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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Phaedo, who is the narratdhe dialogue to
Echecrates of Phlius. Socrates, Apollodorus, Simmiaebes, Crito and an
Attendant of the Prison.

SCENE: The Prison of Socrates.
PLACE OF THE NARRATION: Phlius.

ECHECRATES: Were you yourself, Phaedo, in the prigsath Socrates on the
day when he drank the poison?

PHAEDO: Yes, Echecrates, | was.

ECHECRATES: | should so like to hear about his kde¥¢hat did he say in his
last hours? We were informed that he died by takiogon, but no one knew
anything more; for no Phliasian ever goes to Atheow, and it is a long time
since any stranger from Athens has found his wtyehi so that we had no clear
account.

PHAEDO: Did you not hear of the proceedings atttlad?

ECHECRATES: Yes; some one told us about the t@ad we could not
understand why, having been condemned, he shoutsllleen put to death, not at
the time, but long afterwards. What was the readdhis?

PHAEDO: An accident, Echecrates: the stern of thip svhich the Athenians
send to Delos happened to have been crowned atathieefore he was tried.

ECHECRATES: What is this ship?

PHAEDOQO: It is the ship in which, according to Atleem tradition, Theseus went
to Crete when he took with him the fourteen you#irg] was the saviour of them
and of himself. And they were said to have vowedpwollo at the time, that if
they were saved they would send a yearly missiddeios. Now this custom still



continues, and the whole period of the voyage tbfesm Delos, beginning when
the priest of Apollo crowns the stern of the shgpa holy season, during which
the city is not allowed to be polluted by publiceentions; and when the vessel is
detained by contrary winds, the time spent in goarmgl returning is very
considerable. As | was saying, the ship was crowoedthe day before the trial,
and this was the reason why Socrates lay in p@swhwas not put to death until
long after he was condemned.

ECHECRATES: What was the manner of his death, Rifadilhat was said or
done? And which of his friends were with him? Gda thie authorities forbid them
to be present—so that he had no friends near hienle died?

PHAEDO: No; there were several of them with him.

ECHECRATES: If you have nothing to do, | wish tlyauu would tell me what
passed, as exactly as you can.

PHAEDO: | have nothing at all to do, and will try gratify your wish. To be
reminded of Socrates is always the greatest defaghte, whether | speak myself
or hear another speak of him.

ECHECRATES: You will have listeners who are of ame mind with you, and
| hope that you will be as exact as you can.

PHAEDO: | had a singular feeling at being in hisng@any. For | could hardly
believe that | was present at the death of a friand therefore | did not pity him,
Echecrates; he died so fearlessly, and his wordsbaaring were so noble and
gracious, that to me he appeared blessed. | thahghin going to the other world
he could not be without a divine call, and thaiwwild be happy, if any man ever
was, when he arrived there, and therefore | didoitgthim as might have seemed
natural at such an hour. But | had not the pleasuneh | usually feel in
philosophical discourse (for philosophy was therteeof which we spoke). | was
pleased, but in the pleasure there was also agstradmixture of pain; for |
reflected that he was soon to die, and this dofgakng was shared by us all; we
were laughing and weeping by turns, especiallyekeatable Apollodorus—you
know the sort of man?

ECHECRATES: Yes.
PHAEDO: He was quite beside himself; and | anahils were greatly moved.
ECHECRATES: Who were present?

PHAEDO: Of native Athenians there were, besidesliddorus, Critobulus and
his father Crito, Hermogenes, Epigenes, Aeschin®stisthenes; likewise



Ctesippus of the deme of Paeania, Menexenus, and sthers; Plato, if | am not
mistaken, was ill.

ECHECRATES: Were there any strangers?

PHAEDO: Yes, there were; Simmias the Theban, ande§€eand Phaedondes;
Euclid and Terpison, who came from Megara.

ECHECRATES: And was Aristippus there, and Cleomisat
PHAEDO: No, they were said to be in Aegina.
ECHECRATES: Any one else?

PHAEDOQO: I think that these were nearly all.
ECHECRATES: Well, and what did you talk about?

PHAEDO: | will begin at the beginning, and endeavoo repeat the entire
conversation. On the previous days we had beeheirh&bit of assembling early
in the morning at the court in which the trial tgollace, and which is not far from
the prison. There we used to wait talking with anether until the opening of the
doors (for they were not opened very early); thenwent in and generally passed
the day with Socrates. On the last morning we abkEmsooner than usual,
having heard on the day before when we quittegptls®n in the evening that the
sacred ship had come from Delos, and so we arratogatket very early at the
accustomed place. On our arrival the jailer whowemed the door, instead of
admitting us, came out and told us to stay untitaked us. ‘For the Eleven,” he
said, ‘are now with Socrates; they are taking affdhains, and giving orders that
he is to die to-day.’ He soon returned and saitwigamight come in. On entering
we found Socrates just released from chains, anthi{ge, whom you know,
sitting by him, and holding his child in her arm8hen she saw us she uttered a
cry and said, as women will: ‘O Socrates, thishis ast time that either you will
converse with your friends, or they with you.” Satess turned to Crito and said:
‘Crito, let some one take her home.” Some of Csitpéople accordingly led her
away, crying out and beating herself. And whenwhas gone, Socrates, sitting up
on the couch, bent and rubbed his leg, sayingeasas rubbing: How singular is
the thing called pleasure, and how curiously relae pain, which might be
thought to be the opposite of it; for they are mguesent to a man at the same
instant, and yet he who pursues either is genecallgpelled to take the other;
their bodies are two, but they are joined by a lsifgead. And | cannot help
thinking that if Aesop had remembered them, he dddve made a fable about
God trying to reconcile their strife, and how, whHencould not, he fastened their
heads together; and this is the reason why whercomes the other follows, as |



know by my own experience now, when after the gainmy leg which was
caused by the chain pleasure appears to succeed.

Upon this Cebes said: | am glad, Socrates, thathawe mentioned the name of
Aesop. For it reminds me of a question which hanlkesked by many, and was
asked of me only the day before yesterday by Evémipoet —he will be sure to

ask it again, and therefore if you would like mentove an answer ready for him,
you may as well tell me what | should say to hime-vianted to know why you,

who never before wrote a line of poetry, now thatl yare in prison are turning
Aesop’s fables into verse, and also composingtyan in honour of Apollo.

Tell him, Cebes, he replied, what is the truth—thlaad no idea of rivalling him
or his poems; to do so, as | knew, would be no ¢asly. But | wanted to see
whether | could purge away a scruple which | félbat the meaning of certain
dreams. In the course of my life | have often hatiimations in dreams ‘that |
should compose music.” The same dream came to metgoes in one form, and
sometimes in another, but always saying the sameearly the same words:
‘Cultivate and make music,’ said the dream. Andhénito | had imagined that this
was only intended to exhort and encourage me irstindy of philosophy, which
has been the pursuit of my life, and is the nolbdest best of music. The dream
was bidding me do what | was already doing, indame way that the competitor
in a race is bidden by the spectators to run wheers lalready running. But | was
not certain of this, for the dream might have meauasic in the popular sense of
the word, and being under sentence of death, anfeghival giving me a respite, |
thought that it would be safer for me to satisfg #truple, and, in obedience to
the dream, to compose a few verses before | depakted first | made a hymn in
honour of the god of the festival, and then comsigethat a poet, if he is really to
be a poet, should not only put together words,should invent stories, and that |
have no invention, | took some fables of Aesop,cwhi had ready at hand and
which | knew—they were the first | came upon—anahéd them into verse. Tell
this to Evenus, Cebes, and bid him be of good ¢lssgrthat | would have him
come after me if he be a wise man, and not tang;that to-day | am likely to be
going, for the Athenians say that | must.

Simmias said: What a message for such a man! hééeg a frequent companion
of his | should say that, as far as | know himylilénever take your advice unless
he is obliged.

Why, said Socrates,—is not Evenus a philosopher?
| think that he is, said Simmias.

Then he, or any man who has the spirit of philogophll be willing to die, but



he will not take his own life, for that is heldhe unlawful.

Here he changed his position, and put his leggheficouch on to the ground, and
during the rest of the conversation he remaindithgit

Why do you say, enquired Cebes, that a man oughtoniake his own life, but
that the philosopher will be ready to follow tharay?

Socrates replied: And have you, Cebes and Simmubs, are the disciples of
Philolaus, never heard him speak of this?

Yes, but his language was obscure, Socrates.

My words, too, are only an echo; but there is raso® why | should not repeat
what | have heard: and indeed, as | am going tthanglace, it is very meet for
me to be thinking and talking of the nature of pllgrimage which | am about to
make. What can | do better in the interval betwibenand the setting of the sun?

Then tell me, Socrates, why is suicide held to bawful? as | have certainly
heard Philolaus, about whom you were just now agkaifirm when he was
staying with us at Thebes: and there are otherssalgdhe same, although | have
never understood what was meant by any of them.

Do not lose heart, replied Socrates, and the day ocmmne when you will
understand. | suppose that you wonder why, wheer dhiings which are evil may
be good at certain times and to certain persorathds to be the only exception,
and why, when a man is better dead, he is not peaio be his own benefactor,
but must wait for the hand of another.

Very true, said Cebes, laughing gently and speakimgs native Boeotian.

| admit the appearance of inconsistency in wha Isaying; but there may not be
any real inconsistency after all. There is a doetivhispered in secret that man is
a prisoner who has no right to open the door andcamay; this is a great mystery
which | do not quite understand. Yet | too beli¢hat the gods are our guardians,
and that we are a possession of theirs. Do yoagree?

Yes, | quite agree, said Cebes.

And if one of your own possessions, an ox or anfasexample, took the liberty
of putting himself out of the way when you had give intimation of your wish
that he should die, would you not be angry with hamd would you not punish
him if you could?

Certainly, replied Cebes.



Then, if we look at the matter thus, there may é@son in saying that a man
should wait, and not take his own life until Godrsuaons him, as he is now
summoning me.

Yes, Socrates, said Cebes, there seems to beriruthat you say. And yet how

can you reconcile this seemingly true belief thad@ our guardian and we his
possessions, with the willingness to die which vesenjust now attributing to the

philosopher? That the wisest of men should benglto leave a service in which
they are ruled by the gods who are the best ofguie not reasonable; for surely
no wise man thinks that when set at liberty hetelte better care of himself than
the gods take of him. A fool may perhaps think s@-rmay argue that he had
better run away from his master, not considerirag ths duty is to remain to the
end, and not to run away from the good, and thettethvould be no sense in his
running away. The wise man will want to be everhwhiim who is better than

himself. Now this, Socrates, is the reverse of whas just now said; for upon
this view the wise man should sorrow and the fe@ice at passing out of life.

The earnestness of Cebes seemed to please Soktatessaid he, turning to us,
is a man who is always inquiring, and is not salgasnvinced by the first thing
which he hears.

And certainly, added Simmias, the objection whiehdinow making does appear
to me to have some force. For what can be the megawii a truly wise man
wanting to fly away and lightly leave a master whdetter than himself? And |
rather imagine that Cebes is referring to you; Hieks that you are too ready to
leave us, and too ready to leave the gods whomagknowledge to be our good
masters.

Yes, replied Socrates; there is reason in whatsayu And so you think that |
ought to answer your indictment as if | were iroart?

We should like you to do so, said Simmias.

Then | must try to make a more successful defeméerd you than | did when

before the judges. For | am quite ready to admimn3as and Cebes, that | ought
to be grieved at death, if | were not persuadeitienfirst place that | am going to
other gods who are wise and good (of which | anceatin as | can be of any
such matters), and secondly (though | am not se gluthis last) to men departed,
better than those whom | leave behind; and thezeff@o not grieve as | might

have done, for | have good hope that there is geteshing remaining for the

dead, and as has been said of old, some far lbeittgy for the good than for the
evil.

But do you mean to take away your thoughts with, y®ocrates? said Simmias.



Will you not impart them to us?—for they are a Hén@ which we too are
entitled to share. Moreover, if you succeed in @ocimg us, that will be an
answer to the charge against yourself.

| will do my best, replied Socrates. But you musstflet me hear what Crito
wants; he has long been wishing to say somethimggeto

Only this, Socrates, replied Crito:—the attendahbwvis to give you the poison
has been telling me, and he wants me to tell yioat, you are not to talk much,
talking, he says, increases heat, and this iscapttérfere with the action of the
poison; persons who excite themselves are sometbagged to take a second or
even a third dose.

Then, said Socrates, let him mind his businessbangrepared to give the poison
twice or even thrice if necessary; that is all.

| knew quite well what you would say, replied Critaut | was obliged to satisfy
him.

Never mind him, he said.

And now, O my judges, | desire to prove to you ttred real philosopher has
reason to be of good cheer when he is about toadig,that after death he may
hope to obtain the greatest good in the other wolad how this may be,
Simmias and Cebes, | will endeavour to explain.IFeem that the true votary of
philosophy is likely to be misunderstood by othesnmthey do not perceive that
he is always pursuing death and dying; and if leiso, and he has had the desire
of death all his life long, why when his time consé®uld he repine at that which
he has been always pursuing and desiring?

Simmias said laughingly: Though not in a laughingniour, you have made me
laugh, Socrates; for | cannot help thinking that thany when they hear your
words will say how truly you have described philplsers, and our people at
home will likewise say that the life which philogmys desire is in reality death,
and that they have found them out to be desenvitigeodeath which they desire.

And they are right, Simmias, in thinking so, wittetexception of the words ‘they
have found them out’; for they have not found atliex what is the nature of that
death which the true philosopher deserves, or hewddserves or desires death.
But enough of them:—let us discuss the matter anoumgelves: Do we believe
that there is such a thing as death?

To be sure, replied Simmias.

Is it not the separation of soul and body? Andealbad is the completion of this;



when the soul exists in herself, and is releaseth fthe body and the body is
released from the soul, what is this but death?

Just so, he replied.

There is another question, which will probably thirlight on our present inquiry
if you and | can agree about it.—Ought the phildsopto care about the
pleasures—if they are to be called pleasures—aigand drinking?

Certainly not, answered Simmias.
And what about the pleasures of love—should he foarthem?
By no means.

And will he think much of the other ways of induigithe body, for example, the
acquisition of costly raiment, or sandals, or oth@ornments of the body? Instead
of caring about them, does he not rather despigihiag more than nature needs?
What do you say?

| should say that the true philosopher would despism.

Would you not say that he is entirely concernechwiite soul and not with the
body? He would like, as far as he can, to get away the body and to turn to the
soul.

Quite true.

In matters of this sort philosophers, above aleothen, may be observed in every
sort of way to dissever the soul from the commumbtihe body.

Very true.

Whereas, Simmias, the rest of the world are of iopithat to him who has no
sense of pleasure and no part in bodily pleasifieeisinot worth having; and that
he who is indifferent about them is as good as dead

That is also true.

What again shall we say of the actual acquiremekbowledge?—is the body, if
invited to share in the enquiry, a hinderer or p&® | mean to say, have sight
and hearing any truth in them? Are they not, aspibets are always telling us,
inaccurate witnesses? and yet, if even they aceurate and indistinct, what is to
be said of the other senses?—for you will allowt thay are the best of them?

Certainly, he replied.



Then when does the soul attain truth?—for in attemgpo consider anything in
company with the body she is obviously deceived.

True.
Then must not true existence be revealed to hiounght, if at all?
Yes.

And thought is best when the mind is gathered hmcself and none of these
things trouble her—neither sounds nor sights nan par any pleasure,—when
she takes leave of the body, and has as littl@ssilge to do with it, when she has
no bodily sense or desire, but is aspiring afiee treing?

Certainly.

And in this the philosopher dishonours the bodg;duul runs away from his body
and desires to be alone and by herself?

That is true.

Well, but there is another thing, Simmias: Is thereis there not an absolute
justice?

Assuredly there is.

And an absolute beauty and absolute good?

Of course.

But did you ever behold any of them with your eyes?
Certainly not.

Or did you ever reach them with any other bodilyse®—and | speak not of these
alone, but of absolute greatness, and health, @madgsh, and of the essence or
true nature of everything. Has the reality of thewer been perceived by you
through the bodily organs? or rather, is not therest approach to the knowledge
of their several natures made by him who so ortiersntellectual vision as to
have the most exact conception of the essencechfthang which he considers?

Certainly.

And he attains to the purest knowledge of them gbes to each with the mind
alone, not introducing or intruding in the act bbuight sight or any other sense
together with reason, but with the very light oé tmind in her own clearness



searches into the very truth of each; he who hasidpoas far as he can, of eyes
and ears and, so to speak, of the whole body, theisg in his opinion distracting
elements which when they infect the soul hinder fn@m acquiring truth and
knowledge—who, if not he, is likely to attain thedwledge of true being?

What you say has a wonderful truth in it, Socrateglied Simmias.

And when real philosophers consider all these thimgll they not be led to make
a reflection which they will express in words sohneg like the following? ‘Have
we not found,” they will say, ‘a path of thought it seems to bring us and our
argument to the conclusion, that while we are m lblody, and while the soul is
infected with the evils of the body, our desirelwibt be satisfied? and our desire
is of the truth. For the body is a source of erglkesuble to us by reason of the
mere requirement of food; and is liable also toeds®s which overtake and
impede us in the search after true being: it filssfull of loves, and lusts, and
fears, and fancies of all kinds, and endless fgpknd in fact, as men say, takes
away from us the power of thinking at all. Whenoene wars, and fightings, and
factions? whence but from the body and the luststhef body? wars are
occasioned by the love of money, and money ha® taclhquired for the sake and
in the service of the body; and by reason of @sthimpediments we have no time
to give to philosophy; and, last and worst of allen if we are at leisure and
betake ourselves to some speculation, the bodywiaya breaking in upon us,
causing turmoil and confusion in our enquiries, aodamazing us that we are
prevented from seeing the truth. It has been préved by experience that if we
would have pure knowledge of anything we must ke ajithe body—the soul in
herself must behold things in themselves: and thershall attain the wisdom
which we desire, and of which we say that we avers, not while we live, but
after death; for if while in company with the bodize soul cannot have pure
knowledge, one of two things follows—either knowgeds not to be attained at
all, or, if at all, after death. For then, and tibbtthen, the soul will be parted from
the body and exist in herself alone. In this pre$ién | reckon that we make the
nearest approach to knowledge when we have thé pessible intercourse or
communion with the body, and are not surfeited i bodily nature, but keep
ourselves pure until the hour when God himselfieaged to release us. And thus
having got rid of the foolishness of the body walshe pure and hold converse
with the pure, and know of ourselves the cleartlglerywhere, which is no other
than the light of truth.” For the impure are notrmpéted to approach the pure.
These are the sort of words, Simmias, which the louers of knowledge cannot
help saying to one another, and thinking. You wagddee; would you not?

Undoubtedly, Socrates.

But, O my friend, if this is true, there is greaaison to hope that, going whither |



go, when | have come to the end of my journeyallsittain that which has been
the pursuit of my life. And therefore | go on myyw&joicing, and not | only, but
every other man who believes that his mind has bese ready and that he is in
a manner purified.

Certainly, replied Simmias.

And what is purification but the separation of Swul from the body, as | was
saying before; the habit of the soul gathering aoltecting herself into herself

from all sides out of the body; the dwelling in loevn place alone, as in another
life, so also in this, as far as she can;—the seled the soul from the chains of
the body?

Very true, he said.
And this separation and release of the soul fraerbtbdy is termed death?
To be sure, he said.

And the true philosophers, and they only, are eeeking to release the soul. Is
not the separation and release of the soul fronbdldly their especial study?

That is true.

And, as | was saying at first, there would be aculbus contradiction in men
studying to live as nearly as they can in a sthigeath, and yet repining when it
comes upon them.

Clearly.

And the true philosophers, Simmias, are always ieclin the practice of dying,

wherefore also to them least of all men is deathible. Look at the matter

thus:—if they have been in every way the enemigb@body, and are wanting to
be alone with the soul, when this desire of th&rgranted, how inconsistent
would they be if they trembled and repined, instefitejoicing at their departure
to that place where, when they arrive, they hopgaim that which in life they

desired—and this was wisdom—and at the same tinbe toad of the company of

their enemy. Many a man has been willing to gchworld below animated by
the hope of seeing there an earthly love, or wofeson, and conversing with
them. And will he who is a true lover of wisdomgdans strongly persuaded in like
manner that only in the world below he can worttelyjoy her, still repine at

death? Will he not depart with joy? Surely he wil,my friend, if he be a true

philosopher. For he will have a firm conviction thiere and there only, he can
find wisdom in her purity. And if this be true, ®uld be very absurd, as | was
saying, if he were afraid of death.



He would, indeed, replied Simmias.

And when you see a man who is repining at the ambraf death, is not his
reluctance a sufficient proof that he is not a toekwisdom, but a lover of the
body, and probably at the same time a lover okeithoney or power, or both?

Quite so, he replied.

And is not courage, Simmias, a quality which iscégléy characteristic of the
philosopher?

Certainly.

There is temperance again, which even by the vidgsmpposed to consist in the
control and regulation of the passions, and insévese of superiority to them—is
not temperance a virtue belonging to those only déspise the body, and who
pass their lives in philosophy?

Most assuredly.

For the courage and temperance of other men, ifwthconsider them, are really
a contradiction.

How so?

Well, he said, you are aware that death is regabyechen in general as a great
evil.

Very true, he said.

And do not courageous men face death because tkegfi@id of yet greater
evils?

That is quite true.

Then all but the philosophers are courageous a@aly fear, and because they are
afraid; and yet that a man should be courageous fear, and because he is a
coward, is surely a strange thing.

Very true.

And are not the temperate exactly in the same céke§ are temperate because
they are intemperate—which might seem to be a adiattion, but is nevertheless
the sort of thing which happens with this fooligmperance. For there are
pleasures which they are afraid of losing; andhigirtdesire to keep them, they
abstain from some pleasures, because they areoowverby others; and although



to be conquered by pleasure is called by men inteamge, to them the conquest
of pleasure consists in being conquered by pleagurd that is what | mean by
saying that, in a sense, they are made temperatggth intemperance.

Such appears to be the case.

Yet the exchange of one fear or pleasure or pairafother fear or pleasure or
pain, and of the greater for the less, as if theyewcoins, is not the exchange of
virtue. O my blessed Simmias, is there not one ¢aie for which all things ought
to be exchanged?—and that is wisdom; and only chaxge for this, and in
company with this, is anything truly bought or solhether courage or
temperance or justice. And is not all true virthe tompanion of wisdom, no
matter what fears or pleasures or other similardgoor evils may or may not
attend her? But the virtue which is made up oféhgsods, when they are severed
from wisdom and exchanged with one another, isaa@lv of virtue only, nor is
there any freedom or health or truth in her; buthe true exchange there is a
purging away of all these things, and temperanod,jastice, and courage, and
wisdom herself are the purgation of them. The feuadf the mysteries would
appear to have had a real meaning, and were rnohdgahonsense when they
intimated in a figure long ago that he who passesnctified and uninitiated into
the world below will lie in a slough, but that hdnavarrives there after initiation
and purification will dwell with the gods. For ‘mghas they say in the mysteries,
‘are the thyrsus- bearers, but few are the mystigseaning, as | interpret the
words, ‘the true philosophers.” In the number ofowh during my whole life, |
have been seeking, according to my ability, to fanglace;—whether | have
sought in a right way or not, and whether | haveceeded or not, | shall truly
know in a little while, if God will, when | myseHrrive in the other world—such
is my belief. And therefore | maintain that | arghi, Simmias and Cebes, in not
grieving or repining at parting from you and my meas in this world, for |
believe that | shall equally find good masters &mehds in another world. But
most men do not believe this saying; if then | gectin convincing you by my
defence better than | did the Athenian judgesijlithe well.

Cebes answered: | agree, Socrates, in the gremteofpvhat you say. But in what
concerns the soul, men are apt to be incredulbey; fear that when she has left
the body her place may be nowhere, and that owvéhe day of death she may
perish and come to an end—immediately on her rel&sn the body, issuing
forth dispersed like smoke or air and in her fliglinishing away into
nothingness. If she could only be collected intosbi after she has obtained
release from the evils of which you are speakihgreé would be good reason to
hope, Socrates, that what you say is true. Butlysur@éequires a great deal of
argument and many proofs to show that when the imdead his soul yet exists,
and has any force or intelligence.



True, Cebes, said Socrates; and shall | suggestwhaonverse a little of the
probabilities of these things?

| am sure, said Cebes, that | should greatly liklentow your opinion about them.

| reckon, said Socrates, that no one who heardawg mot even if he were one of
my old enemies, the Comic poets, could accuse neofalking about matters in
which | have no concern:—If you please, then, witpvoceed with the inquiry.

Suppose we consider the question whether the sbuten after death are or are
not in the world below. There comes into my mind aatient doctrine which
affirms that they go from hence into the other wpénd returning hither, are born
again from the dead. Now if it be true that thénlvcome from the dead, then our
souls must exist in the other world, for if notwheould they have been born
again? And this would be conclusive, if there warg real evidence that the
living are only born from the dead; but if thisnet so, then other arguments will
have to be adduced.

Very true, replied Cebes.

Then let us consider the whole question, not imti@h to man only, but in

relation to animals generally, and to plants, ame\erything of which there is

generation, and the proof will be easier. Are nbthangs which have opposites
generated out of their opposites? | mean such shasygood and evil, just and
unjust—and there are innumerable other oppositeshvéire generated out of
opposites. And | want to show that in all opposttesre is of necessity a similar
alternation; | mean to say, for example, that angtlwwhich becomes greater must
become greater after being less.

True.

And that which becomes less must have been onet¢egrand then have become
less.

Yes.

And the weaker is generated from the stronger tl@dwifter from the slower.
Very true.

And the worse is from the better, and the moreigiBom the more unjust.

Of course.

And is this true of all opposites? and are we coced that all of them are



generated out of opposites?
Yes.

And in this universal opposition of all things, dnere not also two intermediate
processes which are ever going on, from one toother opposite, and back
again; where there is a greater and a less thersasan intermediate process of
increase and diminution, and that which grows isl $a wax, and that which
decays to wane?

Yes, he said.

And there are many other processes, such as divasid composition, cooling
and heating, which equally involve a passage intbaut of one another. And this
necessarily holds of all opposites, even though abtays expressed in
words—they are really generated out of one anoted, there is a passing or
process from one to the other of them?

Very true, he replied.

Well, and is there not an opposite of life, aslisethe opposite of waking?
True, he said.

And what is it?

Death, he answered.

And these, if they are opposites, are generatearieefrom the other, and have
there their two intermediate processes also?

Of course.

Now, said Socrates, | will analyze one of the tvaarp of opposites which | have
mentioned to you, and also its intermediate prassand you shall analyze the
other to me. One of them | term sleep, the othekinga The state of sleep is
opposed to the state of waking, and out of sleepiaking is generated, and out
of waking, sleeping; and the process of generasiam the one case falling asleep,
and in the other waking up. Do you agree?

| entirely agree.

Then, suppose that you analyze life and death tanntke same manner. Is not
death opposed to life?

Yes.



And they are generated one from the other?

Yes.

What is generated from the living?

The dead.

And what from the dead?

| can only say in answer—the living.

Then the living, whether things or persons, Ceaesgenerated from the dead?
That is clear, he replied.

Then the inference is that our souls exist in tbedvbelow?

That is true.

And one of the two processes or generations ibleistfor surely the act of dying
is visible?

Surely, he said.

What then is to be the result? Shall we excludeothgosite process? And shall
we suppose nature to walk on one leg only? Mushaterather assign to death
some corresponding process of generation?

Certainly, he replied.
And what is that process?
Return to life.

And return to life, if there be such a thing, is thirth of the dead into the world of
the living?

Quite true.

Then here is a new way by which we arrive at thechision that the living come
from the dead, just as the dead come from thedjvamd this, if true, affords a
most certain proof that the souls of the dead emisbme place out of which they
come again.

Yes, Socrates, he said; the conclusion seems to flecessarily out of our
previous admissions.



And that these admissions were not unfair, Cebesaid, may be shown, I think,

as follows: If generation were in a straight linalyp and there were no

compensation or circle in nature, no turn or retafrelements into their opposites,
then you know that all things would at last have shhme form and pass into the
same state, and there would be no more generdtiberm.

What do you mean? he said.

A simple thing enough, which | will illustrate blge case of sleep, he replied. You
know that if there were no alternation of sleepargd waking, the tale of the

sleeping Endymion would in the end have no meartyegause all other things
would be asleep, too, and he would not be distsitable from the rest. Or if

there were composition only, and no division of sahces, then the chaos of
Anaxagoras would come again. And in like manner,degr Cebes, if all things

which partook of life were to die, and after thegres dead remained in the form
of death, and did not come to life again, all woatdast die, and nothing would

be alive—what other result could there be? Fdnefliving spring from any other

things, and they too die, must not all things at tee swallowed up in death? (But
compare Republic.)

There is no escape, Socrates, said Cebes; and y@muneargument seems to be
absolutely true.

Yes, he said, Cebes, it is and must be so, in nmjiap and we have not been

deluded in making these admissions; but | am centidhat there truly is such a

thing as living again, and that the living sprimgrh the dead, and that the souls of
the dead are in existence, and that the good $awe a better portion than the

evil.

Cebes added: Your favorite doctrine, Socrates, #awledge is simply
recollection, if true, also necessarily implies rayoous time in which we have
learned that which we now recollect. But this wolidimpossible unless our soul
had been in some place before existing in the fofrman; here then is another
proof of the soul’s immortality.

But tell me, Cebes, said Simmias, interposing, valngiments are urged in favour
of this doctrine of recollection. | am not very st the moment that | remember
them.

One excellent proof, said Cebes, is afforded bystijoies. If you put a question to
a person in a right way, he will give a true ansefenimself, but how could he do
this unless there were knowledge and right reas@ady in him? And this is
most clearly shown when he is taken to a diagranoaanything of that sort.
(Compare Meno.)



But if, said Socrates, you are still incredulousni@ias, | would ask you whether
you may not agree with me when you look at the enaitt another way;—I mean,
if you are still incredulous as to whether knowledlg recollection.

Incredulous, | am not, said Simmias; but | want have this doctrine of
recollection brought to my own recollection, amnh what Cebes has said, | am
beginning to recollect and be convinced; but | $thaatill like to hear what you
were going to say.

This is what | would say, he replied:—We shouldeagif | am not mistaken, that
what a man recollects he must have known at somequs time.

Very true.

And what is the nature of this knowledge or reatien? | mean to ask, Whether
a person who, having seen or heard or in any wegeped anything, knows not
only that, but has a conception of something elsihvis the subject, not of the
same but of some other kind of knowledge, may ediably said to recollect that
of which he has the conception?

What do you mean?

| mean what | may illustrate by the following insta:—The knowledge of a lyre
is not the same as the knowledge of a man?

True.

And yet what is the feeling of lovers when theyogize a lyre, or a garment, or
anything else which the beloved has been in thé b&hbsing? Do not they, from
knowing the lyre, form in the mind’'s eye an imadehe youth to whom the lyre
belongs? And this is recollection. In like manney ane who sees Simmias may
remember Cebes; and there are endless examplas sdine thing.

Endless, indeed, replied Simmias.

And recollection is most commonly a process of vecmg that which has been
already forgotten through time and inattention.

Very true, he said.

Well; and may you not also from seeing the pictfra horse or a lyre remember
a man? and from the picture of Simmias, you malgte¢o remember Cebes?

True.

Or you may also be led to the recollection of Siamrhimself?



Quite so.

And in all these cases, the recollection may bévddrfrom things either like or
unlike?

It may be.

And when the recollection is derived from like ti#n then another consideration
is sure to arise, which is—whether the likenesany degree falls short or not of
that which is recollected?

Very true, he said.

And shall we proceed a step further, and affirmt tiere is such a thing as
equality, not of one piece of wood or stone witletaer, but that, over and above
this, there is absolute equality? Shall we say so?

Say so, yes, replied Simmias, and swear to it, alitthe confidence in life.
And do we know the nature of this absolute essence?
To be sure, he said.

And whence did we obtain our knowledge? Did we se#t equalities of material
things, such as pieces of wood and stones, an@rgfthm them the idea of an
equality which is different from them? For you waltknowledge that there is a
difference. Or look at the matter in another way.e—Bot the same pieces of
wood or stone appear at one time equal, and ahantine unequal?

That is certain.

But are real equals ever unequal? or is the ideagollity the same as of
inequality?

Impossible, Socrates.
Then these (so-called) equals are not the sameheétidea of equality?
| should say, clearly not, Socrates.

And yet from these equals, although differing frohe idea of equality, you
conceived and attained that idea?

Very true, he said.

Which might be like, or might be unlike them?



Yes.

But that makes no difference; whenever from se@ing thing you conceived
another, whether like or unlike, there must suhglye been an act of recollection?

Very true.

But what would you say of equal portions of woodl a&tone, or other material
equals? and what is the impression produced by 2h&re they equals in the
same sense in which absolute equality is equati® dhey fall short of this perfect
equality in a measure?

Yes, he said, in a very great measure too.

And must we not allow, that when | or any one, iogkat any object, observes
that the thing which he sees aims at being somer t¢iimg, but falls short of, and
cannot be, that other thing, but is inferior, heowhakes this observation must
have had a previous knowledge of that to whichather, although similar, was
inferior?

Certainly.

And has not this been our own case in the matteequfals and of absolute
equality?

Precisely.

Then we must have known equality previously tottheee when we first saw the
material equals, and reflected that all these apaequals strive to attain
absolute equality, but fall short of it?

Very true.

And we recognize also that this absolute equakty bnly been known, and can
only be known, through the medium of sight or tquoh of some other of the
senses, which are all alike in this respect?

Yes, Socrates, as far as the argument is concesnedyf them is the same as the
other.

From the senses then is derived the knowledgealhaensible things aim at an
absolute equality of which they fall short?

Yes.

Then before we began to see or hear or perceigayrway, we must have had a



knowledge of absolute equality, or we could noteheeferred to that standard the
equals which are derived from the senses?—forabtttey all aspire, and of that
they fall short.

No other inference can be drawn from the previdatements.

And did we not see and hear and have the use obtber senses as soon as we
were born?

Certainly.

Then we must have acquired the knowledge of eguatlisome previous time?
Yes.

That is to say, before we were born, | suppose?

True.

And if we acquired this knowledge before we werenb@nd were born having
the use of it, then we also knew before we wera bod at the instant of birth not
only the equal or the greater or the less, butthker ideas; for we are not speaking
only of equality, but of beauty, goodness, justiceliness, and of all which we
stamp with the name of essence in the dialecticatgss, both when we ask and
when we answer questions. Of all this we may adstaffirm that we acquired
the knowledge before birth?

We may.

But if, after having acquired, we have not forgottehat in each case we
acquired, then we must always have come into Eerig knowledge, and shall
always continue to know as long as life lasts—foowing is the acquiring and
retaining knowledge and not forgetting. Is not &itong, Simmias, just the losing
of knowledge?

Quite true, Socrates.

But if the knowledge which we acquired before bisths lost by us at birth, and if
afterwards by the use of the senses we recoveradl wh previously knew, will
not the process which we call learning be a redogesf the knowledge which is
natural to us, and may not this be rightly termsxbHection?

Very true.

So much is clear—that when we perceive somethirigereby the help of sight,
or hearing, or some other sense, from that pemeptie are able to obtain a



notion of some other thing like or unlike whichassociated with it but has been
forgotten. Whence, as | was saying, one of tworrgétieves follows:—either we
had this knowledge at birth, and continued to krtbwough life; or, after birth,
those who are said to learn only remember, andilegis simply recollection.

Yes, that is quite true, Socrates.

And which alternative, Simmias, do you prefer? Heel the knowledge at our
birth, or did we recollect the things which we knpreviously to our birth?

| cannot decide at the moment.

At any rate you can decide whether he who has keabyd will or will not be able
to render an account of his knowledge? What dosgy®

Certainly, he will.

But do you think that every man is able to giveaaoount of these very matters
about which we are speaking?

Would that they could, Socrates, but | rather fidsat to-morrow, at this time,
there will no longer be any one alive who is ablgitve an account of them such
as ought to be given.

Then you are not of opinion, Simmias, that all rkeaw these things?

Certainly not.

They are in process of recollecting that which tlegyned before?

Certainly.

But when did our souls acquire this knowledge?—snute we were born as men?
Certainly not.

And therefore, previously?

Yes.

Then, Simmias, our souls must also have existeldowitbodies before they were
in the form of man, and must have had intelligence.

Unless indeed you suppose, Socrates, that thesms@re given us at the very
moment of birth; for this is the only time whichmains.

Yes, my friend, but if so, when do we lose theny?tli@y are not in us when we



are born—that is admitted. Do we lose them at tbenent of receiving them, or
if not at what other time?

No, Socrates, | perceive that | was unconsciowdkrig nonsense.

Then may we not say, Simmias, that if, as we an@ayd repeating, there is an
absolute beauty, and goodness, and an absolutecessieall things; and if to this,
which is now discovered to have existed in our ferratate, we refer all our
sensations, and with this compare them, findingehdeas to be pre-existent and
our inborn possession—then our souls must haveahatr existence, but if not,
there would be no force in the argument? Therbassame proof that these ideas
must have existed before we were born, as thasauis existed before we were
born; and if not the ideas, then not the souls.

Yes, Socrates; | am convinced that there is prigcibe same necessity for the
one as for the other; and the argument retreatsessfully to the position that the
existence of the soul before birth cannot be séparftom the existence of the
essence of which you speak. For there is nothinghwio my mind is so patent as
that beauty, goodness, and the other notions afiwyou were just now speaking,
have a most real and absolute existence; and hasfisd with the proof.

Well, but is Cebes equally satisfied? for | mustwnoce him too.

| think, said Simmias, that Cebes is satisfiechalgh he is the most incredulous
of mortals, yet | believe that he is sufficientlpnwinced of the existence of the
soul before birth. But that after death the soul wontinue to exist is not yet

proven even to my own satisfaction. | cannot ggtofithe feeling of the many to

which Cebes was referring—the feeling that whenrttaa dies the soul will be

dispersed, and that this may be the extinctionesf Ror admitting that she may
have been born elsewhere, and framed out of oteeresits, and was in existence
before entering the human body, why after havingred in and gone out again
may she not herself be destroyed and come to &éh end

Very true, Simmias, said Cebes; about half of wiet required has been proven;
to wit, that our souls existed before we were bettinat the soul will exist after
death as well as before birth is the other halvbich the proof is still wanting,
and has to be supplied; when that is given the dstration will be complete.

But that proof, Simmias and Cebes, has been alrgi@éy, said Socrates, if you
put the two arguments together—I mean this andfdhmer one, in which we
admitted that everything living is born of the de&dr if the soul exists before
birth, and in coming to life and being born canbleen only from death and dying,
must she not after death continue to exist, siheehgs to be born again?—Surely
the proof which you desire has been already fuedshtill | suspect that you and



Simmias would be glad to probe the argument furthéee children, you are
haunted with a fear that when the soul leaves tliy lthe wind may really blow
her away and scatter her; especially if a man shbappen to die in a great storm
and not when the sky is calm.

Cebes answered with a smile: Then, Socrates, yost mmgue us out of our
fears—and yet, strictly speaking, they are notfears, but there is a child within
us to whom death is a sort of hobgoblin; him too mast persuade not to be
afraid when he is alone in the dark.

Socrates said: Let the voice of the charmer beiegpdaily until you have
charmed away the fear.

And where shall we find a good charmer of our fe&wscrates, when you are
gone?

Hellas, he replied, is a large place, Cebes, asdriemny good men, and there are
barbarous races not a few: seek for him among thiéniar and wide, sparing
neither pains nor money; for there is no better nilagpending your money. And
you must seek among yourselves too; for you will fired others better able to
make the search.

The search, replied Cebes, shall certainly be madeé.now, if you please, let us
return to the point of the argument at which weekged.

By all means, replied Socrates; what else shoplddse?
Very good.

Must we not, said Socrates, ask ourselves whatishahich, as we imagine, is

liable to be scattered, and about which we fea® \ahat again is that about

which we have no fear? And then we may proceetidurtio enquire whether that

which suffers dispersion is or is not of the natofsoul—our hopes and fears as
to our own souls will turn upon the answers to ¢hgsestions.

Very true, he said.

Now the compound or composite may be supposed tmheally capable, as of
being compounded, so also of being dissolved; liatt which is uncompounded,
and that only, must be, if anything is, indisso&ubl

Yes; | should imagine so, said Cebes.

And the uncompounded may be assumed to be the aagnenchanging, whereas
the compound is always changing and never the same.



| agree, he said.

Then now let us return to the previous discusdmthat idea or essence, which in
the dialectical process we define as essence @ettistence—whether essence of
equality, beauty, or anything else—are these essericsay, liable at times to
some degree of change? or are they each of theayslwhat they are, having the
same simple self-existent and unchanging formsadotitting of variation at all,
or in any way, or at any time?

They must be always the same, Socrates, replied<Ceb

And what would you say of the many beautiful—whetineen or horses or

garments or any other things which are named bys#ime names and may be
called equal or beautiful,—are they all unchangang the same always, or quite
the reverse? May they not rather be described rasstlalways changing and
hardly ever the same, either with themselves dn wiite another?

The latter, replied Cebes; they are always in & sthchange.

And these you can touch and see and perceive atBdnses, but the unchanging
things you can only perceive with the mind—theyiakésible and are not seen?

That is very true, he said.

Well, then, added Socrates, let us suppose thate tlxee two sorts of
existences—one seen, the other unseen.

Let us suppose them.

The seen is the changing, and the unseen is tli@ngmng?
That may be also supposed.

And, further, is not one part of us body, anothet poul?
To be sure.

And to which class is the body more alike and akin?
Clearly to the seen—no one can doubt that.

And is the soul seen or not seen?

Not by man, Socrates.

And what we mean by ‘seen’ and ‘not seen’ is thiic is or is not visible to the
eye of man?



Yes, to the eye of man.

And is the soul seen or not seen?

Not seen.

Unseen then?

Yes.

Then the soul is more like to the unseen, and tidy ko the seen?
That follows necessarily, Socrates.

And were we not saying long ago that the soul wheimg the body as an

instrument of perception, that is to say, when gisive sense of sight or hearing or
some other sense (for the meaning of perceivingutiir the body is perceiving

through the senses)—were we not saying that thetsous then dragged by the

body into the region of the changeable, and wandedsis confused; the world

spins round her, and she is like a drunkard, whentcuches change?

Very true.

But when returning into herself she reflects, tsbe passes into the other world,
the region of purity, and eternity, and immortgliasnd unchangeableness, which
are her kindred, and with them she ever lives, wdtenis by herself and is not let
or hindered; then she ceases from her erring vea being in communion with
the unchanging is unchanging. And this state osthd is called wisdom?

That is well and truly said, Socrates, he replied.

And to which class is the soul more nearly alikel @kin, as far as may be
inferred from this argument, as well as from theceding one?

| think, Socrates, that, in the opinion of evergawho follows the argument, the
soul will be infinitely more like the unchangeableven the most stupid person
will not deny that.

And the body is more like the changing?
Yes.

Yet once more consider the matter in another ligWtten the soul and the body
are united, then nature orders the soul to rulegowdrn, and the body to obey
and serve. Now which of these two functions is akithe divine? and which to
the mortal? Does not the divine appear to you tahlag¢ which naturally orders



and rules, and the mortal to be that which is sutgad servant?
True.
And which does the soul resemble?

The soul resembles the divine, and the body theakethere can be no doubt of
that, Socrates.

Then reflect, Cebes: of all which has been saidoisthis the conclusion?—that
the soul is in the very likeness of the divine, amdhortal, and intellectual, and
uniform, and indissoluble, and unchangeable; amd tihhe body is in the very
likeness of the human, and mortal, and unintele¢ctand multiform, and

dissoluble, and changeable. Can this, my dear Cbbeatenied?

It cannot.

But if it be true, then is not the body liable fwesdy dissolution? and is not the
soul almost or altogether indissoluble?

Certainly.

And do you further observe, that after a man iddéze body, or visible part of
him, which is lying in the visible world, and is lleml a corpse, and would
naturally be dissolved and decomposed and dissipase not dissolved or
decomposed at once, but may remain for a for some, thay even for a long
time, if the constitution be sound at the time e&th, and the season of the year
favourable? For the body when shrunk and embalaethe manner is in Egypt,
may remain almost entire through infinite ages; amen in decay, there are still
some portions, such as the bones and ligamentschwire practically
indestructible:—Do you agree?

Yes.

And is it likely that the soul, which is invisiblé) passing to the place of the true
Hades, which like her is invisible, and pure, amdla, and on her way to the
good and wise God, whither, if God will, my soulako soon to go,—that the
soul, | repeat, if this be her nature and origiill lae blown away and destroyed
immediately on quitting the body, as the many s@gat can never be, my dear
Simmias and Cebes. The truth rather is, that tlu 8hbich is pure at departing
and draws after her no bodily taint, having neveluntarily during life had
connection with the body, which she is ever avgdiherself gathered into
herself,—and making such abstraction her perpetualy—which means that she
has been a true disciple of philosophy; and theeefmas in fact been always
engaged in the practice of dying? For is not pbibg the practice of death?—



Certainly—

That soul, | say, herself invisible, departs toithasible world—to the divine and

immortal and rational: thither arriving, she is wecof bliss and is released from
the error and folly of men, their fears and wilcsgians and all other human ills,
and for ever dwells, as they say of the initiated,company with the gods

(compare Apol.). Is not this true, Cebes?

Yes, said Cebes, beyond a doubit.

But the soul which has been polluted, and is im@irthe time of her departure,
and is the companion and servant of the body alwaiyd is in love with and
fascinated by the body and by the desires and yoleaf the body, until she is
led to believe that the truth only exists in a Ihpérm, which a man may touch
and see and taste, and use for the purposes dusts—the soul, | mean,
accustomed to hate and fear and avoid the inteliégirinciple, which to the
bodily eye is dark and invisible, and can be aéidionly by philosophy;—do you
suppose that such a soul will depart pure and ayedI?

Impossible, he replied.

She is held fast by the corporeal, which the camtirassociation and constant
care of the body have wrought into her nature.

Very true.

And this corporeal element, my friend, is heavy araighty and earthy, and is
that element of sight by which a soul is depresssd dragged down again into
the visible world, because she is afraid of theisiWe and of the world
below—rprowling about tombs and sepulchres, neachytas they tell us, are seen
certain ghostly apparitions of souls which have aeparted pure, but are cloyed
with sight and therefore visible.

(Compare Milton, Comus:—

‘But when lust, By unchaste looks, loose gestuaad, foul talk, But most by lewd
and lavish act of sin, Lets in defilement to thevand parts, The soul grows
clotted by contagion, Imbodies, and imbrutes, dile quite lose, The divine
property of her first being. Such are those thiokl gloomy shadows damp Oft
seen in charnel vaults and sepulchres, Lingerind,siting by a new made grave,
As loath to leave the body that it lov’'d, And lirtkkéself by carnal sensuality To a
degenerate and degraded state.”)

That is very likely, Socrates.



Yes, that is very likely, Cebes; and these mughbesouls, not of the good, but of
the evil, which are compelled to wander about splates in payment of the
penalty of their former evil way of life; and thegntinue to wander until through
the craving after the corporeal which never leathresm, they are imprisoned
finally in another body. And they may be supposeditd their prisons in the

same natures which they have had in their formvesli

What natures do you mean, Socrates?

What | mean is that men who have followed aftettghy, and wantonness, and
drunkenness, and have had no thought of avoidiem ttwould pass into asses
and animals of that sort. What do you think?

| think such an opinion to be exceedingly probable.

And those who have chosen the portion of injustase] tyranny, and violence,
will pass into wolves, or into hawks and kites;—thler else can we suppose
them to go?

Yes, said Cebes; with such natures, beyond question

And there is no difficulty, he said, in assignimgail of them places answering to
their several natures and propensities?

There is not, he said.

Some are happier than others; and the happiesibtiemselves and in the place
to which they go are those who have practised ithieand social virtues which
are called temperance and justice, and are acgoyéabit and attention without
philosophy and mind. (Compare Republic.)

Why are they the happiest?

Because they may be expected to pass into somke gent social kind which is
like their own, such as bees or wasps or antsack hgain into the form of man,
and just and moderate men may be supposed to spimghem.

Very likely.

No one who has not studied philosophy and who inbrely pure at the time of
his departure is allowed to enter the company ef @ods, but the lover of
knowledge only. And this is the reason, Simmias @eldes, why the true votaries
of philosophy abstain from all fleshly lusts, amalchout against them and refuse
to give themselves up to them,—not because theypi@zerty or the ruin of their
families, like the lovers of money, and the wortdgeneral; nor like the lovers of



power and honour, because they dread the dishamalisgrace of evil deeds.
No, Socrates, that would not become them, said £ebe

No indeed, he replied; and therefore they who hawecare of their own souls,
and do not merely live moulding and fashioning bloely, say farewell to all this;
they will not walk in the ways of the blind: and &rh philosophy offers them
purification and release from evil, they feel thihey ought not to resist her
influence, and whither she leads they turn anavall

What do you mean, Socrates?

| will tell you, he said. The lovers of knowledgeeaonscious that the soul was
simply fastened and glued to the body—until phifgspreceived her, she could
only view real existence through the bars of agmisiot in and through herself;
she was wallowing in the mire of every sort of igmece; and by reason of lust
had become the principal accomplice in her ownigiyat This was her original
state; and then, as | was saying, and as the l@fekeowledge are well aware,
philosophy, seeing how terrible was her confinemehtvhich she was to herself
the cause, received and gently comforted her andhsdo release her, pointing
out that the eye and the ear and the other sensefuld of deception, and
persuading her to retire from them, and abstaimfadl but the necessary use of
them, and be gathered up and collected into hetsielfling her trust in herself
and her own pure apprehension of pure existencktcamistrust whatever comes
to her through other channels and is subject teatian; for such things are
visible and tangible, but what she sees in her oature is intelligible and
invisible. And the soul of the true philosophemtts that she ought not to resist
this deliverance, and therefore abstains from piegsand desires and pains and
fears, as far as she is able; reflecting that weheran has great joys or sorrows or
fears or desires, he suffers from them, not mefedysort of evil which might be
anticipated—as for example, the loss of his healthproperty which he has
sacrificed to his lusts—but an evil greater farjchhis the greatest and worst of
all evils, and one of which he never thinks.

What is it, Socrates? said Cebes.

The evil is that when the feeling of pleasure anpsa most intense, every soul of
man imagines the objects of this intense feelingegdhen plainest and truest: but
this is not so, they are really the things of sight

Very true.

And is not this the state in which the soul is naghralled by the body?



How so?

Why, because each pleasure and pain is a sortiloivhih nails and rivets the
soul to the body, until she becomes like the ba@ihd believes that to be true
which the body affirms to be true; and from agrgeaith the body and having the
same delights she is obliged to have the sameshabi haunts, and is not likely
ever to be pure at her departure to the world bebaw is always infected by the
body; and so she sinks into another body and tpamainates and grows, and has
therefore no part in the communion of the divind pare and simple.

Most true, Socrates, answered Cebes.

And this, Cebes, is the reason why the true logekshowledge are temperate and
brave; and not for the reason which the world gives

Certainly not.

Certainly not! The soul of a philosopher will reaso quite another way; she will
not ask philosophy to release her in order thatnmedeased she may deliver
herself up again to the thraldom of pleasures adsp doing a work only to be
undone again, weaving instead of unweaving her |[Bpes web. But she will
calm passion, and follow reason, and dwell in thretemplation of her, beholding
the true and divine (which is not matter of opiniomnd thence deriving
nourishment. Thus she seeks to live while she Jligad after death she hopes to
go to her own kindred and to that which is like,rerd to be freed from human
ills. Never fear, Simmias and Cebes, that a southvhas been thus nurtured and
has had these pursuits, will at her departure fteerbody be scattered and blown
away by the winds and be nowhere and nothing.

When Socrates had done speaking, for a considetiaidethere was silence; he
himself appeared to be meditating, as most of ugwen what had been said;
only Cebes and Simmias spoke a few words to onghanoAnd Socrates

observing them asked what they thought of the asguprand whether there was
anything wanting? For, said he, there are manytpgaitill open to suspicion and
attack, if any one were disposed to sift the maitt@roughly. Should you be

considering some other matter | say no more, buouf are still in doubt do not

hesitate to say exactly what you think, and lehage anything better which you
can suggest; and if you think that | can be of @sw, allow me to help you.

Simmias said: | must confess, Socrates, that dadibtsrise in our minds, and
each of us was urging and inciting the other totpatquestion which we wanted
to have answered and which neither of us likedstq gearing that our importunity
might be troublesome under present at such a time.



Socrates replied with a smile: O Simmias, what\ame saying? | am not very
likely to persuade other men that | do not regargl present situation as a
misfortune, if | cannot even persuade you that Inenmworse off now than at any
other time in my life. Will you not allow that | kka as much of the spirit of
prophecy in me as the swans? For they, when theeipe that they must die,
having sung all their life long, do then sing marstily than ever, rejoicing in the
thought that they are about to go away to the ghdse ministers they are. But
men, because they are themselves afraid of dekahdesously affirm of the
swans that they sing a lament at the last, notidenisg that no bird sings when
cold, or hungry, or in pain, not even the nightiegaor the swallow, nor yet the
hoopoe; which are said indeed to tune a lay ofosgralthough | do not believe
this to be true of them any more than of the swBng.because they are sacred to
Apollo, they have the gift of prophecy, and antatg the good things of another
world, wherefore they sing and rejoice in that dayre than they ever did before.
And | too, believing myself to be the consecratexdant of the same God, and the
fellow-servant of the swans, and thinking that Vénaeceived from my master
gifts of prophecy which are not inferior to theiwould not go out of life less
merrily than the swans. Never mind then, if thisybar only objection, but speak
and ask anything which you like, while the elevesgistrates of Athens allow.

Very good, Socrates, said Simmias; then | will y@l my difficulty, and Cebes
will tell you his. | feel myself, (and | daresayathyou have the same feeling), how
hard or rather impossible is the attainment of @ryainty about questions such as
these in the present life. And yet | should deem aicoward who did not prove
what is said about them to the uttermost, or wheset failed him before he had
examined them on every side. For he should persawdil he has achieved one
of two things: either he should discover, or bggtduthe truth about them; or, if
this be impossible, | would have him take the laest most irrefragable of human
theories, and let this be the raft upon which hs ghrough life— not without
risk, as | admit, if he cannot find some word ofd3ehich will more surely and
safely carry him. And now, as you bid me, | willntere to question you, and then
| shall not have to reproach myself hereafter with having said at the time what
| think. For when | consider the matter, eithema&ar with Cebes, the argument
does certainly appear to me, Socrates, to be fiotisat.

Socrates answered: | dare say, my friend, thatnyay be right, but | should like
to know in what respect the argument is insuffitien

In this respect, replied Simmias:—Suppose a petsomse the same argument
about harmony and the lyre—might he not say thamnbay is a thing invisible,
incorporeal, perfect, divine, existing in the Iywhich is harmonized, but that the
lyre and the strings are matter and material, caitgo earthy, and akin to
mortality? And when some one breaks the lyre, ¢6 and rends the strings, then



he who takes this view would argue as you do, anthe same analogy, that the
harmony survives and has not perished—you cannagiime, he would say, that
the lyre without the strings, and the broken ssitigemselves which are mortal
remain, and yet that the harmony, which is of hejvand immortal nature and
kindred, has perished—perished before the mortaé harmony must still be
somewhere, and the wood and strings will decayrbedmything can happen to
that. The thought, Socrates, must have occurrgduoown mind that such is our
conception of the soul; and that when the bodynis imanner strung and held
together by the elements of hot and cold, wet agdtiden the soul is the harmony
or due proportionate admixture of them. But if sdenever the strings of the
body are unduly loosened or overstrained throughatie or other injury, then the
soul, though most divine, like other harmonies afsia or of works of art, of
course perishes at once, although the materialinsned the body may last for a
considerable time, until they are either decayelduont. And if any one maintains
that the soul, being the harmony of the elementh®fbody, is first to perish in
that which is called death, how shall we answerzim

Socrates looked fixedly at us as his manner was,said with a smile: Simmias
has reason on his side; and why does not somefogrmaiavho is better able than
myself answer him? for there is force in his attapn me. But perhaps, before
we answer him, we had better also hear what Cedie$ohsay that we may gain
time for reflection, and when they have both spokea may either assent to
them, if there is truth in what they say, or if hate will maintain our position.

Please to tell me then, Cebes, he said, what wedifticulty which troubled you?

Cebes said: | will tell you. My feeling is that tiaegument is where it was, and
open to the same objections which were urged beforé am ready to admit that

the existence of the soul before entering into boeily form has been very

ingeniously, and, if | may say so, quite sufficlgmtroven; but the existence of the
soul after death is still, in my judgment, unprovélow my objection is not the

same as that of Simmias; for | am not disposedetty dhat the soul is stronger
and more lasting than the body, being of opiniat th all such respects the soul
very far excels the body. Well, then, says the iagnut to me, why do you remain
unconvinced?—When you see that the weaker contimuexistence after the

man is dead, will you not admit that the more tagtinust also survive during the
same period of time? Now | will ask you to considenether the objection,

which, like Simmias, | will express in a figure, @ any weight. The analogy
which | will adduce is that of an old weaver, whieg] and after his death
somebody says:—He is not dead, he must be alivee—tere is the coat which
he himself wove and wore, and which remains whaotkandecayed. And then he
proceeds to ask of some one who is increduloustheh@ man lasts longer, or
the coat which is in use and wear; and when hassvared that a man lasts far



longer, thinks that he has thus certainly demotesirthe survival of the man, who
is the more lasting, because the less lasting resnBut that, Simmias, as | would
beg you to remark, is a mistake; any one can saehthwho talks thus is talking
nonsense. For the truth is, that the weaver afmtesaving woven and worn
many such coats, outlived several of them, andouéisred by the last; but a man
is not therefore proved to be slighter and weakan ta coat. Now the relation of
the body to the soul may be expressed in a sirfiare; and any one may very
fairly say in like manner that the soul is lastiagd the body weak and shortlived
in comparison. He may argue in like manner thatyew®ul wears out many
bodies, especially if a man live many years. Whéss alive the body deliquesces
and decays, and the soul always weaves anotheregaiand repairs the waste.
But of course, whenever the soul perishes, she haw& on her last garment, and
this will survive her; and then at length, when sloeil is dead, the body will show
its native weakness, and quickly decompose and gasy. | would therefore
rather not rely on the argument from superior gjtierto prove the continued
existence of the soul after death. For grantinghavere than you affirm to be
possible, and acknowledging not only that the sxigted before birth, but also
that the souls of some exist, and will continuexist after death, and will be born
and die again and again, and that there is a natwesmgth in the soul which will
hold out and be born many times—nevertheless, webaastill inclined to think
that she will weary in the labours of successivénbj and may at last succumb in
one of her deaths and utterly perish; and thishdeat dissolution of the body
which brings destruction to the soul may be unknaosvany of us, for no one of
us can have had any experience of it: and if sen thmaintain that he who is
confident about death has but a foolish confidenoéss he is able to prove that
the soul is altogether immortal and imperishablgt iBhe cannot prove the soul's
immortality, he who is about to die will always leareason to fear that when the
body is disunited, the soul also may utterly perish

All of us, as we afterwards remarked to one ano¢thad an unpleasant feeling at
hearing what they said. When we had been so ficolwinced before, now to

have our faith shaken seemed to introduce a camfusnd uncertainty, not only

into the previous argument, but into any future;aither we were incapable of
forming a judgment, or there were no grounds oflhel

ECHECRATES: There | feel with you—by heaven | dbado, and when you
were speaking, | was beginning to ask myself teesgquestion: What argument
can | ever trust again? For what could be more icaimg than the argument of
Socrates, which has now fallen into discredit? Tthat soul is a harmony is a
doctrine which has always had a wonderful attractfor me, and, when

mentioned, came back to me at once, as my ownnatigonviction. And now |

must begin again and find another argument whidhassure me that when the



man is dead the soul survives. Tell me, | implaya,yhow did Socrates proceed?
Did he appear to share the unpleasant feeling whath mention? or did he
calmly meet the attack? And did he answer forcibtyfeebly? Narrate what
passed as exactly as you can.

PHAEDO: Often, Echecrates, | have wondered at $esrdut never more than
on that occasion. That he should be able to ansveer nothing, but what

astonished me was, first, the gentle and pleasahapproving manner in which
he received the words of the young men, and themyhick sense of the wound
which had been inflicted by the argument, and gaaliness with which he healed
it. He might be compared to a general rallying téseated and broken army,
urging them to accompany him and return to thelfeflargument.

ECHECRATES: What followed?

PHAEDO: You shall hear, for | was close to him as hght hand, seated on a
sort of stool, and he on a couch which was a gaml Higher. He stroked my
head, and pressed the hair upon my neck—he hag afwdaying with my hair;
and then he said: To-morrow, Phaedo, | supposéetibae fair locks of yours will
be severed.

Yes, Socrates, | suppose that they will, | replied.
Not so, if you will take my advice.
What shall | do with them? | said.

To-day, he replied, and not to-morrow, if this argant dies and we cannot bring
it to life again, you and | will both shave our ks¢ and if | were you, and the
argument got away from me, and | could not holdgmund against Simmias and
Cebes, | would myself take an oath, like the Argjweot to wear hair any more
until I had renewed the conflict and defeated them.

Yes, | said, but Heracles himself is said not talmeatch for two.
Summon me then, he said, and | will be your lolanis the sun goes down.

| summon you rather, | rejoined, not as Heracleasreaning lolaus, but as lolaus
might summon Heracles.

That will do as well, he said. But first let us ¢éagare that we avoid a danger.
Of what nature? | said.

Lest we become misologists, he replied, no worsgtban happen to a man than



this. For as there are misanthropists or hatersesf, there are also misologists or
haters of ideas, and both spring from the sameecaamsich is ignorance of the
world. Misanthropy arises out of the too great aerice of inexperience;—you
trust a man and think him altogether true and scamdl faithful, and then in a
little while he turns out to be false and knaviahg then another and another, and
when this has happened several times to a mangiapevhen it happens among
those whom he deems to be his own most trustedeanitlar friends, and he has
often quarreled with them, he at last hates all ,nagial believes that no one has
any good in him at all. You must have observedttiaiis of character?

| have.

And is not the feeling discreditable? Is it not mws that such an one having to
deal with other men, was clearly without any exg@ece of human nature; for
experience would have taught him the true statbetase, that few are the good
and few the evil, and that the great majority arthe interval between them.

What do you mean? | said.

| mean, he replied, as you might say of the vemydand very small, that nothing
is more uncommon than a very large or very smah;maad this applies generally
to all extremes, whether of great and small, offtsavid slow, or fair and foul, or

black and white: and whether the instances yowcsbke men or dogs or anything
else, few are the extremes, but many are in thexibetaveen them. Did you never
observe this?

Yes, | said, | have.

And do you not imagine, he said, that if there weesmmpetition in evil, the worst
would be found to be very few?

Yes, that is very likely, | said.

Yes, that is very likely, he replied; although mstrespect arguments are unlike
men—there | was led on by you to say more thardlihtended; but the point of
comparison was, that when a simple man who hagiliansdialectics believes an
argument to be true which he afterwards imagindsetéalse, whether really false
or not, and then another and another, he has rgetaany faith left, and great
disputers, as you know, come to think at last they have grown to be the wisest
of mankind; for they alone perceive the utter umsimess and instability of all
arguments, or indeed, of all things, which, like tturrents in the Euripus, are
going up and down in never-ceasing ebb and flow.

That is quite true, | said.



Yes, Phaedo, he replied, and how melancholy, fetle such a thing as truth or
certainty or possibility of knowledge—that a mamsld have lighted upon some
argument or other which at first seemed true aed tarned out to be false, and
instead of blaming himself and his own want of wigcause he is annoyed,
should at last be too glad to transfer the blanoenfhimself to arguments in
general: and for ever afterwards should hate aumiterthem, and lose truth and
the knowledge of realities.

Yes, indeed, | said; that is very melancholy.

Let us then, in the first place, he said, be cdm@fallowing or of admitting into
our souls the notion that there is no health ondaess in any arguments at all.
Rather say that we have not yet attained to sowsdimeourselves, and that we
must struggle manfully and do our best to gaintheail mind—you and all other
men having regard to the whole of your future ldagd | myself in the prospect of
death. For at this moment | am sensible that | hage the temper of a
philosopher; like the vulgar, 1 am only a partisdlow the partisan, when he is
engaged in a dispute, cares nothing about thesrgfthe question, but is anxious
only to convince his hearers of his own assertigngl the difference between
him and me at the present moment is merely thist-tfteereas he seeks to
convince his hearers that what he says is truep rather seeking to convince
myself; to convince my hearers is a secondary matih me. And do but see
how much | gain by the argument. For if what | sayrue, then | do well to be
persuaded of the truth, but if there be nothingradleath, still, during the short
time that remains, | shall not distress my friewdsh lamentations, and my
ignorance will not last, but will die with me, atiterefore no harm will be done.
This is the state of mind, Simmias and Cebes, iithvhapproach the argument.
And | would ask you to be thinking of the truth amot of Socrates: agree with
me, if | seem to you to be speaking the truth;farot, withstand me might and
main, that | may not deceive you as well as myisethy enthusiasm, and like the
bee, leave my sting in you before | die.

And now let us proceed, he said. And first of atlihe be sure that | have in my
mind what you were saying. Simmias, if | remembightty, has fears and

misgivings whether the soul, although a fairer @ndner thing than the body,

being as she is in the form of harmony, may noispefirst. On the other hand,
Cebes appeared to grant that the soul was moredabkin the body, but he said
that no one could know whether the soul, after igaworn out many bodies,

might not perish herself and leave her last bodyrakher; and that this is death,
which is the destruction not of the body but of foail, for in the body the work

of destruction is ever going on. Are not these, rBias and Cebes, the points
which we have to consider?



They both agreed to this statement of them.

He proceeded: And did you deny the force of thele/poeceding argument, or of
a part only?

Of a part only, they replied.

And what did you think, he said, of that part af trgument in which we said that
knowledge was recollection, and hence inferreditiasoul must have previously
existed somewhere else before she was encloskd oty?

Cebes said that he had been wonderfully impresgetab part of the argument,
and that his conviction remained absolutely unshagmmias agreed, and added
that he himself could hardly imagine the possipildf his ever thinking
differently.

But, rejoined Socrates, you will have to think dre#ntly, my Theban friend, if you
still maintain that harmony is a compound, and thatsoul is a harmony which is
made out of strings set in the frame of the body;ybu will surely never allow

yourself to say that a harmony is prior to the eleta which compose it.

Never, Socrates.

But do you not see that this is what you imply wiyen say that the soul existed
before she took the form and body of man, and wadenup of elements which as
yet had no existence? For harmony is not like the, sas you suppose; but first
the lyre, and the strings, and the sounds exis state of discord, and then
harmony is made last of all, and perishes firstd Avw can such a notion of the
soul as this agree with the other?

Not at all, replied Simmias.

And yet, he said, there surely ought to be harmiony discourse of which
harmony is the theme.

There ought, replied Simmias.

But there is no harmony, he said, in the two prajmrs that knowledge is
recollection, and that the soul is a harmony. Whitthem will you retain?

| think, he replied, that | have a much strongé@hfaSocrates, in the first of the
two, which has been fully demonstrated to me, timatne latter, which has not
been demonstrated at all, but rests only on prebaitl plausible grounds; and is
therefore believed by the many. | know too welltthiaese arguments from
probabilities are impostors, and unless great cauit observed in the use of



them, they are apt to be deceptive —in geometny,iarother things too. But the
doctrine of knowledge and recollection has beervgmmoto me on trustworthy
grounds; and the proof was that the soul must lexisted before she came into
the body, because to her belongs the essence chwihé very name implies
existence. Having, as | am convinced, rightly ategghis conclusion, and on
sufficient grounds, | must, as | suppose, ceasardae or allow others to argue
that the soul is a harmony.

Let me put the matter, Simmias, he said, in angtbert of view: Do you imagine
that a harmony or any other composition can be state other than that of the
elements, out of which it is compounded?

Certainly not.
Or do or suffer anything other than they do or etif
He agreed.

Then a harmony does not, properly speaking, leadptrts or elements which
make up the harmony, but only follows them.

He assented.

For harmony cannot possibly have any motion, ondpor other quality which is
opposed to its parts.

That would be impossible, he replied.

And does not the nature of every harmony depend tipe® manner in which the
elements are harmonized?

| do not understand you, he said.

| mean to say that a harmony admits of degrees,jsanmtbre of a harmony, and
more completely a harmony, when more truly and/fairmonized, to any extent
which is possible; and less of a harmony, and ¢esspletely a harmony, when
less truly and fully harmonized.

True.

But does the soul admit of degrees? or is oneiadhk very least degree more or
less, or more or less completely, a soul than amdth

Not in the least.

Yet surely of two souls, one is said to have irgelce and virtue, and to be good,



and the other to have folly and vice, and to bewahsoul: and this is said truly?
Yes, truly.

But what will those who maintain the soul to beaarhony say of this presence of
virtue and vice in the soul?—uwill they say that énés another harmony, and
another discord, and that the virtuous soul is loaized, and herself being a
harmony has another harmony within her, and tha vWcious soul is
inharmonical and has no harmony within her?

| cannot tell, replied Simmias; but | suppose g@hething of the sort would be
asserted by those who say that the soul is a hgrmon

And we have already admitted that no soul is mosewd than another; which is
equivalent to admitting that harmony is not moréess harmony, or more or less
completely a harmony?

Quite true.
And that which is not more or less a harmony ismote or less harmonized?
True.

And that which is not more or less harmonized carrave more or less of
harmony, but only an equal harmony?

Yes, an equal harmony.

Then one soul not being more or less absolutelyuhthan another, is not more
or less harmonized?

Exactly.
And therefore has neither more nor less of disaood yet of harmony?
She has not.

And having neither more nor less of harmony orie€ard, one soul has no more
vice or virtue than another, if vice be discord airtle harmony?

Not at all more.

Or speaking more correctly, Simmias, the soul,h# $s a harmony, will never
have any vice; because a harmony, being absolategrmony, has no part in the
inharmonical.

No.



And therefore a soul which is absolutely a soultasice?
How can she have, if the previous argument holds?

Then, if all souls are equally by their nature spall souls of all living creatures
will be equally good?

| agree with you, Socrates, he said.

And can all this be true, think you? he said; forse are the consequences which
seem to follow from the assumption that the soal lrmony?

It cannot be true.

Once more, he said, what ruler is there of the efésof human nature other than
the soul, and especially the wise soul? Do you kobany?

Indeed, | do not.

And is the soul in agreement with the affectionshef body? or is she at variance
with them? For example, when the body is hot andstih does not the soul
incline us against drinking? and when the bodyuisgny, against eating? And this
is only one instance out of ten thousand of theosjiion of the soul to the things
of the body.

Very true.

But we have already acknowledged that the souhgoaiharmony, can never utter
a note at variance with the tensions and relaxatiamd vibrations and other
affections of the strings out of which she is cosgmy she can only follow, she
cannot lead them?

It must be so, he replied.

And yet do we not now discover the soul to be deireggexact opposite— leading
the elements of which she is believed to be conthoskenost always opposing
and coercing them in all sorts of ways throughdet sometimes more violently
with the pains of medicine and gymnastic; then magaiore gently; now
threatening, now admonishing the desires, passfeass, as if talking to a thing
which is not herself, as Homer in the Odyssee sgmts Odysseus doing in the
words—

‘He beat his breast, and thus reproached his hEadure, my heart; far worse
hast thou endured!’

Do you think that Homer wrote this under the idkattthe soul is a harmony



capable of being led by the affections of the baahy] not rather of a nature which
should lead and master them—nherself a far divimegtthan any harmony?

Yes, Socrates, | quite think so.

Then, my friend, we can never be right in sayirgg the soul is a harmony, for we
should contradict the divine Homer, and contradigselves.

True, he said.

Thus much, said Socrates, of Harmonia, your Thejoaldess, who has graciously
yielded to us; but what shall | say, Cebes, tohusband Cadmus, and how shall |
make peace with him?

| think that you will discover a way of propitiagrhim, said Cebes; | am sure that
you have put the argument with Harmonia in a manhat | could never have
expected. For when Simmias was mentioning hisadify, | quite imagined that
no answer could be given to him, and therefored swprised at finding that his
argument could not sustain the first onset of yoarsl not impossibly the other,
whom you call Cadmus, may share a similar fate.

Nay, my good friend, said Socrates, let us not hdest some evil eye should put
to flight the word which | am about to speak. THadwever, may be left in the
hands of those above, while | draw near in Homiastion, and try the mettle of
your words. Here lies the point:—You want to haivproven to you that the soul
is imperishable and immortal, and the philosophéiovis confident in death
appears to you to have but a vain and foolish denfte, if he believes that he
will fare better in the world below than one whaled another sort of life, unless
he can prove this; and you say that the demonstrati the strength and divinity
of the soul, and of her existence prior to our Ipg&iog men, does not necessarily
imply her immortality. Admitting the soul to be Ighived, and to have known and
done much in a former state, still she is not cat #ccount immortal; and her
entrance into the human form may be a sort of diseéhich is the beginning of
dissolution, and may at last, after the toils & are over, end in that which is
called death. And whether the soul enters intootbdy once only or many times,
does not, as you say, make any difference in twes fef individuals. For any man,
who is not devoid of sense, must fear, if he hakmmwvledge and can give no
account of the soul’'s immortality. This, or somathlike this, | suspect to be your
notion, Cebes; and | designedly recur to it in ort@t nothing may escape us,
and that you may, if you wish, add or subtract laimg.

But, said Cebes, as far as | see at present, Iriathéng to add or subtract: | mean
what you say that | mean.



Socrates paused awhile, and seemed to be absaorlreflection. At length he
said: You are raising a tremendous question, Cefeslying the whole nature of
generation and corruption, about which, if you Jlikewill give you my own
experience; and if anything which | say is liketyavail towards the solution of
your difficulty you may make use of it.

| should very much like, said Cebes, to hear wbatlyave to say.

Then | will tell you, said Socrates. When | was yguCebes, | had a prodigious
desire to know that department of philosophy whghalled the investigation of
nature; to know the causes of things, and why agths and is created or
destroyed appeared to me to be a lofty professaod; | was always agitating
myself with the consideration of questions suchtlese:—Is the growth of
animals the result of some decay which the hot@id principle contracts, as
some have said? Is the blood the element with wiwehhink, or the air, or the
fire? or perhaps nothing of the kind— but the braiay be the originating power
of the perceptions of hearing and sight and sraeli memory and opinion may
come from them, and science may be based on meamohopinion when they
have attained fixity. And then | went on to examthe corruption of them, and
then to the things of heaven and earth, and at sticluded myself to be utterly
and absolutely incapable of these enquiries, a8l lsatisfactorily prove to you.
For | was fascinated by them to such a degreentiya¢yes grew blind to things
which | had seemed to myself, and also to otherknobw quite well; | forgot
what | had before thought self-evident truths; sugh a fact as that the growth of
man is the result of eating and drinking; for wiwgrthe digestion of food flesh is
added to flesh and bone to bone, and whenever tlsesn aggregation of
congenial elements, the lesser bulk becomes lamgthe small man great. Was
not that a reasonable notion?

Yes, said Cebes, | think so.

Well; but let me tell you something more. There \magme when | thought that |

understood the meaning of greater and less predty and when | saw a great
man standing by a little one, | fancied that ones vadler than the other by a head,;
or one horse would appear to be greater than anbtiise: and still more clearly

did | seem to perceive that ten is two more thahteiand that two cubits are
more than one, because two is the double of one.

And what is now your notion of such matters? saethé&s.

| should be far enough from imagining, he replidgt | knew the cause of any of
them, by heaven | should; for | cannot satisfy rfyd&t, when one is added to
one, the one to which the addition is made beconves or that the two units



added together make two by reason of the additiarannot understand how,
when separated from the other, each of them wasuwd@ot two, and now, when
they are brought together, the mere juxtapositiomeeting of them should be the
cause of their becoming two: neither can | undedstaow the division of one is
the way to make two; for then a different cause loproduce the same
effect,—as in the former instance the addition mmthposition of one to one was
the cause of two, in this the separation and sciidra of one from the other
would be the cause. Nor am | any longer satisfiadl it understand the reason why
one or anything else is either generated or destray is at all, but | have in my
mind some confused notion of a new method, ancheaar admit the other.

Then | heard some one reading, as he said, froook &f Anaxagoras, that mind
was the disposer and cause of all, and | was delight this notion, which
appeared quite admirable, and | said to mysehiifd is the disposer, mind will
dispose all for the best, and put each particaldhé best place; and | argued that
if any one desired to find out the cause of theegaiion or destruction or
existence of anything, he must find out what stdtbeing or doing or suffering
was best for that thing, and therefore a man hdy wwnconsider the best for
himself and others, and then he would also know wioese, since the same
science comprehended both. And | rejoiced to thih&t | had found in
Anaxagoras a teacher of the causes of existenteasucdesired, and | imagined
that he would tell me first whether the earth & fr round; and whichever was
true, he would proceed to explain the cause anddbessity of this being so, and
then he would teach me the nature of the best laow ¢hat this was best; and if
he said that the earth was in the centre, he wiowtder explain that this position
was the best, and | should be satisfied with th@agation given, and not want
any other sort of cause. And | thought that | waihlein go on and ask him about
the sun and moon and stars, and that he would iexfgane their comparative
swiftness, and their returnings and various stateye and passive, and how all
of them were for the best. For I could not imagima when he spoke of mind as
the disposer of them, he would give any other actofitheir being as they are,
except that this was best; and | thought that wieehad explained to me in detail
the cause of each and the cause of all, he woulshgo explain to me what was
best for each and what was good for all. These hopeuld not have sold for a
large sum of money, and | seized the books andthesad as fast as | could in my
eagerness to know the better and the worse.

What expectations | had formed, and how grievoughg | disappointed! As |
proceeded, | found my philosopher altogether fargpkmind or any other
principle of order, but having recourse to air, attler, and water, and other
eccentricities. | might compare him to a person wiegan by maintaining
generally that mind is the cause of the actionSoérates, but who, when he



endeavoured to explain the causes of my sevelahadn detail, went on to show
that | sit here because my body is made up of bandsmuscles; and the bones,
as he would say, are hard and have joints whicideithem, and the muscles are
elastic, and they cover the bones, which have alsovering or environment of
flesh and skin which contains them; and as the $ame lifted at their joints by
the contraction or relaxation of the muscles, labte to bend my limbs, and this
is why | am sitting here in a curved posture—tisatvhat he would say, and he
would have a similar explanation of my talking twuy which he would attribute
to sound, and air, and hearing, and he would agsigrthousand other causes of
the same sort, forgetting to mention the true cawéch is, that the Athenians
have thought fit to condemn me, and accordinglgventhought it better and more
right to remain here and undergo my sentence; &on inclined to think that these
muscles and bones of mine would have gone off lagg to Megara or
Boeotia—by the dog they would, if they had been etbuenly by their own idea
of what was best, and if | had not chosen the beite nobler part, instead of
playing truant and running away, of enduring anyigpliment which the state
inflicts. There is surely a strange confusion aises and conditions in all this. It
may be said, indeed, that without bones and muscidsthe other parts of the
body | cannot execute my purposes. But to sayltdatas | do because of them,
and that this is the way in which mind acts, antiframm the choice of the best, is
a very careless and idle mode of speaking. | wotitkdrthey cannot distinguish
the cause from the condition, which the many, feelabout in the dark, are
always mistaking and misnaming. And thus one makesa vortex all round and
steadies the earth by the heaven; another giveaithes a support to the earth,
which is a sort of broad trough. Any power whichaimanging them as they are
arranges them for the best never enters into thieids; and instead of finding any
superior strength in it, they rather expect to avsr another Atlas of the world
who is stronger and more everlasting and more aontathan the good;—of the
obligatory and containing power of the good thagkmothing; and yet this is the
principle which | would fain learn if any one woulgach me. But as | have failed
either to discover myself, or to learn of any ofsegthe nature of the best, | will
exhibit to you, if you like, what | have found te lihe second best mode of
enquiring into the cause.

| should very much like to hear, he replied.

Socrates proceeded:—I thought that as | had faietthe contemplation of true
existence, | ought to be careful that | did nokeldlse eye of my soul; as people
may injure their bodily eye by observing and gaznmgthe sun during an eclipse,
unless they take the precaution of only lookinthatimage reflected in the water,
or in some similar medium. So in my own case, | afagid that my soul might be
blinded altogether if | looked at things with myesyor tried to apprehend them by



the help of the senses. And | thought that | hatebé&ave recourse to the world
of mind and seek there the truth of existence.ré day that the simile is not
perfect— for | am very far from admitting that hénevcontemplates existences
through the medium of thought, sees them only tigloa glass darkly,” any more
than he who considers them in action and operatitmwever, this was the

method which | adopted: | first assumed some ppiecivhich | judged to be the

strongest, and then | affirmed as true whatevanséeo agree with this, whether
relating to the cause or to anything else; and Wiath disagreed | regarded as
untrue. But | should like to explain my meaning matearly, as | do not think

that you as yet understand me.

No indeed, replied Cebes, not very well.

There is nothing new, he said, in what | am abouéll you; but only what | have
been always and everywhere repeating in the previtiscussion and on other
occasions: | want to show you the nature of thailseawhich has occupied my
thoughts. | shall have to go back to those famwiards which are in the mouth of
every one, and first of all assume that there islasolute beauty and goodness
and greatness, and the like; grant me this, arapé lto be able to show you the
nature of the cause, and to prove the immortafithe soul.

Cebes said: You may proceed at once with the pfoof,grant you this.

Well, he said, then | should like to know whetheuyagree with me in the next
step; for | cannot help thinking, if there be amythbeautiful other than absolute
beauty should there be such, that it can be behotily in as far as it partakes of
absolute beauty—and | should say the same of éaegytDo you agree in this
notion of the cause?

Yes, he said, | agree.

He proceeded: | know nothing and can understankimgiof any other of those
wise causes which are alleged; and if a persontsaye that the bloom of colour,
or form, or any such thing is a source of beautgalve all that, which is only
confusing to me, and simply and singly, and perhiadishly, hold and am

assured in my own mind that nothing makes a themubful but the presence and
participation of beauty in whatever way or mannaamed; for as to the manner |
am uncertain, but | stoutly contend that by bealtybeautiful things become
beautiful. This appears to me to be the safest angikich | can give, either to
myself or to another, and to this | cling, in therguasion that this principle will
never be overthrown, and that to myself or to ang who asks the question, |
may safely reply, That by beauty beautiful thingedme beautiful. Do you not
agree with me?



| do.

And that by greatness only great things becomet gmne@ greater greater, and by
smallness the less become less?

True.

Then if a person were to remark that A is tallerablyead than B, and B less by a
head than A, you would refuse to admit his statejreerd would stoutly contend
that what you mean is only that the greater is tgrehy, and by reason of,
greatness, and the less is less only by, and lspmeaf, smallness; and thus you
would avoid the danger of saying that the greatgreater and the less less by the
measure of the head, which is the same in both, vamdld also avoid the
monstrous absurdity of supposing that the greatar i® greater by reason of the
head, which is small. You would be afraid to drawtsan inference, would you
not?

Indeed, | should, said Cebes, laughing.

In like manner you would be afraid to say that exteeded eight by, and by
reason of, two; but would say by, and by reasomwfyber; or you would say that
two cubits exceed one cubit not by a half, but agmtude?-for there is the same
liability to error in all these cases.

Very true, he said.

Again, would you not be cautious of affirming tllaé addition of one to one, or
the division of one, is the cause of two? And yawld loudly asseverate that you
know of no way in which anything comes into existe®xcept by participation in
its own proper essence, and consequently, as fgowagknow, the only cause of
two is the participation in duality—this is the wdg make two, and the
participation in one is the way to make one. Youuldosay: | will let alone
puzzles of division and addition—wiser heads thamemmay answer them;
inexperienced as | am, and ready to start, asrthesfb says, at my own shadow, |
cannot afford to give up the sure ground of a fypiec And if any one assails you
there, you would not mind him, or answer him, ugtl had seen whether the
consequences which follow agree with one anothenaty and when you are
further required to give an explanation of thisnpiple, you would go on to
assume a higher principle, and a higher, until fpaund a resting-place in the best
of the higher; but you would not confuse the ppieiand the consequences in
your reasoning, like the Eristics—at least if yoanted to discover real existence.
Not that this confusion signifies to them, who rmes@re or think about the matter
at all, for they have the wit to be well pleasedwvthemselves however great may
be the turmoil of their ideas. But you, if you ar@hilosopher, will certainly do as



| say.
What you say is most true, said Simmias and Cdiml,speaking at once.

ECHECRATES: Yes, Phaedo; and | do not wonder at #esenting. Any one
who has the least sense will acknowledge the wdmidelearness of Socrates
reasoning.

PHAEDO: Certainly, Echecrates; and such was thinfgef the whole company
at the time.

ECHECRATES: Yes, and equally of ourselves, who waye of the company,
and are now listening to your recital. But whatdwled?

PHAEDO: After all this had been admitted, and thag that ideas exist, and that
other things participate in them and derive th@mes from them, Socrates, if |
remember rightly, said:—

This is your way of speaking; and yet when you thay Simmias is greater than
Socrates and less than Phaedo, do you not predit&@enmias both greatness
and smallness?

Yes, | do.

But still you allow that Simmias does not reallycegd Socrates, as the words
may seem to imply, because he is Simmias, but &gore of the size which he

has; just as Simmias does not exceed Socratesdsebauis Simmias, any more
than because Socrates is Socrates, but becausss lmnlallness when compared
with the greatness of Simmias?

True.

And if Phaedo exceeds him in size, this is not bseaPhaedo is Phaedo, but
because Phaedo has greatness relatively to Simmiag, is comparatively
smaller?

That is true.

And therefore Simmias is said to be great, andsis said to be small, because he
is in a mean between them, exceeding the smallrfetbee one by his greatness,

and allowing the greatness of the other to exceedsiallness. He added,

laughing, | am speaking like a book, but | beliévat what | am saying is true.

Simmias assented.

| speak as | do because | want you to agree withmainking, not only that



absolute greatness will never be great and alsdl,dmathat greatness in us or in
the concrete will never admit the small or admitbeing exceeded: instead of
this, one of two things will happen, either theages will fly or retire before the
opposite, which is the less, or at the approacthefless has already ceased to
exist; but will not, if allowing or admitting of satiness, be changed by that; even
as |, having received and admitted smallness wienpared with Simmias,
remain just as | was, and am the same small pefsmhas the idea of greatness
cannot condescend ever to be or become smalkeamiianner the smallness in us
cannot be or become great; nor can any other dgpasiich remains the same
ever be or become its own opposite, but eithergsassvay or perishes in the
change.

That, replied Cebes, is quite my notion.

Hereupon one of the company, though | do not exaethember which of them,

said: In heaven’s name, is not this the direct reoptof what was admitted

before—that out of the greater came the less anafothe less the greater, and
that opposites were simply generated from oppqdatsnow this principle seems
to be utterly denied.

Socrates inclined his head to the speaker anahédtd like your courage, he said,
in reminding us of this. But you do not observe thare is a difference in the two
cases. For then we were speaking of oppositeseirctimcrete, and now of the
essential opposite which, as is affirmed, neitheus nor in nature can ever be at
variance with itself: then, my friend, we were dpag of things in which
opposites are inherent and which are called aftemt but now about the
opposites which are inherent in them and which ghar name to them; and
these essential opposites will never, as we maingmit of generation into or
out of one another. At the same time, turning t@&3e he said: Are you at all
disconcerted, Cebes, at our friend’s objection?

No, | do not feel so, said Cebes; and yet | cadeal that | am often disturbed by
objections.

Then we are agreed after all, said Socrates, leabpposite will never in any case
be opposed to itself?

To that we are quite agreed, he replied.

Yet once more let me ask you to consider the que$tom another point of view,
and see whether you agree with me:—There is a thimgh you term heat, and
another thing which you term cold?

Certainly.



But are they the same as fire and snow?

Most assuredly not.

Heat is a thing different from fire, and cold ig tize same with snow?
Yes.

And yet you will surely admit, that when snow, aaswbefore said, is under the
influence of heat, they will not remain snow anathdut at the advance of the
heat, the snow will either retire or perish?

Very true, he replied.

And the fire too at the advance of the cold wither retire or perish; and when
the fire is under the influence of the cold, theil not remain as before, fire and
cold.

That is true, he said.

And in some cases the name of the idea is not atthched to the idea in an
eternal connection, but anything else which, nabdp¢he idea, exists only in the
form of the idea, may also lay claim to it. | witly to make this clearer by an
example:(—The odd number is always called by theenahodd?

Very true.

But is this the only thing which is called odd? Ahere not other things which
have their own name, and yet are called odd, becalhough not the same as
oddness, they are never without oddness?—that & iMmean to ask—whether
numbers such as the number three are not of tee ofaodd. And there are many
other examples: would you not say, for examplet theee may be called by its
proper name, and also be called odd, which is m®tsame with three? and this
may be said not only of three but also of five, aofl every alternate
number—each of them without being oddness is odd,ia the same way two
and four, and the other series of alternate numbeas every number even,
without being evenness. Do you agree?

Of course.

Then now mark the point at which | am aiming:—notyodo essential opposites
exclude one another, but also concrete things, lwlatthough not in themselves
opposed, contain opposites; these, | say, likevaget the idea which is opposed
to that which is contained in them, and when itrapphes them they either perish
or withdraw. For example; Will not the number threedure annihilation or



anything sooner than be converted into an even eymhile remaining three?
Very true, said Cebes.

And yet, he said, the number two is certainly nmiased to the number three?
It is not.

Then not only do opposite ideas repel the advahame another, but also there
are other natures which repel the approach of ofgsos

Very true, he said.
Suppose, he said, that we endeavour, if possibetermine what these are.
By all means.

Are they not, Cebes, such as compel the thingshaflwthey have possession, not
only to take their own form, but also the form ofree opposite?

What do you mean?

| mean, as | was just now saying, and as | amtbateyou know, that those things
which are possessed by the number three must mpterthree in number, but
must also be odd.

Quite true.

And on this oddness, of which the number threetih@smpress, the opposite idea
will never intrude?

No.

And this impress was given by the odd principle?

Yes.

And to the odd is opposed the even?

True.

Then the idea of the even number will never aratthree?
No.

Then three has no part in the even?

None.



Then the triad or number three is uneven?
Very true.

To return then to my distinction of natures which aot opposed, and yet do not
admit opposites—as, in the instance given, thrébpagh not opposed to the
even, does not any the more admit of the evenallgys brings the opposite into
play on the other side; or as two does not rect#igeodd, or fire the cold—from
these examples (and there are many more of therhap®e you may be able to
arrive at the general conclusion, that not onlyagies will not receive opposites,
but also that nothing which brings the opposite wilmit the opposite of that
which it brings, in that to which it is brought. Arhere let me recapitulate—for
there is no harm in repetition. The number fivel wt admit the nature of the
even, any more than ten, which is the double &, fwill admit the nature of the
odd. The double has another opposite, and is notlgtopposed to the odd, but
nevertheless rejects the odd altogether. Nor agdirparts in the ratio 3:2, nor
any fraction in which there is a half, nor againnhich there is a third, admit the
notion of the whole, although they are not oppdseitie whole: You will agree?

Yes, he said, | entirely agree and go along with ipothat.

And now, he said, let us begin again; and do nat gaswer my question in the
words in which | ask it: let me have not the olfesanswer of which | spoke at
first, but another equally safe, of which the tratli be inferred by you from what
has been just said. | mean that if any one asks‘what that is, of which the
inherence makes the body hot,” you will reply neah(this is what | call the safe
and stupid answer), but fire, a far superior answdrich we are now in a
condition to give. Or if any one asks you ‘why adpas diseased,” you will not
say from disease, but from fever; and instead ywhgahat oddness is the cause of
odd numbers, you will say that the monad is thesean them: and so of things in
general, as | dare say that you will understan@icsemtly without my adducing
any further examples.

Yes, he said, | quite understand you.

Tell me, then, what is that of which the inherendérender the body alive?
The soul, he replied.

And is this always the case?

Yes, he said, of course.

Then whatever the soul possesses, to that she dmaesg life?



Yes, certainly.

And is there any opposite to life?
There is, he said.

And what is that?

Death.

Then the soul, as has been acknowledged, will neosive the opposite of what
she brings.

Impossible, replied Cebes.

And now, he said, what did we just now call thahgiple which repels the even?
The odd.

And that principle which repels the musical, or jingt?

The unmusical, he said, and the unjust.

And what do we call the principle which does nan#df death?

The immortal, he said.

And does the soul admit of death?

No.

Then the soul is immortal?

Yes, he said.

And may we say that this has been proven?

Yes, abundantly proven, Socrates, he replied.

Supposing that the odd were imperishable, musthmee be imperishable?
Of course.

And if that which is cold were imperishable, whdre twarm principle came
attacking the snow, must not the snow have retivedle and unmelted—for it
could never have perished, nor could it have reathand admitted the heat?

True, he said.



Again, if the uncooling or warm principle were im@able, the fire when
assailed by cold would not have perished or hawn lextinguished, but would
have gone away unaffected?

Certainly, he said.

And the same may be said of the immortal: if thenontal is also imperishable,
the soul when attacked by death cannot perishthiipreceding argument shows
that the soul will not admit of death, or ever lgad, any more than three or the
odd number will admit of the even, or fire or themhin the fire, of the cold. Yet a
person may say: ‘But although the odd will not baeoceven at the approach of
the even, why may not the odd perish and the eakae the place of the odd?’
Now to him who makes this objection, we cannot arsvat the odd principle is
imperishable; for this has not been acknowledgedt i this had been
acknowledged, there would have been no difficuitycontending that at the
approach of the even the odd principle and the rmurtiivee took their departure;
and the same argument would have held good oafictheat and any other thing.

Very true.

And the same may be said of the immortal: if thenontal is also imperishable,
then the soul will be imperishable as well as imalorbut if not, some other
proof of her imperishableness will have to be given

No other proof is needed, he said; for if the imialprbeing eternal, is liable to
perish, then nothing is imperishable.

Yes, replied Socrates, and yet all men will aghe#¢ God, and the essential form
of life, and the immortal in general, will neverrsé.

Yes, all men, he said—that is true; and what isengods, if | am not mistaken,
as well as men.

Seeing then that the immortal is indestructible,stnoot the soul, if she is
immortal, be also imperishable?

Most certainly.

Then when death attacks a man, the mortal portidmm may be supposed to
die, but the immortal retires at the approach dtldeand is preserved safe and
sound?

True.

Then, Cebes, beyond question, the soul is immaadl imperishable, and our



souls will truly exist in another world!

| am convinced, Socrates, said Cebes, and havengatiore to object; but if my
friend Simmias, or any one else, has any furthgzation to make, he had better
speak out, and not keep silence, since | do nowvkimowhat other season he can
defer the discussion, if there is anything whichwiaats to say or to have said.

But | have nothing more to say, replied Simmias; can | see any reason for
doubt after what has been said. But | still feel aannot help feeling uncertain in
my own mind, when | think of the greatness of tbbjsct and the feebleness of
man.

Yes, Simmias, replied Socrates, that is well saidd | may add that first
principles, even if they appear certain, shoulctc@efully considered; and when
they are satisfactorily ascertained, then, withoda ef hesitating confidence in
human reason, you may, | think, follow the courkéhe argument; and if that be
plain and clear, there will be no need for anyHfartenquiry.

Very true.

But then, O my friends, he said, if the soul idlyganmortal, what care should be
taken of her, not only in respect of the portiortiofe which is called life, but of
eternity! And the danger of neglecting her fromstpoint of view does indeed
appear to be awful. If death had only been theddrall, the wicked would have
had a good bargain in dying, for they would haverbbappily quit not only of
their body, but of their own evil together with theouls. But now, inasmuch as
the soul is manifestly immortal, there is no reéeas salvation from evil except
the attainment of the highest virtue and wisdomr #e@ soul when on her
progress to the world below takes nothing with lérnurture and education; and
these are said greatly to benefit or greatly taurmjthe departed, at the very
beginning of his journey thither.

For after death, as they say, the genius of eatitidual, to whom he belonged in
life, leads him to a certain place in which thedlase gathered together, whence
after judgment has been given they pass into thédwaelow, following the
guide, who is appointed to conduct them from thasldvto the other: and when
they have there received their due and remained tihee, another guide brings
them back again after many revolutions of ages. lNogsvway to the other world
is not, as Aeschylus says in the Telephus, a sexgiestraight path—if that were
S0 no guide would be needed, for no one could inibst there are many partings
of the road, and windings, as | infer from thegigad sacrifices which are offered
to the gods below in places where three ways meetah. The wise and orderly
soul follows in the straight path and is consciofier surroundings; but the soul



which desires the body, and which, as | was rajatwefore, has long been
fluttering about the lifeless frame and the worfdsight, is after many struggles
and many sufferings hardly and with violence carreevay by her attendant
genius, and when she arrives at the place wherethiee souls are gathered, if she
be impure and have done impure deeds, whethernfoutiers or other crimes
which are the brothers of these, and the worksrofhlers in crime—from that
soul every one flees and turns away; no one wilhéecompanion, no one her
guide, but alone she wanders in extremity of emtilicertain times are fulfilled,
and when they are fulfilled, she is borne irrebigtto her own fitting habitation;
as every pure and just soul which has passed thrbieggin the company and
under the guidance of the gods has also her owpepfmme.

Now the earth has divers wonderful regions, anohdeed in nature and extent
very unlike the notions of geographers, as | beliew the authority of one who
shall be nameless.

What do you mean, Socrates? said Simmias. | haveelinjheard many
descriptions of the earth, but | do not know, astiduld very much like to know,
in which of these you put faith.

And |, Simmias, replied Socrates, if | had the @rtGlaucus would tell you;
although | know not that the art of Glaucus couloMve the truth of my tale, which
| myself should never be able to prove, and evdrcduld, | fear, Simmias, that
my life would come to an end before the argumerd eampleted. | may describe
to you, however, the form and regions of the eadtording to my conception of
them.

That, said Simmias, will be enough.

Well, then, he said, my conviction is, that thetle@ a round body in the centre of
the heavens, and therefore has no need of airyosiamlar force to be a support,
but is kept there and hindered from falling or inicig any way by the equability
of the surrounding heaven and by her own equipdise.that which, being in
equipoise, is in the centre of that which is equatitfused, will not incline any
way in any degree, but will always remain in theeastate and not deviate. And
this is my first notion.

Which is surely a correct one, said Simmias.

Also | believe that the earth is very vast, and tha who dwell in the region

extending from the river Phasis to the Pillars @fr&tles inhabit a small portion
only about the sea, like ants or frogs about a maasd that there are other
inhabitants of many other like places; for everywehen the face of the earth there
are hollows of various forms and sizes, into wioh water and the mist and the



lower air collect. But the true earth is pure artidaged in the pure heaven—there
are the stars also; and it is the heaven whiclonsneonly spoken of by us as the
ether, and of which our own earth is the sedimeaatheying in the hollows
beneath. But we who live in these hollows are dexkinto the notion that we are
dwelling above on the surface of the earth; whgfust as if a creature who was
at the bottom of the sea were to fancy that heamathe surface of the water, and
that the sea was the heaven through which he sawuh and the other stars, he
having never come to the surface by reason ofdebléness and sluggishness,
and having never lifted up his head and seen, ver lkeeard from one who had
seen, how much purer and fairer the world abovimas his own. And such is
exactly our case: for we are dwelling in a hollofalee earth, and fancy that we
are on the surface; and the air we call the heawewhich we imagine that the
stars move. But the fact is, that owing to our feebss and sluggishness we are
prevented from reaching the surface of the airiffany man could arrive at the
exterior limit, or take the wings of a bird and a®to the top, then like a fish who
puts his head out of the water and sees this whddyould see a world beyond;
and, if the nature of man could sustain the sigbtyould acknowledge that this
other world was the place of the true heaven aadrtke light and the true earth.
For our earth, and the stones, and the entire magioch surrounds us, are spoilt
and corroded, as in the sea all things are corrbgléde brine, neither is there any
noble or perfect growth, but caverns only, and samidl an endless slough of
mud: and even the shore is not to be comparedetdailrer sights of this world.
And still less is this our world to be comparedhniihe other. Of that upper earth
which is under the heaven, | can tell you a chagnéte, Simmias, which is well
worth hearing.

And we, Socrates, replied Simmias, shall be chartmdidten to you.

The tale, my friend, he said, is as follows:—In fivst place, the earth, when
looked at from above, is in appearance streakeddite of those balls which have
leather coverings in twelve pieces, and is deckid warious colours, of which
the colours used by painters on earth are in a exasamples. But there the whole
earth is made up of them, and they are brightearidrclearer than ours; there is a
purple of wonderful lustre, also the radiance dfigand the white which is in the
earth is whiter than any chalk or snow. Of thesé ather colours the earth is
made up, and they are more in number and fairer tha eye of man has ever
seen; the very hollows (of which | was speakintigdi with air and water have a
colour of their own, and are seen like light gleagnamid the diversity of the
other colours, so that the whole presents a siagte continuous appearance of
variety in unity. And in this fair region everytlgrihat grows—trees, and flowers,
and fruits—are in a like degree fairer than anyehand there are hills, having
stones in them in a like degree smoother, and rraresparent, and fairer in



colour than our highly-valued emeralds and sardesyand jaspers, and other
gems, which are but minute fragments of them:tiere all the stones are like our
precious stones, and fairer still (compare Republibe reason is, that they are
pure, and not, like our precious stones, infectedooroded by the corrupt briny
elements which coagulate among us, and which boegdess and disease both in
earth and stones, as well as in animals and plahes; are the jewels of the upper
earth, which also shines with gold and silver amal like, and they are set in the
light of day and are large and abundant and iplattes, making the earth a sight
to gladden the beholder’'s eye. And there are asimatl men, some in a middle
region, others dwelling about the air as we dwkbw the sea; others in islands
which the air flows round, near the continent: amé word, the air is used by
them as the water and the sea are by us, andhtéeigtto them what the air is to
us. Moreover, the temperament of their seasongcis that they have no disease,
and live much longer than we do, and have sightreating and smell, and all
the other senses, in far greater perfection, instrae proportion that air is purer
than water or the ether than air. Also they haugptes and sacred places in which
the gods really dwell, and they hear their voiced i@eceive their answers, and are
conscious of them and hold converse with them,thay see the sun, moon, and
stars as they truly are, and their other blessexdses a piece with this.

Such is the nature of the whole earth, and oftiivegs which are around the earth;
and there are divers regions in the hollows onfdéice of the globe everywhere,
some of them deeper and more extended than thahwi@ inhabit, others deeper
but with a narrower opening than ours, and somslzaower and also wider. All
have numerous perforations, and there are pasdageas and narrow in the
interior of the earth, connecting them with onetheg and there flows out of and
into them, as into basins, a vast tide of wated lange subterranean streams of
perennial rivers, and springs hot and cold, anteatdire, and great rivers of fire,
and streams of liquid mud, thin or thick (like thieers of mud in Sicily, and the
lava streams which follow them), and the regionsualwhich they happen to
flow are filled up with them. And there is a swingior see-saw in the interior of
the earth which moves all this up and down, andlug to the following
cause:—There is a chasm which is the vastest oh thik, and pierces right
through the whole earth; this is that chasm whicbmidr describes in the
words,—

‘Far off, where is the inmost depth beneath théhgar

and which he in other places, and many other pbais called Tartarus. And the
see-saw is caused by the streams flowing into ahdfahis chasm, and they each
have the nature of the soil through which they flodAmd the reason why the
streams are always flowing in and out, is thatwlagery element has no bed or
bottom, but is swinging and surging up and dowml @@ surrounding wind and



air do the same; they follow the water up and dowither and thither, over the
earth—just as in the act of respiration the aalvgays in process of inhalation and
exhalation;—and the wind swinging with the wateraimd out produces fearful
and irresistible blasts: when the waters retirdhvaitrush into the lower parts of
the earth, as they are called, they flow throughedarth in those regions, and fill
them up like water raised by a pump, and then when leave those regions and
rush back hither, they again fill the hollows heaad when these are filled, flow
through subterranean channels and find their wakid¢o several places, forming
seas, and lakes, and rivers, and springs. Thepgeatiain enter the earth, some of
them making a long circuit into many lands, othgos1g to a few places and not
so distant; and again fall into Tartarus, some@iat a good deal lower than that
at which they rose, and others not much lower,aiun some degree lower than
the point from which they came. And some bursthf@gain on the opposite side,
and some on the same side, and some wind roundatttie with one or many
folds like the coils of a serpent, and descendcaas$ they can, but always return
and fall into the chasm. The rivers flowing in eitldirection can descend only to
the centre and no further, for opposite to thergve a precipice.

Now these rivers are many, and mighty, and diveasd,there are four principal
ones, of which the greatest and outermost is thlé¢d Oceanus, which flows
round the earth in a circle; and in the oppositedion flows Acheron, which
passes under the earth through desert placeshiatddherusian lake: this is the
lake to the shores of which the souls of the mamwhen they are dead, and after
waiting an appointed time, which is to some a lorged to some a shorter time,
they are sent back to be born again as animalsthiifteriver passes out between
the two, and near the place of outlet pours int@st region of fire, and forms a
lake larger than the Mediterranean Sea, boilinghwiater and mud; and
proceeding muddy and turbid, and winding aboutelgh, comes, among other
places, to the extremities of the Acherusian Léke,mingles not with the waters
of the lake, and after making many coils aboutaagh plunges into Tartarus at a
deeper level. This is that Pyriphlegethon, as theam is called, which throws up
jets of fire in different parts of the earth. Tloafth river goes out on the opposite
side, and falls first of all into a wild and savagegion, which is all of a dark-blue
colour, like lapis lazuli; and this is that rivehigh is called the Stygian river, and
falls into and forms the Lake Styx, and after fajliinto the lake and receiving
strange powers in the waters, passes under thh, eatding round in the
opposite direction, and comes near the Acherusikee from the opposite side to
Pyriphlegethon. And the water of this river too gies with no other, but flows
round in a circle and falls into Tartarus over agaPyriphlegethon; and the name
of the river, as the poets say, is Cocytus.

Such is the nature of the other world; and whendbad arrive at the place to



which the genius of each severally guides therst fif all, they have sentence
passed upon them, as they have lived well and lyiarsnot. And those who
appear to have lived neither well nor ill, go te thver Acheron, and embarking in
any vessels which they may find, are carried imthe the lake, and there they
dwell and are purified of their evil deeds, andihgwuffered the penalty of the
wrongs which they have done to others, they areladd, and receive the rewards
of their good deeds, each of them according talagerts. But those who appear
to be incurable by reason of the greatness of tireites—who have committed
many and terrible deeds of sacrilege, murders dodl violent, or the like—such
are hurled into Tartarus which is their suitablstaig, and they never come out.
Those again who have committed crimes, which, aljhogreat, are not
irremediable—who in a moment of anger, for exampbeje done violence to a
father or a mother, and have repented for the mheaiof their lives, or, who
have taken the life of another under the like exédimg circumstances—these are
plunged into Tartarus, the pains of which they evenpelled to undergo for a
year, but at the end of the year the wave casts thbeh—mere homicides by way
of Cocytus, parricides and matricides by Pyriphlege—and they are borne to
the Acherusian lake, and there they lift up theices and call upon the victims
whom they have slain or wronged, to have pity amthand to be kind to them,
and let them come out into the lake. And if thegvaiil, then they come forth and
cease from their troubles; but if not, they areaiedrback again into Tartarus and
from thence into the rivers unceasingly, until tledyain mercy from those whom
they have wronged: for that is the sentence imfticipon them by their judges.
Those too who have been pre-eminent for holinedgeofire released from this
earthly prison, and go to their pure home whichbsve, and dwell in the purer
earth; and of these, such as have duly purifiechsiadves with philosophy live
henceforth altogether without the body, in mansifam®r still which may not be
described, and of which the time would fail medth. t

Wherefore, Simmias, seeing all these things, whghbnot we to do that we may
obtain virtue and wisdom in this life? Fair is t{hréze, and the hope great!

A man of sense ought not to say, nor will | be vespfident, that the description
which | have given of the soul and her mansiorexexctly true. But | do say that,
inasmuch as the soul is shown to be immortal, hg wamture to think, not

improperly or unworthily, that something of the dims true. The venture is a
glorious one, and he ought to comfort himself withrds like these, which is the
reason why | lengthen out the tale. Whereforey| B a man be of good cheer
about his soul, who having cast away the pleasamdsornaments of the body as
alien to him and working harm rather than good, $msgyht after the pleasures of
knowledge; and has arrayed the soul, not in somagio attire, but in her own

proper jewels, temperance, and justice, and cou@y# nobility, and truth—in



these adorned she is ready to go on her journthetaorld below, when her hour
comes. You, Simmias and Cebes, and all other miéindepart at some time or
other. Me already, as the tragic poet would sayyvtice of fate calls. Soon | must
drink the poison; and I think that | had betteraiepo the bath first, in order that
the women may not have the trouble of washing ndyladter | am dead.

When he had done speaking, Crito said: And have amoucommands for us,
Socrates—anything to say about your children, gr @her matter in which we
can serve you?

Nothing particular, Crito, he replied: only, asave always told you, take care of
yourselves; that is a service which you may be estedering to me and mine and
to all of us, whether you promise to do so or Bt if you have no thought for

yourselves, and care not to walk according to tie which | have prescribed for
you, not now for the first time, however much yoaynprofess or promise at the
moment, it will be of no avail.

We will do our best, said Crito: And in what waya#itwe bury you?

In any way that you like; but you must get holdwé, and take care that | do not
run away from you. Then he turned to us, and addtdda smile:—I cannot make
Crito believe that | am the same Socrates who haen talking and conducting
the argument; he fancies that | am the other Seerahhom he will soon see, a
dead body—and he asks, How shall he bury me? Amuagtinl have spoken many
words in the endeavour to show that when | havaldthe poison | shall leave
you and go to the joys of the blessed,— these wofdsrine, with which | was
comforting you and myself, have had, as | percene effect upon Crito. And
therefore | want you to be surety for me to him nawat the trial he was surety to
the judges for me: but let the promise be of arratbet; for he was surety for me
to the judges that | would remain, and you musiriyesurety to him that | shall
not remain, but go away and depart; and then hesufer less at my death, and
not be grieved when he sees my body being burnddieed. | would not have
him sorrow at my hard lot, or say at the burialu$hve lay out Socrates, or, Thus
we follow him to the grave or bury him; for falseomls are not only evil in
themselves, but they infect the soul with evil. &egood cheer, then, my dear
Crito, and say that you are burying my body onhlyl @o with that whatever is
usual, and what you think best.

When he had spoken these words, he arose and mtena& ichamber to bathe;
Crito followed him and told us to wait. So we renmed behind, talking and

thinking of the subject of discourse, and alsoh& greatness of our sorrow; he
was like a father of whom we were being bereaved,vee were about to pass the
rest of our lives as orphans. When he had takebdttehis children were brought



to him—(he had two young sons and an elder one);tla@ women of his family
also came, and he talked to them and gave themw difections in the presence
of Crito; then he dismissed them and returned to us

Now the hour of sunset was near, for a good detaf had passed while he was
within. When he came out, he sat down with us ag#@r his bath, but not much
was said. Soon the jailer, who was the servarti@Bieven, entered and stood by
him, saying:—To you, Socrates, whom | know to be leblest and gentlest and
best of all who ever came to this place, | will moipute the angry feelings of
other men, who rage and swear at me, when, in ebedito the authorities, | bid
them drink the poison—indeed, | am sure that ydlmwat be angry with me; for
others, as you are aware, and not |, are to blame.so fare you well, and try to
bear lightly what must needs be—you know my errdrieen bursting into tears
he turned away and went out.

Socrates looked at him and said: | return your gesthes, and will do as you bid.
Then turning to us, he said, How charming the nsasince | have been in prison
he has always been coming to see me, and at timmesubld talk to me, and was
as good to me as could be, and now see how geheroeissorrows on my
account. We must do as he says, Crito; and theréddthe cup be brought, if the
poison is prepared: if not, let the attendant pregame.

Yet, said Crito, the sun is still upon the hill-sp@nd | know that many a one has
taken the draught late, and after the announcehsnbeen made to him, he has
eaten and drunk, and enjoyed the society of hisvieel, do not hurry—there is
time enough.

Socrates said: Yes, Crito, and they of whom yowakae right in so acting, for
they think that they will be gainers by the delbyt | am right in not following
their example, for | do not think that | shouldmanything by drinking the poison
a little later; 1 should only be ridiculous in myn eyes for sparing and saving a
life which is already forfeit. Please then to dd aay, and not to refuse me.

Crito made a sign to the servant, who was stantiy)gand he went out, and
having been absent for some time, returned withjailer carrying the cup of
poison. Socrates said: You, my good friend, whoeageerienced in these matters,
shall give me directions how | am to proceed. Tlaranswered: You have only
to walk about until your legs are heavy, and thehet down, and the poison will
act. At the same time he handed the cup to Socrates in the easiest and
gentlest manner, without the least fear or charigelour or feature, looking at
the man with all his eyes, Echecrates, as his ntamnas, took the cup and said:
What do you say about making a libation out of #hig to any god? May I, or
not? The man answered: We only prepare, Socratsssp much as we deem



enough. | understand, he said: but | may and nslstttee gods to prosper my
journey from this to the other world—even so—andbsoit according to my
prayer. Then raising the cup to his lips, quitedigaand cheerfully he drank off
the poison. And hitherto most of us had been ablsonhtrol our sorrow; but now
when we saw him drinking, and saw too that he haghed the draught, we
could no longer forbear, and in spite of myself omyn tears were flowing fast; so
that | covered my face and wept, not for him, buthe thought of my own
calamity in having to part from such a friend. Neas | the first; for Crito, when
he found himself unable to restrain his tears, ¢atdup, and | followed; and at
that moment, Apollodorus, who had been weepinthaltime, broke out in a loud
and passionate cry which made cowards of us altra®&s alone retained his
calmness: What is this strange outcry? he saidnt away the women mainly in
order that they might not misbehave in this way,Ifbave been told that a man
should die in peace. Be quiet, then, and have nieVhen we heard his words
we were ashamed, and refrained our tears; and Wedvabout until, as he said,
his legs began to fail, and then he lay on his pack&ording to the directions, and
the man who gave him the poison now and then lo@kdds feet and legs; and
after a while he pressed his foot hard, and askedfthe could feel; and he said,
No; and then his leg, and so upwards and upwards showed us that he was
cold and stiff. And he felt them himself, and samhen the poison reaches the
heart, that will be the end. He was beginning magcold about the groin, when
he uncovered his face, for he had covered himgeland said—they were his last
words—he said: Crito, | owe a cock to Asclepiusli wou remember to pay the
debt? The debt shall be paid, said Crito; is thargthing else? There was no
answer to this question; but in a minute or two @vement was heard, and the
attendants uncovered him; his eyes were set, atal cvsed his eyes and mouth.

Such was the end, Echecrates, of our friend; conmagiwhom | may truly say,
that of all the men of his time whom | have knowe,was the wisest and justest
and best.
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