothing causes us wars, re
volts and battles other than the body and its appetites. You 
see all wars are caused by the acquisition of money and 
we’re compelled to acquire money because of the body, 
being slaves to its service; and as a result of this for all d 
these reasons we lack the time for philosophy. And worst

31 Or “there is some sort of track as it were, which carries us 
out... in our inquiry to the conclusion that...”
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έσχατον πάντων οτι, εάν τις ημΐν και σχολή γένηται 
άπ’ αντον και τραπώμεθα προς το σκοπεΐν τι, I έν ταΐς 
ζητησεσιν αν πανταχον παραπΐπτον θόρυβον παρ
έχει και ταραχήν και εκπλήττει, ώστε μη δννασθαι 
νπ’ αντον καθοράν τάληθές. άλλά τω όντι ημΐν δέδει- 
κται ότι, εί μέλλομέν ποτέ καθαρώς τι εΐσεσθαι, 

e άπαλλακτέον αΰτον καί αΰτη τη ψυχή θεατέον αυτά 
τά πράγματα· και τότε, ώς ’εοικεν, ημΐν ’εσται ον επι- 
θνμονμέν τε καί φαμεν ερασταί είναι, φρονησεως, 
έπειδάν τελεντησωμεν, ώς ό λόγος σημαίνει, ζώσιν δέ 
οΰ. εί γάρ μη οϊόν τε μετά του σώματος μηδέν καθ
αρώς γνώναι, I δυοΐν θάτερον, η ούδαμοΰ έστιν κτη- 

67 σασθαι τδ είδέναι η τελεντησασιν τότε γάρ αντη 
καθ’ αυτήν ή ψυχή εσται χωρίς του σώματος, πρότε- 
ρον δ’ οΰ. και εν ώ άν ζώμεν, όντως, ώς εοικεν, έγγν- 
τάτω εσόμεθα τον είδέναι, εάν ότι μάλιστα μηδέν 
δμιλώμεν τω σώματι μηδέ κοινωνώμεν, ότι μη πάσα 
ανάγκη, I μηδέ άναπιμπλώμεθα της τούτον φνσεως, 
άλλά καθαρενωμεν άπ’ αντον, εως άν δ θεός αυτός 
άπολύση ημάς· καί οντω μέν καθαροί άπαλλαττόμε- 
νοι της του σώματος άφροσννης, ώς το εικος μετά 
τοιοντων τε εσόμεθα καί γνωσόμεθα δι ημών αντών 

b παν τδ ειλικρινές, τοντο δ’ εστιν ϊσως τδ αληθές- μη 
καθαρώ γάρ καθαρόν έφάπτεσθαι μη ον θεμιτόν η.” 
τοιαντα οίμαι, ώ Χιμμία, άναγκαΐον είναι προς άλ- 
ληλονς λέγειν τε καί δοξάζειν πάντας τονς όρθώς 
φιλομαθείς. I η ον δοκεΐ σοι όντως;

Παντός γε μάλλον, ώ Χωκρατες.
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of all, if any of us does get time away from the body and 
we turn to some inquiry, during our researches noise com
ing at us once again from all directions causes both confu
sion and shock, so that because of it we are unable to 
discern what is true. But in fact it’s been demonstrated to 
us that, if we’re ever going to attain pure knowledge we e 
must get rid of the body and contemplate things them
selves using the soul alone. And that is when, it seems, we 
shall be able to gain understanding, which is what we de
sire and what we claim to be passionate about, when we 
die, as our argument indicates, but not while we are alive. 
For if it’s impossible to know anything in its pure state with 
the aid of the body then one of two things follows: either 
it’s impossible to acquire knowledge anywhere, or only 
when we’re dead. For then the soul will be alone by itself 67 
separated from the body, but not before. 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 nothing with the body, except where 
absolutely necessary, and we are not infected with its na
ture, but cleanse ourselves of it until the god himself re
leases 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, and this per- b 
haps is what the truth is. For it may not be allowed by the 
gods for the impure to lay their hands on what is uncon
taminated.’ These are the kinds of things, Simmias, I 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.”
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Ούκοΰν, εφη ό Σωκράτης, εί ταντα αληθή, ώ εταίρε, 
■πολλή έλπϊ,ς άφικομένω οΐ εγώ πορεύομαι, έκεΐ ίκα- 
νώς, ε’ίπερ πον άλλοθι, κτήσασθαι τοντο ού ενεκα ή 
πολλή I πραγματεία ήμΐν έν τω παρελθοντι βίω γέ- 

c γονεν, ώστε ή γε αποδημία ή ννν μοι προστεταγμένη 
μετά αγαθής ελπίδας γίγνεται καί άλλω άνδρι δς 
ηγείται οΐ παρεσκευάσθαι την διάνοιαν ώσπερ κε- 
καθαρμενην.

Πάνν μέν ούν, έφη ό Ί,ιμμίας. I
Κάθαρσις δε είναι άρα ον τοντο συμβαίνει, δπερ 

πάλαι εν τω λόγω λέγεται, τό χωρίζειν ότι μάλιστα 
από τον σώματος την ψυχήν και έθίσαι αυτήν καθ’ 
αυτήν πανταχόθεν έκ του σώματος συναγείρεσθαί τε 
καί άθροίζεσθαι, και οίκεΐν κατά τό δυνατόν και εν 

d τω ννν παρόντι και εν τώ έπειτα μόνην καθ’ αυτήν, 
έκλνομενην ώσπερ [εκ] δεσμών εκ τον σώματος;

Πάνν μέν ονν, έφη.
Ούκοΰν τοντό γε θάνατος ονομάζεται, I λνσις και 

χωρισμός ψυχής άπο σώματος;
Παντάπασί γε, ή δ’ δς.
Αύειν δε γε αυτήν, ώς φαμεν, προθνμοΰνται αεί 

μάλιστα και μόνοι οι φιλοσοφοΰντες όρθώς, και τό 
μελετημα αυτό τοντό έστιν τών φιλοσόφων, λνσις και 
χωρισμός ψνχης άπο σώματος- I ή ον;

Φαίνεται.
Ούκοΰν, δπερ έν αρχή έλεγον, γελοΐον άν εϊη άνδρα 

e παρασκευάζονθ’ εαυτόν έν τω βίω δτι έγγντάτω όντα
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“Well then,” said Socrates, “if this is true, my friend, 
there is every hope for anyone arriving at the place where 
I 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 hence32 c 
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.”

32 ‘Journey hence,” “migration” = apodemia, also used for a 
journey to the next world in S.’s brief speculation at the end of 
Apology (40e4). See also 61e2 above.

“Very much so,” said Simmias.
“Doesn’t purification then, as has been argued for a 

while now in our discussion, turn out to be the separation 
of the soul as far as possible away from the body and its 
getting used to being gathered and assembled by itself, 
withdrawn from all parts of the body and living as far as 
possible both in the present circumstances and in the fu- d 
ture alone by itself, released, as it were, from the chains 
of the body?”

“Very much so,” he said.
“So it is this that’s given the name death: the freeing 

and separation of the soul from the body?”
“Yes, most certainly,” he said.
“Yes, and the ones who always desire most to set it free, 

as we say, and the only ones, are the true philosophers, and 
just this is the proper practice of the philosophers: the 
freeing and separation of soul from body, or isn’t it?”

“It seems to be.”
“So as I was saying at the beginning, wouldn’t it be ri

diculous for a man who’s been preparing himself during e 
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τον τεθνάναι οντω ζην, κάπειθ’ ηκοντος αντφ τούτον 
άγανακτεΐν;

Γίλοΐον· πώς δ’ ον; I
Τώ όντι άρα, έφη, ώ Ί,ιμμία, οί όρθώς φιλοσοφούν- 

τες άποθνησκειν μελετώσα, και τδ τεθνάναι ήκιστα, 
αντοΐς ανθρώπων φοβερόν. εκ τώνδε δε σκοπεί, εί γάρ 
διαβεβληνται μέν πανταχη τώ σώματι, αντην 8έ καθ’ 
αντην επιθνμούσι την ψνχην εχειν, τούτον 8ε γιγνο- 
μένον εί φοβοίντο και άγανακτοΐεν, ον πολλή άν α,λο- 

68 για εϊη, εί μη άσμενοι εκέΐσε ϊοιεν, οΐ άφικομένοις 
ελπίς έστιν ον διά βίου ηρων τυχεΐν—ηρων δέ φρο- 
νησεως—ω τε διεβεβληντο, τούτον άπηλλάχθαι σνν- 
όντος αντοΐς; η ανθρωπίνων μέν παιδικών και γνναι- 
κών καί νέων'- άποθανόντων I πολλοί δί) έκόντες 
ηθελησαν εις 'Άιδον μετελθεΐν, νπο ταύτης αγόμενοι 
της έλπίδος, της τον όφεσθαί τε εκεί ών έπεθύμονν 
καί σννέσεσθαι- φρονησεως 8ε αρα τις τω όντι έρών, 
καί λαβών σφόδρα την αντην ταντην ελπίδα, μηδα
μού άλλοθι έντεύξεσθαι αντη άζίως λόγον η εν 'Άι- 

b δον, αγανακτήσει τε άποθνησκων καί ονχ άσμενος 
είσιν αντόσε; οΐεσθαί γε χρη, εάν τώ όντι γε η, ώ 
έταΐρε, φιλόσοφος- σφόδρα γάρ αντώ ταντα δόζει, 
μηδαμού άλλοθι καθαρώς έντεύζεσθαι φρονήσει άλλ’ 
η έκεΐ. εί δε τούτο ούτως έχει, οπερ άρτι ελεγον, ον

1 καί γυναικών βΤδ seel. Verdenius: καί ύεων βΤδ seel. 
Verdenius
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his life to live as close as possible to death, and then when 
it does draw near, to be angry?”

“Ridiculous, of course.”
“In reality therefore, Simmias,” he said, “those who are 

true philosophers are practicing dying and for them of all 
people death is the least thing to be feared. Consider it 
from the following: if they’ve been at odds with their body 
at every point, but are keen to have their soul alone by 
itself, wouldn’t it be utterly unreasonable if they were to 
be frightened or annoyed when this happens, if they didn’t 68 
go gladly to die place where on arrival the expectation is 
that they’ll meet with what they desired throughout their 
life—and what they desired was understanding—and be 
rid of that which has lived with them and caused them 
dissatisfaction? Or, when beloved young men have died, 
and wives and sons,33 very many chose of their own accord 
to go to Hades, led on by the expectation of both seeing 
and being with those they longed for, will then someone 
with a real passion for understanding, who has seized this 
same expectation eagerly and wouldn’t find it anywhere 
else worth mentioning except in Hades—will he be angry b 
when he dies and will he not go to that very place gladly? 
You must think he will, if he really is a philosopher, my 
friend. For it will be very much his opinion that he will not 
encounter understanding in a pure form anywhere else 
but there. If this is so, as I was saying just now, wouldn’t it 

33 “Young men” refers to the younger partners in a homosex
ual relationship. Verdenius (“Notes on Plato’s Phaedo”) suggests 
the reference to women and sons should be deleted as a possible 
later gloss irrelevant to the contrast between human sexual pas
sion and understanding. See textual note on 68a4.
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ττολλή άν άλογία I εϊη εί φοβοΐτο τον θάνατον ό τοι- 
οΰτος;

Πολλή μέντοι νη Δία, ή δ’ δς.
Ούκούν Ικανόν σοι τεκρ-ήριο^, ε<ήη, τούτο άνδρός, 

c δν αν ‘ίδης άγανακτοΰντα μέλλοντα άποθανεΐσθαι, οτι 
ονκ άρ’ ην φιλόσοφος άλλα τις φιλοσωματος; ο αυ
τός δε που ούτος τυγχάνει ών και φιλοχρήματος και 
φιλότιμος, ήτοι τά ετερα τούτων η άμφότερα.

Πάνυ, έφη, έχει ούτως ώς λέγεις.
0\ρ' ούν, εφη, ώ Ί,ιμμία, οΰ και ή όνομαζομένη 

ανδρεία I τούς οντω διακειμένοις μάλιστα προσήκεί;
Πάντως δηπου, εφη.
Ούκούν και η σωφροσύνη, ην και οι πολλοί ονο- 

μάζουσι σωφροσύνην, τό περί τάς επιθυμίας μη 
έπτοησθαι άλλ’ όλιγωρως I εχειν και κοσμιως, άρ’ ου 
τούτοις μόνοις προσηκει, τοΐς μάλιστα τού σώματος 
δλιγωρούσίν τε και εν φιλοσοφία ζώσιν;

d Ανάγκη, έφη.
Εί γάρ έθέλεις, ή δ’ δς, εννοησαι την γε τών άλλων 

ανδρείαν τε και σωφροσύνην, δόζει σοι είναι άτοπος.
Πώς δη, ώ Χώκρατες; I
Ο’ισθα, η δ’ δς, δτι τδν θάνατον ηγούνται πάντες 

οί άλλοι τών μεγάλων κακών;
Καί μάλ’, έφη.
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be very unreasonable, if such a person were afraid of 
death?”

“By Zeus, it would be very unreasonable,” he said.
“So is this proof enough for you,” he said, “of a man 

who you’d see being angry as he approaches death, that c 
he wasn’t after all a lover of wisdom, but of his physical 
needs? This same man, I suppose, turns out to be a lover 
of money and of honor:34 indeed either one of the two, or 
both.”

34 “Lover of money and honor” (philochrematos kai philoti- 
mos), human types more fully developed in Resp. 9 (580ff.) and 
contrasted with the philosophos, “lover of wisdom,” i.e., the phi
losopher.

“It’s very much as you say,” he said.
“Doesn’t this then also mean, Simmias,” he said, “that 

so-called courage is an especially fitting quality for those 
who are of this kind of disposition?”

“Yes, I’d say so, absolutely,” he said.
“And likewise temperance too, which is what even the 

majority of people call ‘temperance’; not getting excited 
over ones desires, but treating them with indifference and 
in a orderly way, surely is fitting only for those people who 
despise the physical utterly and live by philosophy?”

“It must be,” he replied. d
“Yes,” he said, “for if you’re willing to think about the 

courage and temperance of everyone else you’ll think it’s 
absurd.”

“How exactly, Socrates?”
“You know,” he said, “that all the rest consider death to 

be one of the great evils?”
“Indeed,” he said.
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Ονκονν φόβω μειζόνων κακών νπομενουσιν αυτών 
οί άνδρεΐοι τον θάνατον, όταν ύπομένωσιν; I

’Έστι ταΰτα.
Τω δεδιει^αι άρα καί. δεει άνδρεΐοί είσι πάντες πλην 

οί φιλόσοφοι· καίτοι άλογόν ye δέει τινα και δειλ,ίο. 
άνδρέΐον είναι.

e ΤΙάνυ μέν ούν.
Τί δε οί κόσμιοι αντών; ον ταντον τοΰτο πεπόνθα- 

σιν· ακολασία τινι σώφρονες είσιν; καίτοι φαμεν γε 
αδύνατον είναι, άλλ’ όμως αύτοΐς συμβαίνει τούτω 
όμοιον τό πάθος I τό περί ταυτην την εϋηθη σωφρο
σύνην φοβούμενοι γάρ ετέρων ηδονών στερηθηναι 
και επιθυμοΰντες εκείνων, άλλων ανέχονται ΰπ’ άλ
λων κρατούμενοι, καίτοι καλονσι γε ακολασίαν το 

69 νττδ των ηδονών άρχεσθαι, άλλ’ όμως συμβαίνει αύ- 
τοΐς κρατουμένοις νφ’ ηδονών κρατεΊν άλλων ηδονών, 
τοΰτο δ’ όμοιόν έστιν ω νυνδη έλέγετο, τω τρόπον 
τινα δι άκολασίαν αϋτους σεσωφρονίσθαι. I

1 Εοικε γάρ.
Ώ μακάριε "Ζιμμία, μη γάρ ούχ αΰτη ή η όρθη 

προς άρετην άλλαγη, ήδονάς προς ήδονάς και λύπας 
προς λύπας και φόβον προς φόβον καταλλάττεσθαι,

35 I.e., their so-called temperance (like their courage, and 
other popular virtues) is actually measured by what will maximize 
pleasure and minimize pain, as opposed to the philosopher whose 
adherence to these virtues is based solely on wisdom. In this sec
tion (68cff.), S. lists two of the four popular virtues, andreia and
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“So do the brave ones among them undergo death in 
fear of greater evils when they do so?”

“Yes they do.”
“So all men except philosophers are brave because of 

fear and dread. And yet it’s absurd that one should be 
brave because of fear and cowardice.”

“Very much so.” e
“What about the well-ordered ones among them? 

Haven’t they experienced the same? Are they temperate 
through some kind of self-indulgence? And although we 
say it’s impossible, yet nevertheless their experience con
cerning this simpleminded temperance turns out to be 
similar to this: you see because they’re afraid of being 
deprived of certain kinds of pleasures and being passion
ate about those, they abstain from some because they’re 
overcome by others. And yet they call intemperance being 
controlled by one’s pleasures, but it turns out it’s because 69 
they’re being overpowered by some pleasures, that they’re 
in control of others. This is similar to what was being ar
gued just now: they’ve been made temperate through 
some kind of self-indulgence!”35

“Yes, so it seems.”
“My dear Simmias, I suspect this is not the right ex

change with a view to goodness,36 to swap around plea
sures for pleasures, pains for pains, fear for fear, more for 

sophrosune (courage and temperance), discussed in more detail 
in Republic 4. The other two are justice and wisdom, the latter, 
controlling the others (69a9-10), being the exclusive province of 
the philosopher.

36 “Goodness” = arete (virtue).
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καί μείζω προς έλάττω ώσπερ νομίσματα, αλλ’ ή 
εκείνο μόνον τό νόμισμα ορθόν, I αντί ου δει πάντα 

b ταντα καταλλάττεσθαι, φρόνησις- και τούτον μέν 
πάντα και μετά τούτον ώνούμενά τε και πιπρασκό- 
μενα τω οντι η και ανδρεία και σωφροσύνη και δι
καιοσύνη και συλλήβδην άλη^ήί αρετή, μετά φρονη- 
σεως, και προσγιγνομένων και απογιγνομενοιν και I 
-ηδονών και φόβων και των άλλων πάντων τών τοι- 
ούτων γωριζόμενα δε φρονήσεως και άλλαττομενα 
αντί άλληλων μη σκιαγραφία τις η ή τοιαύτη αρετή 
και τώ οντι άνδραποδώδης τε και ονδεν νγιές ούδ’ 

c αληθές εχη, τό δ’ αληθές τω οντι -η κάθαρσίς τις τών 
τοιοντων πάντων και ή σωφροσύνη καί, η δικαιοσύνη 
καί ανδρεία, και αυτή η φρόνησις μη καθαρμός τις 
η. και κινδννεύονσι και οι τάς τελετάς ημΐν οντοι 
καταστησαντες ον φαύλοι τινες είναι, I αλλα τω οντι 
πάλαι αΐνίττεσθαι ότι δς άν άμνητος και άτελεστος 
εις Άιδον άφίκηται έν βορβόρω κείσεται, ό δε κεκα- 
θαρμένος τε καί τετελεσμένος έκέΐσε άφικόμενος μετά 
θεών οΐκησει. είσίν γάρ δη, ως φασιν οί περί τάς 

d τελετάς, “ναρθηκοφόροι μέν πολλοί, βάκγοι δε τε 
πανροι·” οντοι δ’ είσίν κατά την έμην δόξαν ούκ άλ
λοι η οι πεφιλοσοφηκότες όρθως. ών δη καί εγώ κατά 
γε τό δυνατόν ούδεν άπελιπον έν τω βίω άλλά παντί

37 Literally, “scene-painting.” In Republic Plato frequently 
uses a metaphor from dramatic/artistic representation to indicate 
kinds of illusion (e.g., 583b).
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less, exchanging them like coins; but the only true coinage 
for which you must exchange all these is wisdom. And ev- b 
erything bought and sold for this and in company with this 
really is courage, temperance, justice, and in short, true 
virtue along with wisdom, whether pleasures and fears and 
all other things of that kind are added or taken away. But 
if they are separated off from wisdom and swapped around 
with each other, virtue of this sort I suspect may be a 
kind of artistic facade37 and in actual fact slavish, and con
tains nothing sound nor even true. But the truth in reality, c 
temperance and justice and courage, may be a kind of 
cleansing of all these sorts of qualities, and wisdom itself 
may be some kind of purification. And so those who set up 
the initiations for us seem to be not some unenlightened 
types, but have in fact long been saying in riddles that 
whoever arrives in Hades without initiation and enlight
enment will wallow in the mud, while he who arrives 
cleansed and initiated will dwell among the gods. There 
are, I assure you, as those who are concerned with the 
rituals say, ‘many who carry the fennel rod, but true initi- d 
ates are few.’38 In my opinion these initiates are none other 
than those who have practiced philosophy in the right way. 
Indeed I too have neglected nothing of this in my life, at 
least as far as I’ve been able, but have striven in every way

38 The language of this passage closely connects S.’s philo
sophic purification with Orphic rituals: those who arrive in Hades 
“without initiation and enlightenment” (amuetos kai atelestos: c5) 
will "wallow in the mud” (c6, and see also Resp. 363c). The "fen
nel rod” in the verse at c8 refers to the wand (thyrsos) carried by 
the initiates of the god Dionysus.

339



PLATO

τρόπω προνθνμηθην γενέσθαι· I ει δ’ όρθώς προνθν- 
μηθην καί τι ηνύσαμεν, έκεΐσε ελθόντες το ο^αψες 
είσόμεθα, άν θεός έθέλη, ολίγον νστερον, ώς έμοί δο
κεΐ. ταντ’ ονν εγώ, εφη, ω 'Ζιμμία τε καί Κε/3ης, απο
λογούμαι, ώς εικότως υμάς τε άπολείπων καί τους 

e ενθάδε δέσποτας ον χαλεπώς φέρω ονδ’ αγανακτώ, 
ηγούμενος κάκεΐ ονδέν ηττον η ενθάδε δεσπόταις τε 
άγαθοΐς έντενξεσθαι καί έταίροις· εΐ τι ονν νμΐν πι- 
θανώτερός είμι έν τη απολογία η τοΐς Αθηναίων δι- 
κασταΐς, ev άν εχοι. I

Εΐπόντος δη τον Σωκράτονς ταντα, νπολαβών ό 
Κέβης έφη· ’Ω "Ζώκρατες, τά μέν άλλα εμοιγε δοκεΐ 

70 καλώς λέγεσθαι, τά δέ περί της ψυχής πολλην απι
στίαν παρέχει τοΐς άνθρώποις μη, επειδάν απαλλαγή 
τον σώματος, ονδαμον ετι η, άλλ’ εκείνη τη ημέρα 
διαφθείρηταί τε και άπολλνηται η άν ό άνθρωπος 
άποθνησκη, ενθνς άπαλλαττομένη τον σινματος, I καί 
έκβαίνουσα ώσπερ πνεύμα η καπνός διασκεδασθεΐσα 
οϊχηται διαπτομένη καί ονδέν έτι ονδαμον ή. έπεί, 
εΐπερ εϊη πον αντη καθ’ αντην σννηθροισμένη καί 
άπηλλαγμένη τούτων τών κακών ών σν νννδη διηλ- 

b θες, πολλή άν εϊη ελπίς και καλή, ώ Ίΐώκρατες, ώς 
άληθη έστιν ά σν λέγεις· άλλα τοΰτο δη ’ίσως ονκ 
ολίγης παραμνθίας δεΐται καί πίστεως, ώς ‘έστι τε 
ψνχη άποθανόντος τον άνθρωπον καί τινα δνναμιν 
εχει και φρόνησιν. I

Άληθη, εφη, λέγεις, ό Σωκράτης, ώ Κέβης· άλλα 
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to become one of these. If I’ve shown the right kind of 
enthusiasm and we have achieved anything, when we get 
there we shall discover for certain, if god wills it, shortly 
afterward, I think. This then is my defense, Simmias and 
Cebes,” he said, “that it’s reasonable for me to be leaving 
you and that I bear no grudge against those in authority e 
here, nor am I angry, as I think that there, no less than 
here, I shall meet with good masters and companions. If 
therefore I am any more persuasive to you in my defense 
than I was before the Athenian jury, that would be well.”

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 70 
disbelief in people that when it separates from the body it 
may no longer exist anywhere, but be destroyed and an
nihilated 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 disap
pear and no longer exist anywhere.39 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, b 
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 intel
ligence.”

39 This description of the soul emerging from the body re
flects apopularimage: see, e.g., Hom. II. 23.100-101, 22.467. In 
the popular view the soul continues a disembodied existence in 
Hades.

“What you say is true, Cebes,” said Socrates. “But what
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τί δη ποιώμεν; η περί αυτών τούτων βούλει διαμυθο- 
λογώμεν, είτε είκός ούτως εχειν είτε μη;

Έγω γούν, έφη ό Κέβης, ήδεως άν άκούσαιμι 
ηντινα δόξαν έχεις ττερί αυτών. I

Ούκουν γ’ άν οίμαι, ή δ’ δς ό Σωκράτης, είπεΐν τινα 
c νυν άκούσαντα, ούδ’ ά κωμωδοποιός εϊη, ώς άδολε- 

σχώ καί ού περί προσηκόντων τούς λόγους ποιούμαι, 
εί ούν δοκεΐ, χρη διασκοπεΐσθαι.

Σκεψώμεθα δέ αύτο τηδέ πη, εϊτ άρα έν Άιδου 
είσίν αί I ψυχαί τελευτησάντων των ανθρώπων εϊτε 
και ού. παλαιός μέν ούν έστι τις λόγος ου μεμνήμεθα, 
ώς είσίν ένθένδε άφικόμεναι έκεΐ, καί πάλιν ye δεύρο 
άφικνούνται και γίγνονται έκ τών τεθνεωτων- και εί 
τοϋθ’ ούτως έχει, πάλιν γίγνεσθαι έκ τών άποθανόν- 

d των τούς ζώντας, άλλο τι η ειεν άν αί ψυχαί ημών 
έκεΐ; ού γάρ άν που πάλιν εγιγνοντο μη οΰσαι, και 
τούτο Ικανόν τεκμηριον τού ταύτ’ είναι, εί τώ όντι 
φανερόν γίγνοιτο ότι ούδαμόθεν άλλοθεν γίγνονται οί 
ζώντες η έκ τών τεθνεώτων ει δε μη εστι τούτο, I 
άλλου άν του 8εοι λόγου.

Πάνυ μεν ούν, έφη ό Ιίεβης.
Μή τοίνυν κατ' ανθρώπων, η δ’ δς, σκόπει μόνον 

τούτο, εί βούλει ραον μαθεΐν, άλλα καί κατά ζώων 
πάντων καί φυτών, καί συλλήβδην όσαπερ έχει γένε- 

e σιν περί πάντων ίδωμεν άρ’ οντωσί γίγνεται πάντα,

40 The comic playwright is Aristophanes and “I’m talking gib
berish” (adolescho: cl) is a probable reference to Clouds 1485, 
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then are we to do? Or do you want us to go on talking 
about these very matters, whether this is likely to be the 
case or not?”

“As far as I’m concerned,” said Cebes, “I’d be happy to 
hear whatever opinion you have about them.”

“Well I certainly don’t think,” said Socrates, “that any
one, not even if he were a comic playwright,40 who has c 
heard us would now say that I’m talking gibberish and 
putting forward arguments that are of no concern to me. 
So, if you agree, we ought to continue to look into this.

“Let’s look at it in the following way: whether the souls 
of the dead are in fact in Hades or they aren’t. Now there’s 
an old story we recall that they do exist, having got there 
from here, and moreover that they come back here again 
and are born from the dead.41 And if it is the case that the 
living are born again from the dead, what else could it be d 
but that our souls are there? For I can’t imagine they’d 
be brought into being again if they didn’t exist! And this 
would be sufficient proof that this is so, if it were actually 
to become clear that the living come into being from no
where other than tire dead. But if this is not so, then we 
would need another line of argument.”

“Indeed we would,” said Cebes.
“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 col
lectively at all things that come into being let’s see whether e

where Strepsiades plans to bum down S.s’ school of adoleschon 
(of idle prattlers). 41 For a more detailed account of the 
“old story,” see Meno 81a-c, where S. attributes the story to 
“priests and priestesses” and quotes Pindar (fr. 133 Snell). 
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ονκ άλλοθεν η έκ των εναντίων τά εναντία, οσοις τυγ
χάνει ον τοιοντον τι, olov τό καλόν τω αίσχρφ εναν
τίον που καί δίκαιον αδικώ, καί άλλα δη μύρια όντως 
έχει. τοΰτο ονν σκεφώμεθα, I άρα αναγκαίου όσοις 
εστι τι εναντίον, μηδαμόθεν άλλοθεν αυτό γίγνεσθαι 
η εκ τον αντω εναντίον, οίον όταν μεΐξον τι γίγνηται, 
ανάγκη πον εξ έλάττονος οντος πρότερον έπειτα μεΐ- 
ζον γίγνεσθαι;

Ναί. I
71 Οΰκοΰν καν ελαττον γίγνηται, εκ μείζονος οντος 

πρότερον ύστερον ελαττον γενησεται;
"Έστιν οΰτω, εφη.
Και μην εξ ίσχυροτέρον γε τό άσθενέστερον καί 

έκ βραδύτερου τό θάττον; I
Πάνν γε.
Τί δέ; άν τι χείρον γίγνηται, ονκ εξ άμείνονος, καί 

άν δικαιότερον, εξ άδικωτερον;
Πώς γάρ ον;
Ίκαυώς ονν, εφη, εχομεν τοΰτο, ότι πάντα οντω 

γίγνεται, I εξ εναντίων τά εναντία πράγματα;
Haw γε.
Τί δ’ αν; εστι τι καί τοιάνδε εν αύτοίς, οίον μεταξύ 

άμφοτέρων πάντων τών εναντίων δυοΐν όντοιν δυο 
b yenecrei?, από μεν τοΰ έτερον επί τό έτερον, από δ’ αν

42 For discussion of the argument from a "counterbalance” 
(antapodosis) of opposites (70c4-72dl0), see Introduction to 
Phaedo, section 3 (iv).
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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, I suppose, the just to the unjust; and 
indeed there are countless others like this. So let’s con
sider 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, I suppose, be 
from something that was previously smaller and that then 
became larger, mustn’t it?”42

“Yes.”
“Likewise, if something comes to be smaller, will it 71 

then come to be smaller from something that was previ
ously 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 b 
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τον έτέρον πάλιν επί το έτερον- μείξονος μέν πράγμα
τος καί έλάττονος μεταξύ ανξησις καί φθίσις, καί 
καλονμεν οντω το μεν ανξάνεσθαι, το Se φθίνειν; I

Ναι, εφη.
Ονκονν καί 8ιακρίνεσθαι και σνγκρίνεσθαι, και 

ψνχεσθαι και θερμαίνεσθαι, και πάντα οντω, κάν εί 
μη χρώμεθα τοίς όνόμασιν ένιαχον, άλλ’ έργω γονν 
πανταχον όντως έχειν άναγκαΐον, γίγνεσθαι τε αντά 
έξ άλληλων I γένεσίν τε είναι έκατέρον εις αλληλα;

ΙΊάνν μεν ονν, η 8’ ος.
c Τι ονν; εφη, τω ξην έστι τι ενάντιον, ώσπερ τω 

έγρηγορέναι το καθεν8ειν;
Πάνυ μέν ονν, εφη.
Τί; I
Το τεθνάναι, έφη.
Ονκονν έξ άλληλων τε γίγνεται ταντα, εΐπερ εναν

τία έστιν, και αί γενεσεις είσιν αντοΐν μεταξύ δυο 
8νοΐν οντοιν;

Πώς γάρ ού;
Την μέν τοίννν έτέραν σνξνγίαν ών ννν8η ελεγον 

έγώ σοι, I εφη, έρώ, ό Σωκράτης, και αντην καί τάς 
γενεσεις- σύ 8έ μοι την έτέραν. λέγω 8έ το μέν καθ- 
εν8ειν, το 8έ έγρηγορέναι, καί έκ τον καθεν8ειν το 

d έγρηγορέναι γίγνεσθαι και έκ τον έγρηγορέναι το 
καθεν8ειν, καί τάς γενέσεις αντοΐν την μέν κατα8αρ- 
θάνειν είναι, την 8’ άνεγείρεσθαι. ικανώς σοι, έφη, η 
ον;

ΠαίΌ μέν ονν. I
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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, cool

ing and warming and everything like this; even if some
times 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.
“And what does that imply?” he asked. “That there’s an c 

opposite to living, just 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 I was telling 

you about just now,” said Socrates, “both itself and its 
processes, and you give the other one. I mean sleeping 
and being awake, and that being awake comes about from 
sleeping and sleeping from being awake and their pro- d 
cesses are first going to sleep and second waking up. Is that 
enough for you,” he asked, “or not?”

“Perfectly.”
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Λ eye or/ μοι κσ.ί σν, έφη, οντω περί ζωής καί 
θανάτου, ονκ εναντίον μεν φης τώ ζην το τεθνάναι 
είναι.;

‘Έγωγε.
Γίγνεσθαι δέ έζ άλδηδων;
Nai. I
Έ£ ονν του ζώντος τί τδ γιγνόμενον;
Τό τεθνηκός, εφη.
Τί δέ, η δ’ ος, εκ τον τεθνεώτος;
Άναγκαΐον, εφη, δμολογείν δτι τδ ζών.
Έκ τών τεθνεώτων αρα, ώ Κέβης, τά ζώντά τε καί 

οί ζώντες γίγνονται; I 
e Φαίνεται, έφη.

Γίσιν αρα, έφη, αί ψνχαί ημών έν "Αιδον.
’'Έιοικεν.
Ονκονν καί τοΐν γενεσέοιν τοΐν περί ταντα η γ’ 

έτερα σαφής ονσα τυγχάνει; I τό γάρ άποθνησκειν 
σαφές δηπου, η οΰ;

Πάνν μέν ούν, έφη.
Πως ονν, η δ’ δς, ποιησομεν; ονκ άνταττοδώσομεν 

την εναντίαν γενεσιν, αλλά ταντη χωΚη έσται ή φν- 
σις; I η ανάγκη άποδονναι τω άττοθνησκειν εναντίαν 
τινα γενεσιν;

ΙΙάντως πον, έφη.
Ύινα ταντην;
Τό άναβιώσκεσθαι.

72 Ονκονν, η δ’ δς, εϊπερ έστι τδ άναβιώσκεσθαι, εκ
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“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?”

“I am.”
“And they come about from each other.”
“Yes.”
“So what is it that comes about from that which is liv

ing?”
“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 exis

tence from the dead, Cebes?”
“It looks like it.” e
“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 presum
ably, 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 counterbal
ance, otherwise the nature of things will be lopsided in this 
respect? Or should we set some opposite process against 
dying?”

“Yes I suppose we should,” he said.
“What will this be?”
“Coming back to life.”
“Therefore,” he said, “if there is a return to life, then 72 
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τών τεθνεώτων άν είη γε veins els τούς ζώντας αυτή, 
το άναβιώσκεσθαι;

Παηυ ye.
'Ομολογεΐται άρα ηροη και ταύτη τούς ζώντας εκ 

τών I τεθνεώτων γεγονέναι ού8έν ήττον η τούς τεθνε- 
ώτας έκ τών ζώντων, τούτου δε όντος ικανόν -που εδό- 
κει τεκμήριου είναι ότι αναγκαίου τάς τών τεθνεώτων 
ψυχάς είναι που, όθεν δή πάλιν γίγνεσθαι.

Δοκεΐ μοι, εψη, ώ Χώκρατες, έκ τών ώμολογημενών 
αναγκαίου ούτως εχειν. I

Ίδε τοίνυν ούτως, εφη, ώ Κέβης, οτι ού8’ αδίκως 
ώμολογηκαμεν, ως έμοί 8οκεΐ. εί γάρ μη άει άνταπο- 

b διδοίη τά ετερα τοΐς έτέροις γιγνόμενα, ώσπερεί κύ
κλω περιιόντα, άλλ’ ευθεία τις είη η γένεσις έκ τού 
ετέρου μόνον εις το καταντικρυ και μη ανακαμπτοι 
πάλιν έπί το έτερον μηόε καμπήν ποιοΐτο, οίσθ’ ότι 
πάντα τελευτώντα το αυτό I σχήμα άν σχοίη καί το 
αυτό πάθος άν πάθοι καί παυσαιτο γιγνόμενα;

Πώς λέγεις; εφη.
Ού8έν χαλεπόν, η δ’ δς, έννοησαι ο λέγω- άλλ’ οΐον 

εί τό κατα8αρθάνειν μέν είη, τό 8’ άνεγείρεσθαι μη 
c άνταπο8ι8οίη I γιγνόμενον έκ τού καθεύ8οντος, οίσθ’ 

ότι τελευτώντα πάντ’ <άν> λήρον τον Έν8υμίωνα 
άπο8είζειεν καί ού8αμοΰ άν φαίνοιτο διά τδ και τάλλα

43 The “bending back” is an image taken from the racecourse, 
where the competitors turn round at the far point of the track and 
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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 I 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, I 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 b 
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,43 do 
you realize that all dying things would have the same pat
tern 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 c 
would show that Endymion is insignificant and would no
where to be seen on account of everything else being in

return to the starting point. The “circle” (bl) reflects the Py- 
thagorean/Orphic Wheel of Birth.
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■πάντα, ταύτδν έκείνω πεπονθέναι, καθενδειν. καν εί 
συγκρίνοιτο μέν πάντα, διακρίνοιτο δέ μή, ταχύ αν 
τδ τον Άναζαγόρον γεγονός εϊη, I “Όμον πάντα χρή
ματα.” ωσαύτως δέ, ώ φίλε Κέ/3ης, καί εί άποθνήσκοι 
μέν πάντα όσα τον ζην μεταλάβοι, επειδή δέ άποθά- 
νοι, μένοι έν τούτω τω σχήματι τά τεθνεώτα καί μή 
πάλιν άναβιώσκοιτο, άρ’ ον πολλή αναγκη τελευ- 

d τώντα πάντα τεθνάναι καί μηδέν ζην; εί γάρ έκ μέν 
των άλλων τά ζωντα γίγνοιτο, τά δέ ζωντα θνήσκοι, 
τίς μηχανή μή ονχί πάντα καταναλωθήναι είς τδ 
τεθνάναι;

Ουδέ μία μοι, δοκεΐ, έφη ό Κέ/3ης, ω Χώκρατες, | 
αλλά μοι δοκεΐς παντάπασιν αληθή λέγειν.

"Έστιν γάρ, ίφη, ώ Κέ/3η?, ώ? έμοί δοκεΐ, παντός 
μάλλον οντω, και ήμεΐς αντά ταντα ονκ έζαπατώμενοι 
όμολογονμεν, άλλ’ έστι τω δντι καί τδ άναβιώσκε- 
σθαι και έκ των τεθνεωτων τονς ζώντας γίγνεσθαι και 
τάς τών τεθνεωτων ψνχάς είναι. I

e Καί μην, έφη δ Έέβης νπολαβών, καί κατ’ έκεΐνόν 
γε τδν λόγον, ώ Χώκρατες, εί αληθής έστιν, δν σν 
ε’ίωθας θαμά λέγειν, ότι ήμΐν ή μάθησις ονκ άλλο τι 
ή άνάμνησις τνγχά,νει ονσα, καί κατά τούτον άνάγκη 
πον ημάς έν I προτέρω τινί χρόνω μεμαθηκεναι ά ννν 

73 άναμιμνησκόμεθα. τοντο δέ αδύνατον, εί μή ήν πον

I.e., Endymion, condemned to sleep for ever according to 
the myth, would be indistinguishable from anyone/anything else.

45 Anaxagoras was a fifth-century natural scientist whose book 
began with a sentence (DK 59B1, Waterfield, 122) that described 
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the same state as he, namely being asleep?44 And if every
thing were combined together and not separated out, then 
Anaxagoras’ maxim would soon come true: ‘All tilings to
gether.’45 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? F or if the living came d 
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 I think what you’re saying is true in every 
respect.”

“Yes this is most certainly the case, Cebes, as I 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.”

“And furthermore,” said Cebes taking up the point, e 
“according to that argument, Socrates, if what you’ve fre
quently put forward is true, that for us learning is actually 
nothing other than recollection, then according to that 
I think it must be that what we now recollect we have 
learned at some previous time.46 But this is impossible 73

the original state of things, where everything formed an inchoate 
mass. He features again, more crucially, in Phaedo at 97b-99d, 
and is also referred to, in passing, at Ap, 26d.

46 Plato’s S. developed the theory of learning as recollection 
in Meno 81-86, to which Cebes may be referring here. For 
discussion of this argument (73a7-77a7), see Introduction to 
Phaedo, section 3 (v).
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ήμΐν ή ψυχή πριν έν τώδε τω άνθρωπίνω εΐδει γενέ- 
σθαι- ώστε και ταύτη αθάνατον ή ψυχή τι εοικεν εΐ- 
ναι.

Άλλα, ω Κεβης, εφη 6 Σιμμίας νπολαβων, I ποΐαι 
τούτων αί αποδείξεις; ύπόμνησόν με- ού γάρ σφόδρα 
έν τω παροντι μεμνημαι.

Τ/Ά μέν λόγω, έφη ό Κεβης, καλλίστω, οτι έρω- 
τώμενοι οί άνθρωποι, έάν τις καλώς έρωτα, αυτοί λέ- 
γουσιν πάντα ή έχει, καίτοι εί μη έτνγχανεν αύτοΐς 
έπιστήμη ένονσα και ορθός λόγος, I ούκ άν οΐοί τ’ 

b ήσαν τούτο ποιήσαι. έπειτα έάν τις έπι τά διαγράμ- 
ματα άγη ή άλλο τι των τοιοντων, ενταύθα σαφέ
στατα κατηγορεί οτι τούτο ούτως εχει.

Εί δε μη ταύτη γε, εφη, πείθη, ώ Σιμμία, 6 Σω
κράτης, σκέψαι άν τήδέ πή σοι σκοπουμενω σννδόήη. 
I απιστείς γάρ δη πως ή καλούμενη μάθησις άνάμνη- 
σίς έστιν;

Απιστώ μέν εγωγε, ή δ’ ός δ Σιμμίας, ού, σ.ύτδ δέ 
τούτο, έφη, δέομαι παθεΐν περί ού δ λόγος, άναμνη- 
σθήναι. καί σχεδόν γε έζ ων Κέβης έπεχείρησε λέ- 
γειν ήδη μέμνημαι και πείθομαι- ούδέν μένταν ήττον 
άκονοιμι νύν πή σν έπεχειρησας λεγειν. I

c Ττ}δ’ εγωγε, ή δ’ ος. όμολογούμεν γάρ δήπον, εΐ 
τις τι άναμνησθήσεται, δεΐν αύτόν τούτο πρότερόν 
ποτέ έπίστασθαι.

Πάνν γ’, έφη. I
Ά.ρ’ ούν και τάδε όμολογούμεν, όταν επιστήμη 

παραγίγνηται τρόπω τοιουτφ, άνάμνησιν είναι; λέγω 
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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.”

“But Cebes,” said Simmias breaking in, “what were the 
proofs for all of this? Remind me, as I don’t quite remem
ber right now.”

“By a single argument,” replied Cebes, “an excellent 
one: that when questioned, if one puts the question prop
erly, people describe for themselves everything as it is. Yet 
if they didn’t actually have knowledge and the right argu
ment in them, they wouldn’t be able to do this. Therefore b 
if one takes them to diagrams, or anything else of this kind, 
then it proves most clearly that this is right.”47

47 A likely reference to the “diagram” in Meno 84d-85b, 
which enables Meno’s slave, by being questioned, to "recollect” 
knowledge of some basic geometry.

“But if you’re not convinced by that, Simmias,” said 
Socrates, “consider whether you agree if you look at it in 
the following way. For apparently you really don’t believe 
how so-called learning can be recollection?”

“It’s not that I don’t believe it,” replied Simmias, “but 
I need to experience just that,” he said, “what our discus
sion is about, recollection. I can just about remember from 
what Cebes was attempting to argue, and I’m convinced, 
and yet none the less I’d like to hear now how you under
took to argue it yourself.”

“I did it like this,” he said: “you see, I presume we agree c 
that if someone recalls something, he must have known it 
at some point before.”

“Indeed,” he said.
“And do we also agree that whenever knowledge comes 

in such a way it is recollection? Shall I tell you in what way?
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δί τινα τρόπον; τόνδε. έάν τίς τι 'έτερον η ίδών η 
άκούσας η τινα άλλην αϊσθησιν λαβών μη μόνον 
έκεΐνο γνφ, άλλά καί 'έτερον έννοηση ού μη η αντη 
επιστήμη άλλ’ άλλη, I άρα ονχί τοντο δικαίως λέγο- 

d μεν ότι άνεμνησθη, ον την έννοιαν ελαβεν;
Πώς λέγεις;
Οΐον τά τοιάδε· άλλη πον επιστήμη άνθρωπον και 

λύρας. I
Πώς γάρ ον;
Ονκονν οΐσθα ότι οί έρασταί, όταν ΐδωσιν λύραν 

η Ιμάτιον η άλλο τι οίς τά παιδικά αντων εΐωθε χρη- 
σθαι, πάσχονσι τοντο· έγνωσαν τε την λνραν και έν 
τη διανοίμ έλαβον τδ είδος τον τταιδδς ού ην ή λύρα; 
τοντο δέ έστιν άνάμνησις- I ώσπερ γε και Ί,ιμμίαν τις 
ιδών πολλάκις Κέβητος άνεμνησθη, καί άλλα πον 
μνρία τοιαντ’ άν εϊη.

Μύρια μέντοι νη Δία, εφη ό Χιμμίας.
e Ονκονν, η δ’ ός, τδ τοιοντον άνάμνησις τίς εστί; 

μάλιστα μέντοι όταν τις τοντο πάθη περί εκείνα ά 
νπδ χρόνον και τον μη έπισκοπεΐν ηδη έπελέληστο;

Πάνν μέν ονν, εφη. I
Τί δέ; η δ’ ος· έστιν 'ίππον γεγραμμένον ιδόντα και 

λύραν γεγραμμένην άνθρωπον άναμνησθηναι, καί 
^.ιμμίαν Ιδόντα γεγραμμένον Ιίέβητος άναμνησθη
ναι;

Πάνν γε.
Ονκονν και 'iip.jj.iav ιδόντα γεγραμμένον αντον 

Ί,ιμμίον άναμνησθηναι; I
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It’s like this: if someone learns some particular thing either 
by seeing or hearing it, or applying any other kind of sense 
perception, not only does he recognize that thing, but he 
can also conceive a second object of which it isn’t the same 
knowledge, but a different one: do we not then rightly say 
that he was reminded of this thing of which he had the d 
thought?”

“What do you mean?”
“For example the following: I take it the knowledge of 

a person and the knowledge of a lyre are different.”
“Of course.”
“Then do you think that when lovers see a lyre, or a 

cloak, or anything else their loved ones habitually use, 
their reaction that follows is that they both recognize the 
lyre and perceive in their mind the form of the boy whose 
lyre it is? This is recollection. In just such a way anyone 
seeing Simmias is often reminded of Cebes, and I imagine 
there could be countless other examples like this.”

“Yes indeed, by Zeus, numberless,” said Simmias.
“Therefore,” he said, “such a thing is a form of recol- e 

lection, isn’t it? Especially moreover when one experi
ences this about those things that have already slipped the 
mind through the passage of time and one’s not thinking 
about them.”

“Very much so,” he said.
“And what then?” he asked. “Is it possible from seeing 

a drawing of a horse, or a drawing of a lyre to be reminded 
of a person, and to be reminded of Cebes by seeing a 
drawing of Simmias?”

“Definitely.”
“And therefore be reminded of the real Simmias by 

seeing a drawing of Simmias?”
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74 “Εστι μέντοι, έφη.
~Αρ’ ονν ον κατά πάντα ταντα συμβαίνει την άνά- 

μνησιν είναι μεν άφ’ όμοιων, είναι δε και από ανό
μοιων;

Συμβαίνει. I
Άλλ’ όταν γε άπο τών όμοιων άναμιμνησκηταί τις 

τι, άρ’ ονκ αναγκαίου τάδε προσπάσχειν, έννοεΐν ε’ίτε 
τι ελλείπει τοντο κατά την ομοιότητα είτε μη εκείνου 
ού άνεμνησθη;

Ανάγκη, έφη.
Ί,κόπει 8η, η δ’ ος, εί ταντα όντως έχει. φαμέν πού 

τι είναι ίσον, I ον ζάλον λέγω ζάλω οΰ8έ λίθον λίθω 
ού8’ άλλο των τοιούτων ονδέν, άλλα παρά ταντα 
πάντα 'έτερόν τι, αυτό τό ίσον φώμέν τι είναι η μη
δέν;

b Φώμεν μέντοι νη Δί’, εφη ό 'Σ,ιμμίας, θανμαστώς 
γε.

Ή και επιστάμεθα αυτό ό έστιν;
Πάνν γε, η 8’ ος.
Πόθεν λαβόντες αυτόν την επιστήμην; άρ’ οΰκ εζ 

ων νννδη ελέγομεν, I η ζάλα η λίθους η άλλα άττα 
ίδόντες ίσα, έκ τούτων εκείνο ένενοησαμεν, έτερον όν 
τούτων; η ούχ έτερόν σοι φαίνεται; σκόπει δέ και 
τηδε. άρ’ ον λίθοι μέν ίσοι καί ζάλα ενίοτε ταντα όντα 
τω μεν ίσα φαίνεται, τω 8’ ούβ I

2 τω . . . τώ β: τότε . . . τότε TWPQ
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“Its possible, certainly,” he said.
“Isn’t it the case, then, that in all these examples it turns 

out that recollection comes from their similarities, but also 
from their differences?”

“It does.”
“But when someone is reminded of something from the 

similarities must he not also experience thinking whether 
there is or isn’t something missing as regards the similarity 
in relation to what he’s reminded of?”

“He must,” he said.
“Then consider,” he said, “if the following is right: we 

say, I think, there exists something equal. I don’t mean a 
piece of wood is equal to a piece of wood or a stone is equal 
to a stone, or anything else of this sort, but something be
yond all these, something different, the equal itself. Are 
we to say there is something such as this, or nothing?”

“Yes, we certainly are, by Zeus, most emphatically!” 
“Do we also know it, what it is?”
“Indeed we do,” he said.
“Where did we get our knowledge of it from? Isn’t it 

the case that from what we were talking about just now, 
when we saw pieces of wood, stones, or any other objects 
that are equal, that we thought of that object, it being 
something other than these things? Or does it not seem to 
be something other to you? Again, consider it like this: 
don’t equal stones and pieces of wood, even though they 
are the same ones, seem equal to one person but not to 
another?”48

48 Or: "... equal to one thing . . . not to another,” or: (from 
an alternative textual reading, see textual note) "... equal at one 
time . . . not at another.”
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Πάνν μέν ονν.
c Τί δε; αυτά τά ϊσα έστιν ότε άνισά σοι έφάνη, ή 

ή ίσοτης άνισοτης;
Ούδεπώποτέ ye, ώ Ί,ώκρατες.
Ού ταύτόν άρα έστιν, ή δ’ ός, ταύτα re τά ϊσα και 

αύτό τδ ϊσον. I
Ούδαμως μοι φαίνεται, ώ ^,ώκρατες.
Άλλα μην εκ τούτων γ’, έφη, των Ισων, ετέρων 

ιόντων εκείνου τον ‘ίσον, όμως αύτον την επιστήμην 
έννενόηκάς τε καί εϊληφας; I

’Αληθέστατα, εφη, λέγει·;.
Ούκονν η όμοιου όντος τούτοι; η άνομοιου;
I Ιαρυ γε.
Διαφέρει δε γε, ή δ’ δς, ούδέν- εως άν άλλο ίδων 

d από ταύτης τής όψεως άλλο έννοήσης, είτε όμοιον 
είτε άνόμοιον, αναγκαίου, έφη, αύτό άνάμνησιν γεγο- 
νέναι.

ΤΙανν μέν ονν.
Τί δε; ή δ’ ός· ή πάσχομέν τι τοιοντον περί τά εν 

τοίς I ζνλοις τε καί οις νννδή ελέγομεν τοίς ισοις; άρα 
φαίνεται ήμΐν ούτως ϊσα είναι ώσπερ αύτό τό ό έστιν, 
ή ενδεΐ τι εκείνον τω τοιοντον είναι οιον τό ϊσον, ή 
ούδέν;

Καί πολύ γε, έφη, ενδεΐ.
Ούκονν όμολογονμεν, όταν τις τι ίδων έννοήση ότι 

I βούλεται μέν τούτο ό νύν εγω όρω είναι οίον άλλο 
e τι των όντων, ένδεΐ δέ καί ού δύναται τοιοντον είναι 

[ϊσον] οίον εκείνο, άλλ’ έστιν φαυλοτερον, αναγκαίου
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“Certainly.”
“What then? Have there been times when the equals c 

themselves appeared to be unequal to you, or equality 
inequality?”

“No never Socrates!”
“Then,” he said, "these equal things and the equal itself 

are not the same thing.”
“Not at all, as I see it, Socrates.”
“And yet is it from these equals,” he said, “although 

they’re other than that equal, that you nevertheless have 
brought to mind and gained your knowledge of it?”

“What you say is very true,” he said.
“Either from being like or unlike them?”
“Certainly.”
“But anyway it makes no difference,” he said; “as long 

as when you saw one thing from your observation you d 
envisaged another, whether it was similar or different,” he 
said, “it has to be that this is recollection.”

“Most definitely!”
“What then?” he asked. “Is it that we have some such 

experience regarding the similarities in the pieces of wood 
and those equalities we were just talking about? Do they 
seem to us to be equals, just as that which is equality itself, 
or do they fall short at all of that equality in respect of 
being such a thing as the equal, or not at all?”

“They’re well short,” he said.
“So we agree then that whenever someone sees some

thing and thinks: ‘what I now see tends to be like some one 
of the other things that exist, but falls short and can’t be e 
like that other thing, but is inferior,’ it must be, I suppose,

361



PLATO

ttov τον tovto έννοονντα τνχεΐν προειδότα έκεΐνο ω 
φησιν αντο προσεοικέναι μέν, ένδεεστέρως δέ έχειν; I 

Ανάγκη.
Τί ονν; το τοιοντον πεπόνθαμεν και ημείς η οι) περί 

τε τά ίσα και αντο το ίσον;
ΤΙαντάπασί γε.

’Α.ναγκαΐον άρα ημάς προειδέναι το ’ίσον προ έκεί- 
75 νον τον χρόνον οτε τό πρώτον ΐδόντες τά ϊσα ένενοή- 

σαμεν ότι ορέγεται μεν παντα ταντα είναι olov το 
ίσον, έχει δέ ένδεεστέρως.

“Εστι ταντα. I
Άλλα μην και τάδε δμολογονμεν, μη ά\\οθεν αντο 

έννενοηκέναι μηδέ δννατδν είναι έννοησαι άλλ’ η εκ 
τον ίδεΐν η αψασθαι η εκ τίνος άλλης των αισθήσεων- 
ταντδν δέ πάντα ταντα λέγω.

Ύαντόν γάρ έστιν, ώ 'ά.ώκρατες, πρός γε δ βούλεται 
δηλώσαι ό λόγος. I

Άλλα μεν δή έκ γε των αισθήσεων δεΐ έννοησαι 
b ότι πάντα τά έν ταΐς αΐσθήσεσιν εκείνον τε ορέγεται 

τον δ έστιν ίσον, καί αντον ένδεέστερά έστιν- ή πώς 
λέγομεν;

Οντως.
Προ τον άρα άρζασθαι ημάς δράν και άκονειν και 

I τάλλα αίσθάνεσθαι τνχεΐν έδει πον εΐληφότας επι
στήμην αντον τον ΐσον ότι έστιν, εΐ έμέλλομεν τά έκ 
τών αισθήσεων ϊσα έκεΐσε άνοίσειν, ότι προθνμεΐται 
μέν πάντα τοιαντ’ είναι οίον έκεΐνο, έστιν δέ αντον 
φανλότερα.
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that he who thinks this actually has previous knowledge of 
that which he says it resembles but falls short.”

“It has to be so.”
“Well then? Have we too had such an experience, or 

haven’t we about equal things and the equal itself?”
“Indeed we have.”
“Then we must have had knowledge of equality before 

that time when, seeing equal things for the first time, we 75 
came to have it in mind that all these things aim to be like 
equality, but fall short of it.”

“That is so.”
“But yet again we also agree on this: that we didn’t 

come to have it in mind, nor is it possible to have it in mind 
from anywhere except seeing, touching, or using any other 
of our perceptions. I regard all these as being the same.”

“They are the same, Socrates, considering at least what 
our discussion is aiming to reveal.”

“But also we must of course observe that it is from our 
perceptions that everything in our perceptions aims for b 
what is actual equality and falls short of it. Or what do we 
mean?”

“That is it.”
“Then it must have been before we began to see and 

hear and have other sensations, I take it, that we acquired 
our knowledge of what the actual equal is, if we were go
ing to refer to it the equals we’ve gained from our percep
tions, having in mind the fact that all these reach out to
ward the actual equality, but are inferior to it.”
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'Ανάγκη έκ των προειρημενιων, ώ Σώκρατες. I
Ονκονν γενόμενοι εΐιθνς εωρωμεν re και ηκονομεν 

και τάς άλλας αισθήσεις εϊχομεν;
Πάνν γε.

c "Εδει δέ γε, φαμεν, προ τούτων την τον ’ίσον επ
ιστήμην είληφέναι;

Ναί.
ΙΙρϊ,ρ γενεσθαι άρα, ως έοικεν, ανάγκη ημΐν αντην 

είληφέναι. I
"Έοικεν.
Ονκονν εί μεν λαβόντες αντην προ τον γενεσθαι 

εχοντες έγενομεθα, ήπισταμεθα καί πριν γενεσθαι 
καί ενθνς γενόμενοι ον μόνον τό 'ίσον και τό μείζον 
καί τό έλαττον I άλλα καί συμπαντα τα τοιαντα; ον 
γάρ περί τον ίσον ννν ό λογος ήμΐν μάλλον τι η και 

d περί αντον τον καλόν καί αντόν τού αγαθόν και δί
καιον καί όσιον καί, δπερ λέγω, περί απαντων ο’ις 
έπισφραγιζόμεθα τό “αντό δ έστι” καί εν ταΐς έρωτη- 
σεσιν έρωτωντες καί έν ταΐς άποκρίσεσιν άποκρινό- 
μενοι. ώστε άναγκαΐον ήμΐν τούτων πάντων τας I έπ- 
ιστήμας προ τον γενεσθαι είληφέναι.

' Εστι ταντα.
Και εί μέν γε λαβόντες εκάστοτε μή έπιλελήσμεθα, 

είδότας αεί γίγνεσθαι καί αεί διά βίον είδέναι- τό γάρ 
είδέναι τοντ’ έστιν, λαβόντα τον επιστήμην εχειν καί 
μή άπολωλεκέναν I ή ον τοντο λήθην λέγομεν, ω Σιμ- 
μία, επιστήμης αποβολήν;

e ΙΙά/'τως δήπον, έφη, ω Σώκρατες.
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“From what’s been said, it must be so, Socrates.”
“Well then, were we able to see and hear and use our 

other senses from the moment of birth?”
“Indeed.”
“But we must, we’re saying, have acquired our knowl- c 

edge of the equal before this?”
“Yes.”
“Then it seems we must have acquired it before we 

were born.”
“It seems so.”
“Therefore if we acquired it before we were born and 

were born in possession of it, did we have knowledge, both 
before being born and at the very moment of being born, 
not only of the equal and of the greater and the less, but 
also of all such things? You see our discussion now is no 
more about the equal than about the beautiful, the good, d 
the just and the holy themselves, and, as I say, about all 
things on which we’ve put this seal, the ‘what it is’ both in 
putting our questions when we ask questions and giving 
our answers when we give answers. Consequently it has to 
be that we gained our knowledge of all these things before 
we were born.”

“That is so.”
“And if on the one hand having gained it we have not 

forgotten it every time, it must be that we are always being 
brought into being with this knowledge and always have it 
throughout our lives. For this is what knowing is, having 
gained knowledge of something we hold on to it and have 
not lost it—or is this not what we mean by forgetting, Sim
mias, the loss of knowledge?”

“Absolutely, in my view, Socrates,” he said. e
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Ei δε' γε οΐμαι, λαβόντες πριν γενέσθαι γιγνόμενοι 
άπωλέσαμεν, ύστερον δε ταΐϊ αίσ^ήσεσι χρώμενοι 
περί αυτά έκείυας άναλαμβάνομεν τάς έπιστήμας άς 
ποτέ και πριν εϊχομεν, I άρ’ οΰχ ο καλοΰμεν μανθά
νει οίκείαν άν επιστήμην άναλαμβάνειν ε’ίη; τοΰτο δε 
που άναμιμνήσκεσθαι λέγοντες ορθως άν λέγοιμεν;

Ιίάνυ γε.
76 Δυνατόν γάρ 8ή τοΰτο γε εφάνη, αίσθόμενόν τι ή 

ί8όντα ή άκονσαντα ή τινα άλλην αΐσθησιν Χαβόντα 
t έτερόν τι από τούτου εννοήσαι ο επελέληστο, ώ τοΰτο

Φΐγ έπλησίαζεν άνόμοιον ον η ω ομοιον ώστε, όπερ λέγω,
8υοΐν θάτερον, I ήτοι έπιστάμενοί γε αυτά γεγόναμεν 
και έπιστάμεθα διά βίου πάντες, η ύστερον, ούζ φα- 
μεν μανθάνειν, οΰ8εν άλλ’ η άναμιμνησκονται οΰτοι, 
και η μάθησις άνάμνησίζ άν εϊη.

Και μάλα 8η ούτωξ έχει, ω Ίώκρατες.
' ΤΙότερον ούν αίρη, 6} "^ιμμία; έπισταμενους ημάς

b γεγονεναι, η άναμιμνησκεσθαι ύστερον ών πρότερον 
επιστήμην είληφότες ήμεν;

Ούκ εχω, ώ Χώκρατες, έν τω παρόντι έλέσθαι.
Τί δε; τό8ε έχεις έλέσθαι, και πη σοι δοκεΐ περί 

αύτοΰ; άνηρ έπιστάμενος περί ών επίσταται έχοι άν 
8οΰναι λόγον η ου; I

Πολλή άνάγκη, έφη, ώ 'Δώκρατες.
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“But on the other hand, I think, if after gaining it be
fore birth we lost it in the process of being born and later 
on using our senses recover that knowledge of the abso
lutes that we had once before, wouldn’t what we call learn
ing be the recovery of our own knowledge? And in my 
view in referring to this as recollection are we right to use 
this word?”

“Certainly,”
“Yes indeed, for it did appear possible that if someone 76 

perceived something, either by seeing it, or hearing, or 
applying any other kind of perception, from this he could 
think of something else that he had forgotten, which this 
came close to, either dissimilar or similar to it.49 The re
sult I’m saying is one of two things, either we were born 
with a knowledge of these things and we all know them 
throughout our lives, or later on those who we say are 
learning are doing nothing other than calling things to 
mind and the learning process would be recollection.”

49 This was argued at 73c5-74a8.

“This is certainly the case, Socrates.”
“Which one do you choose then, Simmias? Were we 

born with knowledge, or do we later recall knowledge of b 
things that we gained previously?”

“I can’t make up my mind, Socrates, at this moment.”
“What then? Can you decide on the following and what 

do you think about it? Would a man with understanding 
of what he knows be able to give an account of it, or not?”

“Of course he must be able to, Socrates,” he said.
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Ή καί δοκονσί σοι πάντες δίδομαι λόγου 
περί τούτων ων νυνδη έλεγομεν; I

Βουλοίμηρ μένταν, εφη ό Si/Λμία,ς- άλλα πολύ μάλ
λον φοβούμαι μη αυριον τηνικάδε οΰκετι η άνθρωπων 
ονδεις ά£ίως ο ids' τε τοντο ποιησαι.

c Ονκ άρα δοκονσί σοι επίστασθαί γε, εφη, ω Ί,ιμ- 
μία, πάντες αυτά;

Οΰδαμως.
Άναμιμνησκονται άρα ά -ποτέ εμαθον; I
Ανάγκη.
Πότ6 λαβοΰσαι at φυχαι ήμων την επιστήμην αυ

τών; ον γάρ δη άφ’ ου γε άνθρωποι γεγόναμεν.
Ού δητα.
ΤΙρότερον άρα. I
Ναί.
’Ήχταν άρα, ώ Χιμμία, αι φυχαι και προτερον, πριν 

είναι εν άνθρωπον εϊδει, χωρίς σωμάτων, και φρόνη- 
σιν ε’ιχον.

Εΐ μη άρα άμα γιγνόμενοι λαμβάνομεν, ώ 'ϊ.ωκρα- 
τες, ταύτας τάς έπιστήμας· οΰτος γαρ λειπεται ετι ό 
χρόνος.

d Εϊερ, ω εταίρε- άπόλλυμεν δε αντάς εν ποίγ άλλω 
χρόνω; ου γάρ δη εχοντες γε αϋτάς γιγνόμεθα, ώς 
άρτι ωμολογησαμεν- η εν τούτω άπόλλυμεν εν άπερ 
και λαμβάνομεν; η εχεις άλλον τινά είπεΐν χρόνον; I
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"Indeed, and do you think everyone can give an expla
nation for what we were just talking about?”50

50 I.e., give an explanation (i.e., rational account: dounai 
logon: b5) of what was mentioned in 75cll-d2, how we know 
about “the beautiful,” “the good,” etc.—that is, provide a neces
sary requirement for something to qualify as knowledge, accord
ing to Plato’s S. (and argued extensively in Euthyphro').

“Well I wish they could,” said Simmies, “but I’m really 
rather afraid that by this time tomorrow there’ll no longer 
be anyone here capable of making a decent job of this.”

“So you don’t think all people have knowledge of these c 
things, Simmias?” he said.

“Not at all.”
“Then they call to mind what they once learned?”
“They must do.”
“When did our souls gain knowledge of them? It cer

tainly wasn’t since the time when we were born as human 
beings.”

“No indeed.”
“Before that, then.”
“Yes.”
“Then our souls existed before that, before they ex

isted in human form, without bodies, and they had under
standing.”

"Unless after all we gain our knowledge of these things 
at the very moment we are born, Socrates: there’s still this 
time left.”

“Well then, my friend, at what other time do we lose d 
it? After all we certainly aren’t born with it, as we agreed 
a little while ago. Or do we lose it at the time we acquire 
it, or have you any other· time to suggest?”
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Ονδαμώς, ώ Χώκρατες, άλλα έλαθον έμαντον ονδέν 
είπών.

ό\ρ’ ουν όντως έχει, έ'ψη, ημΐν, ώ 'ϊ,ιμμία; εί μέν 
έστιν ά θρυλοΰμεν αεί, καλόν τε τι και αγαθόν και 
πάσα ή τοιαντη ουσία, και έπι ταντην τα εκ τών αί- 

e σθησεων πάντα άναφερομεν, νπάρχονσαν πρότερον 
άνενρίσκοντες ημετέραν ουσαν, και ταντα εκείνη άπ- 
εικάζομεν, άναγκαΐον, όντως ώσπερ και ταντα έστιν, 
όντως και την ημετέραν ψυχήν είναι και πριν γεγονε- 
ναι ημάς- εί δέ μη εστι ταντα, I άλλως άν ό λόγος 
οντος είρημένος εϊη; άρ’ όντως έχει, και Ιση ανάγκη 
ταΰτά τε είναι και τάς ημετέρας ψνχάς πριν και ημάς 
γεγονέναι, και εί μη ταντα, ουδέ τάδε;

'Ύπερφυώς, ώ 'Ζώκρατες, έφη ό Χιμμίας, δοκεΐ μοι 
η αυτή ανάγκη είναι, και εις καλόν γε καταφεύγει ό 

77 λόγος εις τό ομοίως είναι την τε ψυχήν ημών πριν 
γενεσθαι ημάς και την ουσίαν ην συ νυν λεγεις. ον 
γάρ έχω έγωγε ούδέν οντω μοι εναργές ον ώς τοντο, 
τό πάντα τά τοιαυτ’ είναι ώς οίόν τε μάλιστα, καλόν 
τε και αγαθόν και τάλλα πάντα ά συ νυνδη ’έλεγες· I 
και έμοιγε δοκεΐ ίκανώς άποδέδεικται.

Τί δέ δη Κεβητι; ’έφη δ Σωκράτης- δει γάρ καί 
Κέβητα πείθειν.

Ίκανώς, έφη ο Ί,ιμμίας, ώς έγωγε ο’ιμαι- καιτοι 
καρτερώτατος ανθρώπων έστιν προς τό άπιστεΐν τοις 
λόγοις. I άλλ’ οίμαι οΰκ ενδεώς τοντο πεπεΐσθαι αύ- 

b τόν, ότι πριν γενεσθαι ημάς ην ημών η ψυχή- εί μέν-
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“No way, Socrates! I didn’t realize I was talking non
sense.”

“Is this then how it is with us, Simmias? If the things 
we’re always on about exist·, a beauty, a good, and every 
such essence,51 and we compare all we get from our senses 
with this essence, rediscovering what was formerly ours, e 
and we compare these things with it, it must be that, just 
as these essences exist, so too our soul exists even before 
we have come into being. But if these don’t exist, wouldn’t 
this line of argument be pointless? Is this right then, and 
is it equally necessary both that these essences exist, and 
that our souls existed before we came into being; and if 
the one did not, neither did the other?”

51 “Essence” (ousia), often used by Plato in contrast to “attri
bute” (pathos), e.g., essential beauty itself as opposed to its attri
butes in objects perceived by the senses, e.g., a beautiful person, 
etc. For these terms contrasted elsewhere, see Euthphr. Ua6-bl.

“It’s abundantly clear to me, Socrates,” said Simmias, 
“the same must apply to both and it’s opportune that your 
argument has recourse to similarity between both our soul 77 
before we were born and the essence you’re now talking 
about. For my part I’ve got nothing that’s as clear as this 
to me, that all such things exist as surely as any can: beau
tiful, good, and all the others that you were talking about 
just now. And for me at any rate I think the case is suffi
ciently proven.”

“And how does Cebes react to it?” said Socrates. “You 
see we have to persuade Cebes too.”

“Well enough,” said Simmias, “as far as I can see. And 
yet he’s the most obstinate of people when it comes to not 
accepting arguments. But still I do think he’s been suffi
ciently persuaded that our soul existed before we were b
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tol καί έπειδάν άποθάνωμεν έτι έσται, ουδέ αντώ μοι 
δοκεΐ, έφη, ώ Χώκρατες, άποδεδεΐχθαι, άλλ’ έτι έν- 
έστηκεν ο νννδη Κέβης ελεγε, το των πολλών, οττως 
μη άμα άποθνησκοντος I τον άνθρωπον διασκεδάζον
ται η ψνγη καί αντη τον είναι τοντο τέλος η. τι γαρ 
κωλύει γίγνεσθαι μεν αντην και σννίστασθαι άλλο- 
θέν ποθεν και είναι πριν και εις άνθρώπειον σώμα 
άφικέσθαι, έπειδάν δέ άφίκηται καί άπαλλάττηται 
τοντον, τότε καί αντην τελευτάν και διαφθείρεσθαι; I 

c Εν λέγεις, έφη, ώ ^ιμμία, ό Κέ/3ης. φαίνεται γάρ 
ώσπερ ημισν άποδεδεΐχθαι ον δει, ότι πριν γενέσθαι 
-ημάς ήν ημών ή φνχη, δεΐ δε προσαποδεΐζαι ότι και 
επειδάν άποθάνωμεν ονδέν ηττον έσται η πριν γενέ
σθαι, εί μέλλει τέλος η άπάδειζις εξειν.

Άποδέδεικται μέν, έφη, ω ~ίιμμία τε και Κέβης, δ 
Σωκράτης, και ννν, εί θέλετε σννθεΐναι τοντον τε τον 
λόγον εις ταντδν και δν προ τοντον ώμολογησαμεν, 
τδ γίγνεσθαι παν τδ ζών έκ τον τεθνεωτος. εί γάρ 

d εστιν μέν η ψνχή καί πρότερον, ανάγκη δε αντη εις 
τδ ζην ίονση τε καί γιγνομένη μηδαμόθεν άλλοθεν 
η έκ θανάτον καί τον τεθνάναι γίγνεσθαι, πως ονκ 
ανάγκη αντην καί επειδάν άποθάντ) είναι, επειδή γε 
δεΐ ανθις αντην γίγνεσθαι; I άποδέδεικται μέν ονν 
όπερ λέγετε καί ννν. όμως δέ μοι δοκεΐς σν τε καί 
Σιμμίας ήδέως άν καί τοντον διαπραγματενσασθαι 
τδν λόγον έτι μάλλον, καί δεδιέναι τδ τών παίδων, μη 

e ώς αληθώς δ άνεμος αντην έκβαίνονσαν έκ τον σώ
ματος διαφνσα και διασκεδάνννσιν, άλλως τε καί 
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born. However, whether it’ll still be there when we die, I 
don’t think has been demonstrated, Socrates, even to me. 
But what Cebes was saying just now32 is still holding us 
back: the fear of most people that the soul may be dis
persed at the very moment when a person dies and that is 
the end of its existence. Tell me what’s stopping it coming 
into being and being brought together from somewhere 
else and existing before reaching a human body, and when 
it has arrived and then departs from it, it too dies itself and 
is annihilated?”

52 At 70a. 53 Agreed at 72a-d.

“A good point, Simmias,” said Cebes, “for it seems that c 
half, as it were, of what was wanted has been proved, that 
our soul existed before we were born, but we must prove 
in addition that when we die too it will exist just as much 
as before we were born, if the proof is to be made in full.”

“It has been proved even as it is, Simmias and Cebes” 
said Socrates, “if you’re willing to combine this argument 
with the one we agreed to before, that every living thing 
comes into being from the dead.33 You see if the soul on 
the one hand has a previous existence, and on the other it d 
must enter the living being and come into existence from 
no other source than death and come into being from 
being dead, how can it not be essential for it to exist even 
when one dies, since it has to come into being again? So 
what you’re now saying has already been proved. Never
theless it seems to me both you and Simmias would gladly 
discuss this argument thoroughly still further and that you 
have the childish fear that the wind may really blow the 
soul away in all directions and scatter it when it leaves the e 52 
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όταν τύχη Tty μη έν νηνεμία άλλ’ έν μεγάλω τινί 
πνεύματι άποθνησκων.

·■ Και ό Κεβης έπιγελάσας, Ώς δεδιότων, εφη, ω
'Ζώκρατες, πεψω άναπείθειν μάλλον δέ μη ώς ημών 
δεδιότων, άλλ’ ϊσως ενι τις και έν ημΐν παΐς δστις τά 
τοιαντα φοβείται, τούτον ονν πειρώ μεταπείθειν μη 
δεδιεναι τον θάνατον ώσπερ τά μορμολύκεια.

’Αλλά χρη, εφη ό Σωκράτης, I έπάδειν αύτώ εκά- 
στης ημέρας έως άν έξεπάσητε.

78 lionet ονν, έφη, ώ 'ϊ,ώκρατες, τών τοιοντων αγαθόν 
(η έπφδόν ληφόμεθα, επειδή συ, εφη, ημάς απολείπεις;

ι '■ Πολλή μεν ή 'Ελλάς, εφη, ώ Κεβης, έν η ενεισί
/ που αγαθοί άνδρες, πολλά δέ καί τά των βαρβάρων
Ji γένη, I ους πάντας χρη διερευνάσθαι ζητοΰντας τοι-
' J οΰτον έπωδόν, μήτε χρημάτων φειδομένους μήτε πό-
1,7 νων, ώς ούκ έστιν εις οτι αν εύκαιρότερον άναλίσκοιτε

χρήματα, ζητεΐν δέ χρη και αυτούς μετ’ άλληλων 
ϊσως γάρ άν ούδέ ραδίως εύροιτε μάλλον υμών δννα- 
μένονς τοΰτο ποιείν. I

b Άλλα ταΰτα μέν δη, έφη, υπάρξει, ό Κεβης· δθεν 
δε άπελίπομεν επανέλθωμεν, ε’ί σοι ήδομένιρ έστίν.

Άλλα μην ήδομένω γε· πώς γάρ ού μέλλει; 
Καλώς, έφη, λεγεις.
Ονκοΰν τοιόνδε τι, η δ’ ος ό Σωκράτης, I δει ημάς

54 S.’s little joke has the effect of emphasizing the “childish 
fear” of Cebes and Simmias (d7-8) that the soul is insubstantial 
and easily dispersed.
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body, especially when someone happens to die not when 
there's no wind, but in a mighty tempest.”54

55 For the idea of “charms” as “fine words” (Jkalous logons) that 
cure the soul by implanting values such as temperance, etc., see 
Charm. 157a.

And Cebes chuckled and said: “Try and reassure us, 
Socrates, as if we were frightened. Or rather, not as if we 
are afraid, but perhaps as if there is some child within us 
who is afraid of such things. So, try and persuade him not 
to be afraid of death as if it’s the bogeyman.”

“Well you must sing to him every day,” said Socrates, 
“until you magic it away.”

“Then where, Socrates,” he said, “are we going to get 78 
a good enchanter to charm away these sorts of fears, since 
you,” he said, “are abandoning us?”55

“Greece is a large country, Cebes,” he said, “where I 
imagine there are some good men, and there are many 
non-Greek people too all of whom you must track down 
in your search for such an enchanter, sparing neither 
money nor effort since there’s nothing more opportune 
you could spend your money on. You must also look for 
them among yourselves. You see you probably couldn’t 
easily find people more able to do this than yourselves.”

“Well,” said Cebes, “that indeed will be done; but let’s b 
get back to where we left off, if that is to your liking.”

“Indeed it is: how could it not be?”
“Good,” he said.
“So then,” said Socrates, “we must ask ourselves some- 
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άνερέσθαι εαυτούς, τω ττοίω τιν'ι άρα προσηκει τοντο 
το πάθος πάσχειν, το διασκεδάννυσθαι, καί υπέρ του 
ποιον τινδς δεδιέναι μή πάθη αυτό, και τω ποίω τιν'ι 
<ου>· και μετά τοΰτο αν έπισκέψασθαι πότερον ψυχή 
έστιν, και έκ τούτων θαρρεΐν ή δεδιέναι υπέρ τής ήμε- 
τέρας ψυχής; I

’Αληθή, έφη, λέγεις.
c Αρ’ ονν τω μεν σνντεθέντι τε και συνθέτω οντι 

φύσει προσηκει τοντο πάσχειν, διαιρεθήναι ταύτη 
ήπερ συνετέθη· εί δέ τι τυγχάνει δν άσύνθετον, τούτω 
μόνω προσηκει μή πάσχειν ταΰτα, έίπερ τω άλλω; I

Δοκεΐ μοι, εφη, όντως εχειν, ό Κέβης.
Ονκονν άττερ αεί κατά ταντα και ωσαύτως έχει, 

ταντα μάλιστα είκδς είναι τά άσννθετα, τά δέ άλλοτ’ 
άλλως και μηδέποτε κατά ταντά, ταΰτα δέ σύνθετα;

’Έμοιγε δοκεΐ όντως. I
‘Ίωμεν δή, εφη, επί ταντά έφ’ άπερ εν τω έμπρο- 

d σθεν λόγω, αυτή ή ονσία ής λόγον δίδομεν τον είναι 
καί ερωτωντες καί άποκρινομενοι, ποτερον ωσαύτως 
άει έχει κατά ταντά ή άλλοτ’ άλλως; αντο τδ ‘ίσον, 
αντδ τδ καλόν, αύτδ έκαστον δ έστιν, τδ δν, μή ποτέ 
μεταβολήν και ήντινονν ενδέχεται; I ή άεΐ αυτών έκα
στον δ έστι, μονοειδες δν αντδ καθ’ αυτό, ώσαντως 
κατά ταντά έχει καί ουδέποτε ονδαμή ονδαμώς άλ- 
λοίωσιν ονδεμίαν ενδέχεται;

Ωσαύτως, έφη, ανάγκη, δ Ίίεβης, κατα ταντα 
έχειν, ώ Χώκρατες. I
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thing on the lines of: what kind of thing is liable to this fate 
of being dispersed, and in the case of what kind of thing 
is it appropriate for us to fear it may happen and for what 
kind is it not? Then afterward we must consider further to 
which class the soul belongs and from these results either 
feel confident or afraid on behalf of our soul?”

“You’re right,” he said.
“Is something that has been put together and that is c 

naturally composite liable to undergo being taken apart in 
the same way it was put together, but if something is ac
tually incomposite, isn’t this alone, if anything, liable not 
to be affected in this way?”

“I think that’s right,” said Cebes.
“Well then isn’t it most likely that those things that 

always remain in the same state consistently are the in
composite, while those that are sometimes one sometimes 
another and never in the same state are composite?”

“I think so.”
“Right,” he said, “let’s move on to those same matters 

we were discussing in our earlier argument. Is the actual d 
essence whose reality we are discussing in our questions 
and answers56 always in the same identical state, or is it 
sometimes one thing, sometimes another? Does the equal 
by itself, the beautiful by itself, each thing by itself that 
exists, that which is, ever allow any kind of change? Or 
does what each of them is, being uniform in and of itself 
always keep the identical state and never allows any kind 
of change anywhere or anyhow?”

“It must always keep its identical state, Socrates,” said 
Cebes.

56 At 74b2ff.
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Τί δέ των πολλών καλών,3 οϊον ανθρώπων η 'ίππων 
e η ίματίων η άλλων ώντινωνούν τοι,ούτων, η Ισων4 ή 

πάντων των εκείνοι.? ομωνύμων; άρα κατα ταντα έχει, 
ή παν τουναντίον εκείνοι? ούτε αυτά αντοΐς ούτε άλ- 
ληλοις ουδέποτε ώς έπος είπεΐν οΰδα/χώς κατά ταύτά;

3 καλών seel. Classen
4 post ίσων add. ή καλών βΎδ: seel. Burnet

Οντως αύ, έφη ό Κέ/3ης, ταύτα· ούδέποτε ώσαύτω? 
έχ£ύ' 1

79 Ούκούν τούτων μέν καν άψαιο καν ϊδοι? καν ταΐς 
άλλαις αίσθήσεσιν αίσθοιο, των δέ κατά ταύτά εχόν- 
των ούκ έστιν δτω ποτ’ αν άλλω έπιλάβοιο ή τω τη? 
διανοίας λογισμώ, άλλ’ έστιν άιδή τά τοιαύτα και 
ούχ ορατά;

Παντάπασιν, έφη, αληθή λέγεις. I
Θω/ζεν ούν βούλει, έφη, δύο είδη των δντων, το μεν 

ορατόν, τδ δέ άιδές;
®ώμεν, εφη.
Καί τδ μεν άιδές άε! κατά ταύτά έχον, I τδ δέ ορα

τόν μηδέποτε κατά ταύτά;
Καί τούτο, εφη, θώμεν.

b Φέρε δη, η δ’ δς, άλλο τι ημών αύτών το μεν σώμά 
έστι, τό δέ ψυχή;

Ούδέν άλλο, εφη.
Ποτέρω ούν όμοιότερον τω είδει φαμέν αν είναι καί 

συγγενέστερου τδ σώμα; I
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“But what about the many kinds of beauty such as of 
human beings, or of horses, or of clothes, or of any other e 
such kinds of thing whatsoever, or of equals, or all the 
things that have the same name as those essences? Do they 
remain in the same state, or is it the complete opposite for 
them, and they virtually never ever remain in the same 
state consistent within themselves, or in relation to each 
other?”

“Again, that’s right,” said Cebes. “They never remain 
the same.”

“Now those things you can touch and see and perceive 79 
by your other senses, but for the things that remain in the 
same state there’s nothing you could ever apprehend them 
with except by the application of the intellect, is there: 
after- all, such things are invisible and not to be seen?”

“You’re absolutely right,” he said.
“Do you want us in that case to posit two kinds of exist

ing things,” he asked: “the one visible, the other invisible?”
“Yes, let’s do that,” he said.
"And the invisible is always in the same state, and the 

visible never in the same state?”
“Yes, let’s posit that too.”
“So come on then,” he said, “is there any other part of b 

ourselves apart from that which is body and another part 
which is soul?”57

57 For this assumption, see above, n. 25.
58 For the “argument from affinity,” see Introduction to 

Phaeclo, section 3 (vi).

“No, there is nothing else,” he said.
"Which class then would we say that the body is more 

like and more akin to?”58

379



PLATO
γψ

i! Παυτί, εφη, τοΰτο γε δήλον, δτι τω δρατω.
Τί δε η ψυχή; ορατοί' η άιδές;
Ονχ νπ’ ανθρώπων γε, ώ Χώκρατες, εφη.
Άλλα μην ημείς γε τά δρατά καί τά μη τη των 

ανθρώπων φύσει έλέγομεν· I η άλλη τινί οϊει;
Τη των ανθρώπων.
Τί ονν περί ψνχής λέγομεν; δρατδν η αόρατον εί

ναι;
Ονχ δρατόν.

I,, Άιδές άρα; I
ΊΪ’.'ι Ναί.

Όμοιότερον άρα ψυχή σώματός έστιν τφ άιδεΐ, τδ 
δέ τω δρατω.

| c Παχτα ανάγκη, ώ 'ϊ,ώκρατες.
•ΐ Α|Ι Ονκονν καί τάδε πάλαι έλέγομεν, ότι η φνχη, όταν

μέν τω σώματι προσχρηται εις τδ σκοπεΐν τι η διά 
τον δράν η διά τον άκονειν η δι’ άλλης τίνος αΐσθη- 
σεως—τούτο γάρ I έστιν τδ διά τον σώματος, τδ δι’ 
αίσθησεως σκοπεΐν τι—τότε μεν ελκεται νπο τον σώ
ματος εις τά ονδέποτε κατά ταντα εχοντα, καί αντη 
πλανάται καί ταράττεται και είλιγγια ώσπερ μεθν- 
ονσα, άτε τοιοντων έφαπτομενη;

ΐΐανν γε.
d "Οταν δέ γε αντη καθ’ αντην σκοπη, έκεΐσε οΐχεται 

εις τδ καθαρόν τε καί άεί δν καί αθάνατον και 
ωσαύτως εχον, και ώς σνγγενης ονσα αντον άεί μετ’
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“Well, that’s obvious,” he said, “in all respects its more 
like the visible.”

“What about the soul: visible or invisible?”
“Well it can’t be seen by human beings at any rate, 

Socrates,” he said.
“And yet we were talking about things that are by na

ture visible and other things that are not visible to human 
beings. Or do you think it’s related to something else?”

“No, it’s related to human beings.”
“What are we saying about the soul then? Is it some

thing visible or invisible?”
“It can’t be seen.”
“Invisible then?”
“Yes.”
“Then the soul is something more like the invisible 

than the body, and the body more like the visible.”
“Absolutely, Socrates, it has to be.” c
“And weren’t we also saying this a while ago:59 that 

whenever the soul uses the body to examine something, 
either through sight or hearing or some other means of 
perception—for examining something by means of per
ception is examination by means of the body—then its 
dragged by the body toward those things that are never in 
a constant state, and it wanders about itself, is confused 
and becomes dizzy as if drunk, in that it’s in contact with 
that kind of thing?”

59 At 65a-67b.

“Very much so.”
“But whenever the soul examines something on its d 

own, it departs there to the pure, the eternal, the immor
tal and constant state of being, and being akin to it, always 
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εκείνου re γίγνεται, δτανπερ αυτή καθ’ αυτήν γενηται 
και έζή αυτή, και πέπαυται τε του πλάνου και περί 
έκεΐνα άει κατά ταΰτά ωσαύτως έ\ει, I άτε τοιούτων 
έφαπτομενη- και τοντο αυτής το πάθημα φρόνησις 
κεκληται;

Τϊαντάπασιν, ύφη, καλώς και αληθή λεγεις, ώ λ.ώ- 
κρατες. I

Ποτέρω ούν αΰ σοι 8οκεΐ τώ εϊδει και έκ τών 
e πρόσθεν και έκ τών νυν λεγομένων ψυχή ομοιότερου 

ΙΜ,.1( είναι και συγγενέστερου;
'W/!1; Πάξ άν μοι 8οκεΐ, ή 8’ ος, συγχωρήσαι, ω Ί,ώκρα-

Τ τες, έκ ταύτης τής μεθόδου, και ό 8υσμαθ έστατος, I
। ! ■ οτι ολω και παντι ομοιότερου έστι ψυχή τω άει ωσαύ-
J τως εχοντι μάλλον ή τω μή.

-Aji Τί δέ τδ σώμα;
l/i ΤΦ έτέρφ·

Όρα 8ή και τή8ε δτι έπειδάν έν τώ αύτω ώσι ψυχή 
80 και σώμα, τώ μέν 8ουλεύειν και άρχεσθαι ή φύσις 

προστάττει, τή δέ άρχειν και 8εσπόζειν· και κατά 
ταύτα αύ πότερόν σοι 8οκεΐ δμοιον τώ θείω είναι και 
πότερον τώ θνητώ; ή ού 8οκεΐ σοι τδ μεν θειον οιον 
άρχειν τε και ήγεμονεύειν πεφυκέναι, I τδ δέ θνητδν 
άρχεσθαί τε καί 8ουλεύειν;

’ Έμοιγε.
ΐϊοτέρω ούν ή ψυχή εοικεν; I
Δήλα 8ή, ω Εύκρατες, δτι ή μέν ψυχή τώ θείω, τδ 

δέ σώμα τώ θνητφ.
Σκοπεί 8ή, έφη, ω Ιίεβης, εΐ έκ πάντων τών είρη- 
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gets to be with the absolute whenever it comes to be by 
itself, and exists for itself; and it ceases its wandering about 
and, around those entities, it’s always in the same constant 
state because it’s in contact with beings of that sort: and 
this experience it goes through is known as wisdom, isn’t 
it?”

“Certainly,” he said, “you’re right and what you’re say
ing is true, Socrates.”

“So from our previous discussion and what we’re now e 
saying, to which class do you think the soul has a closer 
resemblance and more affinity?”

“It seems to me that everyone, Socrates,” he said, 
“would agree from this kind of inquiry, even the most 
dimwitted, that the soul is completely and utterly a thing 
more like that which is unchanging, rather than that which 
isn’t.”

“And what about the body?”
“Like the other one.”
“Then look at it this way also: whenever soul and body 

are in the same place nature directs the latter to serve and 80 
be governed and the former to govern and be master; and 
on this subject again, which one do you think resembles 
the divine and which the mortal? Or do you not think the 
divine is naturally such as to govern and control and the 
mortal to be governed and serve?”

“I do.”
“Which one does the soul resemble, then?”
“It’s clear, Socrates, that the soul is like the divine and 

the body the mortal.”
“Then consider, Cebes,” he said, “if from everything 
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b μένων τάδε -ημΐν συμβαίνει,, τώ μεν θείω και άθανάτω 
και νοητώ και μονοειδεΐ και άδιαλύτφ και αεί ωσαύ
τως κατά ταντα έχοντι εαυτώ όμοιοτατον είναι ψυχή, 
τώ δέ άνθρωπίνω καί θνητω και πολυειδεΐ και άνοήτω 
και διαλυτώ και μηδέποτε I κατά ταντα έχοντι εαυτώ 
όμοιοτατον αν είναι σώμα, έχομέν τι παρά ταντα 
άλλο λεγειν, ώ φίλε Ιίέβης, ή ονχ όντως έχει;

Ονκ έχομεν.
Τί ονν; τούτων όντως έχόντων άρ’ ονχϊ σώματι μέν 

ταχν διαλνεσθαι προσηκει, I ψυχή δέ αν τδ παράπαν 
άδιαλντω είναι η εγγύς τι τούτου;

c Πως γάρ ον;
Εννοείς ούν, εφη, επειδάν άποθάνη ό άνθρωπος, 

τό μεν ορατόν αυτού, τδ σώμα, και εν όρατώ κείμενον, 
ό δη νεκρόν καλοΰμεν, ψ προσηκει διαλύεσθαι καί 
διαπίπτειν καί διαπνεΐσθαι, I ούκ εΰθνς τούτων ονδέν 
πέπονθεν, άλλ’ επιεικώς συχνόν επιμένει χρόνον, εάν 
μέν τις και χαριέντως έχων τό σώμα τελεντηση και 
έν τοιαύτη ώρα, καί πάνυ μάλα· σνμπεσόν γάρ τό 
σώμα και ταριχενθέν, ώσπερ οι εν Αιγνπτω ταριχεν- 
θέντες, ολίγου δλον μένει άμηχανον οσον χρόνον, 

d ενια δέ μέρη τοΰ σώματος, και αν σαπη, οστά τε και 
νεύρα καί τά τοιαΰτα πάντα, όμως ώς έπος είπεΐν 
αθάνατό εστιν· ή ού;

Ναί. I
'Η δέ ψυχή άρα, τό άιδές, τδ εις τοιοντον τόπον 
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that’s been said we’re agreed on this: that the entity that b 
is most like the divine, the immortal, the intelligible, the 
uniform, the indivisible, and is in itself always absolutely 
constant is the soul, while on the other hand that which is 
most like the human, mortal, unintelligible, the complex 
and divisible and never remaining totally consistent within 
itself is the body. Do we have anything else to say to coun
ter tliis, Cebes, whereby it is not so?”

“No, we don’t.”
“What then? If this is the case, isn’t it in the nature of 

things that the body will quickly disintegrate, but the soul 
on the other hand is altogether indissoluble, or something 
close to this?”

“Of course.” c
“Now you know,” he said, “that whenever a person dies, 

the visible part of him, his body, even while it remains 
visible, which of course we call his corpse, is liable to 
disintegrate, fall to pieces and is dispersed. None of this 
happens immediately, but it survives for quite a long time, 
and if someone with a body in good condition dies, and at 
the right time of year, even more so. Now if the body is 
shrunk and embalmed as well, as they’re embalmed in 
Egypt,60 it remains practically intact for an incalculable 
length of time, and, even if it decomposes, some parts of d 
the body, the bones and sinews and everything of that sort 
are still so to speak immortal. Isn’t that so?”

60 The importance of Egypt in Plato’s writings is widely at
tested, often as an example of permanence, e.g., Leg. 2.656dff., 
660c.

“Yes.”
“On the other hand does the soul then, the invisible
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έτερον οίχόμενον γενναΐον καί καθαρόν καί άιδή, εις 
Άιδου ώ? άλη(9ώς, παρά τον αγαθόν καί φρόνιμον 
θεόν, οί, άν θεός θέλη, αύτίκα και τη έμη ψνχη ίτέον, 
αυτή δέ δή ημΐν ή τοιαντη και οντω πεφνκυΐα άπαλ- 
λαττομένη τον σώματος I ειιθυς διαπεφύσηται και 

e άπόλωλευ, ώς φασιν οί πολλοί άνθρωποι; πολλοΰ ye 
δει, ώ φίλε Κέ/3ης τε και Ί,ιμμια, άλλά πολλω μάλλον 
ώδ’ έχει' εάν μέν καθαρά άπαλλάττηται, μηδέν τον 
σώματος σννεφέλκουσα, άτε ονδέν κοινωνονσα αύτώ 
έν τώ βίω έκοΰσα είναι, I άλλα φεύγονσα αυτό και 
σννηθροισμένη αντη εις εαντην, άτε μελετώσα άεί 
τοντο—τδ δέ ονδέν άλλο έστιν η όρθώς φιλοσοφούσα 

81 και τώ όντι τεθνάναι μελετώσα ραδίως· η ον τοντ’ άν 
είη μελέτη θανάτου;

ΤΙαντάπασι γε.
Ούκονν οντω μέν έχουσα εις τό δμοιον αντη τό 

άιδές απέρχεται, I τδ θειον τε καί αθάνατον και φρόνι
μον, οι άφικομένη υπάρχει αυτή εΰδαίμονι είναι, 
πλάνης και άνοίας και φόβων και αγρίων ερώτων καί 
τών άλλων κακών τών άνθρωπείων άπηλλαγμένη, 
ώσπερ δέ λέγεται κατά τών μεμυημένων, ώς αληθώς 
τον λοιπόν χρόνον μετά θεών διάγουσα; οντω φώμεν, 
ώ Κεβης, η άλλως; I

Οντω νη Δία, έφη δ Κέβης.
b Έαρ δέ γε οίμαι μεριασμένη καί άκάθαρτος του 

σώματος άπαλλάττηται, άτε τω σώματι άει συνουσα

61 A pun on “invisible” {aides) and “Hades” {Ha'ides) that goes 
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part, which makes its way to another place of that kind, 
noble, pure and invisible: Hades in the true sense,61 to be 
with the good and wise god where, if the god wills it, 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 e 
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 always been its habit—that is nothing other than 
practicing philosophy correctly and, in fact, practicing 81 
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 pas
sions 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 differ
ent way?”

“Zeus, no! Just like this,” said Cebes.
“On the other hand, in my view, if when it is released b 

from the body it is polluted and uncleansed, in that it has

back to Hom. II. 5.844-45, where the goddess Athena puts on the 
“cap of Hades” to make herself invisible. In Crat. 404b, however, 
Plato rejects this derivation in favor of a connection with the 
Greek for “to know” (eiclenai).
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και, τοντο θεραπενονσα και ερώσα και γοητενομένη 
νπ’ αντον νπό τε τών έπιθνμιών και ηδονών, ώστε 
μηδέν άλλο δοκεΐν είναι I αληθές άλλ’ η τδ σωματο- 
ειδές, ον τις άν άψαιτο και ιδοι και πίοι και φάγοι και 
προς τά αφροδίσια χρησαιτο, τδ δέ τοΐς δμμασι σκο- 
τώδες και άιδες, νοητδν δέ και φιλοσοφία αιρετόν, 
τοντο δέ είθισμένη μισεΐν τε και τρέμειν και φενγειν, 

c οντω δη εχονσαν οϊει ψνχην αντην καθ’ αντην ειλι
κρινή άπαλλάζεσθαι;

Ονδ’ δπωστιονν, εφη.
Άλλα διειλημμένην γε οίμαι νπό τον σωματοει- 

δονς, I δ αντη ή ομιλία τε και σννονσία τον σώματος 
διά τδ dei σννεΐναι και διά την πολλην μελέτην έν- 
εποίησε σνμφντον;

Πάνν γε.
Εμβριθές δε γε, ώ φίλε, τοντο οϊεσθαι χρη είναι 

και βαρύ και γεώδες καί ορατόν· ό δή καί εχονσα η 
τοιαντη I ψυχή βαρννεταί τε καί ελκεται πάλιν εις τδν 
ορατόν τόπον φόβω τον άιδονς τε καί 'Άιδον, ώσπερ 

d λέγεται, περί τά μνήματά τε καί τούς τάφονς κνλιν- 
δονμένη, περί ά δη και ώφθη αττα ψνχών σκιοειδη 
φαντάσματα, οία παρέχονται α’ι τοιανται φνχαί εί
δωλα, αί μη καθαρώς άπολνθέΐσαι άλλα τον ορατού 
μετέχονσαι, διό καί δρώνται. I

Εϊκδς γε, ώ Ί,ώκρατες.
Εΐκος μέντοι, ώ Ιίέβης· καί ον τί γε τάς τών αγα

θών αύτάς είναι, άλλα τά? τών φανλων, αι περί τα 
τοιαντα αναγκάζονται πλανάσθαι δίκην τίνονσαι της 

388



PHAEDO

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 cor
poreal, 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 c 
you think the soul in this state would be released untar
nished alone by itself?”

"In no way whatsoever,” he said.
“No, I think it will have been bound up with the cor

poreal, which the association and close proximity of the 
body has made naturally ingrained in it, because of con
tinual 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 d 
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.”62

62 An adaptation by Plato of a popular and traditional belief 
in ghosts haunting their graves and unable to find release, to the 
idea of souls as semivisible, because weighted down with corpo
real elements and unable to depart to the other world.

“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
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προτέρας τροφής κακής ούσης. καί μέχρι ye τούτου 
e πλανώνται, 'έως άν τή του σννεπακολονθονντος, του

ΟΎοματοειδοίς, έπιθνμία πάλιν ενδεθώσιν εις σώμα· 
ένδοΰνται δέ, ώσπερ εϊκός, εις τοιαντα ήθη οποί άττ 
άν και μεμελετηκνΐαι τύχωσιν έν τω βιω. I

Τά ποΐα δή ταντα λέγεις, ώ 'βώκρατες;
Οΐον τούς μεν γαστριμαργίας τε και ύβρεις και 

φιλοποσίας μεμελετηκότας και μή δ ιηνλαβη μένους 
82 εις τά των όνων γένη και των τοιούτων θηρίων εικος 

ενδύεσθαι. ή ονκ οιει;
ΤΙάνν μεν ονν εικος λεγεις.
Τούς δέ γε αδικίας τε και τυραννίδας καί άρπαγάς 

προτετιμηκότας εις τά των λύκων τε και ίερακων και 
ίκτίνων γένη- I ή ποι άν άλλοσέ φαμεν τάς τοιαύτας 
ιέναι;

Άμέλει, έφη ό Κέβης, εις τά τοιαντα.
Ονκονν, ή δ’ ος, δήλα δή καί τάλλα ή άν 'έκαστα 

ιοι κατά τάς αντών ομοιότητας τής μελέτης; I
Δήλοι' δή, έφη- πώς δ’ ού;
Ονκονν ενδαιμονέστατοι, εφη, και τοντων εισι και 

εις βέλτιστον τόπον ιόντες οί τήν δημοτικήν καί πο
ύ λιτικήν άρετήν επιτετηδενκότες, ήν δή καλονσι σω

φροσύνην τε καί δικαιοσύνην, έζ εθονς τε καί μελέτης 
γεγοννίαν ανευ φιλοσοφίας τε και νού;

Πή δή οντοι ενδαιμονέστατοι; I
'Ότι τούτονς εϊκός έστιν εις τοιοντον πάλιν άφ- 

ικνεΐσθαι πολιτικόν καί ήμερον γένος, ή πον μελιττών 
ή σφηκών ή μνρμήκων, καί εις ταύτον γε παλιν το 
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their former way of life that was evil. Moreover· they roam 
about to the point when through their desire for their close e 
companion, the corporeal, they are bound again to the 
body. And as you’d expect they’re bound to whatever char
acters they actually cultivated in their lifetime.”

“What types do you mean by this, Socrates?”
“For example those who have indulged in gluttony, out

rageous 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?” 82

“Oh I do. What you say is very likely.”
“And those who have given priority to injustice, tyr

anny, 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 train
ing, 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, b 
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 culti

vated family, such as of bees perhaps, or wasps, or ants, or 

391



PLATO

ανθρώπινον γένος, και γίγνεσθαι έζ αύτών ανδρας 
μέτριους.

Είκός. I
Εις δέ γε θεών γένος μη φιλοσοφησαντι και πάν

ε τελώς καθαρφ άπιόντι ού θέμις άφικνεΐσθαι άλλ’ η 
τω φιλομαθεΐ. άλλα τούτων 'ένεκα, ώ εταίρε Χιμμία τε 
και Κέβης, οί δρθώς φιλόσοφοι άπέχονται τών κατά 
τδ σώμα επιθυμιών άπασών και καρτερουσι και ού 
παραδιδόασιν αύταΐς εαυτούς, I ού τι οίκοφθορίαν τε 
και πενίαν φοβούμενοι, ώσπερ ο'ι πολλοί και φιλο
χρήματοι· ούδέ αύ ατιμίαν τε και άδοζίαν μοχθηρίας 
δεδιότες, ώσπερ οί φίλαρχοι τε και φιλότιμοι, επειτα 
άπέχονται αύτών.

Ού γάρ άν πρεποι, εφη, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, δ Κέβης.
d Ού μέντοι μά Δία, η δ’ δς. τοιγάρτοι τουτοις μέν 

άπασιν, ώ Κέβης, εκείνοι οΐς τι μέλει της εαυτών ψυ
χής άλλα μη σώματι πλάττοντες ζ,ώσι, χαιρειν ειπόν- 
τες, ού κατά ταύτά πορεύονται αύτοΐς ώς ούκ είδόσιν 
όπη έρχονται, I αύτοι δέ ηγούμενοι ού δεΐν εναντία τη 
φιλοσοφία πράττειν και τη εκείνης λύσει τε και καθ- 
αρμώ ταύτη δη τρέπονται εκείνη επόμενοι, η εκείνη 
ύφηγεΐται.

Πώς, ώ "βώκρατες;
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back again to the very same one, the human race, and from 
them we get men of moderation.”63

64 For those practicing virtues for prudential reasons, whom 
genuine philosophers avoid, see above, 68dff. For “those who are 
ambitious to rule,” see Resp, 8.545bff., on the “Timarchic Man.”

"That’s likely.”
“But for one who hasn’t practiced philosophy and 

who leaves without being thoroughly purified it isn’t sane- c 
tioned 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 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.”64

“No, for that would not be fitting, Socrates,” said 
Cebes.

“Indeed it would not, by Zeus,” he said. “That’s why, d 
Cebes, those who care in some way for their own soul, but 
do not live getting their bodies into shape, dismiss all these 
people; they don’t proceed on the same principles as the 
others do—men who don’t know where they’re going; but 
they themselves consider that they must not do anything 
contrary to philosophy, and by both the release of the soul 
and its purification they are turned this way and follow it 
where it leads.”

“How, Socrates?”
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e ’Εγώ ερώ, εφη. γιγυώσκουσι γάρ, ή δ’ δς, οί φιλο
μαθείς δτι παραλαβούσα αυτών τήν ψυχήν ή φιλοσο
φία άτεχυώς διαδεδεμέυηυ εν τω σώματι καί προσκε- 
κολλημενην, αναγκαζόμενης δέ ώσπερ διά ε'ιργμοΰ 
διά τούτου σκοπεΐσθαι τά όντα αλλά μή αυτήν δι’ 
αυτής, καί ευ πάση άμαθία κυλινΒουμένην, I καί τού 
ε’ιργμοΰ τήν δειυότητα κατιδοΰσα οτι δι’ επιθυμίας 
έστίυ, ώς άν μάλιστα αυτός ό δεδεμευος συλλήπτωρ 

83 εϊη τού ΒεΒέσθαι,—οπερ ούν λέγω, γιγνώσκουσιν οί 
φιλομαθείς οτι οντω παραλαβούσα ή φιλοσοφία 
έχουσαν αυτών τήν ψυχήν ήρεμα παραμυθεΐται και 
λύειν επιχειρεί, ένΒεικνυμένη οτι απάτης μεν μεστή ή 
διά των όμμάτων σκέψις, απάτης δέ ή διά των ωτων 
και των άλλων αισθήσεων, I πείθουσα δέ έκ τούτων 
μεν άναχωρεΐν, οσον μή ανάγκη αυτούς χρήσθαι, 
αυτήν δέ εις αυτήν συλλέγεσθαι και άθροίζεσθαι 
παρακελευομένη, πιστεύειν δέ μηδευί άλλω άλλ’ ή 

b αυτήν αυτή, οτι άν νόηση αυτή καθ’ αυτήν αύτο καθ’ 
αυτό των όντων οτι δ’ άν Βι άλλων σκοπή εν άλλοις 
ον άλλο, μηΒεν ήγεισθαι αληθές- είναι δέ το μέν 
τοιούτον αισθητόν τε και ορατόν, ό δέ αυτή όρα νοη
τόν τε και άιΒές. ταύτη ούν τή λύσει ούκ οίομένη I Βέΐν 
έναντιούσθαι ή τού ώς αληθώς φιλοσόφου ψυχή 
ούτως άπέχεται των ήΒονών τε και επιθυμιών και λυ
πών και φόβων καθ’ όσον Βύναται, λογιζομένη ότι, 
έπειΒάν τις σφόΒρα ήσθή ή φοβηθή ή λυπηθή ή επι- 
θυμήση, ούΒεν τοσούτον κακόν επαθεν απ’ αυτών ών 

c άν τις οίηθείη, οίον ή νοσήσας ή τι άναλώσας διά
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“I’ll tell you,” he said. “You see those who love learning e 
recognize that philosophy takes in hand their soul, which 
is utterly bound up in the body and fastened to it and 
forced to examine reality through it, as if through prison 
bars, but not by itself on its own, and is wallowing in total 
ignorance; and philosophy has discerned that the cunning 
thing about the prison is that it comes from desire, as if 
the prisoner were himself the chief accomplice in his be
ing tied up. So what I’m saying is that the lovers of learn- 83 
ing recognize that philosophy, in taking their soul in hand 
in this state, gently reassures it and tries to release it by 
demonstrating that inquiry through the eyes is full of de
ception, as also is that through the ears and the other 
senses. It persuades it to retreat from these senses except 
where it is necessary to use them, and encourages the soul 
to gather and collect itself together and trust nothing else 
but itself in itself, whichever of the realities alone by itself b 
it thinks about alone by itself; but to consider nothing as 
true that it examines through other means, what is variable 
in varying conditions: that kind of thing is perceivable and 
visible, but the soul sees what is intelligible and invisible. 
So thinking it mustn’t oppose this release, the soul of a 
true philosopher for that reason keeps away from plea
sures, desires, pains, and fears as far as it can, reckoning 
that whenever you’re over much affected by pleasure or 
pain or fear or desire you don’t suffer· so great harm from 
these, the ones that you’d think, for example falling ill, or c 
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τάς επιθυμίας, άλλ’ δ πάντων μέγιστόν τε κακών καί 
έσχατόν έστι, τοΰτο πάσχει, και ον λογίζεται αυτό.

Τί τοΰτο, ώ 'Σώκρατες; εφη ό Κςβης. I
"Οτι ψυχή παντός άνθρώπον αναγκάζεται άμα τε 

ήσθήναι σφοδρά ή λνπηθήναι επί τω και ήγέίσθαι 
περί δ άν μάλιστα τοΰτο πάσχη, τοΰτο εναργέστατου 
τε είναι καί αληθέστατου, ονχ όντως εχον ταΰτα §e 
μάλιστα <τά>5 ορατά- ή ον; I

5 <τά> ante ορατά add. Heindorf, Burnet

ΐΐανν γε.
d Ονκοΰν έν τούτω τώ πάθει μάλιστα καταδεΐται 

ψυχή νπδ σώματος;
Πώς δη;
"Οτι έκάστη ηδονή και λύπη ώσπερ ήλον έχουσα 

I προσηλοΐ αυτήν προς τό σώμα και προσπερονα καί 
ποιεί σωματοειδή, δοζάζονσαν ταΰτα αληθή είναι 
άπερ άν καί τό σώμα φή. εκ γάρ τοΰ όμοδοζείν τώ 
σώματι καί τοις αντοΐς χαίρειν αναγκάζεται οΐμαι 
ομότροπος τε καί δμότροφος γίγνεσθαι καί οϊα μηδέ
ποτε εις Αιδον καθαρώς άφικέσθαι, I αλλά αεί τοΰ 

e σώματος άναπλέα εζιέναι, ώστε ταχύ πάλιν πίπτειν 
εις άλλο σώμα καί ώσπερ σπειρομενη έμφνεσθαι, καί 
εκ τούτων άμοιρος είναι τής τοΰ θειον τε καί καθαρού 
καί μονοειδοΰς σννονσίας.

’Αληθέστατα, έφη, λέγεις, ό Ιίέβης, ώ Ί,ώκρατες. I
Τούτων τοίννν ένεκα, ώ Ίίέβης, οί δικαίως φιλομα

θείς κόσμιοί είσι καί ανδρείοι, ονχ ών οί πολλοί 
ένεκά φασιν ή σν οϊει;
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spending money on your desires, but you do suffer the 
greatest and ultimate of all evils and take no account of it.”

“What is this, Socrates?” said Cebes.
“That the soul of every person, at the same time as 

experiencing extreme pleasure or pain over something, is 
compelled to suppose that whatever it is suffering in par
ticular is the most palpable and most real, even though it’s 
not so. Things like this are especially those seen, or is that 
not so?”

“Very much so.”
“Isn’t it in this experience that the soul is especially d 

bound fast by the body?”
“How do you mean?”
“Because each pleasure and pain fixes it as if with a nail 

and pins it to the body and makes it body-like, supposing 
that whatever the body says is the truth. You see as a re
sult of sharing the body’s beliefs and enjoying the same 
things, it’s compelled, I think, to become the same in its 
habits and upbringing that are such that it never reaches 
Hades in purity but must always depart infected by the 
body, so that it quickly falls back into another body again e 
and grows there like a seed sown, and as a result of this 
has no part in communion with the divine, the pure and 
uniform.”

“What you say is very true, Socrates,” said Cebes.
“These then are the reasons, Cebes, why those who are 

justly lovers of learning are orderly and courageous, not 
the reasons given by the majority of people:65 or do you 
think otherwise?”

65 I.e., for the prudential reasons outlined at 82c.
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84 Ού δήτα εγωγε.
Ού γάρ- άλλ’ οντω λογίσαιτ’ άν φνχή άνδρός ή>ι- 

λοσόφον, και ονκ άν οίηθείη τήν μεν φιλοσοφίαν 
χρήναι θύτην λνειν, λνονσης δε εκείνης, I αύτήν 
παραδιδόναι ταΐς ήδοναΐς και λνπαις έαντήν πάλιν 
αν εγκαταδεΐν και άνήνντον εργον πράττειν Πηνελό
πης τινα έναντιως ιστόν μεταχειριζορενης, άλλά 
γαλήνην τοντων παρασκενάζονσα, επόμενη τω λογι
σμόν και άει εν τοντω ονσα, το άληβες και το θειον 
και το άδόζαστον θεωμένη και νπ’ εκείνον τρεφόμενη, 

b ζην τε ο’ίεται οντω δεΐν εως άν ζή, και επειδάν τελευ- 
τήση, εις το σνγγενες και. εις τδ τοιοντον άφικομενη 
άπηλλάχθαι των ανθρωπίνων κακών, εκ δή τής τοιαν- 
της τροφής ούδεν δεινόν μή φοβηθή, ταντα δ’ επιτη- 
δενσασα, I ω Ί,ιμμία τε και Κέ/3ης, όπως μή διασπα- 
σθεΐσα εν τή απαλλαγή τον σώματος ύπο των άνεμων 
διαφνσηθεΐσα και διαπτομενη οϊχηται και ούδεν ετι 
ούδαμον ή.

c Σιγή ονν εγένετο ταντα είπόντος τον ^,ωκράτονς 
επι πολνν χρόνον, και αύτός τε προς τω είρημενο) 
λόγω ήν δ Σωκράτης, ώς ίδεΐν έφαίνετο, και ημών οί 
πλεΐστοι- Ιίέβης δε και "^ιμμίας σμικρον προς άλ- 
λήλω διελεγέσθην. I και ό Σωκράτης ίδών αύτώ ήρετο, 
Τί; εφη, ύμΐν τά λεχθέντα μων μή δοκεΐ ε’νδεώς λέγε- 
σθαι; πολλάς γάρ δή ετι εχει νποψίας και άντιλαβάς,

66 An allusion to Hom. Od. 2.92-105. In the absence of her 
husband Odysseus, Penelope was weaving a shroud for her aged 
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“No, indeed I don’t!” 84
“Indeed no; but the soul of a philosophic man would 

reason it out in this way: and it wouldn’t think that phi
losophy is obliged to set it free, yet that when philosophy 
has freed it, it should of its own accord hand itself back to 
pleasure and pain and bind itself up with them again and 
carry out a never-ending task of a Penelope working away 
in reverse at some kind of loom.66 Rather, in bringing 
about a respite from these emotions, following reason and 
being always engaged in it, contemplating the truth, the 
divine and not what is based on opinion, and being nour
ished by it, it believes it must live in this way as long as it b 
lives, and when it dies and reaches what is akin to it and 
of like nature, be rid of human evils. Indeed from such 
nurture and having practiced these things, Simmias and 
Cebes, there is no danger that it will fear that, torn apart 
in its separation from the body it may depart, blown away 
by the winds, go flying off, and no longer be anything any
where at all.”

Now after Socrates had spoken, there was silence for a c 
long time. And Socrates, by the look of him, was him
self absorbed in the argument he had given, and so were 
the majority of us. Cebes and Simmias were talking to
gether quietly and when he saw this Socrates asked them 
both: "What’s this? Surely you don’t think what’s been dis
cussed isn’t enough? To be sure, there are still plenty of 
doubts and counterattacks to be made if one’s really going

father-in-law, Laertes, and, prolonging the task to avoid remar
riage to one of her pressing suitors, she worked “in reverse,” by 
unpicking at night what she had woven during the day.
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εί γε δη τις αυτά, μέλλει ίκανώς διεξιέναι. εί μέν ούν 
τι άλλο σκοπεΐσθον, ούδέν λέγω· εί δέ τι περί τούτων 

d άπορεΐτον, μηδέν άποκνησητε και αυτοί είπεΐν και δι- 
ελθεΐν, εϊ πη ύμΐν φαίνεται βέλτιον <άν> λεχθηναι, 
και αύ καί εμέ συμπαραλαβεΐν, εϊ τι μάλλον οϊεσθε 
μετ’ έμοΰ εύπορησειν.

Και ό 'λιμμίας έφη- Και μην, ω Ί,ώκρατες, τάληθη 
σοι έρώ. I παλαι γαρ ημών έκατερος απορών τον έτε
ρον προωθεί και κελεύει έρέσθαι διά το έπιθυμεΐν μέν 
άκούσαι, οκνεΐν δέ όχλον παρέχειν, μη σοι αηδές η 
διά την παρούσαν συμφοράν.

Και δς άκούσας έγέλασέν τε ηρέμα καί φησιν 
Ρ>αβαί, ώ ^,ιμμία· I η που χαλεπώς άν τούς άλλους 

e ανθρώπους πεισαιμι ώς ού συμφοράν ηγούμαι την 
παρούσαν τύχην, οτε γε μηδ’ υμάς δύναμαι πείθειν, 
άλλα φοβεΐσθε μη δυσκολώτερόν τι νύν διάκειμαι η 
έν τω πρόσθεν βίω· καί, ώς εοικε, τών κύκνων δοκώ 
φαυλότερος ύμΐν είναι την μαντικήν, I οι έπειδάν αϊ- 

85 σθωνται ότι δεΐ αυτούς άποθανεϊν, αδοντες καί έν 
τω πρόσθεν χρόνω, τότε δη πλέΐστα καί κάλλιστα6 
αδουσι, γεγηθότες ότι μέλλουσι παρά τον θεέιν άπιέ- 
ναι ούπέρ είσι θεράποντες, οί 8’ άνθρωποι διά το 
αυτών δέος τού θανάτου καί τών κύκνων καταψεύδον- 
ται, I και φασιν αυτούς θρηνούντας τον θανατον ύπο 
λύπης έξάδειν, καί ού λογίζονται ότι ούδέν όρνεον 
αδει όταν πεινη ή ριγώ η τινα άλλην λύπην λυπηται,

θ κάλλιστα Blomfleld: μάλιστα /3TPQV 
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to explore them adequately. Now if you’re contemplating 
something else, I’m speaking beside the point. But if you 
have any problems about any of these matters, don’t hesi- d 
tate to speak and go through them yourselves, if it seems 
to you it could somehow have been argued better; and 
what’s more, take me along with you too if you think you 
can make better progress with my help.”

Simmias accordingly said: “Well, Socrates, I’ll tell you 
the truth. You see each of us has been at a loss for some 
time and has been nudging and urging the other to ask 
questions in our eagerness to hear the answer, but hesitat
ing to cause trouble in case it seems tactless to you in view 
of your present misfortune.”

And when he heard this he chuckled quietly and said: 
“Dear me, Simmias! I’d find it truly difficult to persuade 
other people that I don’t consider my present position to e 
be a misfortune when I can’t even persuade both of you, 
but you’re afraid that I’m now somewhat more disgruntled 
than in my past life. Moreover it seems you think I’m in
ferior in my prophesying to the swans who, when they 
perceive that they must die, although they could sing be- 85 
fore, they now sing at their loudest and most beautiful, 
rejoicing in the fact that they’re about to go to the god 
whose servants they are.67 But human beings, because of 
their own fear of dying, interpret the swans wrongly and 
say they’re lamenting death and singing out through grief, 
and they don’t take into account that no bird sings when 
it’s hungry or cold, or suffering any other kind of distress,

67 For swans singing at approaching death, cf. Aesch. Ag. 
1444. They are sacred to Apollo, from whom they receive their 
prophetic powers.
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ονδε αντη η re άηδών και χελιδών καί ό εποψ, ά δη 
φασι δια λύπην θρηνούντα αδειν. άλλ’ ούτε ταντά μοι, 

b φαίνεται λνπούμενα αδειν ovre οί κύκνοι,, άλλ’ άτε 
οΐμαι τον ’Απόλλωνος όντες, μαντικοί, τε εισι και προ- 
ειδότες τα έν ’Άιδον αγαθά αδουσι και τερπονται 
εκείνην την ημέραν διαφερόντως ή εν τώ έμπροσθεν 
χρόνω. έγώ δέ καί αυτός ηγούμαι όμόδουλός I τε είναι 
τών κύκνων και ιερός τον αντον θεού, καί ον χείρον 
εκείνων την μαντικήν έχειν παρά τού δεσπότου, ουδέ 
δνσθνμότερον αυτών τού βίου άπαλλάττεσθαι. άλλά 
τούτον γ’ ενεκα λέγειν τε χρη και έρωταν ότι άν 
βούλησθε, έως άν Αθηναίων έώσιν άνδρες ένδεκα. I

Καλώς, εφη, λέγεις, ό Χιρ.ρ.ίας· καί εγώ τέ σοι έρώ 
c δ απορώ, και αύ δδε, η ονκ αποδέχεται τά ε’ιρημένα. 

έμοί γάρ δοκέί, ώ 'βώκρατες, περί τών τοιοντων ϊσως 
ώσπερ καί σοι τδ μεν σαφές είδέναι έν τώ νύν βίω η 
αδύνατον είναι η παγχάλεπον τι, το μεντοι αν τα λε
γάμενα περί I αντών μη ονχι παντι τροπω ελεγχειν 
καί μη προαφίστασθαι πριν άν πανταχη σκοπών 
άπείπη τις, πάνν μαλθακού είναι άνδρός- δεΐν γάρ 
περί αντά έν γέ τι τούτων διαπράξασθαι, η μαθεΐν 
δπη έχει η ενρεϊν η, ει ταύτα αδύνατον, τον γούν βέλ
τιστου τών ανθρωπίνων λόγων λαβόντα καί δνσεξ- * 

f’8 These three birds were the forms assumed by Procne, 
Philomela, and Tereus, who died violently and would therefore 
be expected to sing from grief (on the legend, see Apollodorus 
3.14.8.).
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not even the nightingale or the swallow or the hoopoe, 
who they say are lamenting and singing through grief.68 
But it doesn’t seem to me they’re grieving, nor are the b 
swans, but rather, I believe, in as much as they belong to 
Apollo, they have both prophetic power, and are singing 
with foreknowledge of good things in Hades and are tak
ing delight on that day more than ever before. As for my
self, I think that I am a fellow servant with the swans and 
am under the divine protection of the same god; and I’m 
not worse than they are as regards my powers of prophecy 
from my master, nor am I any more downhearted than 
they are in giving up my life.69 Well, for this reason you 
must speak up and ask whatever you want, as long as the 
eleven Athenian men allow it.”70

69 For S. as prophet, see Ap. 39c, Cri. 44a.
70 See above, n. 12.
71 For the counterarguments of Simmias and Cebes, see In

troduction to Phaedo, section 3 (vii).

“You’re right,” said Simmias, “and I’ll tell you what 
puzzles me, and in turn this man here will do likewise c 
where he doesn’t accept what’s been said.71 You see, Soc
rates, in regard to these matters it seems to me, as perhaps 
it does to you too, that sure knowledge in this life is either 
something impossible, or very difficult. Yet again not to 
test what’s being said about them in every way and to give 
up before one tires of looking at them from every angle is 
the mark of a very feebleminded person. You see you’ve 
got to achieve at least one of the following regarding this: 
either learn or discover for yourself how things are, or if 
this is impossible, at least take the best of men’s argu- 
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d ελεγκτότατον, έπϊ τούτον όχούμενον ώσπερ έπϊ σχε
δίας κιν8υνεύοντα διαπλεΰσαι τον βίον, εϊ μη τις 
Βύναιτο άσφαλέστερον καί άκιν8υνότερον επί βεβαι
ότερου οχήματος, λόγου θείου τινός, 8ιαπορευθήναι. I 
καί 8ή και νυν εγωγε οΰκ έπαισχυνθήσομαι έρέσθαι, 
επειδή καί σύ ταύτα λέγεις, οΰδ’ έμαυτόυ αιτιάσομαι 
έν ύστέρω χρόνω ότι νυν ούκ είπον ά μοι δοκεϊ. έμοί 
γάρ, ώ Χώκρατες, επειδή καί προς έμαυτόν καί προς 
τόυδε σκοπώ τά είρημένα, ον πάνν ψαιυεται ίκανώς 
είρήσθαι.

β Καί ό Σωκράτης, ‘Ίσως γάρ, έφη, ώ εταίρε, αληθή 
σοι φαίνεται- άλλα λέγε οπη δή οΰχ ίκανώς.

Ταύτη εμοιγε, ή 8’ ός, ή δή καί περί αρμονίας άν 
τις καί λύρας τε και χορ8ών τον αύτον τούτον λόγον 
εϊποι, I ώς ή μέν αρμονία αόρατόν και ασωματον καί 

86 πάγκαλόν τι καί θεΐόν έστιν έν τή ήρμοσμενη λύρα, 
αυτή 8’ ή λύρα καί αί χορδαί σώματά re καί σωμα- 
τοειδή καί σύνθετα καί γεώδη έστι καί τού θνητού 
συγγενή, έπειδάυ ούν ή κατάζη τις την λύραν ή δια- 
τέμη καί διάρρηξη τάς χορ8άς, I εϊ τις διισχυρίζοιτο 
τω αύτω λόγω ώσπερ σύ, ώς ανάγκη ετι είναι την 
αρμονίαν έκείνην και μή άπολωλέναι—οΰδεμία γάρ 
μηχανή άν εϊη την μέν λύραν ετι είναι 8ιερρωγυιών 

b τών χορ8ών και τάς χορδάς Θνητοει8έΐς ούσας, την 
δέ αρμονίαν άπολωλέναι την τού θείου τε καί άθα- 
νάτου όμοφυή τε καί συγγενή, προτέραν τού θνητού 
άπολομένην—αλλά φαίη ανάγκη έτι που είναι αυτήν 
τήν αρμονίαν, καί πρότερον τά ζύλα καί τάς χορδάς 
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ments, those hardest to refute, and risk sailing your course d 
through life riding on this, as it were on a raft,72 unless you 
might be able to proceed with your journey more safely 
and with less danger on a more secure vessel, some divine 
doctrine. And so now I shall not be ashamed to ask a ques
tion, since this is what you’re asking for, nor shall I reprove 
myself in the future for not saying now what I think. From 
my point of view, Socrates, when I consider what’s been 
said to me and to him, I don’t think it’s been discussed 
altogether adequately.”

72 Plato possibly has the raft of Odysseus in mind, Hom. Od, 
5.228ff. 72 “Attunement” = harmonia (fitting together, ac
cord, agreement).

And Socrates replied: ‘‘yes, maybe your view is correct, e 
my friend, but tell me in what particular respect inade
quate.”

“In this way, I think at least,” he said: “the way in which 
one could use this same argument about tuning a lyre and 
its strings, that the attunement73 is something invisible, 
incorporeal and very beautiful and divine within the tuned 86 
lyre, but the lyre itself and the strings are material and 
corporeal objects, composite as well as earthly and related 
to what is mortal. So if someone smashes the lyre, or cuts 
or breaks the strings, if one were to confidently affirm the 
same argument as you did that that attunement must still 
exist and not be lost—for there could be no way that the 
lyre and its strings, being naturally perishable, still exist 
once they are broken, and yet the attunement that is akin b 
and related to the divine and the immortal, should have 
perished before the mortal—on the contrary, you would 
say that the tuning must itself still exist somewhere and
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I κατασαττησεσ^αι πρίν τι εκείνην παθεΐν—και γάρ ΐ 
ονν, ώ "άώκρατες, οΐμαι εγωγε και αντον σε τοΰτο < 
έντεθνμησθαι, δτι τοιοντον τι μαλιστα νπολαμβάνο- § 
μεν την ψνχην elvai, ώσπερ έντεταμένον τον σώματος 
ημών και σννεχομένον ΰπδ θερμόν και ψυχροΰ και 

c ξηρόν και υγρού και τοιοντων τινών, κράσιν είναι και 
αρμονίαν αυτών τούτων την ψνχην ημών, έπειθαν 
ταντα καλώς και μετρίως κραθη προς άλληλα—el ονν 
τυγχάνει ή ψυχή ονσα αρμονία τις, (Τήλον δτι, δταν 
χαλασθη τδ σώμα ημών άμέτρως η έπιταθη νπδ I 
νόσων και άλλων κακών, την μεν ψνχην άναγκη εν- 
θνς υπάρχει άπολωλέναι, καίπερ ονσαν θειοτάτην, 
ώσπερ και αί αλλαι άρμονίαι αϊ τ’ έν τοΐς φθόγγοις 
και έν τοΐς τών δημιουργών εργοις πάσι, τά δε λεί
ψανα τοΰ σώματος έκαστον πολνν χρονον παρα- 

d μένειν, έως αν η κατακανθη η κατασαπη—δρα ονν
πρδς τούτον τδν λόγον τί φησομεν, έάν τις άξιοι κρά- 
σιν ονσαν την ψνχην τών έν τώ σώματι εν τώ κα- 
λονμένω θανάτω πρώτην άπόλλνσθαι.

Διαβλεψας ονν δ Σωκράτης, ώσπερ τα πολλά ει- 
ώθει, I και μειδιάσας, Δίκαια μέντοι, έφη, λεγει ό Χιμ.- 
μίας. ει ούν τις υμών εϋπορώτερος έμοΰ, τι ούκ άπ- 
εκρίνατο; και γάρ ον φανλως έοικεν άπτομενω τοΰ 
λόγου, δοκεΐ μέντοι μοι χρηναι προ της άποκρίσεως 

e ετι πρότερον Κέβητος άκονσαι τί αύ δδε έγκαλεΐ τώ 
λόγω, ΐνα χρόνον έγγενομενον βονλενσωμεθα τι 
έρονμεν, έπειτα άκούσαντας η σνγχωρεΐν αντοΐς έάν 
τι δοκώσι προσάδειν, εάν δε μη, όντως ηδη ΰπερδι- 
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that the wood and the strings will rot before anything hap
pens to it. And in actual fact, Socrates, I do think you 
yourself have contemplated the idea that some such thing 
as this is what we assume the soul to be: just as our bodies 
are in tension and held together by hot and cold and dry 
and wet74 and other such things, our soul is also a mix- c 
ture and a tuning of these same things when these are 
combined with each other in a good and balanced way. If 
therefore the soul really is some kind of tuning, its clear 
that when our body is loosened or stretched out of propor
tion through diseases and other mishaps, necessity im
mediately begins to destroy the soul, no matter how di
vine it is, just as the other attunements in our musical 
sounds and all the works of our craftsmen, but the rem
nants of each body stay around for a long time until they 
are burned up or rot away. So consider what we’ll say in d 
answer to this argument, if one were to claim that the soul, 
being a mixture of the elements in the body is the first to 
perish in what we call death.”

74 For this idea, see the fifth-century Pythagorean Alcmaeon, 
DK 24B4.

Then Socrates opened his eyes wide, as he used to on 
many an occasion, smiled and said: “Well, what Simmias 
says is a fair objection. If then any of you has a more ready 
answer than I do, why doesn’t he answer? For he does 
seem to be getting a grip on the argument in no mean 
fashion. However, before answering I think we should first 
hear from Cebes what he in his turn can invoke against my e 
argument so that when we have had time we can deliber
ate what we’ll say. Then when we’ve heard him we can go 
along with them if they seem to strike the right note at all, 
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κεΐν τον λόγου, άλλ’ άγε, η δ’ ος, ω ϊίέβης, I λέγε, τί 
ην το σε αν θραττον.

Λέγω δη, ή δ’ δς δ Κψβης. εμοί γάρ φαίνεται έτι 
έν τω αντω ό λογος είναι, και, οττερ έν τοΐς πρόσθεν 

87 έλέγομεν, ταντδν έγκλημα έχειν. ότι μεν γάρ ην ημών 
η ψυχή καί. πριν εις τάδε τδ είδος έλθεΐν, ονκ ανατίθε
μαι μη ονχι πάνν χαριέντως καί, εί μη έπαχθές έστιν 
είπεΐν, πάνν ίκανώς άποδεδεΐχθαι- ώς δέ καί άποθα- 
νόντων ημών έτι πον έστιν, I ου μοι δοκεΐ τηδε. ώς μέν 
ονκ ίσχνρότερον καί πολνχρονιώτερον ψυχή σώμα
τος, ον συγχωρώ τη Ί,ιμμίου άντιληψει· δοκεΐ γάρ μοι 
πάσι τουτοις πάνυ πολύ διαφέρειν. τί ούν, άν φαίη δ 
λόγος, ετι απιστείς, έπειδη δρας άποθανόντος του άν- 

b θρώπον τό γε ασθενέστερου έτι δν; τδ δέ πολυχρο- 
νιώτερον ου δοκεΐ σοι αναγκαίου είναι έτι σωζεσθαι 
έυ τούτω τω χρόυω; πρδς δη τούτο τόδε έπίσκεψαι, εΐ 
τι λέγω- είκόνος γάρ τίνος, ώς έοικεν, κάγώ ώσπερ 
'Ζιμμίας δέομαι, έμοί γάρ δοκεΐ δμοίως λέγεσθαι I 
ταντα ώσπερ άν τις περί άνθρωπον νφάντον πρεσβν- 
τον άποθανόντος λέγοι τούτον τον λόγον, ότι ονκ 
άπολωλεν δ άνθρωπος άλλ’ έστι πον σώς, τεκμηριον 
δέ παρέχοιτο θοιμάτιον δ ημπείχετο αντδς νφηνάμε- 
νος ότι έστι σών και ονκ άπολωλεν, καί εΐ τις άπ- 

c ιστοιη αντω, άνερωτώη ποτερον πολυχρονιώτερόν 
έστι τδ γένος άνθρωπον η ίματίον έν χρεία τε οντος 
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or if not we can then put our case for the argument at that 
point. Well come on, Cebes,” he said, “tell us what was it 
that was still bothering you.”

“I certainly will tell you,” said Cebes. “You see it seems 
to me that the argument is still in the same place and is 
open to the same objection as we were stating before.75 87 
You see, with regard to the theory that our soul existed 
even before coming to its present form, I do not retract 
my opinion that that has been very neatly and, if it’s not an 
exaggeration to say so, quite satisfactorily proven. But that 
it still exists somewhere when we die I don’t think is right 
in this respect. I don’t go along with Simmias’ objection 
that the soul is not stronger or more enduring than the 
body: I think it is far superior in all these respects. Why 
then, the argument would run, are you still not convinced 
when you see what is actually the weaker part still in exis
tence when the person dies? Don’t you think the part that b 
survives longer must be preserved during this time? Bear
ing this in mind, consider if in the following respect I’m 
right; I, like Simmias it seems, need an illustration.76 You 
see it seems to me that what is being said is as if someone 
used this argument about an old man, a weaver who has 
died, saying that the man hasn’t died, but is somewhere 
safe and sound, and one would offer as proof that the 
cloak, which he had woven himself and was wearing, is still 
in one piece and hasn’t perished, and if you weren’t con
vinced he’d ask whether a member of the human race was c 
longer-living than a cloak that was in use and being worn.

75 At 77blff. 76 An eikon (image, allegory), a device
frequently used by Plato as part of an argumentative strategy (see, 
e.g., Resp. 6.488a-e).
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και φορουμένου, άποκριναμένου δη δη πολύ τδ του 
ανθρώπου, οϊοιτο άποδεδέίχθαι δη παντός αρα μάλ
λον δ ye άνθρωπος σώς έστιν, I επειδή τό ye όλιγο- 
χρονιώτερον ούκ άπόλωλεν. τδ δ’ οίμαι, ώ Σιμμία, 
ούχ ούτως ε\ει· σκοπεί γάρ και σύ ά λέγω, πας άν 
υπολάβοι δτι εύηθες λέγει ό τοντο λέγων δ γάρ 
υφαντής ούτος πολλά κατατριψας τοιαντα ιμάτια και 
ύφηναμενος έκεινων μεν ύστερος άπόλωλεν πολλών 

d δντων, του δέ τελευταίου οίμαι πρότερος, καί ούδέν η 
μάλλον τούτου ένεκα άνθρωπός έστιν ίματίου φαυ
λότερου ούδ’ ασθενέστερου, την αύτην δέ τούτην οΐ- 
μαι εικόνα δέζαιτ άν ψυχή προς σώμα, καί ης λέγων 
αύτα ταΰτα περί αυτών μέτρι άν μοι, φαίνοιτο λέγειν, 
I ώς η μέν ψυχή πολυχρόνιόν έστι, τδ δέ σώμα 
άσθενέστερον καί δλιγοχρονιώτερον αλλά γάρ άν 
φαιη εκαστην τών ψυχών πολλά σώματα κατατρί- 
βειν, άλλως τε κάν πολλά έτη βιω—εί γάρ ρέοι τδ 
σώμα καί άπολλυοιτο έτι ζώντος τού άνθρώπου, άλλ’ 

e η ψυχή άει το κατατριβόμενον άνυφαίνοι—αναγκαίου 
μένταν εΐη, οπότε άπολλυοιτο η ψυχή, τδ τελευταίου 
ύφασμα τυχεΐν αύτην έχουσαν καί τούτου μόνου προ- 
τέραυ άπόλλυσθαι, άπολομένης δέ της ψυχής τότ’ 
ήδη την φύσιν της άσθενείας έπιδεικνύοι I τδ σώμα 
και ταχύ σαπέν διοίχοιτο. ώστε τούτω τω λόγω ούπω 
ό'.έιον πιστεύσαντα θαρρεΐν ώς έπειδάν άποθάνωμεν 

88 έτι που ημών η ψυχή έστιν. εί γάρ τις καί πλέον έτι 
τω λέγοντι η7 ά συ λέγεις συγχωρησειεν, δούς αύτω 
μη μονον έν τώ πριν καί γενεσθαι ημάς χρόνω είναι 
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And when the answer duly came that man’s life is much 
longer, he’d think it had been demonstrated that the man 
is assuredly intact since the object with the shorter life 
hadn’t perished. But I don’t think this is the case, Sim
mias. Consider for yourself what I’m saying. Everyone 
would take it that he who says this is talking nonsense. You 
see this weaver of ours, though he’d woven and worn out 
many such garments, perished after they did, though there 
were many of them; but I imagine he died before the last d 
one; and yet a man is not, for all that, at all inferior or 
weaker than a cloak. I think the soul’s relation with the 
body would admit this same analogy and anyone saying the 
very same things about them would seem to be talking 
sense, namely: the soul is something longer-lived and the 
body something weaker and shorter-lived. But while one 
would say that each of the souls wears out many bodies, 
especially if it lives for many years—you see if the body 
were to change and wear out while the person is still alive, 
yet the soul would continually weave anew what is worn e 
out—however when the soul perishes it would actually 
have to have on the final garment and perish before this 
one alone, and when the soul has perished, then at last the 
body would reveal its natural weakness and after rotting 
away quickly it would be gone. Consequently by this argu
ment it’s not yet worth believing with any confidence that 
when we die our soul still exists somewhere. You see if 88 
anyone were to agree with someone arguing even more 
than what you’re claiming, conceding to him that our 
souls existed not only in the time before we were born

7 ή del. Schleiermacher
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ημών τάς ψυχάς, αλλά μηδέν κωλύειν καί έπειδάν 
άποθάνωμεν I ένίων έτι είναι και έσεσθαι και πολ
λάκις γενησεσθαι και άποθανέΐσθαι ανθις—οντω γάρ 
αντο φνσει ισχυρόν είναι, ώστε πολλάκις γιγνομένην 
ψυχήν άντέχειν—δονς δέ ταντα εκείνο μηκέτι συγχω- 
ροΐ, μη ον πονεϊν αντην εν τάίς πολλαΐς γενεσεσιν 
και τελεντώσαν γε έν τινι I τών θανατων παντάπασιν 

b άπόλλνσθαι, τούτον δέ τον θάνατον και ταυτην την 
διάλυσιν τού σώματος η τη ψυχή φέρει ολέθρου μη- 
δένα φαίη είδέναι—αδύνατον γάρ είναι δτωούν αίσθέ- 
σθαι ημών—εί δέ τοντο ούτως έχει, ονδενί προσηκει 
θάνατον θαρρούντι μη ονκ άνοητως θαρρέίν, I δς άν 
μη έχη άποδειζαι ότι εστι ψυχή παντάπασιν αθάνα
τόν τε και άνώλεθρον- εί δέ μη, ανάγκην είναι αεί τον 
μέλλοντα άποθανεΐσθαι δεδιέναι υπέρ της αυτού ψυ
χής μη έν τη ννν τού σώματος διαζεν^ει παντάπασιν 
άποληται.

c Πάρτες ούν άκονσαντες είπόντων αύτών άηδώς δι- 
ετεθημεν, ώς ύστερον ελέγομεν προς άλληλους, ότι 
νπέ> τού έμπροσθεν λόγου σφόδρα πεπεισμένους 
ημάς πάλιν έδόκονν άναταράζαι καί εις απιστίαν 
καταβαλεΐν ον μόνον τοις προειρημένοις λόγοις, I 
αλλά και εις τά ύστερον μέλλοντα ρηθησεσθαι, μη 
ονδενός άζιοι είμεν κριται η και τά πράγματα αντά 
άπιστα η.

ΕΧ. Νή τούς θεούς, ώ Φαίδων, συγγνώμην γε έχω 
ύμΐν. καί γάρ αυτόν με ννν άκούσαντά σον τοιούτόν 

d τι λέγειν προς έμαντον επέρχεται- “Τίνι ονν έτι πι- 
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even, but there’s nothing to stop us saying that when we 
die the souls of some continue to exist, will exist and will 
be born and die over and over again, the soul being so 
strong by nature that it can withstand being born many 
times—but granted that, one may still not agree the point 
that it doesn’t suffer in the many processes of being born 
and end up by dying altogether in one of its deaths, and 
were one to say that no one knows whether this is the b 
particular death and the release from the body that brings 
destruction to the soul (for it’s impossible for any one of 
us to perceive)—well, if this is the case, it’s not right for 
anyone whatsoever to face death confidently, unless he’s 
stupid, who hasn’t the means to prove that the soul is 
something immortal and indestructible in every respect. 
But if not, anyone on the point of death must always be 
afraid for his own soul, that it will be completely destroyed 
in its present separation from the body.”

Now when we all heard them saying this we felt very c 
uncomfortable, as we said to each other afterward, be
cause after being very much won over by the earlier dis
cussion, they seemed to have thrown us into confusion 
again and to have destroyed our conviction not only of 
what had been said earlier, but also of what was going to 
be said later, afraid that we were in fact worthless as judges 
or even that the arguments themselves were not to be 
relied on.

E. Heavens above, Phaedo, I feel really sorry for you. 
Because now I’ve heard the sort of things you were say- d 
ing, it occurs to me: “What argument can we still rely on?
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στεύσομεν λόγω; ώς γάρ σφοδρά ττι^αΐ'ός ών, δν δ 
Σωκράτης έλεγε λόγον, νυν εις άττιστια^ καταπεπτω- 
κεν.” θαυμαστώς γάρ μου δ λόγος ούτος αντιλαμβά
νεται καί νυν και άεί, I τό αρμονίαν τινα ημών είναι 
την ψυχήν, καί ώσπερ ΰπεμνησέν με ρηθεις ότι καί 
αΰτώ μοι ταΰτα προυδέδοκτο. καί πάνυ δέομαι πάλιν 
ώσπερ έξ αρχής άλλου τίνος λόγου δς με πείσει, ώς 
τοΰ άποθανόντος οΰ συναποθνησκει ή ψυχή, λέγε ούν 

e προς Διός πη δ Σωκράτης μετηλθε τον λόγον; καί 
πότερον κάκεΐνος, ώσπερ υμάς φης, ένδηλός τι εγέ- 
νετο άχθόμενος η οΰ, άλλα πράως έβοηθει τω λόγω; 
καί ίκανώς εβοήθησεν η ενδεώς; πάντα ημΐν δίελθε 
ώς δυνασαι ακριβέστατα. I

ΦΑΙΔ. Καί μην, ώ ‘Έχέκρατες, πολλάκις θαυμά- 
σας Σωκράτη οΰ πώποτε μάλλον ηγάσθην η τότε 

89 παραγενόμενος. τό μεν ούν έχειν ότι λέγοι εκείνος 
ϊσως οΰδεν άτοπον· άλλα εγωγε μάλιστα έθαΰμασα 
αύτοΰ πρώτον μεν τοΰτο, ώς ηδέως και εΰμενώς και 
άγαμένως των νεανίσκων τον λόγον άπεδέξατο, έπειτα 
ημών ώς δξέως I ησθετο δ ‘πεπόνθεμεν υπο τών λό
γων, έπειτα ώς εύ ημάς ίασατο και ώσπερ πεφευ- 
γότας και ηττημένους άνεκαλέσατο και προύτρεψεν 
προς το παρέπεσθαί τε και συσκοπεΐν τον λόγον.

ΕΧ. Πώς δη; I
ΦΑΙΔ. Έγώ ερώ. έτυχον γάρ έν δεξιά αΰτοΰ καθ- 

b ημενος παρά την κλίνην έπι χαμαιξηλου τινός, δ δέ 
έπι πολύ ΰψηλοτέρου η εγώ. καταψησας ούν μου την 
κεφαλήν και συμπιέσας τας έπι τώ αύχενι τρίχας— 
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How very plausible was the argument Socrates was put
ting forward and yet it has now fallen into discredit.” You 
see this argument that our soul is a kind of attunement has 
a remarkable hold on me now and always has; and as I was 
reminded, as it were, when it was mentioned, that I myself 
had come to that conclusion before. Indeed I very much 
need some other argument as it were from scratch that will 
persuade me that when someone dies the soul doesn’t 
perish along with him. So tell me in Zeus’ name in what 
way did Socrates proceed with the argument? Did he e 
clearly become at all agitated as you say you all did: or not, 
but instead set about calmly rescuing the argument? And 
did he do so satisfactorily, or did he fall short? Go through 
it all as precisely as you can.

P. Well then, Echecrates, although I’ve frequently 
been amazed at Socrates, I’ve never been more full of 
admiration than I was when I was with him then. Now 89 
his having something to say was perhaps not unexpected, 
but the first thing I myself was particularly struck by was 
his pleasant, kindly and respectful reception of the young 
men’s argument, then how shrewdly he noticed what 
effect the arguments had had on us, then how well he 
treated us and rallied us like troops who’ve been routed 
and defeated, and brought us round to follow up and con
sider the argument with him.

E. Indeed! How did he do that?
P. I’ll tell you. You see I happened to be sitting on his 

right beside his couch on a low stool and he was much b 
higher up than I was. So he stroked my head and squeezed 
the hairs on my neck—you see whenever he had the 
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είώθει γάρ, οπότε τύχοι, παίζειν μον είς τάς τρίχας— 
Ανριον δη, έφη, ίσως, I ώ Φαίδων, τάς καλάς ταύτας 
κόμας άποκερη.

Τίοικεν, ην δ’ έγώ, ώ Σώκρατες.
Ονκ, άν γε έμοι πείθη.
Αλλά τί; ην δ’ έγώ.
Ύημερον, εφη, κάγώ τάς έμας και, σν ταύτας, I 

έάνπερ γε ήμΐν ό λόγος τελεντήση και μη δννώμεθα 
c αντον άναβιώσασθαι. και έγωγ’ άν, εί σν εϊην καί με 

διαφεύγοι ό λόγος, ένορκον άν ποιησαίμην ώσπερ 
’Αργεΐοι, μη πρότερον κομήσειν, πριν άν νικήσω άνα- 
μαχόμενος τον Ί,ιμμίον τε και Κέβητος λογον. I

Άλλ’, ην δ’ εγώ, προς δύο λέγεται ονδ’ δ 'Ηρακλής 
οίός τε είναι.

’Αλλά και έμέ, έφη, τον Ίόλεων παρακαλει, έως έτι 
φως έστιν.

Παρακαλώ τοίννν, έφην, ονχ ώς Ηρακλής, I άλλ’ 
ώς Ίολεως τον ΐίρακλη.

Ούδέν διοίσει, έφη. αλλά πρώτον εύλαβηθώμέν τι 
πάθος μη πάθωμεν.

Τδ ποιον; ην δ’ εγώ.
d Μή γενιώμεθα, η δ’ δς, μισόλογοι, ώσπερ οι μισάν

θρωποι γιγνόμενόν ώς ονκ έστιν, έφη, ότι άν τις μεΐ- 
ζον τούτον κακόν πάθοι η λόγονς μισησας. γίγνεται

77 At Hdt. 1.82.7, the Argives, after a heavy defeat by the 
Spartans, made it religious offense to cut their hair until they had 
recovered lost territory.
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chance he used to make fun of my hair—“Well tomorrow 
perhaps, Phaedo,” he said, “you’ll cut off these beautiful 
locks.”

“It looks like it, Socrates,” I said.
“You won’t, if you do as I say.”
“What do you mean?” I asked.
“I’ll cut mine off and you’ll cut yours off today,” he said, 

“if our argument dies and we can’t bring it back to life. 
And for myself, if I were you and the argument escaped c 
my clutches, I’d make an oath like the Argives and not cut 
my hair before I’d returned to the battle and defeated 
Simmias’ and Cebes’ argument.”77

78 Heracles, while fighting the Hydra, was himself attacked by 
a crab and called on his nephew lolaus for help (see Euthyd. 
297c). P., as the weaker partner, is lolaus helping the Herculean
S. in the fight against “two" (i.e., Simmias and Cebes as Hydra 
and crab, respectively). 79 The misologos is opposed to the 
philologos, the “lover of argument,” i.e., the philosopher in Resp. 
3.4Ild (see also La. 188c).

“Well,” I said, “not even Heracles is said to be able to 
fight against two.”

“Well, call on me too,” he said, “as your lolaus while 
there’s still daylight.”

“Then I call on you,” I said, “not as Heracles calling on 
lolaus, but as lolaus calling on Heracles.”78

“It makes no difference,” he said, “but firstly let’s make 
sure we suffer no mishap.”

“Such as?” I asked.
“Let’s not become misologists,” he said, “like those d 

who become misanthropists, since one couldn’t undergo a 
greater mishap,” he said, “than hating arguments.79 Misol-
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δέ έκ τον αντον τρόπον μισολογια τε και μισανθρω- 
πία. I η τε γάρ μισανθ ρωπία ένδνεται εκ τον σφοδρά 
τιν'ι πιστενσαι άνεν τέχνης, και ήγησασθαι παντα- 
πασί γε άληθη είναι και νγιη και πιστόν τον άνθρω
πον, έπειτα ολίγον ύστερον ενρείν τούτον πονηρον τε 
Kat άπιστον, και ανθις έτερον και όταν τοντο πολ- 

e λάκις πάθη τις και νπό τούτων μάλιστα ονς άν ηγή- 
σαιτο οικειοτάτονς τε και έταιροτάτονς, τελεντων δη 
θαμά προσκρονων μισεί τε πάντας και ηγείται ον- 
δενός ούδέρ υγιές είναι τό παράπαν. η ονκ ησθησαι 
σύ πω τοντο γιγνόμενον; I

Πάνν γε, ην δ’ έγω.
Ονκονν, η δ’ δς, αισχρόν, καί δηλον ότι άνεν τέ

χνης της περί τάνθρώπεια ό τοιοντος χρησθαι έπ- 
εχείρει τοΐς άνθρώποις; εί γάρ πον μετά τέχνης 

90 εχρητο, ώσπερ έχει όντως άν ηγησατο, τονς μεν χρη
στούς και πονηρούς σφόδρα όλίγονς είναι έκατέρονς, 
τούς δέ μεταζύ πλείστονς.

Πώς λέγεις; έφην έγω.
"Ωσπερ, η δ’ ός, περί τών σφόδρα σμικρών καί 

μεγάλων I otet τι σπανιώτερον είναι η σφόδρα μέγαν 
η σφόδρα σμικρόν έζενρεΐν άνθρωπον η κύνα η άλλο 
ότιονν; η αν ταχύν η βραδύν η αισχρόν η καλόν η 
λενκόν η μέλανα; η ονχι ησθησαι ότι πάντων τών 
τοιοντων τά μέν άκρα τών έσχατων σπάνιά και ολίγα, 
τά δέ μεταζύ άφθονα και πολλά; I 
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ogy and misanthropy originate from the same practice. 
You see misanthropy comes on when, without expertise,80 
one trusts someone implicitly, regarding the person as en
tirely true, sound, and trustworthy, and discovering a little 
later that that person is good for nothing and untrust
worthy, and then it happens again with another person. 
When someone has had frequent experience of this, espe
cially at the hands of those he’d consider to be his closest e 
and dearest friends, the final result is that he often ends 
up quarreling, hates them all and considers there’s nothing 
sound at all in anyone. Or haven’t you ever yourself ob
served this happening?”

80 Expertise: techne = “skill,” “craft,” to distinguish it from 
phronesis, sophia, used by Plato in Phaedo to denote the knowl
edge of philosophers, i.e., “wisdom.” See also 89e6, 8; 90b7.

“Indeed I have,” he said.
“So isn’t this disgraceful,” he asked, “and isn’t it clear 

that such a person was trying to have dealings with people 
when he didn’t have any skill in the understanding of hu
man behavior? You see if he did this with skill he’d have 
considered them as they are, the good and the bad each 90 
very few in number, and the majority in between.”

“How do you mean?” I said.
“As in the case of very small and very large objects,” he 

said. “Do you think you’d find anything rarer than an ex
ceedingly large or an exceedingly small human being, or 
dog or anything else whatever? Or again something very 
fast or slow, ugly or beautiful, white or black? Or haven’t 
you noticed that the outermost extremes of all such things 
are few and far between, whereas in between there are 
plenty in abundance?”
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Πάνυ γε, ην δ’ εγώ.
b Ουκοϋν οϊει, εφη, εί πονηριάς άγων προτεθείη, 

πάνυ άν ολίγους και ενταύθα τούς πρώτους φανηναι;
Εΐκός γε, ην δ’ εγώ.
Εΐκος γάρ, εφη. άλλα ταύτη μέν οϋχ όμοιοι ο'ι 

λόγοι τοΐς άνθρώποις, I άλλα σοΰ νυνδή προάγοντος 
εγώ έφεσπόμην, άλλ’ εκείνη, ή, έπειδάν τις πιστεύση 
λόγω τινϊ άληθέί είναι άνευ τής περί τους λόγους 
τέχνης, κάπειτα ολίγον ύστερον αύτώ δόζη ψευδής 
είναι, ενίοτε μέν ων, ενίοτε δ’ οϋκ ων, και αυθις έτερος 

c καί έτερος—καί μάλιστα δή οί περί τούς άντιλογι- 
κούς λόγους διατρίψαντες οίσθ’ ότι τελευτώντες οϊον- 
ται σοφωτατοι γεγονεναι και κατανενοηκεναι μόνοι 
ότι ούτε τών πραγμάτων οΰδενός ούδέν υγιές ουδέ 
βέβαιον ούτε τών λόγων, άλλα πάντα τά όντα άτε- 
χνώς ώσπερ εν I Εύρίττω άνω κάτω στρέφεται και 
χρόνον ούδένα εν οΰδενι μένει.

Πάνυ μέν ουν, εφην εγώ, άληθη λέγεις.
Ούκοΰν, ώ Φαίδων, έφη, οίκτρόν άν εϊη τό πάθος, 

εί όντος δη τίνος άληθοΰς και βεβαίου λόγου και δυ- 
d νατού κατανοησαι, έπειτα διά τό παραγίγνεσθαι τοι- 

ούτοις τισι λόγοις, τοΐς αυτοις τότε μέν δοκοΰσιν 
άληθέσιν είναι, τοτέ δε μη, μη εαυτόν τις αίτιφτο

81 Euripus is the channel between the Greek mainland and 
Euboea, noted for its alternating currents. “Antilogic,” the state 
of argument where contrary predicates seem true to the same 
people at different times, was practiced as a debating technique
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“Indeed, I have,” I said.
“So do you think then,” he said, “that if a competition b 

in wickedness were proposed the first to show up would 
be very few even there?”

“It seems likely,” I said.
“Likely, yes,” he said, “but arguments don’t resemble 

people in that way, but I was following the route you were 
taking just now. The resemblance is rather in the previous 
example, where when someone believes a certain argu
ment is true without having the skill of argumentation, and 
then a little later it seems false to him: sometimes it is, 
sometimes it isn’t; and again with another and another, and 
you know that it’s those especially who spend their time in c 
disputations are the ones who end up thinking they’re very 
wise and that they alone have observed that nothing is 
sound or irrefutable, either in things or arguments, but 
everything that exists flows back and forth just like tire 
Euripus and never stays in place for any length of time.”81

“What you’re saying is absolutely true,” I said.
“Well then, Phaedo,” he said, “It would be a wretched 

experience if, when there really is some true, irrefutable 
argument, and one that it’s possible to grasp, then, by as- d 
sociation with the sort of arguments sometimes appearing 
to be actually true, sometimes not, a person blamed nei
ther himself nor his lack of skill, but as a result of his

by fifth-century Sophists “looking for victory” (cf. philonikos, 
91a3), as in the “Twin Arguments” (Dissoi Logoi, DK B90; see 
Waterfield, 285ff.), and the sophists Euthydemus and Diony- 
sodorus in Euthyd. 275bff. See also Protagoras on “man is the 
measure of all things,” DK 80B1, combined with Heracliteanism 
(matter in continual flux) at Theaet. 152-60.
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μηδέ την έαντον άτεχνίαν, άλλα τελεντών διά τδ άλ- 
γεΐν άσ μένος επί τούς λόγους άφ’ έαντον την αίτιαν 
άπώσαιτο και ήδη τδν λοιπού βίον μισών I τε και 
λοιδορών τονς λόγους διατελοΐ, τών δε δντων της 
άληθείας τε και επιστήμης στερηθείη.

Νή τδν Δία, ήν δ’ ε’γώ, οίκτρδν δήτα.
Πρώτον μέν τοίννν, έφη, τοντο ενλαβηθώμεν, και 

μή παρίωμεν εις την ψνχήν ώς τών λόγων κινδννεύει 
e ονδέν υγιές είναι, άλλα πολύ μάλλον ότι ημείς ονπω 

νγιώς εχομεν, άλλα άνδριστεον και προθνμητέον 
νγιώς έγειυ, σοι μεν ονν και τοΐς άλλοις και τον 

91 έπειτα βίον παντδς ένεκα, έμοί δε αντον ένεκα τον 
θανάτον, ώς κινδννενω έγωγε έν τώ παρόντι περί 
αντον τούτου ού φιλοσοφως εχειν αλλ’ ώσπερ οί 
πάνν άπαίδεντοι φιλονίκως. καί γάρ εκείνοι όταν περί 
τον άμφισβητώσιν, δπη μέν έχει περί ών άν ο λογος 
ή ον φροντίζονσιν, I όπως δε ά αυτοί έθεντο ταντα 
δόζει τοΐς παρονσιν, τοντο προθνμοννται. και έγω μοι 
δοκώ έν τώ παρόντι τοσοντον μόνον έκείνων διοίσειν 
ον γάρ όπως τοΐς παρονσιν ά εγώ λέγω δόζει αληθή 
είναι προθνμήσομαι, εί μή εϊη πάρεργον, άλλ’ όπως 

b αντώ έμοί οτι μάλιστα δόζει όντως έχειν. λογίζομαι 
γάρ, ώ φίλε εταίρε—θέασαι ώς πλεονεκτικώς—εί μέν 
τνγχάνει αληθή όντα ά λέγω, καλώς δή έχει τδ πει- 
σθήναι- εί δέ μηδέν έστι τελεντήσαντι, άλλ’ ονν 
τοντόν γε τδν χρόνον αντδν τδν πρδ τον θανάτον I 
ήττον τοΐς παρονσιν άηδής έσομαι όδνρόμενος, ή δέ 
άνοιά μοι αντη ον σννδιατελεΐ—κακδν γάρ άν ήν— 
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distress were to end up gladly shifting the blame from 
himself onto the arguments and henceforth spend the rest 
of his life hating and disparaging the arguments, and be 
deprived both of the truth and knowledge of the realities.”

"Zeus!” I said, “Wretched indeed.”
“Then,” he said, “lets beware of this first, and lets not 

allow into the soul the thought that there’s probably noth
ing sound in the arguments, but much rather the fact that e 
we’re not yet sound enough, but have to be bold and de
termined to achieve soundness: you and the rest of you for 
the sake of the whole of your life to come; but in my case, 91 
because of my actual death, since it’s possible that at the 
present moment I’m not philosophically prepared for this 
actual event but, like those who are entirely lacking in 
education, am looking for victory. You see whenever these 
people dispute something, they don’t give any thought to 
the truth of the topics under discussion, but are only eager 
about how their own position on these topics appears to 
those who are present. And I think I shall only differ from 
them in the present circumstances to this extent: for I shall 
not be concerned how what I say will appear to be true to 
those who are here, except incidentally, but how above all 
else the situation will appear to me myself. For, I reckon, b 
my good friend (and note how greedy I am!), if what I say 
is actually true, it’s good to be persuaded by it. But if there 
is nothing for me when I’m dead, still at any rate, during 
this actual period before my death, my lamenting will be 
less distressing to those present and this ignorance of mine 
won’t last—that would be bad—but in a little while will be

423



PLATO

άλλ’ δλίγον ύστερον άπολεΐται. παρασκευασμένος δη, 
εφη, ώ Χιμμία τε και Κέβης, ούτωσι έρχομαι επί τον 

c λόγον- ύμεΐς μέντοι, άν έμοι πείθησθε, σμικρδν φρον- 
τίσαντες 'βωκράτους, της δέ αλήθειας πολύ μάλλον, 
έάν μέν τι ύμΐν δοκώ αληθές λέγειν, συνομολογή
σατε, εί δέ μη, παντί λόγω αντιτείνετε, ευλαβούμενοι 
όπως μη έγω ύπο προθυμίας άμα έμαυτόν I τε και 
ύμάς έζαπατησας, ώσπερ μέλιττα τό κέντρον έγκατα- 
λιπων οίχησομαι.

Άλλ’ ιτέον, έφη. πρώτον με ύπομνησατε ά έλέγετε, 
έάν μη φαίνωμαι μεμνημένος. Σιμμίας μεν γάρ, ώς 
έγωμαι, άπιστεΐ τε και φοβείται μη ή ψυχή όμως και 

d θειότερον και κάλλιαν ον τού σώματος προαπολλύη- 
ται έν αρμονίας εϊδει ούσα- Κέβης δέ μοι έδοζε τούτο 
μεν έμοι συγχωρεΐν, πολυχρονιώτερόν γε εΐναι ψυχήν 
σώματος, άλλά τάδε άδηλον παντί, μη πολλά δη 
σώματα και πολλακις κατατριφασα I ή ψυχή το τε
λευταίου σώμα καταλιποϋσα νυν αυτή άπολλύηται, 
και η αυτό τούτο θάνατος, ψυχής όλεθρος, έπεΐ σώμά 
γε άει άπολλύμενον ούδέν παύεται, άρα άλλ’ η ταύτ’ 
έστίν, ώ Ί,ιμμία τε και Ιίέβης, ά δει ημάς έπισκοπεΐ- 
σθαι;

e ^,υνωμολογείτην δη ταύτ’ είναι άμφω.
ΪΙοτερον ούν, εφη, πάντας τούς έμπροσθε λόγους 

ούκ άποδέχεσθε, η τούς μέν, τούς δ’ ού;
Τού? μέν, έφάτην, τούς δ’ ού. I
Τί ούν, η δ’ ός, περί έκείνου τού λόγου λέγετε έν 

ω εφαμεν την μάθησιν άνάμνησιν είναι, και τούτου 
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at an end. So, thus prepared, Simmias and Cebes, I pro
ceed to the argument. But as for you, if you do as I tell you c 
and think little of Socrates, but much more of the truth, if 
you think I’m telling the truth agree with me, but if not, 
resist with every argument you’ve got, while taking care 
that I don’t deceive both myself and you in my enthusiasm, 
and won’t get away like a bee leaving its sting behind.”

“Well, let’s go on,” he said. “Firstly, remind me what 
you were saying, in case I don’t appear to have remem
bered. Now, Simmias I think is not convinced and is afraid 
that the soul, despite being something more divine and 
more beautiful than the body, none the less may perish d 
first as it’s some form of attunement. Cebes on the other 
hand, I thought, agreed with me this much at least, that 
the soul is something that lives longer than the body, but 
what isn’t clear to everyone is whether after wearing out 
many bodies many times the soul leaves the final body and 
that’s when it perishes itself and that is the actual death 
itself, the destruction of the soul, since the body in fact 
never stops dying at all.82 So is it anything other than this 
that we have to look at, Simmias and Cebes?”

82 For these arguments of Simmias and Cebes, see above, 
85e-86d and 86e-88c, respectively.

Well, they both agreed that this was it. e
“Do you not accept all the previous arguments,” he 

said, “or just some and not others?”
“Some, not others,” they said.
“What then do you say about that argument in which 

we said that learning is recollection, and this being the 
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όντως 'έχοντας άναγκαίως έχειν άλλοθι πρότερον 
ημών είναι την ψυχήν, πριν έν τώ σώματι ένδεθήναι;

92 Έγώ μέν, έφη ό Ιίέβης, και τότε θαυμαστώς ώς 
έπείσθην νπ’ αυτόν και νυν εμμένω ώς ούδενί λόγω.

Καί μην, έφη ό λιμμίας, και αντός ούτως έχω, και 
πάνν αν θανμάζοιμι εϊ μοι περί γε τούτου άλλο ποτέ 
τι δόξειεν. I

Καί ό Σωκράτης, Άλλα ανάγκη σοι, έφη, ώ ξένε 
Οηβαϊε, άλλα δόξαι, έάνπερ μείνη ήδε ή οϊησις, τδ 
αρμονίαν μέν είναι σύνθετον πράγμα, ψυχήν δέ αρ
μονίαν τινά έκ τών κατά τδ σώμα έντεταμένων συγ- 

b κεΐσθαι- ον γάρ πον άποδέξη γε σαντον λέγοντας ώς 
πρότερον ην αρμονία σνγκειμενη, πριν εκείνα είναι έξ 
ών έδει αντην σνντεθηναι. η άποδέξη;

Ονδαμώς, έφη, ώ Ί,ώκρατες. I
Αίσθάνη ονν, η δ’ ος, ότι ταντά σοι συμβαίνει 

λέγειν, όταν φής μεν είναι την ψυχήν πριν καί εις 
ανθρώπου είδος τε καί σώμα άφικέσθαι, είναι δέ 
αυτήν συγκειμένην έκ τών ονδέπω δντων; ού γάρ δη 
αρμονία γέ σοι τοιοΰτόν έστιν ώ άπεικάζεις, αλλά 

c πρότερον καί η λύρα καί αί χορδαί καί οΐ φθόγγοι 
έτι ανάρμοστοι δντες γίγνονται, τελευταΐον δέ πάν
των συνισταται η αρμονία και πρώτον απολλυται. 
ούτος ούν σοι δ λαγός έκείνω πώς συνασεται;

Ονδαμώς, έφη δ Σιμμίας.
Καί μην, η δ’ δς, πρέπει γε ε'ίπερ τω άλλω λόγω 

συνωδώ είναι καί τώ περί αρμονίας.
Τϊρεπει γάρ, έφη δ 'Σ,ιμμιας.
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case the soul must have existed somewhere else before it 
was bound up with the body?”

“I,” said Cebes, “was wonderfully convinced by it then 92 
and stick by it now like no other argument.”

“Yes, and I too am the same,” said Simmias, “and I’d 
be very surprised if I ever had any other view, on this 
subject at least.”

And Socrates said: “Well, you must change your mind, 
my Theban friend, if your belief stands that an attunement 
is a composite thing, and that the soul is an attunement 
made up of tensions across the body. You see I don’t think b 
you’d permit yourself to say that the attunement was al
ready composed before those parts from which it was to 
be made up existed. Or would you accept that?”

“Not at all, Socrates.”
“Are you aware then,” he said, “that what you’re saying 

amounts to this, that when you say the soul exists before 
it even goes into the form and body of a human being, it 
exists as a composite of those things that don’t yet exist? 
You see this attunement of yours isn’t the sort of thing to 
which you’re likening it, but the lyre, the strings and the 
notes come into being first, as yet untuned, but the attune- c 
ment is the last thing of all to be put together and the first 
to perish. So how does this argument of yours chime in 
with that one?”

“It doesn’t at all,” said Simmias.
“And yet,” he said, “if any other argument ought to be 

in tune, it certainly ought to be the argument about at
tunement.”

“It ought,” said Simmias.
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Ούτος τοίννν, έψη, σοι ον σννωδός- άλλ’ δρα πότε- 
ρον αίρη των λόγων, την μάθησιν άνάμνησιν είναι η 
φνχην αρμονίαν; I

d Πολύ μάλλον, έφη, έκεΐνον, ώ ^ώκρατες. δδε μέν 
γάρ μοι, γέγονεν άνεν άποδείξεως μετά εικότος τίνος 
και ενπρεπείας, όθεν και τοΐς πολλοΐς δοκεΐ άνθρώ- 
ττοις· εγώ δέ τοΐς διά των εϊκότων τάς αποδείξεις ποι- 
ονμένοις λόγοις σννοιδα ονσιν άλαξόσιν, και άν τις 
αυτούς μη φνλάττηται εν μάλα, I έξαπατώσι, και 
έν γεωμετρία και έν τοΐς άλλοις άπασιν. ό δέ περί 
της άναμνησεως και μαθήσεως λόγος δι νποθέσεως 
αξίας άποδέξασθαι εΐρηται. έρρηθη γαρ πον όντως 
ημών είναι ή ψυχή καί πριν εις σώμα άφικέσθαι, 
ώσπερ αντη& έστιν η ονσία εχονσα την έπωννμίαν 

e την τον “δ έστιν”· εγώ δέ ταντην, ώς έμαντδν πείθω, 
ικανώς τε και όρθώς άποδεδεγμαι. ανάγκη ονν μοι, 
ώς εοικε, διά ταντα μήτε έμαντον μήτε άλλον άποδέ- 
χεσθαι λέγοντας ώς ψυχή έστιν αρμονία. I

8 αντη Mudge: αυτής /3Τδ, Stob., Burnet

Τί δε, η δ’ ός, ώ Χιμμία, τηδε; δοκεΐ σοι αρμονία 
93 ή άλλη τινι σννθέσει προσηκειν άλλως πως έχειν η 

ώς άν έκεΐνα έχη έξ ών άν σνγκέηται;
Ονδαμώς.
Ουδέ μην ποιεΐν τι, ώς έγωμαι, ονδέ τι πάσχειν 

άλλο I παρ’ ά άν έκεΐνα η ποιη η πάσχη; Σννέφη. 8
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“Then this argument of yours doesn’t chime in,” he 
said. “So consider whether you prefer the argument that 
learning is recollection, or that the soul is an attunement.”

“I much prefer the former one, Socrates,” he said, “as d 
the latter came to me without proof, with some probability 
and plausibility, which is how it commends itself to most 
people. But I’m aware that arguments that construct their 
proof through probabilities are deceptive and if you don’t 
watch them very carefully, they deceive you both in geom
etry and all other subjects. But the argument about recol
lection and learning has been made by means of a hypoth
esis worth accepting. It’s been stated, surely, that our soul, 
even before it reaches a body, exists in a similar way to how 
the essence itself exists under the name ‘that which is.’83 
This, I’m convinced, I’ve accepted on adequate and cor- e 
rect grounds. So for this reason it seems I mustn’t accept 
that the soul is an attunement either from my own reason
ing or anyone else’s.”

83 Or, on the manuscript reading (retained by Burnet in
OCT1), “ . . . exists just as the essence belonging to it [the soul] 
exists under the name ...” (see textual note). 81 For the 
soul as a harmony or “attunement,” see above, 86b-c.

“But what about looking at it in the following way, Sim- 
mias,” he said. “Do you think it’s appropriate for an attune
ment, or any other means of putting things together, to be 93 
any different from those components of which it is com
posed?”84

“Not at all.”
“And again, I think, presumably what it does, or has 

done to it wouldn’t be different from what they do and 
have done to them?” He agreed.
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Ονκ άρα ηγεΐσθαί γε προσηκει αρμονίαν τούτων 
έξ ών άν σνντεθη, άλλ’ επεσθαι. Ί,υνεδόκει.

Πολλοί) άρα Sei εναντία ye αρμονία κινηθηναι άν 
η φθέγξασθαι ή τι άλλο έναντιωθηναι τοίς αντης 
μέρεσιν. I

Πολλοί) μένταν, έφη.
Τί 8έ; ονχ όντως αρμονία πέφνκεν είναι έκάστη 

αρμονία ώς άν άρμοσθη;
Ον μανθάνω, έφη.
’Ή ονχί, η 8’ δς, άν μέν μάλλον άρμοσθη καί έπι 

b πλέον, εϊπερ ενδέχεται τοντο γίγνεσθαι, μάλλον τε άν 
αρμονία ε’ίη και πλείων, el 8’ ήττάν Te καί έπ’ έλαττον, 
ήττων Te και έλά,ττων;

ΐίανν ye.
Ή ονν έστι τοντο περί φνχην, ώστε και κατά τδ 

σμικροτατον I μάλλον έτέραν ετερας φνχης έπι πλέον 
και μάλλον ή έπ’ έλαττον και ήττον αντδ τοντο είναι, 
φνχην;

Ονδ’ όπωστιονν, έφη.
Φέρε 8η, έφη, προς Διός· λέγεται φνχη η μέν νουν 

Te I έχειν και αρετήν και eivai αγαθή, ή 8έ άνοιάν Te 
c και μοχθηρίαν και είναι κακή; καί ταντα αληθώς λέ

γεται;
Αληθώς μέντοι.
Τών ονν θεμενων φνχην αρμονίαν είναι τί τις φη- 

σει ταντα δντα elvai έν ταΐς φνχαίς, την τε άρετην 
και την κακίαν; I πότερον αρμονίαν αν τινα άλλην και 
άναρμοστίαν; και την μέν ήρμόσθαι, την αγαθήν, και
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“Then we should certainly not expect an attunement to 
lead the parts from which it is made up, but rather follow 
them.” He thought so too.

“Then it’s quite impossible that attunement undergoes 
movement in the opposite direction, or makes a sound or 
anything else in opposition to its own parts.”

“Indeed, quite impossible,” he said.
“What follows then? Isn’t every attunement naturally 

an attunement in whatevei- way it’s been tuned?”
“I don’t understand,” he said.
“Isn’t it the case” he said, “that if it were tuned more 

and to a greater extent (if it’s possible to do this), it would b 
be more of an attunement and greater, and if it were done 
less and to a lesser extent, it would be less and to a lesser 
extent, wouldn’t it?”

“Certainly.”
“Well then, is this then the case with the soul, so that 

it’s it possible that, even to the smallest degree, one soul 
can be more a soul than another soul and to a greater ex
tent, or be less and to a lesser extent, this very thing, a 
soul?”

“In no way whatsoever,” he replied.
“Come on then,” he said, “Zeus help us! Do we talk of 

one soul having intelligence, excellence and being good, 
and another with no intelligence, depraved, and being c 
bad? And is this correct?”

“It is indeed.”
“Then what would one of those who hold that soul is 

an attunement say these things in the souls, that is excel
lence and evil, are? Would it be that there is yet another 
attunement and lack of it? And the one that’s been tuned, 
the good one, being an attunement, also has within it an- 
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έχειν έν αυτή αρμονία ούση άλλην αρμονίαν, την 8έ 
άναρμοστον αυτήν τε elvai και ούκ έχειν εν αύτή άλ
λην;

Ούκ έχω έγωγ’, έφη ό Σιμμίας, είπεΐν I δήλον 8’ 
οτι τοιαύτ’ άττ’ άν λέγοι ό εκείνο ύποθέμενος.

d ’Αλλά προωμολόγηται, έφη, μηδέν μάλλον μηδ’ 
ήττον έτέραν έτέρας ψυχήν ψυχής elvai- τούτο 8’ έστι 
το όμολόγημα, μηδέν μάλλον μηδ’ έπι πλέον μηδ’ 
ηττον μηδ’ έπ’ έλαττον έτέραν έτέρας αρμονίαν αρμο
νίας elvai. ή γάρ; I

। Πάνυ γε.
[;*. Ύήν δέ γε μηδέν μάλλον μηδέ ηττον αρμονίαν οΰ-
ΐ | σαν μήτε μάλλον μήτε ηττον ήρμόσθαι- έστιν ούτως;

ί ’Έστιν.
I Ή δε μήτε μάλλον μήτε ήττον ήρμοσμένη έστιν

οτι I πλέον ή έλαττον αρμονίας μετέχει, ή τδ ίσον;
Τδ ϊσον.
Ούκοΰν ψυχή επειδή ούδέν μάλλον ούδ’ ήττον άλλη 

e άλλης αύτδ τούτο, ψυχή, έστιν, ουδέ δή μάλλον ουδέ 
ήττον ήρμοσται;

Ούτω.
Τούτο δε γε πεπονθυϊα ούδέν πλέον άναρμοστίας 

ούδέ αρμονίας μετέχοι άν; I
Ού γάρ ούν.
Τούτο 8’ αύ πεπονθυϊα αρ’ άν τι πλέον κακίας ή 

άρετής μετέχοι έτέρα έτέρας, εϊπερ ή μέν κακία άναρ- 
μοστία, ή δέ αρετή αρμονία εϊη; I

Ούδέν πλέον.
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other attunement, but the one that’s untuned is by itself 
and doesn’t have another one in it?”

“I can’t say myself,” said Simmias, “but it’s clear that it’s 
the sort of thing he who holds that view would say.”

“But it’s already been agreed,” he said, “that one soul d 
is no more nor less a soul than another.85 But this is the 
agreement that an attunement is no more an attunement, 
or to a greater extent, nor is it less an attunement, or to a 
lesser extent, than another. Isn’t that so?”

85 At b4-7 above.

“Indeed.”
“Yes, and an attunement that is neither more nor less 

is neither more nor less tuned. Isn’t that so?”
“It is.”
“Does the one neither more nor less tuned have more 

or less tuning, or the same amount?”
“The same.”
“So one soul, when it’s in no way more nor less itself 

than another, namely a soul, in that case is tuned neither e 
more nor less?”

“Yes.”
“And being in this state it wouldn’t share any more in 

lack of tuning or attunement?”
“No, of course not.”
“And again in that state a soul wouldn’t have any more 

bad or good in it than another, if badness is a lack of tuning, 
and excellence is an attunement, would it?”

“No.”
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94 Μαλλοη Se γέ που, ώ Χιμ/ζία, κατά τον ορθόν λό
γον κακίας ονδεμία ψυχή μεθέξει, εϊττςο αρμονία 
έστίν· αρμονία γάρ δήπου παντελώς αυτό τοντο ούσα, 
αρμονία, άναρμοστίας ονποτ’ άν μετάσχοι. I

Οΰ μέντοι.
Ουδέ γε δήπον ψυχή, ούσα παντελώς ψυχή, κακίας.
Πώς γάρ εκ γε τών προειρημένων;
Εκ τούτον άρα τον λόγον ημΐν πάσαι ψυχαί πάν

των ζωων ομοίως αγαθοί έσονται, ε’ίπερ ομοίως ψυχαί 
πεφύκασιν αυτό τοντο, I ψυχαί, είναι.

"Εμοιγε δοκεΐ, έφη, ώ ^ώκρατες.
b Ή και καλώς δοκεΐ, ή δ’ δς, οντω λέγεσθαι, καί 

πάσχειν άν ταντα ό λόγος εί ορθή ή ύπόθεσις ήν, τό 
ψυχήν αρμονίαν είναι;

Ονδ’ όπωστιοΰν, εφη.
Τί δέ; ή δ’ ός· τών έν άνθρώπω πάντων έετθ’ ότι 

άλλο I λέγεις άρχειν ή ψυχήν άλλως τε καί φρόνιμον;
Οΰκ έγωγε.
ΤΙοτερον συγχωρούσαν τοΐς κατά τό σώμα πάθεσιν 

ή καί έναντιουμένην; λέγω δε τό τοιόνδε, οιον καύμα
τος ένόντος καί δίψους επί τουναντίον ελκειν, τό μή 
πίνειν, I καί πείνης ένούσης επί τό μή έσθίειν, καί 

c άλλα μύρια που ορώμεν έναντιουμένην τήν ψυχήν 
τοΐς κατά τό σώμα- ή ου;

ϊϊάνυ μέν ούν.

86 In Resp. 4.439cff. Plato has come to regard such conflicts 
as between different parts of the soul (rather than between the
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“Or rather, I suppose, according to the right reasoning, 94 
no soul will have anything bad in it if it is an attunement, 
for attunement is surely altogether just that: attunement, 
and will never participate in lack of attunement.”

“Indeed no.”
“Nor in that case could the soul, I suppose, being com

pletely soul have anything bad in it.”
“How could it, given what’s been said before?”
“As a result of this argument then, we conclude that all 

souls of all living creatures will be equally good, if souls 
alike are equally just that: souls.”

“So it seems to me, Socrates,” he said.
“Do you really think,” he asked, “this reasoning is sound 

and the argument would have ended up like this if the b 
hypothesis was right that the soul is an attunement?”

“No, no matter how you argued it,” he said.
“What then?” he said. “Of all the parts of a human be

ing, is it possible you’re saying anything other than that the 
soul rules, especially if it is an intelligent one?”

“No, I’m not.”
“Yielding to feelings in the body, or actually opposing 

them? I mean such as when you have a fever and are 
thirsty, it draws you to the opposite: not to drink, and if 
you’re hungry: not to eat, and the countless other things I 
think where we see the soul opposing what’s going on in c 
the body. Or is that not so?”86

“It certainly is so.”

soul and the body) and at Reap. 441b-c quotes the former of the 
Homeric lines quoted below (d9~el), on that occasion to demon
strate conflict within the soul.
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Ονκονν αν ώμολογήσαμεν έν τοΐς πρόσθεν μήποτ’ 
άν αντην, αρμονίαν ye ονσαν, έναντία αδειν οΐς έπι- 
τείνοιτο I και χαλώτο καί ψάλλοιτο και άλλο ότιονν 
πάθος πάσχοι έκεΐνα έξ ών τνγχάνοι ονσα, άλλ’ επε- 
σθαι έκείνοις και ονποτ’ άν ήγεμονενειν;

Ώμολογήσαμεν, έφη- πώς yap ον;
Τί ονν; ννν ον παν τονναντίον ήμΐν φαίνεται εργα

ζόμενη, I ήγεμονενονσά τε εκείνων πάντων έξ ών φησί 
d τις αντην είναι, και έναντιονμενη ολίγον πάντα διά 

παντός τον βίον και δεσπόζουσα πάντας τρόπονς, τά 
। μέν χαλεπώτερον κολάζονσα καί μετ’ άλγηδόνων, τά
;· τε κατά την γνμναστικήν και την ιατρικήν, τά δέ
ι ; πραότερον, καί τά μέν άπειλονσα, I τά δέ νονθετονσα,

ταΐς επιθνμίαις και όργαΐς και φόβοις ώς άλλη ονσα 
ι άλλω πράγματι διαλεγομένη; οίόν πον και 'Όμηρος

έν Όδνσσεία πεποίηκεν, ον λέγει τον Όδνσσέα-

στήθος δέ πλήξας κραδίην ήνίπαπε μνθω- 
e τέτλαθι δή, κραδίη- και κνντερον άλλο ποτ’ 

ετλης.

άρ’ οΐει αντον ταντα ποιήσαι διανοούμενον ώς αρμο
νίας αντής ονσης και οϊας άγεσθαι νπο τών τον 
σώματος παθημάτων, άλλ’ ονχ οϊας άγειν τε ταντα 
καί δεσπόζειν, I και ονσης αντής πολύ θειοτερον τίνος 
πράγματος ή καθ’ αρμονίαν;

Νή Δία, ώ Σώκρατες, έμοιγε δοκεΐ.
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“There again, didn’t we agree in our earlier discus
sion87 that, assuming it’s an attunement, it would never 
be discordant with those things from which it’s made up, 
when they’re stretched or slackened or plucked, or what
ever is done to them, but would follow them and never 
lead them?”

87 At 93a6ff. 88 Hom. Od. 20.17-18.

“We did agree,” he said, “of course.”
“Well then? Doesn’t it now appear to us to be working 

in entirely the opposite way, both leading the way for all 
those things they say it’s made up of and opposing practi- d 
cally all of them throughout our whole life and dominating 
all our behavior, sometimes punishing us quite sternly, 
even painfully, using physical exercise and medicine, but 
sometimes more leniently with threats and warnings, by 
conversing with our passions, impulses and fears as if dis
tinct from them and they from it? For example, surely, just 
as Homer also put it in the Odyssey, where he says that 
Odysseus:

Beat his breast and addressed his heart in reproach:
Be strong, my heart: you have endured worse than e 

this before88

Do you think he composed this thinking that the soul is 
actually an attunement and is the kind of thing that is 
guided by the feelings of the body; did he not believe 
rather that it was the kind of thing that both leads and is 
master of these feelings, being itself something far more 
divine than befits attunement?”

“Zeus, Socrates, that’s how it seems to me!”
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Ονκ άρα, ώ άριστε, ήμΐν ούδαμή καλώς έχει ψυχήν 
95 αρμονίαν τινά φάναι είναι- owe γάρ άν, ώς έοικεν, 

Όμήρω θείω ποιητή όμολογοΐμεν owe αυτοί ήμΐν 
αυτοΐς.

"Εχει όντως, εφη.
Εΐευ δή, ή δ’ δς ό Σωκράτης, τά μέν Αρμονίας ήμΐν 

τής ©ηβαίκής ίλεά πως, I ώς εοικε, μ.ετρίως γέγονεν- 
τί δέ δή τά Κάδμου, έφη, ώ Κέβης, πως ιλασόμεθα 
καί τινι λογω;

Χυ μοι δοκείς, έφη ό Ιίεβης, έζευ/ιήσειν τουτονί 
γονν τον λόγον τον προς την αρμονίαν θαυμαστώς 
μοι είπες ώς παρά δόξαν. ~Σ,ιμμίου γάρ λέγοντας ότε 

b ήπόρει, πάνυ εθανμαζον εΐ τι εξει τις χρήσασθαι τω 
λόγω αυτόν- πάνν ονν μοι άτόπως έδοξεν ευθύς την 
πρώτην έφοδον ον δέξασθαι τον σον λόγον, ταντά δή 
ονκ άν θαυμάσαιμι και τον τον Κάδμου λόγον ei 
πάθοι. I

Ώγαθέ, έφη ό Σωκράτης, μη μέγα λεγε, μη τις 
ήμΐν βασκανία περιτρέψη τον λόγον τον μβλλοντα 
eaeaOai. άλλά δή ταντα μέν τω θβω μeλησeι, ημείς 
δε Όμηρικως έγγνς ΐόντες πeιpωμeθa ει αρα τι λέ
γεις. εστι δε δή τδ κεψάλαιον ων ζητείς- άξιοΐς έπι- 

c δειχθηναι ημών την ψυχήν άνωλεθρόν τε και αθάνα
τον ονσαν, ei φιλόσοφος άνηρ μέλλων άποθανέίσθαι, 
θαρρών τε και ηγούμενος άποθανων εκεί εΰ πράζειν 
διαφερόντως η εί εν άλλω βίω βιονς ετελευτα, μή
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“In that case, my dear friend, there’s no way it can be 
right for us to say that a soul is a kind of attunement, be- 95 
cause it seems we’d be agreeing neither with Homer the 
divinely inspired poet, nor with our actual selves.”

“That’s right,” he said.
“Well then,” said Socrates, “as regards Harmonia of 

Thebes it seems things have turned out moderately propi
tious for us, but as for Cadmus, Cebes,” he said, “how shall 
we appease him, and with what argument?”89

89 Harmonia (attunement) was in legend the wife of Cadmus
of Thebes (the city of Cebes and Simmias). 90 I.e., that of 
Cebes, above 87af£, summarized by S. at 95c-e below.

“It looks to me,” said Cebes, “as if you’re about to find 
a way. For me at least you propounded the latter argu
ment against tuning wonderfully unexpectedly. You see 
when Simmias was arguing and having problems I was b 
very much wondering if anyone would be able to handle 
his argument. So it seemed very remarkable to me that 
straightaway it did not withstand the first attack of your 
argument. Indeed I wouldn’t be surprised if the argument 
of Cadmus90 were to suffer the same fate.”

“My good man,” said Socrates, “don’t boast too loudly 
in case some malign spirit turns the future discussion of 
ours upside down. But anyway the god will take care of 
that: but let us ‘advance’ in Homeric fashion and try and 
see if there’s anything in what you say. Indeed the nub of 
the matter you’re investigating is this: you require it to 
have been demonstrated that our soul is indestructible c 
and immortal if a philosopher, taking heart when on the 
point of dying and thinking that after his death he’ll fare 
in a better way over there than if he’d died having lived a
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άνόητόν re καί ηλίθιον θάρρος θαρρήσει. I τό δβ άπο- 
φαίνειν οτι ισχυρόν τί έστίν ή ψυχή και Θεοει8ες καί, 
ήν έτι πρότερον, πριν ημάς ανθρώπους γενέσθαι, ού- 
8εν κωλύειν φής πάντα ταΰτα μηνύειν αθανασίαν μέν 
μή, οτι 8έ πολυχρόνιόν τε εστιν ψυχή καί ήν που 
πρότερον άμήχανον οσον χρόνον και γ/δει τε και 

d έπραττεν πολλά αττα- άλλα γάρ ού8έν τι μάλλον ήν 
αθάνατον, άλλα και αυτό τό εις άνθρώπου σώμα ελ- 
θείν αρχή ήν αυτή ολέθρου, ώσπερ νόσος· καί ταλαι
πωρούμενη τε δή τούτον τον βίον ζωη και τελευτώσά 
γε εν τώ καλουμενω θανάτφ άπολλύοιτο. I 8ιαφέρειν 
8ε 8ή φής ού8έν είτε άπαζ εις σώμα έρχεται είτε πολ- 
λάκις, πρός γε τό 'έκαστον ημών φοβεΐσθαι- προσ- 
ήκει γάρ φοβεΐσθαι, εί μή ανόητος εϊη, τώ μή εί8ότι 

e μη8έ εχοντι λόγον 8ι8όναι ώς άθάνατόν έστι. τοιαΰτ 
άττα έστίν, οΐμαι, ώ ϊζ,εβης, ά λέγεις- καί έζεπίτηόες 
πολλάκις άναλαμβάνω, ϊνα μή τι 8ιαφύγη ημάς, εί τέ 
τι βούλει, προσθής ή άφέλης. I

Kat ό Κέβης, Άλλ’ ού8έν έγωγε εν τώ παρόντι, 
εφη, ούτε άφελεΐν ούτε προσθεΐναι 8έομαι- έστι 8έ 
ταντα ά λέγω.

Ό ούν Ί,ωκράτης συχνόν χρόνον έπισχων και προς 
εαυτόν τι σκεψάμενος, Ού φαΰλον πράγμα, εφη, ώ 
Κέβης, ζητεΐς- I όλως γάρ 8εΐ περί γενέσεως και 

96 φθοράς τήν αιτίαν 8ιαπραγματεύσασθαι. έγώ ούν σοι 
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different kind of life, is not to find his confidence senseless 
and silly. And to demonstrate that the soul is something 
strong and godlike, and was already in existence before we 
became human beings you say does nothing to prevent all 
this indicating not immortality, but only that a soul is very 
long-lived and existed somewhere before for an unimagi
nable length of time and both knew and did many kinds 
of things. But the fact is it was no more deathless for all d 
that, but even its very entry into a human body was the 
beginning of its destruction, like a disease; and in fact it 
lives this life in distress and ends up finally being de
stroyed in so-called death. Furthermore you say it makes 
no difference whether it enters the body once or many 
times, at any rate as far as our individual fears are con
cerned. You see it makes sense for someone to be afraid, 
unless he’s an idiot, if he doesn’t know or have some argu- e 
ment to offer that it is immortal. I think this is roughly 
what you’re saying, Cebes. And I am reviewing this posi
tion a number of times on purpose so we don’t miss any
thing, and so that, if you wish, you may add or withdraw 
anything.”

And Cebes said: “Well there’s nothing I want to with
draw or add for the moment. That is what I’m saying.”

So after a long pause wrapped up in his own thoughts 
Socrates said: “What you’re looking for, Cebes, is no small 
matter. You see it needs a complete and thorough exami
nation of the cause91 of coming into being and passing 
away. So I’ll go through my own experiences of these 96

91 We translate aitia here as "cause”; it can also be translated 
as “explanation,” “reason”: i.e., why or how (in the broadest sense) 
something comes to be the way it is—a key term in the subse
quent argument. See esp. 96a8, e7; 97a4, a7, c2, d7, etc. below.
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8ίειμι περί αυτών, έάν βούλη, τά ye έμά πάθη· έπειτα 
άν τι σοι χρήσιμον φαίνηται ών αν λέγω, προς την 
πειθώ περί ών 8ή λέγεις χρήση.

Άλλα μην, εφη ο Κέβης, βούλομαι ye. I
Άκονε τοίνυν ώς έροΰντος. εγώ γάρ, εφη, ώ Κέβης, 

νέος ών θαυμαστώς ώς έπεθύμησα ταύτης της σοφίας 
ην 8η καλούσι περί φύσeως ιστορίαν υπερήφανος 
γάρ μοι έδόκει εΐ^αι, εί8έναι τάς αιτίας έκάστου, διά 
τί γίγνεται έκαστον και διά τί άπόλλυται και διά τί 

b εστι. και πολλάκις έμαυτόν άνω κάτω μετέβαλλον 
σκοπών πρώτον τά τοιάδε· “Άρ’ έπει8άν το θερμόν 
και το φυχρον σηπεόόνα τινά λάβη, ώς τινες ελεγον, 
τότε 8η τά ζώα συντρέφεται; και πότερον το αίμά 
εστιν φ φρονούμεν, η ό αήρ η το πυρ; I η τούτων μέν 
οΰ8έν, ό 8’ εγκέφαλός εστιν ό τάς αισθήσεις παρέχων 
τού άκούειν καί όράν και όσφραίνεσθαι, έκ τούτων δέ 
γίγνοιτο μνήμη και 8όζα, έκ δέ μνήμης και 8όζης 
λαβούσης το ήρεμεΐν, κατά ταύτα γίγνεσθαι έπιστή- 

c μην; και αύ τούτων τάς φθοράς σκοπών, και τά περί 
τον ουρανόν τε και την γην πάθη, τελευτών ούτως 
έμαυτώ έ8οζα προς ταύτην την σκέφιν αφυής είναι ώς 
ούδέν χρήμα, τεκμήριου δέ σοι έρώ ικανόν έγω γάρ 
ά και πρότερον σαφώς ήπιστάμην, ώς γε έμαυτώ και 
τοΐς άλλοις έδόκουν, I τότε ύπο ταύτης τής σκέψεως * 

92 “Some” (b3) probably refers to materialist philosopher/sci- 
entists, traditionally lumped together as “Presocratics" (see fol
lowing note).
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things with you, if you wish. Then if any of what I say 
seems useful to you, you’ll be able to use it to secure con
viction about what you say.”

“Well I certainly want that,” said Cebes.
“Well then listen to what I’m about to say. You see, 

Cebes,” he said, “when I was young I was remarkably keen 
on the branch of knowledge that they call the investigation 
of nature. For it seemed to me a splendid thing to know 
the causes of why each thing comes into being, why it 
perishes and why it exists. I used to change my mind fre- b 
quently, back and forth, when I first looked at things such 
as: is it when hot and cold begin to putrify, as some used 
to say, that living creatures are nurtured?92 And whether 
blood, air, or fire are what we use to think with?93 Or none 
of these? Is it the brain that gives us the sense of hearing, 
seeing and smell, and from these come memory and opin
ion, and from memory and opinion remaining fixed we get 
knowledge?94 And again when I looked at the destruction 
of these things as well as what was going on in the sky c 
and on the earth I ended up thinking to myself that in 
relation to this kind of inquiry I was totally unsuited. I’ll 
give you adequate proof of this. I became so thoroughly 
blinded as a result of my observation as to what I clearly 
knew previously, as things at least seemed to me and to 
others, that I unlearned even what I thought I knew be-

93 Blood is associated with Empedocles (ca. 492-432) DK 
31B105; air with Anaximenes (fl. 546-525) DK 13B2, fire with 
Heraclitus (fl. ca. 500) DK 22B30 (Waterfield, 158, 18, 41-42).

94 A theory associated with Alcmaeon (DK 24A5).
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οντω σφοδρά ετνφλώθην, ώστε άπέμαθον και ταντα 
ά προ τον ωμήν είδέναι, περί άλλων τε πολλών και 
διά τί άνθρωπος ανζάνεται. τοντο γάρ ωμήν προ τον 
παντι δήλοη είναι, δτι διά τδ εσθίειν και πίνειν έπει- 

d δάν γάρ έκ των σιτίων ταΐς μεν σαρςί σάρκες προσ- 
γένωνται, τοΐς δέ δστοΐς οστά, και οντω κατά τδν 
αντον λογον και τοΐς άλλοις τα αντών οικεία εκά- 
στοις προσγένηται, τότε δη τδν ολίγον δγκον δντα 
ύστερον πολνν γεγονέναι, και οντω γίγνεσθαι τδν 
σμικρδν άνθρωπον μέγαν. I όντως τότε ωμήν ον δοκώ 
σοι μετρίως;”

’Έμοιγε, έφη δ Ιίέβης.
Σκεψαι δη καί. τάδε έτι. ωμήν γάρ ΐκανώς μοι δο- 

κεΐν, οπότε τις φαίνοιτο άνθρωπος παραστάς μέγας 
e σμικρω μείζων είναι αντη τη κεφαλή, και ’ίππος ’ίπ

πον· καί ετι γε τούτων εναργέστερα, τά δέκα μοι 
έδόκει τών οκτώ πλέονα είναι διά τδ δύο αντοΐς προσ- 
εΐναι, και τδ δίπηχν τον πηχναίον μεΐζον είναι διά τδ 
ημισει αντον νπερεχειν. I

Nw δέ δη, εφη δ Κέβης, τί σοι δοκεΐ περί αντών;
ΤΙόρρω πον, εφη, νη Δία εμέ είναι τον οΐεσθαι περί 

τούτων τον την αΐτίο,ν είδέναι, ος γε ονκ αποδέχομαι 
έμαντον ονδέ ώς επειδάν ένί τις προσθη έν, η τδ εν ω 
προσετέθη δύο γέγονεν, <η τδ προστεθεν>,9 η τδ 
προστεθέν καί ω προσετέθη διά την πρόσθεσιν τον 

97 έτέρον τώ έτέρω δύο εγένετο- θανμάζω γάρ εί δτε μέν 

9 add. Wyttenbach, Burnet
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fore this time, about why man grows, among many other 
things. You see before this I thought it was obvious to ev
eryone that it was through eating and drinking. For when
ever flesh is added to flesh as a result of eating, and bones d 
to bones and so by the same argument everything else 
grows by adding to its own substance, then it is that what 
was a small body later becomes a large one, a small man 
becomes a big one. Such was my thinking then: don’t you 
think it reasonable?”

“I do,” said Cebes.
“Then again, consider these additional cases: you see I 

used to think I thought it sufficient that when a large man 
was standing beside a small one it appeared he was bigger e 
just by the head, and likewise with horses. And again still 
clearer than these, I thought that the number 10 is greater 
than the number 8 on account of its having the extra 2, and 
the double cubit was greater than a cubit on account of 
exceeding it by a half.”93

93 I.e., on an analogy with the Presocratic theories of causa
tion, S. (ironically?) presents himself as originally thinking that 
there must be something responsible for differences in height, 
number, etc., just as eating, etc. adds flesh to flesh.

“And what’s your view on this now?” asked Cebes.
“Zeus! I suppose I’m a long way from thinking I know 

the explanation of any of these things, given that I don’t 
even accept that when you add one to one, either the one 
to which it’s added becomes two, or the one that’s added, 
or that the one that’s added and the one it’s added to be
come two on account of the one being added to the other. 
You see I’m intrigued if, when each of them was separated 97
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έκάτερον αντών χωρίς άλλήλων ήν, έν άρα έκάτερον 
■ην καί ονκ ηστην τότε δυο, έπεί δ’ έπλησίασαν άλ- 
λήλοις, αυτή άρα αιτία αντοΐς I έγένετο τον δυο γενέ- 
σθαι, ή σύνοδος τον πλησίον άλλήλων τεθήναι. ουδέ 
γε ώς εάν τις εν διάσχιση, δύναμαι έτι πείθεσθαι ώς 
αντη αν αιτία γέγονεν, ή σχίσις, τον δυο γεγονέναι- 
εναντία γάρ γίγνεται ή τότε αιτία τον δύο γίγνεσθαι. 

b τότε μέν γάρ ότι σννήγετο πλησίον άλλήλων καί 
προσετίθετο έτερον έτέρω, ννν δ’ ότι άπάγεται και 
χωρίζεται έτερον άφ’ έτερον, ουδέ γε δΐ άτι έν γίγνε
ται ώς έπίσταμαι, έτι πείθω έμαντον, ονδ’ άλλο ονδέν 
ένί λόγω δι ότι I γίγνεται η άπόλλνται η εστι, κατά 
τούτον τον τρόπον τής μέθοδον, αλλά τιν άλλον τρό
πον αυτός είκή φύρω, τούτον δε ούδαμή προσίεμαι.

Άλλ’ άκούσας μεν ποτέ εκ βιβλίου τινός, ώς έφη, 
c Άναζαγόρον αναγιγνώσκοντας, και λεγοντος ώς άρα 

νους έστιν ό διακόσμων τε και πάντων αίτιος, ταύτη 
δη τή αιτία ησθην τε και έδοζέ μοι τρόπον τινά εν 
εχειν τδ τον νουν είναι πάντων αίτιον, και ήγησάμην, 
εί τονθ’ όντως έχει, I τόν γε νονν κοσ μουντά πάντα 
κοσμείν καί έκαστον τιθεναι ταύτη όπη άν βέλτιστα 
εχη· εί ούν τις βονλοιτο την αιτίαν εύρεΐν περί εκά- 
στον οπη γίγνεται η άπόλλνται η εστι, τοντο δεΐν 

d περί αυτόν εύρεΐν, όπη βέλτιστου αντω έστιν η είναι 
η άλλο ότιονν πάσχειν η ποιεΐν έκ δέ δη τον λόγον

96 Anaxagoras’ book is mentioned by S. in Ap. 26d. For his 
theory of Mind (nous, cl) as cause, see DK 59B12 (Waterfield, 
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from each other, each of them was actually one and the 
two of them were not two at that point, but when they 
were placed together, this is indeed the reason for their 
becoming two, the combination of putting them together. 
Even if you divide one, I still can’t convince myself that 
this, the division, is actually the cause of the coming to be 
of two. For this is the opposite cause of what produced 
two in the former case, because then they were put close b 
together and the one was added to the other, but now it’s 
because each is separated and taken away from the other. 
And I can’t even convince myself any longer that I under
stand why it is that one comes to be, or to put it simply, 
why anything else comes into being, or perishes, or just 
exists, according to this method of inquiry. I don’t accept 
it at all, but am concocting some other method of my own 
at random.

“But when I once heard someone reading from a book 
of Anaxagoras,96 so he said, saying that Mind is in fact the c 
organizer and cause of everything, I liked this explanation 
and I thought it was somehow a good way of looking at it 
that the mind is the cause of everything, and I thought if 
this is right, then the mind in ordering everything orders 
and arranges each thing in the best possible way. So, if 
someone wants to find out the cause of how each thing 
comes into being, or perishes, or exists, he must find out 
in what way it’s best for it either to exist, or to undergo or d 
do anything whatsoever. And indeed as a result of this line

125). For the historical veracity of S.’s earlier interest in Anax
agoras and sixth-/fifth-century natural science generally, see In
troduction to Phaedo, section 3 (ix), n. 15.
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τούτου ούδέν άλλο σκοπεΐν προσήκειν άνθρώπω καί 
περί αυτού έκείνου καί περί τών άλλων άλλ’ η τδ 
άριστον καί το βέλτιστον. άναγκαΐον δέ είναι τον 
αυτόν τούτον καί το χάρον ειδέναι- I την αυτήν γάρ 
είναι επιστήμην περί αυτών, ταύτα δή λογιζόμενος 
άσμενος ηυρηκεναι ωμήν διδάσκαλον τής αιτίας περί 
τών οντων κατά νούν έμαυτώ, τον Αναξαγόραν, καί 

e μοι φράσειν πρώτον μεν ποτερον ή γη πλατεία έστιν 
ή στρογγύλη, επειδή δέ φράσειεν, έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι 
την αιτίαν καί την άνάγκην, λέγοντα τδ άμεινον καί 
οτι αυτήν άμεινον ήν τοιαύτην είναι· και εί εν μεσω 
φαίη είναι αυτήν, επεκδιηγήσεσθαι ώς άμεινον ήν 

98 αυτήν έν μέσω είναι· καί εϊ μοι ταύτα άποφαίνοι, 
παρεσκευάσμην ώς οΰκετι ποθεσόμενος αιτίας άλλο 
είδος, καί δή καί περί ήλιου ούτω παρεσκευάσμην 
ωσαύτως πευσόμενος, καί σελήνης καί τών άλλων 
άστρων, τάχους τε περί προς I άλληλα και τροπών 
καί τών άλλων παθημάτων, πή ποτέ ταύτ’ άμεινον 
έστιν έκαστον καί ποιεΐν καί πάσχειν ά πάσχει, οΰ 
γάρ άν ποτέ αυτόν ωμήν, φάσκοντά γε ύπδ νού αυτά 
κεκοσμήσθαι, άλλην τινα αύτοίς αιτίαν έπενεγκεΐν ή 
οτι βέλτιστον αυτά ούτως εχειν έστιν ώσπερ εχει- 

b εκάστω ούν αυτών άποδιδόντα τήν αιτίαν καί κοινή 
πάσι τδ έκάσται βέλτιστον ώμην καί το κοινον πάσιν 
έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι άγαθόν καί ούκ άν άπεδόμην πολ-

97 This is the first mention of a spherical earth in extant lit
erature, the idea possibly originating with the Pythagoreans (see 
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of argument man should consider nothing else but what is 
the most excellent and best as regards both himself and 
everything else. Although this same man must know also 
what is worse: for understanding about these things is the 
same. Indeed as I thought about this I was delighted and 
thought I’d found in Anaxagoras a teacher of the cause of 
what exists in accordance with my own thinking, and that 
he’d first explain whether the earth is flat or spherical.97 e 
And when he’d done that, he’d explain besides tire cause 
and why it must be so, saying what is better and that it was 
better for it to be as it is. And if he were to say that it’s in 
the center, he’d also go on to explain that it’s better for it 
to be in the center and if he were to prove this, I was 98 
prepared not to hanker after any other kind of cause ever 
again. And furthermore I was prepared to pursue my in
quiries about the sun in the same way, and about the moon 
and the rest of the stars, both regarding their speed rela
tive to each other, their orbits and the rest of their char
acteristics, in whatever way it’s better for each one to act 
and be acted upon by these motions that they undergo. 
You see I would never have thought that in asserting that 
these things are ordered by mind he would cite any other 
cause for them than that it’s best for them to be just as they 
are. So when he had assigned the cause to each of them, b 
and all in general, I thought he’d go on to explain what was 
best for each and what the common good was for all of

also 108e5, 110b6). A flat earth was attributed to several Pre- 
socratics, including Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, and Democritus 
(see Arist. Cael. 294bl3, Waterfield, 19). For an early theory of 
the earth at the center of the universe (97e7-98al), see Anaxi
mander (mid.-6th century) in Arist. Cael. 295bl0, Waterfield, 16.
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λοΰ τάς ελπίδας, άλλά πάνυ σπουδή λαβών τάς βί
βλους ώς τάχιστα οΐός τ’ ή άνεγίγνωσκον, ϊν ώς 
τάχιστα εΐδειηρ τδ βέλτιστου και τδ χείρον. I

Άπδ δή θαυμαστής έλπίδος, ώ εταίρε, ώχόμην 
φερόμενος, επειδή προϊών και άναγιγνώσκων δρώ 
άνδρα τώ μεν νώ ούδέν χρώμενον ουδέ τινας αιτίας 

c έπαιτιώμενον εις τδ διακοσμείν τά -πράγματα, αέρας 
δε καί αιθέρας και ύδατα αίτιώμενον και άλλα -πολλά 
και άτοπα, καί μοι εδοζεν ομοιότατου πεπονθέναι 
ώσπερ άν ει τις λέγων ότι Σωκράτης πάντα όσα 
πράττει νώ πράττει, I κάπειτα έπιχειρησας λέγειν τάς 
αιτίας εκάστων ών πράττω, λέγοι πρώτον μεν ότι διά 
ταύτα νυν ενθάδε κάθημαι, ότι σύγκειταί μου το 
σώμα εξ οστών και νεύρων, και τά μεν οστά έστιν 

d στερεά και διαφυάς έχει χωρίς άπ’ άλληλων, τά δέ 
νεύρα οϊα έπιτείνεσθαι καί άνίεσθαι, περιαμπέχοντα 
τά οστά μετά τών σαρκών καί δέρματος δ συνέχει 
αυτά' αίωρουμένων ούν τών οστών έν ταίς αυτών συμ- 
βολαΐς χαλώντα καί συντείνοντα τά νεύρα κάμπτε- 
σθαί που ποιεί I οϊόν τ’ είναι εμέ νύν τά μέλη, καί διά 
ταύτην την αιτίαν συγκαμφθείς ένθάδε κάθημαι- καί 
αύ περί τού διαλέγεσθαι ύμΐν έτέρας τοιαύτας αιτίας 
λέγοι, φωνάς τε καί αέρας και ακοας και άλλα μύρια 

e τοιαύτα αίτιώμενος, άμελησας τάς ώς αληθώς αίτιας 
λέγειν, ότι, επειδή ’Κθηναίοις εδοξε βέλτιον είναι έμού 
καταφηφίσασθαι, διά ταύτα δη καί έμοί βέλτιον αύ 
δέδοκται ένθάδε καθησθαι, καί δικαιότερου παραμέ- 
υοντα ύπέχειν την δίκην ην άν κελεύσωσιν I ε’πεί νη 
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them. And I would not have parted with my hopes for a 
high price, but I got hold of the books98 with all speed and 
read them as fast as I could so that I’d know as soon as 
possible what was the best and what was the worse.

98 See above n. 96. The plural “books” indicates papyrus rolls. 
At Ap. 26e S. comments that Anaxagoras’ work was available for 
one drachma in the orchestra, an area of the Agora (marketplace).

“From what were indeed wondrous expectations, my 
friend, I came hurtling down, since in the course of my 
reading I see a man not using his mind at all, nor assigning 
any causes to the arrangement of things, but assigning air c 
and ether and waters and a lot of other strange things. And 
it seemed to me that my experience was exactly as if some
one, in saying that everything that Socrates does he does 
with mind and then in trying to say what the causes are of 
all the things I do, he’d say first of all that the reason that 
I’m now sitting here, is that my body is made up of bones 
and sinews, and whereas the bones are solid and sepa
rated from each other by joints, the sinews are such as to d 
tense up and relax, and surround the bones along with 
flesh and skin that envelops them. So when the bones are 
being moved about in their joints, the relaxing and tensing 
of the sinews makes me somehow now able to move my 
limbs, and for this reason I’m sitting here with my limbs 
bent. What’s more on the subject of my conversing with 
you he’d tell you of other such causes, sounds, air, hearing 
and countless other things like them, neglecting to men- e 
tion the real causes that, when the Athenians decided it 
was better for me to be convicted, I thought it better to 
be sitting here and more just that I remain and accept 
whatever sentence they passed, since, as I think, by the
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99 τον κννα, ώς έγώμαι, πάλαι άν ταντα τά νεύρα και τά 
οστά ή περί Μέγαρα η Βοιωτούς ήν, νπο δόξης φερό- 
μενα τον βελτίστον, εί μή δικαιότερου ωμήν και κάλ
λιαν είναι προ τον φεύγειν Te και άποδιδράσκειν νπ- 
έχειν τή πόλει δίκην ήντιν’ άν τάττη. άλλ’ αίτια μέν 
τά I τοιαντα καλεΐν λίαν άτοπον εί δέ τις λέγοι οτι 
άνεν τον τα τοιαντα εχειν και οστά και νενρα και δσα 
άλλα εχω ονκ άν οΐός τ’ ή ποιεΐν τά δόζαντά μοι, 
αληθή άν λέγοι· ώς μέντοι διά ταντα ποιώ ά ποιώ, 

b και ταντα νώ πράττων, άλλ’ ον τή τον βελτίστον 
αιρέσει, πολλή άν καί μακρά ραθυμία εϊη τον λόγον, 
τδ γάρ μή διελέσθαι οίόν τ’ είναι ότι άλλο μεν τί έστι 
τό αίτιον τω όντι, άλλο δέ εκείνο άνεν ον τό αίτιον 
ονκ άν ποτ’ είη αίτιον ό δή μοι φαίνονται φηλαφών- 
τες οί I πολλοί ώσπερ εν σκότει, άλλοτρίω όνόματι 
προσχρώμενοι, ώς αίτιον αυτό προσαγορενειν. διό δή 
και δ μεν τις δίνην περιτιθείς τή γή νπο τον ονρανον 
μενειν δή ποιεί τήν γην, δ δε ώσπερ καρδόπιρ πλατεία 

c βάθρον τον άερα νπερείδει- τήν δε τον ώς οίόν τε 
βέλτιστα αυτά τεθήναι δνναμιν οντω ννν κεΐσθαι, 
ταντην οντε ζητονσιν οντε τινά οϊονται δαιμονίαν 
ίσχνν εχειν, άλλά ήγοννται τούτον ‘Άτλαντα άν ποτέ 
ίσχνρότερον καί άθανατώτερον καί I μάλλον άπαντα

99 An oath particularly used by S., see Ap. 22al, Grg. 482b5 
(there explicitly referred by S. to the Egyptian god Anubis).

l°0 On S.’s decision to stay in Athens after sentence and reject 
offers of help to escape, see Cri. 46bff. 
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dog,89 these sinews and bones would have been some- 99 
where in Megara or Boeotia long ago, carried along by my 
opinion of what is best, if I hadn’t thought it was more just 
and finer to accept whatever sentence the state ordained 
instead of escaping and running away.100 But to call things 
of this sort causes is just very odd. But if someone were to 
say that without having such things as bones and sinews 
and whatever else I’ve got, I wouldn’t be able to do what 
I consider right, he’d be telling the truth. However, to say 
that this is why I’m doing what I’m doing and I’m doing it 
by using my mind but not by choosing what is best would b 
be an extremely sloppy way of expressing it. For not to 
be able to see the difference that one tiring is the actual 
cause, but that without which the cause could never be the 
cause is something else! Which is what the majority seem 
to call the actual cause, using a name for it which doesn’t 
belong to it, groping about as if in the dark. Hence one 
person makes the earth be kept stationary by the heavens 
by placing a vortex round it, whereas another puts the air 
under it as a base as it were on a flat kneading trough.101 
But the power for these things to be now placed as it is c 
best for them—this they don’t look for, nor do they think 
that it has any divine force, but believe that one day they 
can find an Atlas stronger and more immortal102 more

101 For the vortex, cf. Empedocles (Arist. Cael. 300b2-3, 
Waterfield, 120-21); flat kneading-trough, cf. Anaximenes, Anax
agoras, Democritus (Arist. Cael. 294bl3-17, Waterfield, 19). 
Both the vortex and the kneading-trough are satirized in Ar. 
Clouds, 828, 678.

102 Atlas, in myth a god (a Titan) who sustains the world on 
his shoulders.
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σννεχοντα έζενρεΐν, καί ώς αληθώς το αγαθόν καί 
δέον συνδεΐν και συνέχειν ονδέν οΐονται. εγώ μέν ονν 
της τοιαντης αιτίας δπη ποτέ έχει μαθητης δτονονν 
ηδιστ’ άν γενοίμην επειδή δέ ταντης έστερήθην καί 
οντ’ αυτός εύρεΐν οντε παρ’ άλλον μαθεΐν οίος τε εγε- 

d νόμην, τον δεύτερον πλονν επϊ την της αιτίας ζήτησιν 
ή πεπραγμάτενμαι βούλει σοι, έφη, έπίδειζιν ποιή- 
σωμαι, ώ Κέβης;

'Ύπερφνώς μέν ούν, έφη, ώς βούλομαι.
"Κδοζε τοίννν μοι, ή δ’ δς, μετά ταντα, επειδή άπει- 

ρήκη τά δντασκοπών, I δεΐν ενλαβηθήναι μή πάθοιμι 
δπερ οΐ τον ήλιον εκλείποντα θεωρονντες καί σκοποΰ- 
μενοι πάσχονσιν·10 διαφθείρονται γάρ πον ένιοι τά 

e ομματα, εάν μή εν νδατι ή τινι τοιούτω σκοπώνται 
x , „ , ν , χ ο ,α χ

ιθ3 On Plato’s distinguishing primary and secondary causes, 
see Tim. 46cff. 1°4 According to an ancient interpretation 
of the phrase "second voyage” (deuteros pious), the reference is 
to the use of propulsion by oars in the absence of a fair wind (Eust.

την εικόνα αντον. τοιοντον τι και εγω οιενοησην, και 
έδεισα μή παντάπασι τήν ψνχήν τνφλωθειην βλέπων 
προς τά πράγματα τοΐς δμμασι και έκαστη τών αι
σθήσεων επιχειρών άπτεσθαι αντών. εδοζε δή μοι 
χρήναι εις τούς λόγονς_ καταφνγόντα εν έκείνοις I 
σκοπεΐν τών δντων τήν αλήθειαν, ίσως μέν ούν ώ 

100 εικάζω τρόπον τινά ονκ έοικεν- ον γάρ πάνν συγχωρώ 
τον εν λόγοις σκοπονμενον τα δντα έν είκοσι μάλλον

10 πάσχουσιν om. β
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capable of holding everything together than the present 
one and, to tell the truth, they don’t at all think good and 
necessity bind and hold everything together. Therefore I 
would most willingly become the student of whoever in 
search of such a cause.103 But since I was deprived of this 
and was unable to find it out myself or from anyone else, 
do you want me to give you an account of my second voy- d 
age104 that I’ve been engaged in, to discover the cause, 
Cebes?”

“Yes, I’d really like that,” he said.
“Well then,” he said, “after this, since I’d failed in my 

inquiries into reality,105 I thought I should take great care 
not to suffer what people do who study and observe the 
eclipse of the sun. For some of them, I believe, destroy 
their eyesight unless they look at its image in water, or e 
some such medium. I did actually consider something like 
this and was afraid I would be altogether blinded in my 
soul by looking at these matters with my eyes and each 
of my senses in my attempt to seize hold of them. So it 
seemed to me that I should take refuge in theories and 
consider the truth of the realities in these. Then again, 
perhaps in some way the comparison I’m making isn’t apt. 100 
You see I don’t fully agree that the person who looks at 
things that exist through theories does it more through

In Od. 1453.20). The implication is that S. wishes to pursue a 
slower, but more reliable argumentative route than the specula
tions of the scientists. 1°5 "Things that are” (ta onto), which 
could mean “existing things” (natural phenomena), i.e., what the 
Ionian natural scientists called “reality.” For brief discussion of 
the long and complex arguments of 99d4-107al, see Introduction 
to Phaedo, section 3 (x and xi).
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σκοπείν η τον έν έργοις. άλλ’ ονν δη ταύτη ye ώρ- 
μησα, και νποθέμενος έκάστοτε λόγον ον άν κρίνω 
έρρωμενέστατον είναι, I ά μέν άν μοι δοκη τούτω σνμ- 
φωνεΐν τίθημι ώς άληθη όντα, και περί αιτίας και 
περί των άλλων απάντων, ά δ’ άν μη, ώς ονκ άληθη. 
βούλομαι δέ σοι σαφέστερον είπέΐν ά λέγω- οίμαι 
γάρ σε ννν ον μανθάνειν.

Ού μά τον Δία, εφη ό Κέβης, ού σφοδρά.
b Άλλ’, η δ’ ός, ώδε λέγω, ούδέν καινόν, άλλ’ άπερ 

άεί τε άλλοτε καί έν τω παρεληλνθότι λόγψ ούδέν 
πέπανμαι λέγων. έρχομαι γάρ δη έπιχειρών σοι έπι- 
δείζασθαι της αιτίας τό είδος δ πεπραγμάτενμαι, I και 
ειμι πάλιν έπ’ έκεΐνα τά πολνθρνλητα και άρχομαι 
άπ’ έκείνων, νποθέμενος είναι τι καλόν αύτό καθ’ αντό 
και άγαθόν και μέγα kju ταλλα πάντα- ά εί μοι δίδως 
τε καί σνγχωρεΐς είναι ταντα, έλπίζω σοι έκ τούτων 
την αιτίαν έπιδείζειν καί άνενρησειν ώς άθάνατον η 
φνχη.

c Άλλα μην, έφη ό Ίίέβης, ώς διδόντος σοι ούκ άν 
φθάνοις περαινων.

'Δκόπει δη, έφη, τά έζης έκείνοις εάν σοι σννδοκη 
ώσπερ έμοί. φαίνεται γάρ μοι, εϊ τί έστιν άλλο καλόν 
πλην αύτό τό καλόν, I ούδέ δι έν άλλο καλόν είναι η 
διότι μετέχει έκείνου τον καλού- καί πάντα δη ούτως 
λέγω, τη τοιαδε αιτία σνγχωρέίς;

'βνγχωρώ, έφη.
Ού τοίννν, η δ’ ος, έτι μανθάνω ούδέ δύναμαι τάς 
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images than he who does it through physical realities. Well 
ailyway, that’s the way I started out and every time I put 
forward an argument that I judge to be very strong, what
ever seems to me to agree with this I take to be true, both 
regarding causes and all the rest, and whatever doesn’t I 
take to be not true. But I want to tell you what I mean 
more clearly: because I don’t think you understand me 
right now.”

“Zeus, I don’t!” said Cebes, “not fully.”
“Well,” he said, “I argue it as follows: it’s nothing new, b 

but in fact what I’ve never stopped saying, both elsewhere 
and in the discussions we have had. So that’s why I’m set
ting out to try and show you the kind of cause that I’ve 
been preoccupied with, and I shall go back to those prin
ciples I harp on about, and begin from them by proposing. 
that there is a thing, the beautiful itself by itself, the good, 
the great, and all the rest. If you grant me this and agree 
these things exist, I hope from these things to explain 
causation to you and discover that the soul is something 
immortal.”

‘Well then,” said Cebes, “I certainly concede this to c 
you, so you might lose no time in finishing your argument.”

“Right then,” he said, “consider whether you think as I 
do about what logically follows on from this. You see it 
appears to me if some other thing is beautiful besides the 
beautiful by itself, it’s beautiful for no other reason than 
that it has a share in that beauty. And indeed, I say every
thing is like this. Do you agree with such an explanation?”

“I do,” he said.
‘Well now I no longer understand,” he said, “nor can
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άλλας I αιτίας τάς σοφάς ταντας γιγνώσκειν άλλ’ 
d έάν τίς μοι λίγη δι δτι καλόν έστιν δτιονν, η χρώμα 

ενανθές εχον η σχήμα ή άλλο οτιονν των τοιοντων, 
τά μέν άλλα χαίρειν έω,—ταράττομαι γάρ έ^ν τοΐς άλ- 
λοις πάσι—τοντο δε άπλως και άτέχνως^ και ϊσως 
ενήθως έχω παρ’ έμαντω, I δτι ονκ άλλο τι ποιεί αντδ 
καλόν ή ή εκείνου τον jm^pv., είτε παρουσία είτε κοι
νωνία είτε όπτ] δή και δπως προσαγορενομένη·11 ον 
γάρ ετι τοντο διισχυρίζομαι, άλλ’ ότι τω καλώ πάντα 
τά καλά καλά, τοντο γάρ μοι δοκεΐ άσφαλέστατον 

e είναι και έμαντω άποκρίνασθαι καί άλλω, και τούτον 
έχόμενος ήγονμαι ονκ άν ποτέ πεσέϊν, άλλ’ άσφαλές 
είναι καί έμοί καί δτφονν άλλω άποκρίνασθαι οτι τω 
καλώ τά καλά γίγνεται καλά· ή ού και σοι δοκεΐ;

106 I.e., those of the natural scientists listed at 96a-97b.
“Wise” (sophos) here is ironic—’’ingenious.”

Δοκέι. I
Καί μεγέθει άρα τά μεγάλα μεγάλα καί τά μείζ,ω 

μείζω, καί σμικροτητι τά έλάττω έλάττω;
Ναι.
Ούδε συ άρ’ άν άποδεχοιο εϊ τίς τινα φανη έτερον 

έτερον τή κεφαλή μείζω είναι, καί τον έλάττω τω 
101 αντφ τούτω έλάττω, άλλά διαμαρτνροιο άν δτι σν μέν 

ονδέν άλλο λέγεις ή δτι τδ μεΐζον παν έτερον έτερον 
ονδενι άλλω μεΐζόν έστιν ή μεγέθει, καί διά τοντο

11 προσαγορενομέν-η Wyttenbach: προσγενομενη /3TPQ
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I recognize the other causes: those wise ones.106 But if 
someone tells me why something is beautiful, no matter d 
what it is, either because it has a gorgeous color, or a 
shape, or any other such thing whatsoever, I dismiss all 
these other things—for I’m completely lost among all the 
others—but I keep to myself the simple, plain, and per
haps foolish view that nothing else makes it beautiful than 
either the presence of, or the participation of that beauty, 
or however or in what way indeed you want to name it.107 
You see I’m no longer definite about that,108 but I am defi
nite that all beautiful things are beautiful by the form of 
beauty. For this seems to me to be the safest answer to my 
own or someone else s question and by holding on to this e 
I think I cannot ever fall, and it’s safe both for me and 
anyone else whatsoever to reply that beautiful things be
come beautiful through the beautiful. Or do you not also 
agree?”

107 Or, on the manuscript reading, “ or however or in what 
way it may actually have come to be added” (see textual note).

108 I.e., what the precise relationship is between the beautiful 
itself, etc., and the particular physical manifestations of it.

“I do.”
“And therefore are big things big through bigness, and 

bigger ones bigger, and smaller ones smaller through 
smallness?”

“Yes.”
“Then you wouldn’t accept it either if someone were to 

say that one person is taller than another by a head, and 
the other is shorter by that same amount, but you’d enter 101 
the objection that you mean nothing other than that every 
comparison of one thing being bigger than another is big-
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μεΐζον, διά το μέγεθος, τό δέ ε'λαττον οΰδβνί άλλω 
έλαττον η (Γρ.ικρότητι, I και διά τοντο έλαττον, διά την 
σμικρότητα, φοβούμενος οίμαι μη τίς σοι ενάντιος 
λογος άπαντηση, εαν τη κεφαλή μείζονά τινα φης 
είναι, καί ελάττω, πρώτον μέν τώ αντώ το μεΐζον μεΐ
ζον είναι και το έλαττον έλαττον, έπειτα τη κεφαλή 
σμικρα ονση τον μείζω μείζω είναι, και τοντο 8η 

b τέρας είναι, τδ σμικρώ τινι μέγαν τινα είναι- η ονκ 
αν φοβοΐο ταντα;

Καί ό ϊίέβης γελάσας, ’Έγωγε, έφη.
Ονκονν, η δ’ ος, τα δέκα τών οκτώ δνοΐν πλείω 

είναι, I καί διά ταύτην την αιτίαν νπερβάλλειν, φο
βοΐο αν λέγειν, άλλα μη πληθει καί διά τδ πλήθος; 
καί το δίπηχν τον πηχναίον ήμίσει μεΐζον είναι άλλ’ 
ον μεγέθει; ό αυτός γάρ πον φόβος.

Πάνν γ’, έφη. I
Τί δέ; ένί ενός προστεθέντος την πρόσθεσιν αιτίαν 

c είναι τον δυο γενέσθαι η διασχισθέντος την σχίσιν 
ονκ ενλαβοΐο άν λέγειν; καί μέγα άν βοωης οτι ονκ 
οίσθα άλλως πως έκαστον γιγνόμενον η μετασχόν 
της ιδίας ουσίας έκαστον ον άν μετάσχη, και έν 
τουτοις ονκ έχεις άλλην τινά αιτίαν τον δυο γενέσθαι 
άλλ’ η την της δυάδος μετάσχεσιν, I καί δεΐν τούτον 
μετασχεΐν τά μέλλοντα δυο έσεσθαι, και μονάδος δ 
άν μέλλη έν έσεσθαι, τάς δέ σχίσεις ταύτας και 
προσθέσεις καί τάς άλλας τάς τοιαύτας κομφείας 
εωης άν χαίρειν, πάρεις άποκρίνασθαι τοΐς σεαντον 

d σοφωτέροις- σν δέ δεδιώς άν, τδ λεγόμενον, την σαν- 
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ger in no other respect than bigness and that’s why it’s 
bigger, because of its size, and the smaller is smaller in no 
other respect than its smallness and that is why it’s smaller. 
I think you’re afraid of some opposing argument standing 
in your way if you say someone is taller, or shorter by a 
head: firstly the taller is taller by the same measure as the 
shorter is shorter, secondly, the taller is taller by the head 
that is short; and this indeed is monstrous that someone is b 
tall by something that is short—or wouldn’t you be afraid 
of this?”

Now Cebes laughed and said: “Yes I would!”
“So,” he said, “wouldn’t you be afraid to say that ten is 

greater than eight by two and this is the reason it’s bigger, 
rather than by the size of the number and because of 
the form of number? And to say that the double cubit is 
greater than a single cubit by a half rather than by magni
tude? It is the same fear I think.”

“Very much so,” he said.
“So then, would you not beware of saying that when 

one is added to one, it’s the addition that is the cause of c 
their becoming two, or when you divide, it’s the division? 
Indeed you’d cry out aloud that you don’t know any other 
way for each thing to come into being, than by taking on 
the individual essence in which it partakes, and in this you 
have no other cause of two coming into being than that it 
partakes in twoness, and anything that’s going to become 
two must partake in this and anything that’s going to be
come one must partake in oneness. You’d dismiss those 
divisions and additions and all other such refinements and 
leave them to those wiser than you to answer. But being d 
afraid of your own shadow, as the saying goes, and of your 
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του σκιάν καί την άπειρίαν, έχόμενος εκείνον τον 
ασφαλούς τήςυποθέσεως, όντως άποκρίναιο άν. εί δέ 
τις αντης της νποθέσεως έχοιτο,12 χαίρειν έωης άν καί

12 εχοιτο /3ΤδΐΓ: εφοιτο Madvig: λάβοιτο vel έπιλάβοιτο 
Richards

ονκ άποκρίναιο εως άν τά απ’ εκείνης I όρμηθέντα 
σκεψαιο εϊ σοι άλληλοις σνμφωνεΐ η διαφωνεί- επειδή 
δέ εκείνης αντης δέοι σε διδόναι λόγον, ωσαύτως άν 
διδοίης, άλλην αν ΰπόθεσιν νποθεμενο'ς ήτις των 
άνωθεν βέλτιστη φαίνοιτο, έως επί τι Ικανόν έλθοις,

e

102

άμα δε ονκ άν φύροιο ώσπερ οι άντιλογικοί περί τε 
της άρχης διαλεγόμενος καί των έζ εκείνης ώρμη- 
μένων, εϊπερ βούλοιό τι τών οντων ενρεΐν; έκείνοις 
μέν γάρ ϊσως ονδέ εις περί τούτον λόγος ονδέ φρον- 
τίς- ικανοί γάρ νπο σοφίας \δμον πάντα κνκώντες 
όμως δύνασθαι αυτοί αντοΐς άρέσκειν- σν δ’, εϊπερ εί 
τών φιλοσόφων, οίμαι άν ώς εγώ λέγω ποιοΐς.

'αληθέστατα, εφη, λέγεις, ό τε Ίϊιμμίας άμα καί ό
Ιίέβης.

ΕΧ. Νή Δία, ώ Φαίδων, εικότως γε- I θανμαστώς 
γάρ μοι δοκεΐ ώς εναργώς τώ καί σμικρόν νονν εχοντι 
είπεΐν εκείνος ταντα.

ΦΑΙΔ. Πάνν μέν ονν, ώ Ίόχέκρατες, καί πάσι τοΐς 
παρονσιν εδοζεν.

ΕΧ. Καί γάρ ήμΐν τοΐς άπονσι, ννν δέ άκούονσιν. 
I άλλα τίνα δη ην τά μετά ταντα λεχθέντα;
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inexperience, you would cling on to that security of the 
hypothesis109 and this is how you’d answer. But if some
one were to hold on to110 the hypothesis itself you’d dis
miss him and not give an answer until you’d considered 
whether its consequences in your view are in harmony 
with each other or not.[But when you had to give an ac
count of the Jiypqthesis itself, you’d do it in the same way 
by putting forward in turn another hypothesis that seemed 
the best of those more basic until you got to something 
acceptable7]But you wouldn’t mix things up like those dis- e 
putatious types by discussing both the starting point and 
its consequences at the same time, if you wanted to dis
cover something about what is real, would you? For they 
probably don’t have a single argument or thought about 
this: you see, as a result of their wisdom, although they mix 
everything up together, nevertheless they’re capable of 
being able to be pleased with themselves. But as for you, 
if you really are one of the philosophers, you’d do what I’m 
saying, I think.”

109 I.e., the hypothesis that explains change and difference in 
terms of the Forms (see lOOdff). n° Or “attack,” "question,”
assuming the subject to be an objector (see textual note).

“That’s very true,” he said. In fact Simmias and Cebes 102 
said it together.

E. Zeus, Phaedo, with good reason! For it seems re
markable to me how clearly he said all this even for some
one with limited intelligence.

P. He certainly did, Echecrates, and everyone who was 
there thought the same.

E. And so did those of us who weren’t there, but are 
hearing about it now. But anyway what was said after this?
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ΦΑΙΑ. 'Ως μέν έγω οΐμαι, έπεί αντω ταντα σνν- 
b εχωρηθη, και ώμολογεΐτο writ τί έκαστον τών_ειδων 

και τούτων τάλλα μεταλαμβάνοντα αυτών τούτων την 
επωνυμίαν ϊσχειν, το δη μετά ταντα ηρώτα, Εύ δη, η 
δ’ δς, ταντα όντως λέγεις, άρ’ ονχ, όταν Σιμμίαν Σω- 
κράτους φης μείζω είναι, Φαίδωνος δε έλάττω, λέγεις 
τότ είναι έν τω Σιμμία άμφότερα, I καί μέγεθος και 
σμικρότητα;

Έγωγε.
Άλλά γάρ, η δ’ δς, ομολογείς τδ τον Σιμμίαν νττερ- 

έχειν Σωκράτονς ονχ ώς τοΐς ρημασι λέγεται οντω 
c και τδ αληθές εχειν; ον γάρ που πεφυκέναι Σιμμίαν 

νπερέχειν τούτω, τω Σιμμίαν είναι, άλλά τω μεγέθει 
δ τυγχάνει εχων ονδ’ αν Σωκράτονς νπερέχειν δτι 
Σωκράτης δ Σωκράτης έστίν, άλλ’ οτι σμικρότητα 
εχει δ Σωκράτης προς τδ έκείνου μέγεθος; I

Αληθη.
Ούδε γε αύ νπδ Φαίδωνος ΰπερεχεσθαι τω δτι 

Φαίδων δ Φαίδων έστίν, άλλ’ δτι μέγεθος έχει δ Φαί
δων πρδς την Σιμμίον σμικρότητα;

’Έστι ταντα. I
Ούτως άρα δ Σιμμίας έπωννμίαν έχει σμικρός τε 

καί μέγας είναι, έν ρ.εσω ιών άμφοτερων, τον μεν τω 
d μεγέθει ύπερέχειν την σμικρότητα νπέχων, τω δέ τδ 

μέγεθος της σμικρότητος παρέχων νπερέχον. Καί 
άμα μειδιάσας, "ϋοικα, εφη, καί συγγραφικώς έρεΐν, 
άλλ’ ούν εχει γέ που ώς λέγω. Σννέφη. I

Αεγω δη τοΰδ’ ένεκα, βονλόμενος δόξαι σοι οπερ
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P. As I recall, when this had been conceded to him, 
and it was agreed that each of the forms was something, b 
and other things that share the character of these get their 
name from the forms themselves, so following on from this 
he asked: “If,” he said, “this is what you say, when you say 
Simmias is taller than Socrates, but shorter than Phaedo, 
do you not mean that there’s both tallness and shortness 
in Simmias at that moment?”

“Yes, I do.”
“But in any case,” he said, “do you in fact agree that the 

phrase Simmias is taller than Socrates doesn’t contain the 
truth as it’s expressed by those words? You see I don’t c 
imagine Simmias is naturally taller than him by virtue of 
being Simmias, but by the largeness he happens to have. 
Nor again is he taller than Socrates because Socrates is 
Socrates, but because Socrates has smallness in relation to 
the other’s largeness, doesn’t he?”

“That’s true.”
“Nor again is he exceeded by Phaedo because Phaedo 

is Phaedo, but because Phaedo has largeness in relation to 
the smallness of Simmias?

“That is so.”
“So it’s in this way then that Simmias is referred to as 

being both small and large as he’s in between the two, 
submitting his smallness to the largeness of the one to be 
overtopped and presenting his largeness to the other that d 
overtops his smallness.” And as he said this he smiled and 
added: “I seem to be speaking about this like a book, but 
anyway its surely as I say.” He agreed.

“The reason I’m saying this is that I want you to think
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e/τοί. έμοί γάρ φαίνεται, ού μόνον αυτό τό μέγεθος 
ονδέποτ’ έθέλειν άμα μέγα καί σμικρόν είναι,, άλλά 
και τδ έν ήμΐν μέγεθος ουδέποτε προσδέχεσθαι τό 
σμικρόν ονδ’ έθέλειν νπερέχεσθαι, άλλά δνοΐν τό ετε- 

e ρον, η φενγειν και νπεκχωρεΐν όταν αντώ προσίη τό 
εναντίον, τό σμικρόν, η προσελθόντος εκείνον άπολω- 
λέναι- νπομένον δε και δεζάμενον την σμικρότητα ονκ 
έθέλειν είναι έτερον η όπερ ήν. ώσπερ έγω δεζάμενος 
και ύπομείνας την σμικρότητα, και έτι ών δσπερ είμί, 
I οντος ό αυτός σμικρός είμι· έκεΐνο δέ ον τετόλμηκεν 
μέγα δν σμικρόν είναι· ώς δ’ αύτως καί τό σμικρόν 
τό έν ήμΐν ονκ έθέλει ποτέ μέγα γίγνεσθαι ονδέ είναι, 

103 ονδ’ άλλο ούδέΐ’ των έναντίων, ετι δν όπερ ην, άμα 
τονναντίον γίγνεσθαι τε και είναι, άλλ’ ήτοι απέρχε
ται η άπόλλνται έν τοντω τώ παθηματι.

Παντάπασιν, εφη ό ϊίέβης, οντω φαίνεται μοι.
Καί τις είπε των παρόντων άκονσας—οστις δ’ ην, 

I ον σαφώς μέμνημαι—Προς θεών, ονκ έν τοΐς πρό- 
σθεν νμΐν λόγοις αντδ τδ έναντίον τών νννί λεγο
μένων ώμολογεΐτο, έκ τον έλάττονος τδ μεΐζον γίγνε
σθαι καί έκ τον μείζονος τδ ελαττον, καί άτεχνώς 
αντη είναι ή γένεσις τοΐς έναντίοις, έκ τών έναντίων; 
ννν δέ μοι δοκεΐ λέγεσθαι οτι I τοντο ονκ άν ποτέ 
γένοιτο.

Καί ό Σωκράτης παραβαλών την κεφαλήν και 
b άκονσας, Άνδρικώς, εφη, άπεμνημόνενκας, ον μέντοι 

έννοεΐς τδ διαφέρον τον τε ννν λεγομένον καί τον 
τότε, τότε μέν γάρ έλέγετο εκ τον έναντίον πράγματος 
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the same as I do. You see, it seems to me not only is actual 
largeness never willing to be large and small at the same 
time, but also largeness within us never wants to let small 
in, nor wants to be overtopped, but has one of two alterna
tives: either to retreat and get out of tire way whenever its e 
opposite, the small, approaches, or to perish when the 
other has approached; but what it is not willing to do is to 
wait for and let in smallness and thereby be anything other 
than what it was; just as I have admitted and waited for 
smallness, and, still being as I am, here am I the same 
small man. But the former state, being large, couldn’t 
bring itself to be small. In the same way too the smallness 
in us is not willing ever to become large, or be so, nor is 
any other of the opposites, being still what it was, willing 103 
at the same time to become and be its opposite, but it 
either moves away or perishes when this happens to it.”

“This seems to me to be entirely right,” said Cebes.
And one of those present—who it was, I don’t remem

ber exactly—when he heard this, said: “By the gods, in 
your previous discussions wasn’t the opposite of what 
we’re now saying agreed: that the greater comes into exis
tence from the lesser, and the lesser from the greater; and 
this is simply the coming into being of opposites from their 
opposites?111 But now it seems to me it’s being said that 
this would never happen.”

And Socrates turned his head to one side, listened and 
said: “Manfully remembered; however, you don’t see the b 
difference between what’s being said now and what was 
being said then. For before it was argued that the opposite

Hl The unknown interlocutor is referring to the argument at 
70c-72e.

467



PLATO

τδ έναντίον πράγμα γίγνεσθαι, νυν δέ, δτι αύτδ το 
έναντίον έαυτω Εναντίον οΰκ άν ποτέ γένοιτο, I ούτε το 
έν ημΐν ούτε το ev τή φύσει. τότε μέν γαρ, ώ φίλε, 
περί των έχόντων τά Εναντία έλέγομεν, έπονομάζ,οντες 
αυτά τή έκείνων Επωνυμία, νυν δέ περί έκείνων αυτών 

c ών ένόντων έχει την Επωνυμίαν τα ονομαζόμενα· αυτα
δ’ έκεΐνα οΰκ άν ποτέ φαμεν έθελήσαι γένεσιν άλ- 
λήλων δέζασθαι. Καί άμα βλέφας προς τον Κέβητο. 
έιπεν, Άρα μή που, ώ Κέβης, Εφη, καί σέ τι τούτων 
έτάραζεν ών δδε ΕΐπΕν; I

Οΰδ’ αύ, έφη ό Κέβης, ούτως έχω- καίτοι ούτι λέγω 
ώς ου πολλά με ταράττει.

'Ζ,υνωμολογήκαμεν άρα, ή δ’ ος, απλώς τούτο, μη
δέποτε εναντίον έαυτω τδ εναντίον έσεσθαι.

ΤΙαντάπασι,ν, εφη. I
’Έτι δή μοι, και τάδε σκέφαι, έφη, εί άρα συνομο

λογήσεις. θερμόν τι καλεΐς καί φυχρόν;
’'Κγωγε.
*Αρ’ δπερ χιόνα καί πυρ;

d Μά Δί’ οΰκ έγωγε.
Άλλ’ έτερόν τι πυρδς τδ θερμόν και έτερόν τι χιό- 

νος τδ φυχρον;
Ναί. I
Άλλα τάδε γ’ οίμαι δοκεΐ croc, οΰδέποτε χιόνα γ’ 

ούσαν δεξαμένην τδ θερμόν, ώσπερ έν τοΐς πρόσθεν 
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thing comes about from the opposite thing, but now, that 
the opposite itself could never become opposite to itself, 
neither the one inside us nor the one in the natural world. 
You see, my friend, in the previous argument we were 
talking about the things that have opposites, calling them 
by the names they take from them. But now it’s about 
those opposites themselves from whose internal presence 
the things named acquire their names, and its those enti- c 
ties we say that would never consent to accept their com
ing into being from each other.” At the same time he 
looked across at Cebes and said: “I take it,” he said, 
“Cebes, that none of the things this man here said worried 
you as well?”

“I don’t feel that way this time,” said Cebes, “and yet 
I’m not in any way saying that many things don’t trou
ble me.”

“Then we’re agreed on this unequivocally,” he said, 
“that the opposite will never be the opposite of itself.”

“Absolutely,” he said.
“Moving on then, consider the following,” he said: “and 

see if you can agree. You call something hot and something 
cold, don’t you?”

“I do.”
“Are they what you call snow and fire?”
“Zeus, no they aren’t!” d
“So the hot is something different from fire and the 

cold is something different from snow?”
“Yes.”
“Well I think you’ll agree with the following: snow as 

such which has admitted the hot, in the light of what we
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ελέγομευ, eri έσεσθαι όπερ ήν, χιόνα και, θερμόν, ΐ
αλλά προσιόντος τον θερμόν ή νπεκχωρήσειν αντω ή *
άπολεΐσθαι. 4

Πάνν γε. I
Καί τδ πνρ γε αν προσιοντος τον ψνχρον αντω ή 

νπεζιέναι η άπολεΐσθαι, ον μεντοι ποτέ τολμησειν 
δεζάμενον την ψνχροτητα έτι, είναι δπερ ην, πνρ καί 
φνχρόν.

e Αληθή, έφη, λέγεις.
’Έστιν αρα, ή δ’ δς, περί ενια των τοιοντων, ώστε 

μη μόνον αντό τδ είδος άζιονσθαι τον αντον Ονόμα
τος εις τον άεί χρονον, άλλα και άλλο τι ό έστι μεν 
ονκ έκεΐνο, I έχει δέ την εκείνον μορφήν άεί, δτανπερ 
η. έτι δέ έν τωδε ίσως εσται σαφέστερον δ λέγω- το 
γάρ περιττόν άεί πον δει τούτον τον ονόματος τνγχά- 
νειν όπερ ννν λέγομεν- ή ον;

Πάνν γε.
Άρα μόνον των όντων—τοντο γάρ ερωτω—ή καί 

104 άλλο τι δ εστι μεν ονχ όπερ τό περιττόν, όμως δέ δει 
αντό μετά τον έαντον όνοματος και τοντο καλεΐν αει 
διά τδ οντω πεφνκέναι ώστε τον περιττόν μηδέποτε 
άπολείπεσθαι; λέγω δέ αντό εΐναι οΐον καί ή τριάς 
πέπονθε καί άλλα πολλά. I σκόπει δέ περί τής τριά
δας. άρα ον δοκεΐ σοι τω τε αυτής όνόματι αει προσ- 
αγορεντέα εΐναι καί τω τον περιττού, δντος ονχ δπερ 
τής τριάδος; άλλ’ όμως όντως πέφυκε καί ή τριάς και 

b ή πεμπτάς καί ό ήμισνς τον άριθμον άπας, ώστε ονκ
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were saying in the earlier discussion,112 will never con
tinue to be what it was, snow and hot, but at the approach 
of the hot, it’ll either get out of the way, or melt.”

112 See 102b-3a.

“Certainly.”
“And again when the cold approaches, fire will either 

get out of the way, or be extinguished. Moreover once it 
has admitted coldness it’ll never have the strength to re
main as it was: fire and cold.”

“What you say is true,” he said. e
“The situation then,” he said, “regarding some cases 

like this is that not only is the form itself entitled to its 
name, for eternity, but also something else that is not ac
tually that form, but always has its character,^whenever it 
exists. And again what I’m saying will perhaps be clearer 
in the following: the odd number, I presume, must always 
actually have this name that we now use, or is that not so?”

“Certainly.”
“Is this alone among such things—for this is the point 

of my question—or is there something else that isn’t what 104 
the odd is, but nevertheless must be referred to by this 
name along with its own name because its nature is such 
that it’s never separated from the odd? I mean the sort of 
thing that happens to the number three and many others. 
Think about the number three. Don’t you think it should 
always be referred to by both its own name and that of the 
odd, although that isn’t actually what the number three is? 
Nevertheless this is somehow the nature of the number 
three and the number five and half of all numbers, so that, b 
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ων δπερ τδ περιττόν άεί έκαστος αυτών έστι περιττός- 
καί, αύ τά δυο και τέτταρα καί άπας δ έτερος αύ στί
χος του αριθμού ούκ ων δπερ τδ άρτιον όμως έκαστος 
αύτων άρτιός έστιν άεί- συγχωρεΐς η ού; I

Πώς γάρ ούκ; εφη.
‘Ό τοίνυν, εφη, βούλομαι δηλώεται, άθρει. έστιν δέ 

τόδε, οτι φαίνεται ου μόνον έκειρα τά εναντία άλληλα 
ού δεχόμενα, άλλα καί δετά ούκ δντ’ άλληλοις εναντία 
έχει αεί τάναντία, ουδέ ταντα έοικε δεχομένοις εκείνην 
την ιδέαν η I άν τη εν αύτοΐς ούση εναντία η, άλλ’ 

c έπιούσης αύτης ήτοι άπολλυμενα η ύπεκχωρούντα. η 
ού φηετομεν τά τρία καί άπολεΐσθαι προτερον και 
άλλο δτιούν πείσεσθαι, πριν ύπομεΐναι ετι τρία όντα 
άρτια γενέσθαι;

Πάνυ μέν ούν, έφη δ Κεβης. I
Οΰδε μην, η δ’ δς, εναντίον γε έστι δυάς τριάδι.
Ού γάρ ούν.
Ούκ άρα μόνον τά είδη τά εναντία ούχ υπομένει 

έπιόντα άλληλα, άλλα καί άλλ’ άττα τα εναντία ονχ 
υπομένει έπιόντα. I

Αληθέστατα, έφη, λέγεις.
Βούλει ούν, η δ’ δς, έάν οίοί τ’ ώμεν, δρισώμεθα 

όποια ταύτά έστιν;
ΤΙάνυ γε.

d ^Αρ’ ούν, έφη, ώ ϊίέβης, τάδε εϊη άν, ά ότι άν 

472



PHAEDO

while they’re not the same as the odd, each of them is al
ways odd; and the same goes with two and four and again 
the whole of the other series of numbers that are not what 
the even number is, yet each of them is always even. Do 
you agree, or not?”

“Of course I do,” he said.
“So now look closely at what I want to demonstrate,” 

he said. “It’s as follows: that it appears that not only do 
those opposites not admit each other, but also those things 
that, while not actually opposites to each other, always 
contain the opposites—these, it seems, also do not admit 
whatever form is opposite to the one existing within them, 
but on its approach either perish or get out of the way. Or c 
shall we not say that three will be sooner be destroyed and 
suffer anything else whatever before it submits to becom
ing even, while it is still three?”

“Certainly,” said Cebes.
“And again,” he said, “the number two is certainly not 

the opposite of the number three.”
“No, indeed.”
“Then not only do opposite forms not withstand each 

other’s approach, but some other things also do not with
stand the approach of opposites.”

“What you say is very true,” he said.
“So,” he said, “do you want us to define what sort of 

thing these are, if we can?”
“By all means.”
“So, Cebes, would it be the things that force whatever d 
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κατάσχω μη μόνον άναγκάζει την αντον ιδέαν αντδ 
‘ίσχειν, άλλά και ενάντιον αν τω άει τίνος;13

13 αν τω αεί τίνος Stallbaum: αντώ αεί τίνος β

Πώς λέγεις; I
Ώσπερ άρτι, έλέγομεν. οΐ,σθα γάρ δηπον ότι ά άν 

ή των τριών ιδέα κατάσχη, ανάγκη αντοΐς ον μόνον 
τρκτιν είναι άλλα και, περιττούς.

Πάνν γε.
Έπι τό τοιοντον δή, φαμέν, ή εναντία ιδέα εκείνη 

τί) I μορφή η άν τοντο άττεργάζ,ηται ονδεποτ άν έ'λ- 
θοι.

Ον γάρ.
Έ,ίργό,ζ,ετο δέ γε ή περιττή;
Ναι.
Εναντία δέ ταντη ή τον άρτίον; I
Ναι.

e ’Επί τά τρία άρα ή τον άρτίον ιδέα ονδέττοτε ή£ει.
Ον δητα.
"Αμοιρα δη τον άρτίον τά τρία.
"Αμοιρα. I
Άναρτιος άρα η τριας.
Ναι.
‘Ο τοίννν έδεγον όρίσασθαι, ποια ονκ εναντία τινι 
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they occupy not only to have theii· own form, but also 
to have the form of something always opposite to some
thing?”113

113 Translation of dl-3 (and text of d3) is uncertain (for de
tailed discussion see Rowe, n. ad loc., Gallop, 235-36); however, 
the general meaning is clear and explained in the subsequent 
argument: the form of the particular number (e.g., "three”) will 
force each set of things it occupies to have its own related form 
and to have the form of something opposite to something, by 
making them odd as opposed to even.

“How do you mean?”
“As we were saying just now. You know, I presume, the 

things that the form of the number three occupies are 
necessarily not only three but also odd.”

“Certainly.”
“We say, then, that the form that is opposite to what

ever· character has this effect would never make an ap
proach to such a thing.”

“No, it wouldn’t.”
“So was it the odd that had that effect?”
“Yes.”
“That of the even being the opposite of this”
“Yes.”
“The form of the even will never come to the number e 

three then.”
“Indeed not.”
“Three then has no share in the even?”
“No.”
“The number three is uneven then?”
“Yes.”
“Now what I was saying we were to define: what kind
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όντα όμως ού δέχεται αυτό, τδ εναντίον—ο'ιον νυν -ή 
τριάς τώ άρτίω ούκ ούσα εναντία ούδέν τι μάλλον 
αύτδ δέχεται, I τδ γάρ εναντίον άει αύτώ επιφέρει, και 

105 ή δυάς τω περιττώ καί τδ πΰρ τώ φυχρώ και άλλα 
πάμπολλα—άλλ’ δρα δη εί ούτως δρίζη, μη μόνον τδ 
εναντίον τδ εναντίον μη δέχεσθαι, άλλα καί εκείνο, δ 
άν έπιφέρη τι εναντίον έκείνω, έφ’ ότι άν αύτδ ίη, 
αύτδ τδ έπιφέρον την τού έπιφερομένου I εναντιότητα 
μηδέποτε δέζασθαι. πάλιν δε άναμιμνησκον ού γάρ 
χείρον πολλάκις άκούειν. τα πεντε την τού άρτιου ου 
δέζεται, ουδέ τά δέκα την τού περιττού, τδ διπλάσιαν, 
τούτο μέν ούν και αύτδ άλλω εναντίον, δμως δέ την 

b τού περιττού ού δέζεται- ούδέ δη τδ ήμιόλιον ούδέ 
τάλλα τά τοιαύτα, τδ ημισυ, την τού δλου, καί τριτη
μόριον αύ καί πάντα τά τοιαύτα, εϊπερ έπη τε καί 
συνδοκεΐ σοι ούτως.

Πάνυ σφόδρα καί συνδοκεΐ, έφη, καί έπομαι. I
Πάλιΐ' δη μοι, έφη, έζ άρχης λέγε, καί μη μοι δ 

άν ερωτώ άποκρίνου, άλλα μιμούμενος εμέ. λέγω δη 
παρ’ ην τδ πρώτον έλεγον άπόκρισιν, την άσφαλη 
εκείνην, έκ τών νύν λεγομένων άλλην ορών άσφάλειαν. 
εί γάρ έροιό με ω άν τί εν τώ σώματι έγγενηται θέρ

ο μδν έσται, ού την σ,σφαλη σοι έρώ άπόκρισιν εκείνην 
την άμαθη, δτι ω άν θερμότης, αλλά κομφοτέραν έκ 
τών νύν, δτι ώ άν πύρ· ούδέ άν έρη ώ άν σώματι τί 
έγγένηται νοσήσει, ούκ έρώ δτι ώ άν νόσος, άλλ’ ώ 
άν πυρετός· ούδ’ ώ άν αριθμώ τί έγγένηται περιττός 
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of things that, while they aren’t opposite to something, 
nevertheless don’t admit it, the opposite: for example now, 
the number three, though not the opposite of the even, 
nevertheless doesn’t admit it. You see it always brings the 
opposite against it, as does the number two against the · 
odd, fire against cold, and very many other things. Well 105 
now, consider if you would define the situation thus: not 
only does the opposite not admit its opposite, but also that 
which brings up something opposite to that into which it 
itself enters, tire one that does the bringing never admits 
the opposition of the thing being brought. Go over that 
again. It’s not a bad thing to hear it several times. The 
number five doesn’t admit the form of the even, nor even 
ten, which is twice the amount, that of the odd. Moreover 
this is itself opposite to something else; nevertheless it 
does not admit the form of the odd; nor indeed will one b 
and a half, nor other similar numbers, the half, admit the 
form of the whole and again a third and all that series, if 
you both follow and agree it is so.”

“I very much agree,” he said “and follow.”
“Right, tell me again,” he said, “from the beginning. 

And don’t answer in terms of my question, but do it by 
copying my example. Indeed I say that because, besides 
that answer I gave first time round, that ‘safe’ one, from 
what we’re now discussing I can see another kind of safety. 
You see if you were to ask me what it is that, present in the 
body, would make it hot, I shall not give you that safe ill- c 
informed answer that it would be heat, but from what 
we’re now saying I’d give the more sophisticated answer, 
that it would be fire. And again, if you ask what is present 
in a body that will make it sick, I shall not answer that it 
would be illness, but fever, and again what is present in a
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«τται, I οϋκ ερώ ώ άν περιττότης, άλλ’ ώ άν μονάς, 
και τάλλα όντως, άλλ’ ορα €ΐ ήδη ίκανώς οίσθ’ οτι 
βούλομαι.

Άλλα πάνυ ίκανώς, εφη.
Άποκρίνου δη, η δ’ ός, ω άν τί έγγένηται σώματι 

ζών Είτται; I
Till άν ψυχή, έφη.

d Ονκούν άει τούτο ούτως e\ei;
Πώς γάρ ονχί; η δ’ δς.
'ίλυχη άρα οτι άν αυτή κατάσχη, αεί ηκει έπ εκείνο 

φέρονσα ζωήν; I
"Ηκει μέντοι, ύφη.
ΤΙότερον δ’ έστι τι ζωη εναντίον η ονδέν;
"Εστιν, έφη.
Τί;
Θάνατος. I
Ονκονν ψνχη το εναντίον ω αυτή έπιφερει άεί ον 

μη ποτέ δέςηται, ώς εκ τών πρόσθεν ώμολόγηται;
Καί μάλα σφόδρα, εφη ό Κεβης.
Τί ονν; το μη δεχόμενον την τον άρτιον ιδέαν τί 

νυνδη ώνομάζομεν; I
Άνάρτιον, εφη.
Τδ δέ δίκαιον μη δεχόμενον και δ άν μουσικόν μη 

δέχηται;
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number that will make it an odd number, I shall not say 
oddness, but unity and the rest likewise.114 Well see if you 
now know adequately well what I mean.”

“Yes, very well,” he said.
“Then answer this,” he said: “what is present in the 

body to make it a living one?”
“Soul,” he said.
“Is this then always the case?” d
“Of course,” he said.
“Then a soul, whatever it takes possession of, always 

comes upon that thing bringing life?”
“It does indeed,” he said.
“Is there anything that is the opposite of life, or noth

ing?”
“There is,” he said.
“What?”
“Death.”
“So a soul will never ever admit the opposite to what it 

itself brings, from what we have previously agreed?”115
“Absolutely, emphatically,” said Cebes.
“What follows then? What name did we give just now 

to what doesn’t admit the form of even?”
“Uneven,” he said.
“And what doesn’t admit the just and what doesn’t ad

mit the musical?”

that “brings up” one of a pair of concrete opposites that excludes 
an opposite occupying an opposite form: e.g., fire (admitting the 
form of the hot) excludes snow (admitting the form of cold).

115 This follows from the “safe” answer in 105b-c. Soul, 
although not itself an opposite, will (diO-12) never admit the 
opposite (death) of what it brings to the body (life).
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e ’Άμονσον, εφη, το 8e άδικοί.
Έΐεν ο δ’ αν θάνατον μη Βέχηται τί κα\οΐ>μεν;
Αθάνατον, εφη.
Ονκονν φνχη ον δέχεται θάνατον; I
Ού.
Αθάνατον άρα ψνχη.
Αθάνατον.
Εΐεν, εφη· τοντο μεν 8η άποδεδβΐχθαι φώμεν; η πώς 

8οκεΐ; I
Και μάλα γε ικανως, ώ ~%,ωκρατες.
Τί ονν, η δ’ δς, ώ Κέβης; el τω άναρτίω άναγκαΐον 

106 ην άνωλέθρω είναι., άΚ\ο τι τά τρία η άνωΚεθρα άν 
ην;

Πώς γάρ ον;
Ονκονν εΐ και το άθερμον άναγκαΐον ην άνωάεθρον 

είναι, οπότε τις έπι χιόνα I θερμόν έπάγοι, νπεξηει άν 
η χιών ονσα σώς και άτηκτος; ον γάρ άν άπώ\ετό γε, 
ον8’ αν νπομένονσα εοέξατο άν την θερμότητα.

Άόηθη, εφη, όεγεις.
‘Ώς δ’ αύτως οίμαι καν εΐ τό άφνκτον άνωόεθρον 

ην, οπότε έπϊ τό πνρ φνχρόν τι έπηει, ονποτ’ άν 
άπεσβέννντο ον8’ άπω\\ντο, I άλλά σων άν άπελθόν 
ωχετο.

Ανάγκη, εφη.
b Ονκονν και ω8ε, εφη, ανάγκη περί τον άθανάτον 

εΐπεΐν; εΐ μεν τό αθάνατον και άνώΚεθρόν έστιν, άδύ- 
νατον φνχη, όταν θάνατος επ’ αντην ΐη, άπόό,λνσθαι· 
θάνατον μεν γάρ 8η έκ των προειρημένων ον 8εζεται
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“The unmusical and the unjust.” e
“Well then, what shall we call what doesn’t admit 

death?”
“Immortal,” he said.
“So the soul doesn’t admit death?”
“No.”
“So the soul is something immortal?”
“Yes, immortal.”
“So be it,” he said. “Are we to say then that this has 

been proved? Or how does it seem to you?”
“It has, very adequately, Socrates.”
“What then, Cebes?” he said. “If it were necessary for 

the uneven to be indestructible, surely the number three 106 
would be indestructible?”

Of course.”
“That means if the not-hot also were necessarily inde

structible, when someone brought hot against snow, the 
snow would get out of the way, remaining intact and un
melted? You see it couldn’t be destroyed nor could it re
main, and admit the heat.”

“What you say is true,” he said.
“In the same way also, I think, if the not-cold were 

indestructible, whenever something cold approached fire 
it would never be extinguished or destroyed, but would 
get away untouched.”

“It would have to,” he said.
“So,” he said, “must the same be said of the immortal? b 

If the immortal is also indestructible, it’s impossible for 
the soul to be destroyed when death goes against it. You 
see from what’s been said it won’t admit death and will not
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ούδ’ εσται τεθνηκνΐα, I ώσπερ τά τρία ονκ εσται, έφα- 
μεν, άρτιον, ούδέ γ’ αν το περιττόν, ούδέ δή πνρ 
ψνχρόν, ούδέ γε ή έν τω πνρι θερμότης. “Αλλά τί 
κωλύει,” φαίη άν τις, “άρτιον μεν τδ περιττόν μη γί
γνεσθαι έπιόντος τον άρτιον, ώσπερ ώμολόγηται, 

c άπολομένον δε αντοΰ άντ εκείνον άρτιον γεγονέναι;” 
τω ταντα λέγοντι ούκ άν εχοιμεν διαμαχέσασθαι οτι 
ούκ άπόλλνται- τδ γάρ άνάρτιον ούκ άνώλεθρόν 
έστιν επεϊ εί τούτο ώμολόγητο ήμΐν, I ραδίως άν δι- 
εμαχόμεθα οτι έπελθόντος τον άρτιον τδ περιττόν καί 
τά τρία οϊχεται άπιόντα- καί περί πνρδς και θερμού 
καί των άλλων όντως άν διεμαχόμεθα. η ον;

I Ιά.νν μέν ονν.
Ούκούν και νύν περί τού άθανάτον, I ει μεν ημίν 

δμολογεϊται καί άνώλεθρον είναι, ψνχη άν εϊη προς 
d τω αθάνατος είναι καί άνωλεθρος- εί δέ μη, άλλον άν 

δέοι λόγον.
Άλλ’ ούδέν δει, εφη, τούτον γε ένεκα- σχολή γάρ 

άν τι άλλο φθοράν μη δέχοιτο, εί τό γε άθάνατον 
άίδιον δν φθοράν δέξεται. I

'Ο δέ γε θεός οΐμαι, έφη ό Σωκράτης, καί αύτό τδ 
της ζωής είδος καί εϊ τι άλλο άθάνατον έστιν, παρα 
πάντων άν δμολογηθείη μηδέποτε άπόλλνσθαι.

Παρά πάντων μέντοι νη Δί’, έφη, άνθρωπων τέ γε 
καί έτι μάλλον, ώς έγφμαι, παρά θεών.

e 'Οπότε δή τδ άθάνατον καί άδιάφθορόν έστιν, άλλο 
τι ψνχη η, εί άθάνατος τνγχανει ονσα, και άνωλεθρος 
■Λ >rαν €Lr);
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be dead, just as three won’t be even, we said, any more 
than the odd will be, nor again fire will be cold, nor yet the 
heat in the fire will be. ‘But,’ someone may say, ‘what’s to 
prevent the odd not becoming even when the even ap
proaches, (as it’s been agreed), but when it has been de
stroyed, there comes to be the even in its place?’ Against c 
the one who says this, we wouldn’t be able to contend that 
it’s not destroyed; after all the uneven is not indestructible, 
since, if this were what was conceded to us, we could eas
ily have contended that at the approach of the even, the 
odd and the number three would be up and away: and 
that’s how we’d make out case as regards fire, heat and the 
rest. Or is this not so?”

“It is very much is so.”
“So now concerning the immortal, if we are agreed it 

too is indestructible, in addition to it’s being immortal, 
soul would be indestructible too. But if not, we would cl 
need another argument.”

“Well there’s no need, at least on that account,” he said; 
“it’s hardly likely that anything else would not be capable 
of being destroyed if the immortal, being everlasting will 
admit destruction.”

“Well god anyway,” said Socrates, “and the form of life 
itself, and anything else that’s immortal, would never be 
destroyed, as I think would be agreed by all.”

“By all indeed, by Zeus,” he said, “both men and even 
more so, I think, by gods.”

“Since, then, the immortal is also imperishable, if the e 
soul really is immortal would it be anything but indestruc
tible too?”
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Πολλή άνάγκη.
Έπιουτος άρα θανάτου επι τον άνθρωπον το μεν 

θνητόν, I ώς έοικεν, αντον αποθνήσκει, τό δ’ αθάνατον 
σών και ά8ιάφθορον ο’ίχεται άπιόν, νπεκχωρησαν τω 
θανάτω.

Φαίνεται.
Παστός μάλλου άρα, εφη, ώ Κέβης, ψυχή άθάνα- 

107 τον και άνώλεθρον, και τω οντι εσονται ημών αί ψν- 
χαι έν Άι8ου.

Ονκονν εγωγε, ώ 'λ.ώκρατες, εφη, έχω παρά ταντα 
άλλο τι λέγειν ουδέ πη άπιστεΐν τοΐς λόγοις. άλλ’ εΐ 
δή τι Σιμμίας δδί η τις άλλος έχει λέγειν, εν έχει μη 
κατασιγησαι- I ώς ονκ οί8α €ΐς όντινά τις άλλον και
ρόν άναβάλλοιτο η τον νυν παρόντα, περί των τοι- 
οντων βουλόμενος η τι εΐπειν η άκονσαι.

’Αλλά μην, ή δ’ δς ό 2ιμμίας, ον8’ αυτός εχω ετι 
όπη απιστώ εκ γε των λεγάμενων- νπο μεντοι τον 

b μεγέθους περί ών οί λόγοι είσίν, και την άνθρωπίνην 
ασθένειαν άτιμάζων, αναγκάζομαι απιστίαν έτι έχειν 
παρ’ εμαυτω περί των είρημενων.

Ον μόνον γ’, έφη, ώ Ί,ιμμία, ό Σωκράτης, I άλλα 
ταντά τε εν λέγει·; καί τάς γε υποθέσεις τας πρώτα;, 
καί εί πιστοί νμΐν εΐσιν, όμως επισκεπτέαι σαφέστε
ρου- καί εάν αντάς ίκανώς 8ιέλητε, ώς έγώμαι, 
άκολονθησετε τω λόγω, καθ’ οσον 8ννατόν μάλιστ’ 
άνθρώπω έπακολονθησαι- καν τοντο αντο σαφές γέ- 
νηται, ον8έν ζητήσετε περαιτέρω. I

Άληθη, έφη, λέγεις.
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“It absolutely must be indestructible.”
“Then when death approaches a man it seems his mor

tal part dies, but his immortal side gets away safely and 
intact after escaping the clutches of death.”

“It appears to.”
“So, Cebes,” he said, “it is established beyond all doubt 

that soul is immortal and indestructible and in truth our 107 
souls will exist in Hades.”

“Well for my part, Socrates,” he said, “I have nothing 
to say against this and I don’t doubt the argument in any 
way. But certainly if Simmias here, or anyone else has 
anything to say he’d do well not to keep quiet, since I don’t 
know for what other occasion other than the present he 
should keep it back if he wants to say or listen to anything 
on these topics.”

“Well further to that,” said Simmias, “I myself no longer 
have any point of doubt at least as a result of our discus
sion. However, given the scale of what our discussion has b 
been about and having a low opinion of our human weak
ness, I’m still compelled to keep some reservations in my 
own mind about what’s been said.”

“Yes, not only that, Simmias,” said Socrates, “but you’re 
right in what you say and even if our original hypotheses 
are acceptable to you all, nevertheless we should look at 
them more closely. And if you all analyze them adequately 
in my view you’ll follow the argument to the limits to 
which it’s possible for a human to follow it. And if that itself 
becomes clear, you won’t look for anything any further.”

“What you say is true,” he said.

485



PLATO

c ’Αλλά τάδε γ’, έφη, ώ άνδρες, δίκαιον διανοηθηναι, 
δτι, εϊπερ ή ψυχή αθάνατος, επιμελείας δη δεΐται ονχ 
υπέρ τον χρόνον τοντον μόνον εν ώ καλονμεν τδ ζην, 
άλλ’ νπέρ τον παντός, καί ό κίνδννος ννν δη και δό- 
ζειεν άν δεινός είναι, I εϊ τις αντης αμελήσει, εί μέν 
γάρ ην ό θάνατος τον παντός απαλλαγή, ερμαιον άν 
ην τοΐς κακοΐς άποθανονσι τον τε σώματος άμ’ άπηλ- 
λάχθαι και της αντών κακίας μετά της ψνχης- νυν δ’ 

d επειδή αθάνατος φαίνεται ούσα, ονδεμία άν εϊη αντη 
άλλη αποφυγή κακών ονδέ σωτηρία πλην τον ώς 
βελτίστην τε καί φρονιμωτάτην γενέσθαι. ούδέν γάρ 
άλλο έχονσα εις Άιδου η ψυχή έρχεται πλην της 
παιδείας τε και τροφής, ά δη καί μέγιστα λέγεται 
ώφελεΐν η βλάπτειν τδν I τελεντησαντα ενθνς εν άρχη 
της έκεΐσε πορείας, λέγεται δέ όντως, ώς άρα τελεν
τησαντα έκαστον δ έκάστον δαίμων, όσπερ ζωντα 
είληχει, οντος άγειν επιχειρεί εις δη τινα τόπον, οι δεΐ 

e τονς σνλλεγέντας διαδικασαμένονς εις Άιδον πορενε- 
σθαι μετά ηγεμόνας εκείνον ω δη προστέτακται τονς 
ένθένδε έκεΐσε πορενσαι- τνχόντας δε εκεί ών δη τν- 
χεΐν και μείναντας δν χρη χρόνον άλλος δεύρο πάλιν 
ήγεμών κομίζει εν πολλαΐς χρόνον καί μακραΐς περι- 
όδοις. I έστι δέ άρα η πορεία ονχ ώς ό Αισχύλού 

108 Ύηλεφος λέγει- εκείνος μέν γαρ άπλην οίμον φησιν

ns “Spirit” = daimon, the personal spirit that watched over 
the course of one’s life. For S.’s personal guardian spirit (dai- 
monion), see Ap. 31d.

486



PHAEDO

“But this much at least it’s right for you to bear in mind, c 
my friends,” he said: “that if the soul is immortal then it 
needs attending to, not only for the sake of this period of 
time in which what we call life occurs, but for all time, and 
the danger for the present would seem to be terrible if 
you’re going to neglect it. You see if death were a re
lease from everything, it would be a godsend for evil peo
ple 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 immortal there would be no d 
other refuge for it from evil and no safety except by be
coming 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 indi
vidual has died, the spirit116 of each one that he was allot
ted 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 e 
that those from this world are to go to the next. 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.117 For he says a simple path leads to Hades, but to me 108

117 Apparently from a lost play of that name.
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εις Άιδου φέρειν, ή δ’ ούτε άπλη ούτε μία φαίνεται 
μοι, είναι. ούδέ γαρ άν ηγεμόνων εδει· ού γάρ πού τις 
άν διαμάρτοι ούδαμόσε μιας οδού ούσης. νυν δέ έοικε 
σχίσεις τε καί τριόδους πολλάς εχειν I από τών θυ
σιών τε καί νομίμων τών ενθάδε τεκμαιρόμενος λέγω, 
■ή μέν ούν κοσμία τε και φρόνιμος ψυχή έπεται τε και 
ούκ αγνοεί τά παρόντα- η δ’ έπιθυμητικώς τοΰ σώμα- 

b τος εχουσα, όπερ έν τω έμπροσθεν είπον, περί εκείνο 
ποΧύν χρόνον έπτοημένη και περί τον ορατόν τόπον, 
πολλά άντιτείνασα καί πολλά παθοΰσα, βιμ καί 
μόγις υπό τοΰ προστεταγμενου δαίμονας οϊχεται 
αγόμενη, άφικομένην δέ όθιπερ αί άλλαι, την μεν 
ακάθαρτον καί τι πεποιηκυΐαν τοιοΰτον, I η φόνων 
αδίκων ημμένην η άλλ’ άττα τοιαΰτα ειργασμένην, ά 
τούτων άδελφά τε καί αδελφών ψυχών έργα τυγχάνει 
όντα, ταύτην μεν άπας φεύγει τε καί ύπεκτρέπεται καί 
ούτε συνέμπορος ούτε ηγεμών έθέλει γίγνεσθαι, αύτη 
δέ πλαναται έν πάση έχομενη απορία έως άν δη τινες 

c χρόνοι γένωνται, ών έλθόντων ύπ’ ανάγκης φέρεται 
εις την αύτη πρέπουσαν οικησιν η δέ καθαρώς τε καί 
μετρίως τον βίον διεξελθοϋσα, καί συνεμπόρων καί 
ηγεμόνων θεών τυχοϋσα, I ωκησεν τον αύτη εκάστη 
τόπον προσήκοντα, είσίν δέ πολλοί καί θαυμαστοί 
της γης τόποι, καί αύτη ούτε ο'ία ούτε οση δοξάζεται 
ύπο τών περί γης είωθότων λέγειν, ώς εγώ ύπό τίνος 
πέπεισμαι.

118 Myths of Judgment in the afterlife are also found in Grg. 
523-27 and, most elaborately, enlarging on many of the details 
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it seems to be neither simple nor single. It wouldn’t have 
required guides in that case. You see I 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. I 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 I talked about earlier, 
having fluttered around it and the visible region for a long b 
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 un
cleansed 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 kin
dred 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 c 
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.118 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 I 
am persuaded by someone.”119

here on the fate of the human soul, at Resp. 10 614b-21d. Phaedo 
contains the most elaborate description in Plato of the geography 
of the Underworld that follows at 108e4-13dl.

119 Source not identified.
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d Καί ό Χιμ,μίας, Πώς ταντα, εφη, λεγεις, ώ Χώκρα- 
τες; περί γάρ τοι γής καί αυτός πολλά δή άκήκοα, ού 
μέντοι ταντα ά ere πείθει- ήδεως ούν άν άκούσαιμι.

Άλλα μέντοι, ω Χιμμία, ονχ ή Γλαύκον τέχνη γέ 
μοι I 8οκεΐ είναι 8ιηγησασθαι ά γ’ έστίν ώς μέντοι, 
άληθη, χαλεπώτερόν μοι. φαίνεται, η κατά την Γλαύκον 
τέχνην, καί άμα μέν έγω ίσως ούδ’ άν οίός τε εϊην, 
άμα δε, εί καί ηπιστάμην, ό βίος μοι, 8οκεΐ ό εμάς, ώ 
^,ιμμία, τω μηκει τον λόγον ονκ έζαρκείν. την μέντοι 

e 18έαν της γης ο'ίαν πέπεισμαι είναι, καί τονς τόπονς 
αντης ον8έν με κωλύει λέγειν.

Άλλ’, έφη ό ~ίιμμίας, καί ταντα αρκεί.
Πέπεισμαι τοίννν, η δ’ δς, έγω ώς πρώτον μέν, I εί 

έστιν έν μέσω τω ονρανω περιφερής ονσα, μη8έν 
109 αύτη 8εΐν μήτε άέρος προς τό μη πεσείν μήτε άλλης 

ανάγκης μη8εμιάς τοιαύτης, αλλά ικανήν είναι αντην 
ϊσχειν την ομοιότητα τον ονρανον αντον εαντω πάντη 
καί τής γης αντης την ισορροπίαν- ίσορροπον γαρ 
πράγμα όμοίον τίνος έν μέσω I τεθέν ονχ όζει μάλλον 
ον8’ ηττον ον8αμόσε κλιθηναι, ομοίως δ’ έχον άκλινές 
μενεϊ. πρώτον μέν τοίννν, η δ’ δς, τοντο πέπεισμαι.

Καί όρθως γε, έφη ό 'λιμμίας.
’Έτι τοίννν, έφη, πάμμεγά τι είναι αντό, καί ημάς

120 The "skill of Glaucus” is probably a proverbial expression 
(“it doesn’t take a genius to ” see Rowe, n. ad loc.). The Glau
cus referred to may be a son of Minos, king of Crete, or possibly 
a metal worker, the inventor of the art of welding (see Hdt. 1.25).
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Simmias said: “What do you mean by this, Socrates? d 
You see I too have certainly heard a lot about the earth, 
but not what convinces you. So I’d be very pleased to 
hear.”

“Well the truth is, Simmias, I don’t think the skill of a 
Glaucus is needed to explain what’s what.120 However to 
prove that it’s true seems to me to require more than 
Glaucus’ skill. In the first place I probably can’t, in the 
second, even if I did understand it, I don’t think my 
life, Simmias, is long enough for the argument. However, 
there’s nothing to stop me talking about what I’m con
vinced is the form of the earth and its regions.” e

“Well,” said Simmias, “even that is enough.”
“I’m convinced then,” he said, “that first of all, if the 

earth is really a sphere in the center of heaven, then it 
needs neither air nor any other such force to prevent it 109 
from falling, but the uniformity of heaven itself and the 
equilibrium of the earth itself are sufficient to hold it on 
all sides. For anything balanced placed in the center of a 
uniform medium will not be able to tilt more or less in any 
direction, and being uniform it remains steady.121 So that’s 
my first conviction,” he said.

"And rightly so,” said Simmias.
“Well, moving on then,” he said, “it’s a thing of enor-

A theory possibly anticipated in the sixth century by Anax
imander (DK 12A26, Waterfield, 16) in contrast to general Pre- 
socratic theories about the support for the earth mentioned at 
99b-c.
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b οίκειν, τούς μέχρι, ’Ή.ρακλείων στηλών άπο Φάετιδος 
ερ σμικρώ τινι μοριω, ώσπερ περί τέλμα μύρμηκας η 
βάτραχους περί την θάλατταν οικούντας, και άλλους 
άλλοθι πολλούς έν πολλοΐσι τοιούτοις τόποις οίκειν. 
I είναι γάρ πανταχη περί την γην πολλά κοίλα και 
παντοδαπά και τάς ιδέας και τά μεγέθη, εις α συνερ- 
ρυηκέναι τό τε ύδωρ και την ομίχλην και τον αέρα· 
αύτην δέ την γην καθαράν εν καθαρώ κεΐσθαι τω 

c ούρανώ εν ώπέρ εστι τά άστρα, δν δη αιθέρα όνομά- 
ζ,ειν τούς πολλούς τών περί τά. τοιαντα είωθότων λέ- 
γειν ού δη υποστάθμην ταύτα είναι καί. συρρεΐν άεί 
εις τα κοίλα της γης. ημάς ούν οικούντας έν τοΐς 
κοίλοις αυτής λεληθέναι και οϊεσθαι άνω έπι της γης 
οίκειν, I ώσπερ άν ει τις έν μέσω τω πυθμένι τού 
πέλαγους οίκών οϊοιτό τε έπι της θαλάττης οίκειν και 
διά τού ύδατος ορών τον ήλιον καί τά άλλα άστρα 
την θάλατταν ήγοΐτο ούρανον είναι, διά δε βραδυ- 

d τητά τε καί ασθένειαν μηδεπώποτε έπι τά άκρα της 
θαλάττης άφιγμένος μηδε έωρακώς ε’ίη, έκδύς καί 
άνακύψας εκ της θαλάττης εις τον ένθάδε τόπον, οσω 
καθαρώτερος και καλλιών τυγχάνει ών τού παρά 
σφίσι, μηδέ άλλου άκηκοώς εΐη τού έωρακότος. 
ταύτον δη τούτο καί ημάς πεπονθέναι· I οικούντας γάρ

122 These were traditionally the east and the west extremities 
of the known world. The river Phasis is on the east side of the 
Black Sea, traditionally the boundary between Europe and Asia; 
the Pillars of Heracles are the Straits of Gibraltar. 
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mous size and we inhabit a small portion of it, from the b 
Phasis to the Pillars of Heracles,122 living around the sea 
like ants or frogs around a pool, and there are many others 
living elsewhere in many such places. You see, all round 
the earth there are many hollows of all different shapes 
and sizes into which water, mist and air have flowed to
gether. The earth itself is pure and lies in the pure heaven 
in which there are the stars. Indeed, the majority of those c 
who are accustomed to talk about these things call it the 
ether.123 Its of this that these elements (the water, mist 
and air) are the sediment and they continually flow to
gether into the hollows of the earth. Now we who live in 
its hollows have failed to observe this and think we live 
above on the earth, as if someone living in the middle of 
the depths of the ocean were to think he was dwelling on 
the surface of the sea and, seeing the sun and the rest of 
the stars through the water, he were to think the sea was 
the heaven; but, on account of his slowness and weakness, 
he had never yet got to the surface of the sea, or had even d 
seen, on emerging and lifting his head out of the sea and 
looking up at our world here, how much purer and more 
beautiful it actually is than his own environment, nor had 
heard from anyone else who had seen it. So this then is 
exactly what we too have experienced, because, living in

123 “Ether” (aither) in Homer is the pure upper atmosphere 
where the Olympian gods dwell, and in the Presocratics has sig
nificance as the most ratified of the four elements that made up 
the universe (earth, water, air, and fire). See Anaxagoras, DK 
59B2, 15 (Waterfield, 122), and Empedocles DK 31B38 (Water- 
field, 142).
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έν τινι κοίλω της γης οΐεσθαι έπάνω αντής οικεΐν, και 
τον αέρα ονρανόν καλεΐν, ώς διά τούτον ουρανού 

e όντος τά άστρα χωροϋντα- το δέ είναι ταντόν, υπ 
ασθένειας και βραδύτητας ονχ οϊονς τε είναι ημάς 
διεέελ,άεΐι/ έπ’ ’έσχατον τον αέρα- έπεί, εΐ τις αντον έπ’ 
άκρα ελθοι η πτηνός γενόμενος άνάπτοιτο, κατιδέΐν 
<άν> άνακύφαντα, ώσπερ ένθάδε οί έκ της θαλάττης 
ιχθύες άνακύπτοντες όρώσι τά ενθάδε, I ούτως άν τινα 
και τά εκεΐ κατιδέΐν, και εΐ ή φύσις ικανή εΐη άνασχέ- 
σθαι θεωρούσα, γνώναι άν ότι εκείνος εστιν ό αλη
θώς ονρανος και το αληθινόν φως και η ώς αληθώς 

110 γη. ήδε μεν γάρ ή γη και οί λίθοι και άπας ό τόπος 
ό ενθάδε διεφθαρμένα εστιν και καταβεβρωμένα, 
ώσπερ τά έν τη θαλάττη νπό της άλμης, και ούτε 
φύεται άζιον λόγον ονδέν έν τη θαλάττη, οντε τέλειον 
ώς έπος είπεΐν ονδέν έστι, I σήραγγες δέ και άμμος 
και πηλός αμήχανος και βόρβοροί είσιν, όπον άν και 
γη ή, καί προς τά παρ’ ήμΐν κάλλη κρίνεσθαι ονδ’ 
όπωστιονν άξια. έκεΐνα δέ αν τών παρ’ ήμΐν πολύ άν 

b έτι πλέον φανείη διαφέρειν εί γάρ δή και μνθον λέ- 
γειν καλόν, άξιον άκονσαι, ώ 'ά.ιρ.μία, οία τνγχάνει τά 
έπι τής γης νπό τώ ονρανώ όντα.

Αλλα μην, έφη ό Σιμμίας, ώ 'βώκρατες, ήμεΐς γε 
τούτον τον μύθον ήδέως άν άκούσαιμεν. I

Λέγεται τοίννν, έφη, ώ εταίρε, πρώτον μέν είναι 
τοιαύτη ή γη αντή ίδεΐν, εΐ τις άνωθεν θεώτο, ώσπερ 
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some hollow in the earth, we think we’re on the surface of 
it, and we call the air heaven as though this were the 
heaven through which the stars pass. But its the same 
thing; as a result of our weakness and slowness we’re un- e 
able to get out to the farthest reaches of the air. Since if 
someone were to get to the surface, or grew wings and flew 
up, he’d lift up his head and see, just as fish here look up 
out of the sea and see what’s here, so someone would see 
what’s up there, and if he were naturally capable of hold
ing out and viewing the sight, he’d realize that is truly 
heaven and the true light and the real earth.124 For this 110 
earth and the stones and all the region here are corroded 
and eaten away, just as what’s in the sea is by the salt water, 
and neither does anything worth mentioning grow in the 
sea, nor is there anything without blemish, so to speak. 
Wherever there is land there are caves and sand, vast areas 
of mud and slime and, in comparison with what we judge 
to be beautiful, not worthy of it in any way whatever. But 
what’s up there would in turn appear to be very much 
superior to the things around us; indeed, if it’s a good idea b 
to tell a tale worth listening to, Simmias, about what the 
things on earth under the heaven are really like.”

124 This geographical description of humans unaware of a 
purer world above them is revisited in an epistemological and 
metaphysical context in Republic, in the form of the image 
of ascent from human ignorance in the Simile of the Cave 
(Resp. 514a-17a).

“Certainly, Socrates,” said Simmias. “We’d be happy to 
hear the tale.”

“Well then, my friend,” he said, “first of all it’s said that, 
if one were to observe it from above, the appearance of
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al δωδεκάσκυτοι σφαΐραι, ποικίλη, χρώμασιν διει- 
λημμένη, ών και τά ενθάδε είναι χρώματα ώσπερ 

c δείγματα, οίς 8η οί γραφής καταχρώνται. εκεί δέ πά
σαν την γην εκ τοιούτων είναι, και πολύ ετι έκ λαμ
πρότερων και καθαρωτέρων η τοντων την μέν γάρ 
άλουργη είναι και θαυμαστήν το κάλλος, την δέ χρυ- 
σοειδη, την δέ όση λευκή γύψου ή χιόνος λενκοτέραν, 
I και εκ τών άλλων χρωμάτων συγκειμενην ωσαύτως, 
και έτι πλειόνων καί καλλιόνων η δσα ημείς εωράκα- 
μεν. και γάρ αυτά ταΰτα τά κοίλα αΰτης, ύδατός τε 

d και άέρος εκπλεα δντα, χρώματός τι είδος παρεχε- 
σθαι στίλβοντα εν τη τών άλλων χρωμάτων ποικιλία, 
ώστε εν τι αυτής είδος συνεχές ποικίλον φαντάζε- 
σθαι. έν δέ ταύτη ούση τοιαύτη άνά λόγον τά φυό
μενα φύεσθαι, δένδρα τε και άνθη και τούς καρπούς· 
I και αύ τά όρη ωσαύτως καί τους λίθους έχειν άνα 
τον αυτόν λόγον την τε λειότητα καί την διαφάνειαν 
και τά χρώματα καλλίω- ών και τά ενθάδε λιθίδια 
είναι ταΰτα τά άγαπώμενα μόρια, σάρδιά τε και ίά- 

e σττιδας καί σμαράγδους καί πάντα τά τοιαΰτα· εκεί 
δέ οΰδέν ότι οΰ τοιοΰτον είναι και ετι τούτων καλλίω. 
το δ’ αίτιον τούτου είναι ότι εκείνοι οί λίθοι εισί 
καθαροί καί ού κατεδηδεσμένοι ουδέ διεφθαρμένοι 
ώσπερ οί ενθάδε ύπο σηπεδόνος καί άλμης ύπο τών 
δεΰρο συνερρνηκότων, I ά καί λίθοις καί γη καί τοίς 
άλλοις ζώοις τε και φυτοΐς αίσχη τε και νοσους παρ
έχει. την δέ γην αϋτην κεκοσμησθαι τούτοις τε άπασι 

111 καί ετι χρυσώ τε καί άργύρω και τοίς άλλοις αύ τοίς 
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the earth itself is very similar to spheres made up from 
twelve leather patches, elaborately patterned, divided into 
colors, like those colors here that our artists here use as 
samples.125 But over there, the whole earth is made up of c 
such colors, but far brighter and purer than these. One 
part is of sea-purple of marvelous beauty, another is like 
gold, and all that is white is whiter than chalk or snow, and 
the earth consists of other colors like this, even more nu
merous and more beautiful than the sort we have seen 
here. For even the very hollows in it, being filled with both 
water and air, offer an appearance of color as they gleam d 
in the variety of the other colors so as to give the appear
ance of a single continuous decorated surface. On this, 
being of such a nature, things that grow do so in propor
tion: trees, flowers, and fruits. And again in the same way 
the mountains and the rocks by the same proportions have 
a smoothness and transparency and finer colors. We even 
have prized fragments of these gemstones down here: car
nelians, jaspers, emeralds, and everything of this kind; 
but up there there’s nothing that’s not of this kind and e 
they’re even more beautiful than those here. The reason 
for this is that those stones are pure and not eaten away or 
damaged, like the ones here, by corrosion and brine from 
sediment that has collected together, which causes defor
mity and disease to stones and earth and also to animals 
and plants. But the earth itself is adorned by all of these 
and furthermore by gold and silver, and again the other 111

125 For the shape of the dodecahedron as a key to the con
struction of the cosmos, see Tim. 55c.
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τοιούτοις. έκφανή γάρ αυτά πεφυκέναι, οντα πολλά 
πληγεί καί μεγάλα και πανταχοϋ της γής, ώστε αυ
τήν ι8εΐν είναι θέαμα εύ8αιμόνων θεατών, ζώα δ’ έπ’ 
αυτή είναι άλλα τε πολλά καί ανθρώπους, I τους μεν 
έν μεσογαία οίκούντας, τους δε περί τον άέρα ώσπερ 
ημείς περί την θάλατταν, τούς δ’ έν νήσοις άς περιρ- 
ρεΐν τον άέρα προς τή ήπείρω ούσας· και ενί λόγω, 
δπερ ήμΐν τδ ύ8ωρ τε καί ή θάλαττά έστι προς τήν 

b ήμετέραν χρείαν, τούτο έκεΐ τον άέρα, δ δε ήμΐν άήρ, 
έκείνοις τον αιθέρα, τάς δε ώρας αύτοΐς κράσιν εχειν 
τοιαύτην ώστε έκείνους άνόσους είναι καί χρόνον τε 
ζην πολύ πλείω των ένθά8ε, καί δφει καί άκοή καί 
φρονήσει καί πάσι τοίς τοιούτοις I ήμών άφεστάναι 
τή αυτή άποστάσει ήπερ άήρ τε ύ8ατος άφέστηκεν 
καί αιθήρ άέρος προς καθαρότητα, καί 8ή καί θεών 
άλση τε καί ιερά αύτοΐς είναι, έν οίς τω δντι οικητάς 
θεούς είναι, καί φήμας τε καί μαντείας καί αισθήσεις 
των θεών καί τοιαύτας συνουσίας γίγνεσθαι αύτοΐς 

c προς αύτούς- καί τόν γε ήλιον καί σελήνην καί άστρα 
όράσθαι ύπ’ αύτών οία τυγχάνει όντα, και την άλλην 
εύ8αιμονίαν τούτων άκόλουθον είναι.

Και δλην μέν 8ή τήν γήν ούτω πεφυκέναι καί τά 
περί τήν γήν I τόπους 8’ εν αύτή είναι κατά τά εγ- 
κοιλα αύτής κύκλω περί δλην πολλούς, τους μέν βα- 
θυτέρους καί άναπεπταμενους μάλλον ή έν ω ήμεΐς 
οίκούμεν, τούς δέ βαθυτέρους όντας τδ χάσμα αύτούς 
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things of this sort. You see, they are naturally visible, being 
many in number and large and all over the earth, so seeing 
it is a spectacle for fortunate observers.126 There are many 
animals besides and human beings on it: some who live 
inland and others who live round the air as we do round 
the sea, and others on islands, round which tire air flows, 
facing the mainland. In a word, what both water and the 
sea are for our use, over there they have the air; what air b 
is for us is the ether127 for them. They have a combination 
of seasons such that they’re free of disease and they live 
much longer than we do here, and as for sight, hearing and 
intelligence and all such things they’re as far from us by 
the same distance as air is from water and ether from air 
in its purity. Moreover they have groves and precincts 
belonging to the gods in which the gods really dwell. They 
also have utterances and prophecies and perceptions of 
the gods, and such encounters they experience face to 
face, and the sun, the moon, and the stars are seen by them c 
as they really are and the rest of their happiness is in ac
cordance with this.128

126 They are “fortunate” (eudaimon) in having a “good dai- 
mon” (see above 107d7ff and n. 116).

127 See above, n. 123. 128 Plato here draws on tradi
tional “golden age” mythology depicting the “isles of the Blessed,” 
the ideal world attained in the afterlife by humans who have lived 
an exceptionally pure life (see, e.g., Find. 01. 2.70-72).

“Indeed, the whole of the earth is like this, as are the 
earth’s surroundings. But within it there are many regions 
in its hollows all around the whole in a circle, some are 
deeper and spread out more than the one where we live, 
others, while they’re deeper, have a narrower opening
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d έλαττον εχειν τον Trap’ ημιν τόπον, έστι δ’ οΰς καί 
βραχντέρονς τώ βάθει τον ένθάδε είναι και πλατν- 
τερονς. τούτονς δέ πάντας νπό γην εις άλληλους σνν- 
τετρησθαί τε πολλαχη και κατά στενότερα και εν- 
ρύτερα και διεξόδους εχειν, η πολύ μέν ύδωρ ρεΐν έζ 
Ιάλληλωρ εις άλλήλονς ώσπερ εις κρατήρας, και 
αέναων ποταμών αμήχανα μεγέθη νπό την γην και 
θερμών νδάτων και ψνχρών, πολύ δε πνρ και πνρός 
μεγάλονς ποταμούς, πολλονς δέ νγρον πηλόν και 

e καθαρωτέρον και βορβορωδεστέρον, ώσπερ εν Σικε
λία οι προ τον ρνακος πηλόν ρεοντες ποταμοί και 
αντός ό ρναζ· ών δη και έκάστονς τονς τόπονς πλη- 
ρονσθαι, ώς άν εκάστοις τύχη έκάστοτε η περιρροη 
γιγνομένη. ταντα δέ πάντα κινεΐν I άνω και κάτω 
ώσπερ αιώραν τινά ένονσαν έν τη γη- έστι δέ άρα 
αντη η αιώρα διά φνσιν τοιάνδε τινά. έν τι των 
χασμάτων της γης άλλως τε μέγιστον τνγχάνει όν 

112 και διαμπερές τετρημένον δι όλης της γης, τοντο 
όπερ 'Όμηρος είπε, λέγων αντό

τηλε μάλ’, ήχι βάθιστον νπό χθονός έστι 
βερεθρον

δ και άλλοθι και έκεΐνος καί άλλοι πολλοί τών ποιη
τών Ταρταρον κεκληκασιν. I εις γάρ τοντο τό χάσμα 
σνρρεονσι τε παντες οι ποταμοί και έκ τοντον πάλιν 
έκρεονσιν γίγνονται δέ έκαστοι τοιοντοι δι οϊας άν 

b καί της γης ρέωσιν. ή δέ αίτια έστιν τον έκρεΐν τε 
έντενθεν καί είσρέΐν πάντα τά ρεύματα, οτι πνθμένα 
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than the area where we are, and there are some shallower d 
and broader than here. All of these are connected under
ground with each other by channels in many directions, 
both narrower and wider, and exits where a great deal of 
water flows from one to another as if into mixing bowls. 
There are ever-flowing rivers under the ground of enor
mous size, with both hot and cold water, and much fire and 
great rivers of fire, and many of liquid mud, both clearer 
and more filthy, as the rivers in Sicily flowing with mud e 
ahead of the lava and the lava torrent itself.129 Indeed, 
each of these regions is filled with these streams as the 
circling flow happens to reach them each time. All of these 
move back and forth by a kind of oscillating movement 
under the ground. Now this oscillation occurs naturally as 
follows. One of the chasms in the earth happens to be 
especially huge and is pierced right through the whole 112 
earth. Its what Homer is talking about when he says:

129 If, as is probable, Phaedo was composed after Plato’s first 
visit to Sicily in 389/8 (see Chronology of Platos Life and Works), 
we might speculate that Plato may have witnessed an eruption of 
Mount Etna.

13° Hom. II. 8.14. Homer names Tartarus in the previous line.

‘Far away where there is the deepest pit under the 
earth’130

which both he and many other poets elsewhere call Tarta
rus. 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 b 
reason all liquids flow out of there and in again, is that this
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ονκ έχεί ού8έ βάσίν το υγρόν τοντο. αίωρεΐταί 8η καί. 
κυμαίνεί άνω καί κάτω, καί ό άηρ καί το πνεύμα τδ 
περί αντο ταύτον ποιεί-1 συνέπεταί γαρ αύτώ καί όταν 
εις το επ’ εκείνα της γης όρμηση καί όταν εις το επί 
τά8ε, καί ώσπερ τών άναπνεόντων αεί εκπνεΐ τε καί 
άναπνεΐ ρέον τδ πνεύμα, οΰτω καί εκεί συναίωρουμε- 
νον τώ νγρώ το πνεύμα 8είνούς τινας άνεμους καί 

c αμήχανους παρέχεται καί είσιον καί έξίόν. όταν τε 
ούν υποχώρηση το ύδωρ εις τον τόπον τον 8η κάτω 
καλούμενον, τοΐς κατ’ εκείνα τά ρεύματα διά της γης 
είσρεΐ τε καί πληροί αυτά ώσπερ οί έπαντλούντες- 
όταν τε αύ έκεΐθεν μέν άπολίπη, 8ενρο 8έ όρμηση, τά 
ένθά8ε πληροί αύθίς, I τά 8ε πληρωθέντα ρεΐ διά τών 
οχετών καί διά τής γης, και εις τους τόπους εκαστα 
άφίκνούμενα, εις ονς έκάστοις όόοποίηταί, θαλάττας 
τε καί λίμνας καί ποταμούς καί κρηνας ποιεί- εντεύθεν 

d δε πάλιν 8υόμενα κατά της γης, τά μέν μακροτερους 
τόπους περίελθόντα καί πλείους, τά 8έ έλάττονς καί 
βραχύτερους, πάλίν εις τον Ύάρταρον εμβάλλει, τά 
μέν πολύ κατωτέρω η η έπηντλεΐτο, τά 8έ ολίγον 
πάντα δε υποκάτω είσρεΐ της εκροής, I καί ενια μέν 
καταντίκρύ η η είσρεΐ έξέπεσεν, ένια δε κατά τδ αύτδ 
μέρος- έστι δέ ά παντάπασιν κύκλω περίελθόντα, η 
άπαζ η καί πλεονάκις περίελίχθέντα περί την γην 
ώσπερ οί όφείς, εις το 8ννατον κάτω καθέντα πάλίν 

e έμβάλλεί. 8υνατον δε έστίν έκατέρωσε μέχρί του μέ
σου καθίέναί, πέρα δ’ ού- άναντες γάρ άμφοτέροίς 
τοΐς ρεύμασί το εκατέρωθεν γίγνεταί μέρος.
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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 when- c 
ever 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, some going around d 
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 on both sides as far as the e 
center, but not beyond; you see, for both streams, the di
rection from either side is uphill.
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Τά μέν ονν δή άλλα πολλά re και μεγάλα και 
παντοδαπά ρεύματά έστι- I τυγχάνει δ’ άρα όντα εν 
τούτοις tois πολλοΐς τέτταρ’ άττα ρεύματα, ών το μέν 
μέγιστον και έζωτάτω ρέον περί κύκλω δ καλούμενος 
Ωκεανός έστιν, τούτου δέ καταντικρύ και έναντίως 

113 ρέων Άχερων, δς δι έρημων τε τόπων ρεΐ άλλων και 
δη και. ύπό γην ρέων εις την λίμνην άφικνεΐται την 
Άχερουσιάδα, ού αί των τετελευτηκότων φυχαι των 
πολλών άφικροΰνται καί τινας είμαρμένους χρόνους 
μείνασαι, αί μέν μακροτέρους, αί δέ βραχύτερους, I 
πάλιν έκπεμπονται είς τας των ζώων γενεσεις. τρίτος 
δέ ποταμός τούτων κατά μέσον έκβάλλει, και έγγύς 
τής έκβολης έκπίπτει εις τόπον μέγαν πυρί πολλω 
καόμενον, και λίμνην ποιεί μείζω της παρ’ ημΐν 
θαλάττης, ζέουσαν ύδατος και πηλού- έντεύθεν δέ χω- 

b ρεΐ κύκλω θολερός και πηλώδης, περιελιττόμενος δέ 
τη Ύΐί άλλοσέ τε άφικνεΐται και παρ’ έσχατα τής 
Άχερουσιάδος λίμνης, ού συμμειγνύμενος τω ύδατι- 
περιελιχθεις δέ πολλάκις υπό γης έμβάλλει κατω
τέρω τού Ύαρτάρου-1 ούτος δ’ έστιν δν έπονομάζουσιν 
ΤΙυριφλεγέθοντα, ού καί οί ρύακες αποσπάσματα 
άναφυσώσιν οπη άν τύχωσι τής γης. τούτου δέ αν 
καταντικρύ ό τέταρτος έκπίπτει είς τόπον πρώτον δει
νόν τε και άγριον, ώς λέγεται, χρώμα δ’ έχοντα δλον 

c οίον δ κυανός, δν δη έπονομάζουσι Ί,τύγιον, καί την
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“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 Ocea- 
nus,131 and opposite it, flowing in the other direction is 
Acheron,132 which flows through other desert regions and 113 
in particular flows underground and arrives at the Acheru- 
sian Lake where the majority of the souls of the dead ar
rive and, after remaining for certain appointed periods of 
time, some longer, some shorter, are sent back to be born 
as living creatures. 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 around 
us,133 seething with water and mud. From there it pro
ceeds in a circle, turbid and marshy, and winding round b 
inside tire 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 dis- c 

131 Oceanus was the river that encircled the earth in myth
(Hom. II. 18.607-8, Hdt. 4.8.) and was also seen as the boundary 
between the living and the dead, at Hom. Od. 10.508-12,11.155- 
59. 132 Acheron, derived from achos (pain); Cocytus (wail
ing) (113c9); and Pyriphlegethon (fire blazing) (b5) are all myth
ical rivers of the undeiworld, as is Styx (the hateful) (cl), which 
here becomes a lake. 133 I.e., the Mediterranean.
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λίμνην ην ποιεί ό ποταμός έμβάλλων, Χτυγα· ό δ’ 
έμπεσών ένταύθα και δεινάς δυνάμεις λαβών έν τω 
ύδατι, δνς κατά τής γης, περιελιττόμετος χωρεΐ έναν- 
τίος τω ΤΙυριφλεγέθοντι I και άπαντα έν τη Άχερου- 
σιάδι λίμνη έζ έναντίας- και ουδέ τδ τούτον ύδωρ 
ούδενι μείγνυται, αλλά και ούτος κύκλω περιελθών 
έμβάλλει εις τον Τάρταρον ενάντιος τω Πυριφλεγέ- 
θοντι- δνομα δέ τούτω έστιν, ώς οΐ ποιηται λέγουσιν, 
Κωκυτός.

d Τούτων δέ ούτως πεφυκότων, έπειδάν άφίκωνται οί 
τετελευτη κότες εις τον τόπον οί ό δαίμων έκαστον κο
μίζει, πρώτον μέν διεδικάσαντο οΐ τε καλώς και όσίως 
βιώσαντες και οί μη. και οΐ μέν άν δόζωσι μέσως 
βεβιωκέναι, I πορευθέντες έπι τον Αχέροντα, άναβάν- 
τες ά δη αύτοΐς οχήματα έστιν, έπι τούτων άφικνούν- 
ται εις την λίμνην, και έκεΐ οίκονσί τε και καθαιρό- 
μενοι τών τε αδικημάτων διδόντες δίκας απολύονται, 

e εϊ τις τι ηδίκηκεν, τών τε ευεργεσιών τιμάς φέρονται 
κατά την άζίαν έκαστος- ο'ι δ’ άν δόζωσιν άνιάτως 
έχειν διά τά μεγέθη τών αμαρτημάτων, η ιεροσυλίας 
πολλάς και μεγάλας η φόνους αδίκους και παρα
νόμους πολλούς έζειργασμένοι η άλλα όσα τοιαντα 
τυγχάνει όντα, I τούτους δέ η προσήκουσα μοίρα 
ρίπτει εις τον Ύαρταρον, όθεν ούποτε έκβαίνουσιν. οΐ 
δ’ άν ιάσιμα μέν μεγάλα δέ δόζωσιν ημαρτηκέναι 
αμαρτήματα, οίον προς πατέρα η μητέρα ύπ’ οργής 

114 βίαιόν τι πράξαντες, και μεταμέλον αύτοΐς τον άλλον 
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charging river forms is called the Styx. Having poured 
in there and gained formidable force in the water it de
scends underground and winding round passes in the op
posite 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 Pyri
phlegethon. The name of this, so the poets say, is Cocytus.

“Such is the nature of these things.134 When the dead d 
reach the place where the spirit brings each one,135 firstly 
they submit to judgment: those who have led good holy 
lives, and those who have not. Now those who are consid
ered 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 e 
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 ei
ther much great sacrilege or unjust killings and many law
less acts, or any other cases of this kind, their appropri
ate 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 fa
ther or mother out of anger, and have lived the rest of their 114

334 S. returns to the fate of souls in the afterlife that he began 
in 107d, and broke off at 108c for the geographical excursus, 
which he now incorporates into the reiterated and more detailed 
human narrative.

135 For "spirit” see above, n. 116.
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βίον βιώσιν, η άνδροφόνοι τοιούτω τινί άλλω τρόπω 
γένωνται, τούτους δέ έμπεσεΐν μέν εις τον Ύάρταρον 
ανάγκη, έμπεσόντας δέ αυτούς και ενιαυτόν έκεί γε- 
νομένους εκβάλλει το κύμα, I τούς μεν άνδροφόνους 
κατά τον Ιίωκυτόν, τούς δέ πατραλοίας και μητρα- 
λοίας κατά τον ΐϊυριφλεγέθοντα· έπειδάν δέ φερόμε- 
νοι γένωνται κατά την λίμνην την ’Αχερουσιάδα, εν
ταύθα βοωιτί τε καί καλούσιν, οί μέν ούς άπέκτειναν, 
οί δέ ούς ύβρισαν, καλέσαντες δ’ ίκετεύουσι καί δέον- 

b ται έάσαι σφάς έκβηναι εις την λίμνην καί δέξασθαι, 
καί έάν μέν πείσωσιν, έκβαίνονσί τε καί ληγουσι των 
κακών, εί δέ μη, φέρονται αύθις εις τον Ύάρταρον καί 
έκεΐθεν πάλιν εις τούς ποταμούς, και ταντα πάσχον
τε ς ού πρότερον παύονται I πριν αν πείσωσιν ούς 
ηδίκησαν- αύτη γάρ η δίκη ύπο των δικαστών αύτοΐς 
έτάχθη. οι δέ δη άν δόξωσι διαφερόντως προς το 
όσίως βιώναι, ούτοί είσιν οί τώνδε μέν των τόπων των 
έν τΐ/ ΎΤΙ έλευθερούμενοί τε καί άπαλλαττόμενοι 

c ώσπερ δεσμωτηρίων, άνω δέ εις την καθαράν οϊκησιν 
άφικνούμενοι καί επί γης οίκιζόμενοι. τούτων δέ 
αυτών οί φιλοσοφία ίκανώς καθηράμενοι άνευ τε σω
μάτων ζώσι το παράπαν εις τον έπειτα χρόνον, I και 
εις οικήσεις ετι τούτων καλλίους άφικνοΰνται, άς ούτε 
ράδιον δηλώσαι ούτε ό χρόνος ίκαρος εν τω παρόντι. 
άλλά τούτων δη ένεκα χρη ών διεληλύθαμεν, ώ Ί,ιμ- 
μία, παν ποιεΐν ώστε αρετής καί φρονησεως έν τω 
βίω μετασχεΐν καλόν γάρ το άθλον καί η έλπίς με
γάλη.
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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 be
seech and beg them to be allowed to come out onto the b 
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 sen
tence 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, re
leased from these regions in the earth as from prisons, and c 
have come up into the 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 every
thing to have a share of goodness and wisdom in our lives: 
for it’s a noble prize and the expectations are great.
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d To μέν ονν ταντα διισχνρίσασθαι όντως έχειν ώς 
εγώ διελήλυ^α, ον πρέπει νονν έχοντι άνδρί· ότι μέν- 
τοι η ταντ’ έστιν η τοιαντ’ άττα περί τάς ψνχάς ημών 
και τάς οικήσεις, έπείπερ αθάνατόν γε ή ψυχή φαίνε
ται ονσα, I τοντο και πρέπειν μοι δοκεΐ και άζιον κιν- 
δννενσαι οίομένω όντως έχειν—καλός γάρ ό κίνδν- 
νος—και χρη τά. τοιαντα ώσπερ έπάδειν εαντώ, διό 
δή εγωγε και πάλαι μηκύνω τον μύθον. άλλά τοντων 

e δή ενεκα θαρρεΐν χρη περί τη έαντον ψνχη άνδρα 
οστις εν τω βίω τάς μεν άλλας ηδονάς τάς περί τό 
σώμα και τονς κοσμονς εΐασε χαίρειν, ώς άλλοτρίονς 
τε όντας, και πλέον θάτερον ήγησάμενος άπεργάζε- 
σθαι, τάς δέ περί τό μανθάνειν έσπούδασέ τε καί 
κοσμησας την I φνχην ονκ άλλοτρίω άλλά τώ αντης 

115 κόσμω, σωφροσύνη τε καί δικαιοσύνη και ανδρεία 
και έλενθερία και άληθεία, οντω περιμένει την εις Άι- 
δον πορείαν ώς πορενσόμενος όταν ή ειμαρμένη 
καλή, νμεΐς μέν ονν, έψη, ώ ^,ιμμία τε και Ιίέβης και 
οί άλλοι, εις ανθις εν τινι χρόνω έκαστοι πορεύσεσθε- 
I εμέ δε ννν ηδη καλεΐ, φαίη άν άνηρ τραγικός, ή 
ειμαρμένη, και σχεδόν τί μοι ώρα τραπέσθαι προς τό 
λοντρόν δοκεΐ γάρ δή βέλτιον είναι λονσάμενον πι- 
εΐν τό φάρμακον καί μη πράγματα ταΐς γνναιζι παρ- 
έχειν νεκρόν λούειν.

b Ταΰτα δή είπόντος αντον ό Ιίρίτων, Ειευ, έφη, ώ
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“Now it isn’t fitting for a man of intelligence to affirm d 
with confidence that these things are just as I’ve related 
them; however, that either these things are so, or some
thing like them, concerning our souls and their dwelling 
places, given that the soul is evidently something immor
tal—that’s what seems fitting to me, when I think about 
it, and worth the risk for one believing it to be so—for 
the risk is a noble one—one should repeat such things to 
oneself as a charm,136 which is why I’ve been dwelling on 
this story for so long. Well for these reasons a man must 
be confident about his own soul who in his life has bid e 
farewell to the other pleasures, those of the body and its 
adornment, as being alien to him, thinking he’ll accom
plish more harm than good, and has eagerly pursued those 
pleasures of learning and has regulated his soul to no alien 
adornment, but to its own: with temperance, justice, cour- 115 
age, freedom, and truth; and thus he awaits the journey to 
Hades in order to proceed when the appointed hour calls. 
So then you, Simmias and Cebes,” he said, “and the rest 
of you, at some point in the future will each make the 
journey. But the appointed hour is calling me now, as a 
character in a tragedy would say, and it’s almost time for 
me to go for a bath.137 You see I think it’s better to drink 
the poison after bathing and not put the women to the 
trouble of washing my coipse.”

136 See the charming away of fears, spoken of at 78a above. 
There the charm was the following logos (rational argument), but 
here it is the muthos of the afterlife that S. has just recounted.

137 The use of tragic elevated language suggests the final bath 
as S.’s ritual cleansing.

When he’d said this Crito said: “Well then, Socrates, b
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Χώκρατες· τί δέ τουτοις η έμοι έπιστέλλεις η περί των 
παίδων η περί άλλον τον, οτι, άν σοι ποιονντες ημείς 
έν χαριτι μάλιστα ποιοΐμεν; I

"Απερ del λέγω, έφη, ώ Ιίρίτων, ονδέν καινότερου- 
οτι νμων αντων έπιμελονμενοι νμεΐς και έμοι και τοΐς 
έμοΐς καί νμΐν αντοΐς έν χάριτι ποιήσετε άττ’ άν 
ποιητε, καν μη ννν όμολογησητε- έάν δέ νμων μέν 
αντων άμελητε και μη θέλητε ώσπερ κατ’ ίχνη κατά 
τά ννν τε είρημενα και τά έν I τω έμπροσθεν χρόνω 

c ζην, ονδέ έάν πολλά όμολογησητε έν τω παρόντι και 
σφοδρά, ονδέν πλέον ποιήσετε.

Ταΰτα μέν τοίννν προθνμησόμεθα, έφη, οντω ποι- 
εΐν θάπτωμεν δε σε τινα τρόπον;

Όπως άν, έφη, βονλησθε, έανπερ γε λαβητέ με 
και μη έκφνγω νμάς. I Γελάετας δέ άμα ησνχη καί 
προς ημάς άποβλέφας ειπεν- Ον πείθω, ώ άνδρες, 
Ιίρίτωνα, ώς έγώ είμι οντος Σωκράτης, ό νννί διαλε- 
γόμενος καί διατάττων έκαστον των λεγομένων, άλλ’ 

d οΐεταί με έκείνον είναι ον όψεται ολίγον νστερον νε
κρόν, καί έρωτα δη πώς με θάπτη. οτι δέ έγώ πάλαι 
πολνν λόγον πεποίημαι, ώς, έπειδάν πιω τό φάρμα- 
κον, ονκετι νμΐν παραμένω, άλλ’ οίχησομαι άπιών εις 
μακάρων δη τινας ενδαιμονίας, I ταντά μοι δοκώ αντω 
άλλως λέγειν, παραμνθονμενος άμα μέν νμάς, άμα δ’ 
έμαντόν. έγγνησασθε ονν με προς ίίρίτωνα, έφη, την 
έναντίαν έγγνην η ην οντος προς τονς δικαστάς ήγ- 
γνάτο. οντος μέν γάρ η μην παραμενεΐν- νμεΐς δέ η
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what instructions do you give these people or me concern
ing your children or anything else? Is there anything we 
can do in particular to please you?”

“What I’ve always been saying, Crito,” he said. “Noth
ing very new, because in looking after yourselves, what
ever you do, you will do a favor to both me and my family 
and yourselves, even if you make no promises at present. 
But if you neglect yourselves, and are unwilling to live 
your lives along the tracks, as it were, of our discussions 
now and in the past, even if you promise many things at c 
the present moment, and vehemently so, you’ll not do any 
good.”

“Then we’ll be keen to do as you say,” he said. “But how 
are we to bury you?”

“However you wish,” he said. “That is if you can catch 
me and I don’t escape your clutches.” At the same time he 
laughed quietly and looking across at us he said: “I can’t 
persuade Crito, my friends, that I am this Socrates, who is 
now talking and putting in order each of the topics dis
cussed. Instead he thinks I’m that man whom he’ll see as d 
a corpse a little later, and he’s actually asking how to bury 
me! As to the fact that for some time I’ve been construct
ing an elaborate argument that when I drink the poison I 
shall no longer remain with you, but will be off and away 
to some happiness of the blessed, I seem to have spoken 
these words in vain to him, though encouraging you and 
myself at the same time. So give my guarantee to Crito,” 
he said, “the opposite guarantee to the one he offered to 
the judges.138 You see his guarantee was that I should re-

138 Crito’s formal guarantee is never actually stated but per
haps implied in Cri. 44ef£, where Crito makes light of the money 
he stands to lose if S. were to flee Athens.
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μην μη παραμενεΐν έγγνήσασθε έπειδάν άποθάνω, 
e άλλα οίχησεσθαι άπιόντα, ϊνα Ιίρίτων ράον φερη, 

και. μη ορών μου το σώμα η καομενον η κατορυττό- 
μενον άγανακτή ύπέρ ep.ov ώς δεινά πάσχοντος, μηδέ 
λέγη έν τή ταφή ώς η προτίθεται Σωκράτη η εκφέρει 
η κατορύττει. I εύ γάρ ϊσθι, ή δ’ δς, ώ άριστε Κρίτων, 
το μη καλώς λέγειν ον μόνον εις αυτό τοντο πλημ
μελές, αλλα καί κακόν τι εμποιεί ταΐς φυχαΐς. άλλα 
θαρρεΐν τε χρή και φάνο.ι τούμον σώμα θάπτειν, και 

116 θάπτειν όντως όπως άν σοι φίλον ή και μάλιστα ήγή 
νόμιμον είναι.

Ταΰτ’ ειπα>ν εκείνος μέν άνίστατο εις οίκημά τι ώς 
λονσόμενος, καί ό Κρίτων εϊπετο αντω, ημάς δ’ έκέ- 
λενε περιμενειν. περιεμενομεν ούν προς ημάς αυτούς 
διαλεγόμενοι I περί τών είρημενων και άνασκοποϋν- 
τες, τότε δ’ αν περί της σνμφοράς διεζιόντες όση 
ημΐν γεγονυΐα εϊη, ατεχνώς ηγούμενοι ώσπερ πατρός 
στερηθεντες διάξειν ορφανοί τον έπειτα βίον. επειδή 

b δέ έλούσατο καί ήνέχθη παρ’ αυτόν τά παιδία—δυο 
γάρ αντω νεΐς σμικροί ησαν, εις δέ μέγας—καί αί 
οικεΐαι γνναΐκες άφικοντο έκείναι, εναντίον τον Κρί- 
τωνος διαλεχθβίς τε και έπιστείλας άττα έβούλετο, 
τάς μέν γνναΐκας καί τά παιδία. άπιέναι έκέλενσεν, I 
αύτδς δέ ηκε παρ’ ημάς, καί ην ήδη εγγύς ήλιον δν- 
σμών- χρόνον γάρ πολύν διετριφεν ένδον, ελθών δ’ 
έκαθέζετο λελουμενος καί ον πολλά άττα μετά ταύτα 
διελεχθη, καί ήκεν ό τών ένδεκα υπηρέτης καί στάς 

c παρ’ αυτόν, Ώ Ί,ωκρατες, έφη, ον καταγνώσομαί γε 
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main; but you make a point of assuring him that when I 
die, I shall not remain but I shall be off and away, so that e 
Crito can bear it more easily and, when he sees my body 
being cremated or buried, not be upset on my account, as 
if I were suffering dreadfully. And at my burial don’t let 
him say that he’s laying out Socrates, or taking him off to 
the grave, or burying him. For you know full well, my 
excellent Crito,” he said, “not speaking well is not only 
jarring in itself, but also causes some harm to souls. Rather 
you must take heart and say you’re burying my body, and 
bury me in whatever way you please and that you think is 116 
most usual.”

When he had said this, he got up and went off to a room 
to take a bath and Crito followed him, but he told us to 
wait. So we waited, talking among ourselves about what 
had been said and going over it, and then moving on, we 
discussed how great the disaster was that had befallen us, 
actually thinking, like those deprived of a father, that we’d 
live the rest of our lives as orphans. When he’d bathed 
and his children had been brought in to him—he had b 
two small sons, you see, and one older one—those female 
members of his household came in. When he’d spoken to 
them in Crito’s presence and given them such instructions 
as he wished, he told the women and children to leave, and 
he himself returned to us. By this time it was close to 
sunset; he had spent a long time inside. He came and sat 
down having bathed, and not much was said after this. And 
the attendant of the Eleven139 came and going over to 
Socrates he said: “Socrates, I shall not find fault with you c

139 See above, 63d.
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σού οπερ άλλων καταγιγνώσκω, οτι, μοι, χαλεπαί- 
νουσι και καταρώνται έπειδάν αύτοΐς παραγγείλω 
πίνειν τδ φάρμακου άναγκαζόντων των αρχόντων, σέ 
δε εγώ καί άλλως I έγνωκα έν τοντω τω χρονω γεν
ναιότατου και πραότατου και άριστου άνδρα όντα των 
πώποτε δεύρο άφικομένωυ, και δή καί, νύν εν οίδ’ ότι 
ούκ έμοί χαλεπαίυεις, γιγυώσκεις γάρ τούς αιτίους, 
αλλά έκείυοις. νύν ούν, οισθα γάρ ά ήλθον άγγέλλων, 

d χαΐρέ τε και πειρώ ώς ραστα φερειν τά αναγκαία.
Καί άμα δακρνσας μεταστρεφόμενος άπήει.

Καί ό Σωκράτης άναβλεφας προς αύτόυ, Καί σύ, 
έφη, χαΐρε, και ήμεΐς ταύτα -ποιήσομεν. Καί άμα -προς 
ημάς, I 'Ως αστείος, έφη, δ άνθρωπος- και παρα παντα 
μοι τον χρόνον προσήει και διελέγετο ενίοτε καί ήν 
άνδρώυ λωστος, και νύν ώς γενναίως με άποδακρύει. 
άλλ’ άγε δή, ώ Κρίτων, πειθώμεθα αύτω, και ένεγ- 
κάτω τις το φάρμακον, εί τέτριπται- εί δέ μή, τριφάτω 
ό άνθρωπος.

e Καί δ Κρίτων, Άλλ’ οΐμαι, έφη, εγωγε, ώ Σώκρατες, 
έτι ήλιον είναι επί τοίς όρεσιν καί ουπω δεδυκεναι. 
και άμα έγώ ο’ιδα και άλλους πάνν όφέ πίνοντας, 
έπειδάν παραγγελθή αύτοΐς, δειπνήσαντάς τε καί πι- 
όντας ευ μάλα, I καί συγγενομένους γ’ ένίους ών άν 
τύχωσιν έπιθυμούντες. άλλα μηδέν έπείγον έτι γάρ 
έγχωρεΐ.

Καί ό Σωκράτης, Εικότως γε, έφη, ώ Κριτών, εκεί
νοι τε ταύτα ποιούσιν, ονς σύ λέγεις—οϊονται γάρ 
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as I do with others because they get angry with me and 
curse when I tell them to drink the poison on the orders 
of the rulers.140 And during this time I have come to know 
that you particularly are the most noble, the most gentle 
and finest man who has ever come here. And now espe
cially, I know its not me you’re angry with, but with those 
men, because you know who is responsible. So now, for 
you know what I have come to tell you, farewell and try to d 
bear what you have to as easily as you can.” And with that 
he burst into tears, turned round and began to leave.

140 The archontes, the nine officials chosen annually by lot 
to preside over the various administrative, judicial, and military 
functions of the state. Those referred to here are specifically the 
thesmothetai, the officials concerned with the administration of 
justice.

Socrates looked up at him and said: “And farewell to 
you too, and we’ll do as you say.” At the same time he 
turned to us and said: “What a decent fellow. Throughout 
my time here he’s come along and talked to me sometimes 
and was the most excellent of men, and now how gener
ously he weeps for me. Well come on then, Crito, let’s do 
what he says and let someone bring in the poison, if it’s 
been prepared; if not, let the fellow get it ready.”

And Crito said: “But Socrates, I think the sun is still on e 
the mountain tops and hasn’t set yet. And besides, I know 
that others have taken the poison very late when the order 
was given to them, having eaten and drunk very well and 
having had sex with whoever they happened to fancy. Well, 
don’t hurry; there’s still time.”

And Socrates said: “It’s understandable, Crito, that the 
people you’re talking about do that sort of thing: you see
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κερδαίνειν ταντα ποιήσαντες—και έγωγε ταντα εΐκό- 
117 τως ον ποιήσω· ούδέν γάρ οίμαι κερδανεΐν ολίγον

ύστερον πιών άλλο ye ή γέλωτα δφλήσειν παρ’ 
έμαυτω, γλιχόμενος τον ζην καί φειδόμενος ονδενδς 
έτι ένόντος. άλλ’ ΐθι, έφη, πείθου και μή άλλως ττοίει. I ΐ

Καί ό Κρίτων άκούσας ένευσε τω παιδί πλησίον 
έστώτι. καί δ παΐς έζελθών καί συχνόν -χρόνον δια- 
τρίψας ήκεν άγων τδν μέλλοντα δώσειν τδ φάρμακον, 
έν κνλικι φέροντα τετριμμένου. ίδών δέ δ Σωκράτης ' 
τδν άνθρωπον, Ι&ρ, ’έφη, ω βέλτιστε, σν γάρ τούτων 
επιστήμων, τι χρη ποιεΐν; I

Ονδέν άλλο, έφη, ή πιόντα περιιέναι, έως άν σον 
b βάρος έν τοΐς σκέλεσι γένηται, έπειτα κατακεΐσθαι- 

καί όντως αντδ ποιήσει. Καί άμα ώρεζε την κύλικα 
τω 'ϊ,ωκράτει.

Καί δς λαβών καί μάλα ϊλεως, ώ ‘Κχέκρατες, ονδέν ' 
τρέσας ονδέ διαφθείρας ούτε τον χρώματος ούτε τον 
προσώπου, I άλλ’ ώσπερ ε’ιώθει τανρηδδν νποβλέφας 
πρδς τδν άνθρωπον, Τί λέγεις, έφη, περί τονδε τον 
πώματος πρδς τδ άποσπεΐσαί τινι; έζεστιν ή ον;

c Ύοσοντον, έφη, ώ Ί,ώκρατες, τρίβομεν όσον οιό- 
μεθα μέτριον είναι πιεΐν.

Μανθάνω, ή δ’ δς· άλλ’ ενχεσθαί γέ πον τοΐς θεοΐς 
έςεστί τε καί χρή, την μετοίκησιν την ένθένδε έκεΐσε ι
ευτυχή γενέσθαι· ά δη καί εγώ εύχομαι τε καί γένοιτο 
ναύτη. Και άμ’ είπων ταντα έπισχόμενος και μάλα 
εύχερώς καί ενκόλως έξεπιεν. I καί ημών οί πολλοί 
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they think by doing this they gain something, and I, as you 
might expect, shall not do it. For I see no advantage in 117 
drinking the poison a bit later other than to make myself 
a laughingstock in my own eyes, clinging on to life and 
spinning it out when there’s no longer anything of it left.
Well, go on,” he said, “do as you’re told, and don’t refuse.”

When Crito heard this, he nodded to a slave boy who 
was standing nearby. The boy went out and when he had 
spent some considerable time he came back with the man 
who was going to administer the poison: he was holding 
it in a wine cup ready mixed. When Socrates saw the fel
low he said: “Well my good fellow, you understand these 
things: what am I supposed to do?”

“Nothing,” he said, “but just walk about when you’ve 
drunk it until your legs begin to feel heavy, then lie down, b 
It’ll act of its own accord.” And at the same time he handed 
the cup to Socrates.

So he took the cup, Echecrates, really quite cheerfully, 
without trembling, without losing color or expression, but 
as usual he looked bull-like141 at the fellow and said: “As 
for this drink, what do you say about a libation to some
one? Is it allowed or not?”

141 “Glaring” (see 86d5-6), or possibly “mischevious” (see 
Burnet, n. ad loc.).

“We make as much as we think is a normal dose for c 
drinking, Socrates,” he said.

“I understand,” he said. “Well, I suppose I can and 
must at least pray to the gods that my migration from here 
to there may be successful. That is indeed my prayer and 
may it turn out so.” And on saying this he put the cup to 
his lips and unflinching and calmly he drank it down. Up
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τέως μεν επιεικώς ο'ιοί τε ησαν κατέχειν το μη δα- 
κρύειν, ώς δε εϊδομεν πίνοντά τε καί πεπωκότα, ονκέτι, 
άλλ’ έμον γε βία καί αυτοί άστακτί εχώρει τά δά
κρυα, ώστε έγκαλυψάμευος άπέκλαου έμαυτόυ—ον 
γάρ δη εκείνον ye, άλλα την έμαντον τύχην, οΐον άν- 

d δρδς εταίρου έστερημένος εϊην. δ δέ Ιίρίτων ετι πρό- 
τερος έμον, επειδή ονχ οίάς τ’ ήν κατέχειν τά δάκρυα, 
έξανέστη. Απολλόδωρος δέ καί έν τω έμπροσθεν 
χρόνια ονδέν έπαύετο δακρύων, καί δη καί τότε άνα- 
βρνχησάμενος κλάων και άγανακτων ονδένα οντινα 
ον κατέκλασε τών παρόντων πλήν ye αντον λωκρά- 
τονς.

Εκείνος δέ, Οΐα, εφη, ποιείτε, ώ θανμάιτιοι. εγώ 
μέντοι ονχ ήκιστα τοντον ενεκα τάς γνναΐκας άπέ- 

e πεμφα, ϊνα μη τοιαύτα πλημμελοΐεν- καί γάρ άκηκοα 
ότι εν ενφημια χρη τελεντάν. άλλ’ ήσνχίαν τε άγετε 
καί καρτερείτε.

Καί ημείς άκούσαντες ήσχύνθημέν τε καί έπέσχο- 
μεν τον δακρύειν. ό δέ περιεΧθών, επειδή οΐ βαρύνε- 
σθαι έφη τά σκέλη, I κατεκλίνη ύπτιος—ούτω γάρ 
έκελενεν ο άνθρωπος—καί αμα έφαπτόμενος αντον 
οντος ό δους τδ φάρμακον, διαλιπών χρόνον έπεσκό- 
πει τούς πόδας καί τά σκέλη, κάπειτα σφόδρα πιέσας 

118 αντον τον πόδα ηρετο εί αίσθάνοιτο- ό δ’ ονκ έφη. καί 
μετά τοντο ανθις τας κνημας· και έπανιών ούτως ημΐν 
έπεδείκνντο ότι φύχοιτό τε καί πηγνντο. καί αντός 
ηπτετο καί είπεν ότι, έπειδάν πρδς τη καρδία γένηται 
αντώ, τότε οίχήσεται. I

520



PHAEDO

to this point the majority of us were able to hold back the 
tears fairly well, but when we saw him drink and finish 
drinking, no more; the tears flowed, in my case despite 
myself, in floods, so that I covered myself up and wept 
aloud for myself, not for him, mind you, but for my own 
misfortune in being deprived of such a companion. But d 
Crito got up and moved away even before I did since he 
couldn’t restrain his tears. Even before this time, Apol- 
lodorus hadn’t stopped crying at all, and at that moment 
especially burst out crying aloud causing everyone who 
was there to burst into tears except Socrates himself.

But he said: “What are you doing, you strange people? 
This was the main reason I sent the women away so they 
wouldn’t disrupt things in such a way. For I’ve heard it said e 
one should die in silence. Do calm down and pull your
selves together.”

When we heard this, we were ashamed and stopped 
crying. He walked about and when he said his legs were 
getting heavy, he lay down on his back—that’s what the 
man had told him to do—and at the same time this man 
who gave him the poison, felt him and after a short time 
he examined his feet and legs.142 Then squeezing his foot 
hard he asked if he could feel anything. He said he 118 
couldn’t. Again after this in turn the shins; and moving up 
in this way he indicated to us he was getting cold and stiff. 
And he kept hold of him and said that when it got to his 
heart, then he would be gone.

142 For this presentation of the effects of hemlock, diverging 
from the known medical symptoms, see Gill, “The Death of Soc
rates” (noted in Introduction to Phaedo, section 1, n. 3).

521



PLATO

’Ήδη ονν σχεδόν τι αντον ην τά περί τδ ητρον 
φνχομενα, και έκκαλνψάμενος—ενεκεκάλνπτο γάρ— 
εΐπεν—δ δη τελενταΐον έφθέγξατο—Ή Κρίτων, εφη, 
τω Ασκληπιω όφείλομεν άλεκτρνόνα- άλλά άπόδοτε 
και μη άμελησητε.

Αλλα ταντα, εφη, Εσται, ό Κριτών άλλ’ ορα εΐ τι 
άλλο λέγεις. I

Ταντα έρομενον αντον ονδέν ετι άπεκρίνατο, άλλ’ 
ολίγον χρόνον διαλιπων έκινηθη τε και ό άνθρωπος 
εξεκάλνφεν αντόν, καί δς τά όμματα έστησεν ίδων δέ 
ό Κριτών σννέλαβε τδ στόμα καί τονς οφθαλμούς. I

Ήδί η τελεντή, ω 'ΚχόκρατΕς, τον εταίρον ημΐν 
εγένετο, άνδρός, ως ημείς φαΐμεν άν, των τότε ων 
επειράθημεν άρίστον καί άλλως φρονιμωτάτον καί 
δικαιοτάτον.
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By now he was growing cold somewhere around his 
abdomen and uncovering himself—he had wrapped him
self up—he said—and these were the last words he ut
tered—“Crito,” he said, “we owe Asclepius a cock. See 
that you all buy one, and don’t forget.”143

“So it shall be,” said Crito. “But see if you have any
thing else to say.”

There was no further answer to his question, but after 
a short while he moved and the man uncovered him and 
his eyes were in a fixed stare. When Crito saw this he 
closed his mouth and eyes.

This then was the end, Echecrates, of our friend, of a 
man, who, as we would say of those whom we knew at that 
time, was the best and above all the wisest and most just.

143 Asclepius was the god of healing; the most likely interpre
tation of S.’s words is that by making this sacrifice, he is expressing 
his gratitude to that god for aiding his recovery from the sickness 
of fife.
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141, 151, 169, 181; appear- 
ance/dress, x, x n8; death, 
513-23; divine sign (dai- 
monion), 93nl3,101, 159, 
187; “historical Socrates,” 
ix, xiii-xiv, 89-91, 212-13; 
military service, xx, 98; po
litical activity and attitudes, 
xix-xxi, 159-63; poverty, 
129, 157; proposed fine as 
penalty, 180-81n59, 181; 
Socratic irony, 179n58;
Socratic wisdom, xiv-xvi, 
119-29; trial, 86-193

Styx, 505
Sunium, Cape, 217

Tantalus, 63
Tartarus, 503, 505, 507, 509
Telephus, 487
Terpsion, 299
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Thebes, 206, 257, 293n2
Theseus, 196, 270, 295
Thessaly, 206, 225, 259, 261
Thetis, 147
“Thirty Tyrants,” xxi, 100,102,

103, 161
Tholos, 161
Thrasyllus of Alexandria, vii
Thucydides, 94
Triptolemus, 191
Troy, 147, 191

Uranus, 47

Xanthippe, 270, 301
Xenophanes, 7
Xenophon, ix, xi, xii, 9, 87, 89, 

90, 92, 93nl3, 112n8, 
193n70, 197, 256-57n46, 
281nl5

Zeus, 7, 37, 47, 65, 92
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aporia/aporetic dialogues, xv, 3, 
10, 17, 78-79n59, 200, 203

art/skill/craft (techne), xviii, 
69n53, 73n54, 94, 135, 137, 
449

artisans, 125-27
arts (mousike), 247n34, 305
Assembly (Ekklesia), 101, 

135n28
atheism, 92-93, 141,173
attunement, 278, 280, 405-7, 

427, 437

belief in gods, 93, 139-45, 149.
See also atheism

body. See soul/body
builders, 73

cause/causation (aifia), 282-83, 
441-59

chronology of Plato’s dialogues, 
ix n5, xxvii-xxix, 3

city/state, 205, 207, 245ff„ 
249ff.

cold, 283, 469, 471, 477, 481
“corruption of youth,” 86, 94, 

129,131-39,167
Council (Boule), 101, 134- 

35n28

courage, 274, 335-37 
court procedure, 87-89

death, 151,183, 189-93, 197, 
206, 217, 229, 235, 255, 271, 
275, 284-85, 295, 297, 317, 
319, 333, 335, 423, 479; and 
suicide, 273-74, 307-13

death penalty, 151,155, 175 
democracy, Athenian, xix, 100, 

102,103, 159
dialogue: form, xxi-xxii; re

ported, 267
dike (private prosecution by 

Euthyphro), 4-7, 21, 28, 29, 
83, 87

Dissoi Logoi (double argu
ments), 96nl9, 421n81

doctor/trainer, 231
dokimasia (public scrutiny of

citizens), 205, 207, 251 
dreams, 219, 305

earth, description of, 285, 489- 
99

elenchus (philosophical ques
tioning and scrutiny), 10, 96, 
199-200

ether, 493, 495
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eunomia (good order, in Sparta 
and Crete), 212, 257

excellence (goodness, virtue: 
arete), xviii-xx, xxiii, 98-100, 
117, 153-55, 169, 201,225

exile, 179, 206,211,225, 251, 
255

expert/expertise, 210, 231, 419, 
419n80. See also art/skill/craft

fear/dread, 65, 67, 337
fees for teaching, 117-19
fine, Socrates’ proposal for a 

penalty at his trial, 181, 180- 
81n59

fire, 469, 471, 477, 483
flute players, 143
form/idea, 273, 282ff„ 289-90, 

325, 377, 457, 459, 469, 471, 
473

god(s), xx, 8ff., 19, 25, 37, 39, 
69, 71, 73, 75-83, 86, 91, 
127, 139-45, 313, 315, 329, 
339, 499; gods’ love as es
sence or attribute of the holy, 
12-15, 41-61. See also athe
ism

good life, the, viii, xvi-xix, 237 
graphe (public prosecution), 

21-25, 22n5. See also indict
ment against Socrates

guardians, 105

happiness (eudaimonia) xix, 100 
harmonia. See attunement 
heavens, the, 493, 495 
hemlock, viii, 3, 196, 266,

268n3, 315, 511, 517, 519, 
521

herdsmanship, 71
hired laborer (pelates), 31, 51, 

83
holy/unholy, the, xiv, 11-18, 31, 

33-61,34n20,65-83, 263
honor, 335
horsefly, 11, 98, 157, 210
horsemanship, 69
hot, 469, 471, 477, 481, 483

immortality of the soul, vii, 278, 
279, 291, 355, 385, 481, 483- 
87,511

impiety (asebeia'), vii, 3, 9, 86, 
212. See also holy/unholy

indictment against Socrates, 
91-96, 212. See also graphe

informers (sukophantai), 220- 
21n7, 221,223

judgement of souls, 285, 487, 
507, 509

jury/jurymen, 87, 102, 187, 
187n66, 205,273, 315, 341

just/unjust, justice/injustice, 
xxiii, 15, 45, 51, 63-69, 
109n3,163, 171, 201-4, 
222n8, 223, 225, 227, 233, 
239, 243, 251, 325, 339, 391, 
511

knowledge (episteme), xiv-xviii, 
77n58, 96,119-31,443; and
Theory of Recollection, 355- 
71. See also understanding; 
wisdom
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law/legal judgements, 204, 210, 
213, 243, 245, 257, 259, 295. 
See also graphe

lyre, 405, 427. See also attune- 
ment

mind, 281, 325, 447
misologists, 279, 417-23
moon, 141, 449, 499
murder, 4-7, 29-31, 35
mystery religion, 272, 288; initi

ates into, 339. See also Or
phism

myth of the afterlife, 284, 487- 
89, 507-9

natural science/scientists, 92, 
104, 443-55

"no one does wrong willingly," 
xvii-xviii, 95, 137-39, 238- 
39n26, 239

odd/even, 283, 471-73, 475- 
79

opposites, 275, 278, 345-53,
467, 473, 475

Orphism, 274
ousia/pathos (essence/attribute), 

61, 61n44, 283, 371n51

parent/child (analogy with state/ 
citizen) 205, 208, 209

“persuade or obey” (in Crito), 
206, 209, 253

physical exercise (gumnastike), 
247

piety. See holy/unholy, the 
poets/poetry, 125, 305-7 

prejudice/slander (diabole), 
against Socrates, x, 9, 92, 111, 
113-15,131, 147

prison, 196-97, 300-301nl0, 301
protreptic (exhortation), 200, 

201,204-6
prytany, 160n41, 161
purification, 331, 339

reason/reasoning, 323, 327, 399.
See also understanding; wis
dom

Recollection, Theory of, ix, 266, 
275-76, 279, 289; and knowl
edge, 355-71, 425-27

reincarnation, 391-93
religious: belief, 7-9, 200; reve

lation, 278
rivers of the underworld, 

501-7

scientific speculation, 92nl2, 
280-82. See also natural sci
ence/scientists

senses, 323, 379
sex, 319, 389, 517
shame/shameful, 45, 65, 67, 99, 

227
shipwrights, 73
snow, 469, 471
Sokratikoi Logoi (Socratic Dio- 

logues), xi-xii, 197, 213, 269
sophists, x, xxi, 102, 104, 115- 

19,420-21n81
soul, viii, 153, 211, 213, 266, 

271, 274, 276, 284, 290, 
327, 343, 371, 377, 431, 
441, 479 
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soul/body, 202, 233, 235n21, 
271-72, 274, 277-79, 284, 
319-23, 331, 373-75, 381-95, 
409-15, 425, 435-37, 489, 
513,515

spirits (daimones), 145; guiding 
spirit of individual, 487; Soc
rates’ daimon (see Index of 
Names, under Socrates)

stars, 449, 493, 495
state. See city/state
suicide, 273-74, 307, 309
sun, 141, 449, 493, 499
swans, and prophesy, 401-3

temperance, 274, 335-37, 391, 
511

text, xxiii-xxv
trainer. See doctor/trainer 
transmigration of souls, 274,

277, 391

trial (of Socrates), ix, xi, 3-4, 19, 
33, 87-89, 223-27, 293, 301

truth (aletheia), 99, 235, 511
tyranny, 391

understanding, 233. See also 
knowledge; wisdom

underworld, geography of, 285

verdict at Socrates’ trial, 172-
73n52, 173; voting system,
87, 88n5

visible/invisible, 379, 389

weaver/tailor, 279, 409
wisdom (sophia, phronesis),

xiv-xvi, 99,119-29, 153, 339, 
383, 523. See also knowledge;
understanding
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