The Soul*

Now, O my judges, I desire to prove to you that the real philosopher has
reason to be of good cheer when he is about to die, and that after death he
may hope to obtain the greatest good in the other world. And how this may
be, Simmias and Cebes, I will endeavour to explain. For I deem that the
true votary of philosophy is likely to be misunderstood by other men; they do
not perceive that of his own accord he is always engaged in the pursuit of
dying and death; and if this be so, and he has had the desire of death all his
life long, why when his time comes should he repine at that which he has
been always pursuing and desiring?

Simmias said laughingly: Though I am not altogether in a laughing
humour, you have made me laugh, Socrates; for I cannot help thinking that
the many when they hear your words will say how truly you have described
philosophers, and our people at home will likewise say that philosophers are
in reality moribund, and that they have found them out to be deserving of
the death which they desire.

And they are right, Simmias, in thinking so, with the exception of the
words ‘they have found them out’; for they have not found out either in what
sense the true philosopher is moribund and deserves death, or what manner
of death he deserves. But enough of them:—let us discuss the matter among
ourselves. Do we attach a definite meaning to the word ‘death’?

To be sure, replied Simmias.

* From Plato, Phaedo, in The Dialogues of Plato, trans. Benjamin Jowett, 4th ed. rev. (Oxford:
The Clarendon Press, 1953).
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Is it not just the separation of soul and body? And to be dead is the
completion of this; when the soul exists by herself and is released from the
body, and the body is released from the soul. This, I presume, is what is
meant by death?

Just so, he replied.

There is another question, which will probably throw light on our present
inquiry if you and I can agree about it:—Ought the philosopher to care about
such pleasures—if they are to be called pleasures—as those of eating and
drinking?

Certainly not, answered Simmias.

And what about the pleasures of love—should he care for them?

By no means.

And will he think much of the other ways of indulging the body, for
example, the acquisition of costly raiment or sandals, or other adornments of
the body? Instead of caring about them, does he not rather despise anything
more than nature needs? What do you say?

I should say that the true philosopher would despise them.

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

Quite true.

First, therefore, in matters of this sort philosophers, above all other men,
may be observed in every sort of way to dissever the soul from the commun-
ion of the body.

Very true.

Whereas, Simmias, the rest of the world are of opinion that to him who has
no taste for bodily pleasures and no part in them, life is not worth having;
and that he who is indifferent about them is as good as dead.

Perfectly true.

What again shall we say of the actual acquirement of knowledge?—is the
body, if invited to share in the inquiry, a hindrance or a help? I mean to say,
have sight and hearing, as found in man, any truth in them? Are they not, as
the poets are always repeating, inaccurate witnesses? and yet, if even they
are inaccurate and indistinct, what is to be said of the other sensesP—for you
will allow that they are the best of them?

Certainly, he replied.

Then when does the soul attain truthP—for in attempting to consider
anything in company with the body she is obviously deceived by it.

True.

Then must not true reality be revealed to her in thought, if at all?

Yes.

And thought is best when the mind is gathered into herself and none of
these things trouble her—neither sounds nor sights nor pain, nor again any
pleasure,—when she takes leave of the body, and has as little as possible to
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do with it, when she has no bodily sense or desire, but is aspiring after true
being?

Certainly.

And here again it is characteristic of the philosopher to despise the body;
his soul runs away from his body and desires to be alone and by herself?

That is true.

Well, but there is another thing, Simmias: Is there or is 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 bodlly sense?—and I speak not
of these alone, but of absolute greatness, and health, and strength, and, in
short, of the reality or true nature of everything. Is the truth of them ever
perceived through the bodily organs? or rather, is not the nearest approach
to the knowledge of their several natures made by him who so orders his
intellectual vision as to have the most exact conception of the essence of each
thing which he considers?

Certainly.

And he attains to the purest knowledge of them who goes to each with the
intellect alone, not introducing or intruding in the act of thought sight or any
other sense together with reason, but with the intellect in its own purity
searches into the truth of each thing in its purity; he who has got rid, as far as
he can, of eyes and ears and, so to speak, of the whole body, these being in
his opinion distracting elements which when they associate with the soul
hinder her from acquiring truth and knowledge—who, if not he, is likely to
attain to the knowledge of true being?

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

And when real philosophers consider all these things, will they not be led
to make a reflection which they will express in words something like the
following? ‘Have we not found,” they will say, ‘a path of thought which seems
to bring us and our argument to the conclusion, that while we are in the
body, and while the soul is mixed with the evils of the body, our desire will
not be satisfied? and our desire is of the truth. For the body is a source of
countless distractions by reason of the mere requirement of food, and is
liable also to diseases which overtake and impede us in the pursuit of truth: it
fills us full of loves, and lusts, and fears, and fancies of all kinds, and endless
foolery, and in very truth, as men say, takes away from us the power of

[On ‘absﬁlute beauty,” ‘absolute justice,” & c., see the note following the introduction to the
Greater Hippias, p. 563 infra.]
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thinking at all. Whence come wars, and fightings, and factions? whence but
from the body and the lusts of the body? All wars are occasioned by the love
of money, and money has to be acquired for the sake of the body and in
slavish ministration to it; and by reason of all these impediments we have no
time to give to philosophy; and, last and worst of all, even if the body allows
us leisure and we betake ourselves to some speculation, it is always breaking
in upon us, causing turmoil and confusion in our inquiries, and so amazing us
that we are prevented from seeing the truth. It has been proved to us by
experience that if we would have pure knowledge of anything we must be
quit of the body—the soul by herself must behold things by themselves: and
then we shall attain that which we desire, and of which we say that we are
lovers—wisdom; not while we live, but, as the argument shows, only after
death; for if while in company with the body the soul cannot have pure
knowledge, one of two things follows—either knowledge is not to be attained
at all, or, if at all, after death. For then, and not till then, the soul will be
parted from the body and exist by herself alone. In this present life, we think
that we make the nearest approach to knowledge when we have the least
possible intercourse or communion with the body, and do not suffer the
contagion of the bodily nature, but keep ourselves pure until the hour when
God himselfis pleased to release us. And thus getting rid of the foolishness of
the body we may expect to be pure and hold converse with the pure, and to
know of ourselves all that exists in perfection unalloyed, which, I take it, is
no other than the truth. For the impure are not permitted to lay hold of the
pure.’ These are the sort of words, Simmias, which the true lovers of know-
ledge cannot help saying to one another, and thinking. You would agree;
would you not?

Undoubtedly, Socrates.

But, O my friend, if this be true, there is great reason to hope that, going
whither I go, when I have come to the end of my journey I shall fully attain
that which has been the pursuit of our lives. And therefore I accept with
good hope this change of abode which is now enjoined upon me, and not I
only, but every other man who believes that his mind has been made ready
and that he is in a manner purified.

Certainly, replied Simmias.

And does it not follow that purification is nothing but that separation of the
soul from the body, which has for some time been the subject of our argu-
ment; the habit of the soul gathering and collecting herself into herself from
all sides out of the body; the dwelling in her own place alone, as in another
life, so also in this, as far as she can;—the release of the soul from the chains
of the body?

Very true, he said.

And this separation and release of the soul from the body is termed death?

Plato 27

To be sure, he said.

And the true philosophers, and they only, are ever seeking to release the
soul. Is not the separation and release of the soul from the body their
especial study?

That is true.

And, as I was saying at first, there would be a ridiculous contradiction in
men studying to live as nearly as they can in a state like that of death, and yet
repining when death comes upon them.

Clearly.

In fact, the true philosophers, Simmias, are always occupied in the prac-
tice of dying, wherefore also to them least of all men is death terrible. Look
at the matter thus:—if they have been in every way estranged from the body,
and are wanting to be alone with the soul, when this desire of theirs is being
granted, how inconsistent would they be if they trembled and repined,
instead of rejoicing at their departure to that place where, when they arrive,
they hope to gain that which in life they desired—and their desire was for
wisdom—and at the same time to be rid of the company of their enemy.
Many a man who has lost by death an earthly love, or wife, or son, has been
willing to go in quest of them to the world below, animated by the hope of
seeing them there and of being with those for whom he yearned. And will he
who is a true lover of wisdom, and is strongly persuaded in like manner that
only in the world below he can worthily enjoy her, still repine at death? Will
he not depart with joy? Surely he will, O my friend, if he be a true
philosopher. For he will have a firm conviction that there, and there only, he
can find wisdom in her purity. And if this be true, he would be very absurd,
as I was saying, if he were afraid of death.

He would indeed, replied Simmias. . . .

Suppose we consider the question whether the souls of men after death
are or are not in the world below. There comes into my mind an ancient
doctrine which affirms that they are there after they leave our world, and
returning hither, are born again from the dead. Now if it be true that the
living come from the dead, then our souls must exist in the other world, for if
not, how could they have been born again? And this would be conclusive, if
it were established that the living are born from the dead and have no other
origin; but if this is not so, then other arguments will have to be adduced.

Very true, replied Cebes.

Then let us consider the whole question, not in relation to man only, but
in relation to animals generally, and to plants, and to everything of which
there is generation, and the proof will be easier. Are not all things which
have opposites generated out of their opposites? I mean such things as the
beautiful and the ugly, the just and the unjust—and there are innumerable
other cases. Let us consider therefore whether it is necessary that a thing
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should come to be from its own opposite, if it has one, and from no other
source: for example, anything which becomes greater must become greater
after being less?

True.

And that which becomes less must have been once greater and then have
become less?

Yes.

And the weaker is generated from the stronger, and the swifter from the
slower?

Very true.

And the worse is from the better, and the more just is from the more
unjust?

Of course.

And is this true of all opposites? and are we convinced that all of them are
generated out of opposites?

Yes.

And in this universal opposition of all things, are there not also two inter-
mediate processes which are ever going on, from one to the other opposite,
and back again; for example, where there is a greater and a less there is also
the intermediate process of increase and diminution, and so a thing is said to
increase or to diminish?

Yes, he said.

And there are many other processes, such as analysis and combination,
cooling and heating, which equally involve a passage into and out of one
another. And this necessarily holds of all opposites, even though not always
expressed in words—they are really generated out of one another, and 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 being alive, as sleep is the opposite of
being awake?

True, he said.

And what is it?

Being dead, he answered.

And these, if they are opposites, are generated the one from the other,
and have their two intermediate processes also?

Of course. .

Now, said Socrates, I will analyse one of the two pairs of opposites which I
have mentioned to you, and also its intermediate processes, and you shall
analyse the other to me. The two members of the first pair are sleep and
waking. The state of sleep is opposed to the state of waking, and out of
sleeping waking is generated, and out of waking, sleeping; and the process of
generation is in the one case falling asleep, and in the other waking up. Do
you agree?

Plato 20

I entirely agree.

Then, suppose that you analyse life and death to me in the same manner.
Is not the state of death opposed to that of life?

Yes.

And they are generated one from the other?

Yes.

What is generated from the living?

The dead.

And what from the dead?

I can only say in answer—the living.

Then the living, whether things or persons, Cebes, are generated from the
dead?

So it would seem, he replied.

Then the inference is that our souls exist in the world below?

It appears so.

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

Surely, he said.

What then is to be the result? Shall we exclude the opposite process? and
shall we suppose nature to be lame in this respect? Must we not rather assign
to the act of dying some corresponding process of generation?

Certainly, he replied.

And what is that?

Return to life.

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

Quite true.

Then here is a new way by which we arrive at the conclusion that the
living come from the dead, just as the dead come from the living; and we
agreed that this, if true, would be adequate proof that the souls of the dead
must exist in some place out of which they come again.

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

I think, said Simmias, that Cebes is satisfied: although he is the most
incredulous of mortals, yet I believe that he is sufficiently convinced of the
existence of the soul before birth. But that after death the soul will continue
to exist is not yet proven even to my own satisfaction. I cannot get rid of the
objection to which Cebes was referring—the common fear that at the mo-
ment when the man dies the soul is dispersed, and that this may be the end
of her. For admitting that she may have come into being and been framed
out of some unknown other elements, and was in existence before entering
the human body, why after having entered in and gone out again may she not
herself be destroyed and come to an end?
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Ve'rzd true, Simmias, said Cebes; it appears that about half of what was
ll:’equ?r thhas been proved; to wit, that our souls existed before we were
h:Irfn’f— at the soul will exist after death as well as before birth is the other

alf o which the proof is still wanting, and has to be supplied; when that is
gnisln the demonstration will be complete. . . . ’

ust we not, said Socrates, ask ourselves what kind i
) , of thing that is which
is gab]e to' be scattered, and for what kind of thing we ought togfear that fatz?
?un hwhalt is thaf for which we need have no fear? And then we may proceed
iy ar:s:z tto inquire to \:'lllnich ](;f the two classes soul belongs—our hopes and
0 our own souls will turn upon the an i

Vers toa iz o & p swers to these questions.

Nc(;w that which is compounded and is by nature composite may be sup-
gio;sel t(:] bl(: thte;]reforle;l cl:pable, as of being compounded, so also of being

solved; but that which is not composite, and that i
thing is, indissoluble. poste onb. must be, i any-

Yes; I should imagine so, said Cebes.
hAnd the non-composite may be assumed to be the same and unchanging
whereas the composite is always changing and never the same ’

I agree, he said. .

Then now let us return to the i i i

. \ previous discussion. Is that reality of whose
being we give account in the dialectical process—whether equalig, beauty
o}x)' anything else—are these realities, I say, liable at times to some degree o’f
c zfnge? or are.they each of them always what they are, having the same
umfom'x self-existent and unchanging natures, not admitting of variation at
all, or in any way, or at any time?

Thgy must be always the same, Socrates, replied Cebes.
And what would you say of the many beautiful, for instance, men or horses
:}:‘ garr.nents orany other such things, or of the many equal, or generally of all
e things which are named by the same names as the realities—are they the
:ailme ztilav;ays? Ml?y they not rather be described in exactly opposite terms, as
mos £ i i i ’
2 Onev:n i;sthce :;ngmg and hardly ever the same either with themselves or
'I‘ht:l latter, replied Cebes; they are always in a state of change.
un?l?an tl}e%th you can touch and see and perceive with the senses, but the
n . . o
un nOtgsl eegn? ings you can only grasp with the mind—they are invisible and
That is very true, he said.
Well, then, added Socrates, let us s :
Well, , , uppose that th
existences—one seen, the other unseen. o oo e tw'o rorts of
Let us suppose them.
The seen is the changing, and the unseen is the unchanging?
That may be also supposed. s
And, further, of ourselves is not one part body, another part soul?
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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 that which 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 the body to the seen?

That follows necessarily, Socrates.

And were we not saying some time ago that the soul when using the body
as an instrument of perception, that is to say, when using the sense of sight
or hearing or some other sense (for the meaning of perceiving through the
body is perceiving through the senses)—were we not saying that the soul too
is then dragged by the body into the region of the changeable, and wanders
and is confused; the world spins round her, and she is like a drunkard, when
she touches change?

Very true.
But when returning into herself she reflects, then she passes into the other

world, the region of purity, and eternity, and immortality, and unchange-
ableness, which are her kindred, and with them she ever lives, when she is
by herself and is not let or hindered; then she ceases from her wandering,
and being in contact with things unchanging is unchanging in relation to
them. And this state of the soul is called wisdom?

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

And to which class is the soul more nearly alike and akin, as far as may be
inferred from this argument, as well as from the preceding one?

I think, Socrates, that, in the opinion of everyone who follows the argu-
ment, the soul will be infinitely more like the unchangeable—even 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 light: When the soul and

the body are united, then nature orders the soul to rule and govern, and the
body to obey and serve. Now which of these two functions is like to the
divine? and which to the mortal? Does not the divine appear to you to be
that which is formed to govern and command, and the mortal to be that
which is by its nature subject and servant?

True.
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%x:d which does the soul resemble?
dol,b: :?:;;zsgl:ii: st'he divine, and the body the mortal—there can be no

Then reflect, Cebes: of all which has been said i i
conclusionP—that the soul is in the very likeness of the l((iiivlijnel,l::xc; l;::mttl;:
tal, and rational, and uniform, and indissoluble, and unchangeable; and that
the b.ody is in the very likeness of the human, and mortal, and irrati,onal and
multiform, and dissoluble, and changeable. Can we, my dear Cebes ,ﬁnd
any possible ground for rejecting this conclusion? ,

We cannot.

But if it be true, then is not the body liable t i i i
not the soul almost or altogether indiss)(')luble? © speedy dissolution? and i

Certainly.

And d? you further observe, that after a man is dead, the body, or visible
part of him, which is lying in the visible world, and is called a c;)rpse and
would naturally be dissolved and decomposed and dissipated, is not, dis-
solved. or decomposed at once, but may remain for some time n;y even fora
long time, if the constitution be sound at the time of death, ar;d the season of
the year favourable? For the body when shrunk and embalmed, as the
manner is in Egypt, may remain almost entire for a prodigious ti;ne- and
even in decay, there are still some portions, such as the bones and ligam,ents
wh\l(ch are practically indestructible:—Do you agree? ,

es.

And is it likely that the soul, which is invisible, in passing to the place of
the true Hades, which like her is invisible, and pure, and noble, and on her
way to the good and wise God, whither, if God will, my soul is’also soon to
go,—tha:t the soul, I repeat,_if this be her nature, is blown away and de-
stroyed immediately on quitting the body, as the many say? That can never
be, my dear Simmias and Cebes. The truth rather is that the soul which is
pure at.departing and draws after her no bodily taint, having never voluntar-
ily during life had connexion with the boedy, which she is ever avoidin
herself gathered into herself, and making such abstraction her perpetuii
study—all this means that she has been a true disciple of philosophy; and
there'efore has in fact been always practising how to die without com iaint
For is not such a life the practice of death? e

Certainly.

.'I"hat soul', I say, herself invisible, departs to the invisible world—to the
fhvme and immortal and rational: thither arriving, she is secure of bliss and
is released from the error and folly of men, their fears and wild passions and
all other human ills, and for ever dwells, as they say of the initiated, in
company with the gods. Is not this true, Cebes? ' ,

Yes, said Cebes, beyond a doubt.

But the soul which has been polluted, and is impure at the time of her

o
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departure, and is the companion and servant of the body always, and is in
love with and bewitched by the body and by the desires and pleasures of the
body, until she is led to believe that the truth only exists in a bodily form,
which a man may touch and see, and drink and eat, and use for the purposes
of his lusts,—the soul, I mean, accustomed to hate and fear and avoid that
which to the bodily eye is dark and invisible, but is the object of mind and
can be attained by philosophy;—do you suppose that such a soul will depart
pure and unalloyed?
Impossible, he replied.
She is intermixed with the corporeal, which the continual association and
constant care of the body have wrought into her nature. .
What do you mean, Socrates?
I will tell you, he said. The lovers of knowledge are conscious that the
soul was simply fastened and glued to the body—until philosophy took her
in hand, she could only view real existence through the bars of a prison, not
in and through herself, and she was wallowing in the mire of every sort of
ignorance. This was her original state; and then, as I was saying, and as the
lovers of knowledge are well aware, philosophy saw the ingenuity of her
prison—a prison built by lust so that a captive might be the principal ac-
complice in his own captivity—and took her in hand, and gently comforted
her and sought to release her, pointing out that the eye and the ear and the
other senses are full of deception, and persuading her to retire from them,
and abstain from all but the necessary use of them, and be gathered up and
collected into herself, bidding her trust only in herself and her own pure
apprehension of pure existence, and to mistrust whatever comes to her
through other channels and is subject to variation; for such things are sensi-
ble and visible, but what she sees in her own nature is of the mind and
invisible. And the soul of the true philosopher thinks that she ought not to
resist this deliverance, and therefore abstains from pleasures and desires and
pains, as far as she is able; reflecting that when a man has great joys or fears
or desires, he suffers from them not merely the sort of evil which might be
anticipated—as for example, the loss of his health or property which he has
sacrificed to his lusts—but an evil greater far, which is 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 or pain is most intense, every
soul of man imagines the objects of this intense feeling to be then plainest
and truest, though they are not so. And the things of sight are the chief of
these objects, are they not?

Yes.

And is not this the state in which the soul becomes most firmly gripped by
the body? .

How so?
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Why, because each pleasure and pain is a sort of nail which nails and rivets
the soul to the body, until she becomes like the body, and believes that to be
true which the body affirms to be true; and from agreeing with the body and
having the same delights she is obliged to have the same habits and haunts
and is not likely ever to be pure at her departure to the world below. but i;
always infected by the body; and so she sinks into another body anci there
germinates and grows, and has therefore no part in the communion of the
divine and pure and simple.

Most true, Socrates, answered Cebes.

And this, Cebes, is the reason why the true lovers of knowledge are
temperate and brave; and not for the reason which the world gives. '

Certainly not.

Certainly not! The soul of a philosopher will reason in quite another way;
she will not ask philosophy to release her in order that in the very process of,'
release she may deliver herself up again to the thraldom of pleasures and
pains, doing a work only to be undone again, weaving and in turn unweaving
her Penelope’s web. But she will calm passion, and follow reason, and dwell
always with her, contemplating the true and the divine and that which is
beyond appearance and opinion, and thence, deriving nourishment. Thus

she seeks to live while she lives, and after death she hopes to go to her own
kindred and to that which is like her, and to be freed from human ills. Thus
nurtured, Simmias and Cebes, a soul will never fear that at her departure
from the body she will be scattered and blown away by the winds and be
nowhere and nothing,

. When Socrates had done speaking, for a considerable time there was
silence; he himself appeared to be meditating, as most of us were, on what
had been said; only Cebes and Simmias spoke a few words to one another.
And Socrates observing them asked what they thought of the argument, and
w!lether there was anything wanting? For, said he, there are many p’oints
still open to suspicion and attack, if anyone were disposed to sift the matter
_thoroughly. Should you be considering some other matter I say no more, but
if you feel any doubt on the present subject do not hesitate either to gi\;e us
your own thoughts if you have any improvement to suggest, or, if you think
that. you will make more progress with my assistance, allow me to help you.

Simmias said: I must confess, Socrates, that doubts do arise in our minds
and each of us has for some time been urging and inciting the other to pul,t
t'he question which we wanted to have answered but which neither of us
1;1::d to ask, fearing that our importunity might be troublesome at such a

e..

Socrates answered: I dare say, my friend, that you ma rig
should like to know in what respect );he argument)i,s insuﬂ)i’c::;t. Bt bt 1

In this respect, replied Simmias:—Suppose a person to use the same
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argument about harmony?! and the lyre—might he not say that harmony is a
thing invisble, incorporeal, perfect, divine, existing in the lyre which is
harmonized, but that the lyre and the strings are matter and material, com-
posite, earthy, and akin to mortality? And when someone breaks the lyre, or
cuts and rends the strings, then he who takes this view would argue as you
do, and on the same analogy, that the harmony survives, and has not
perished—you cannot imagine, he would say, that the lyre without the
strings, and the broken strings themselves which are mortal remain, and yet
that the harmony, which is of heavenly and immortal nature and kindred,
has perished—perished before the mortal. The harmony must still be some-
where, and the wood and strings will decay before anything can happen to
that. The thought, Socrates, must have occurred to your own mind that such
is our conception of the soul; and that when the body is in a manner strung
and held together by the elements of hot and cold, wet and dry, then the
soul is the harmony or due proportionate admixture of them. But if so,
whenever the strings of the body are unduly loosened or overstrained
through disease or other injury, then the soul, though most devine, like
other harmonies of music or of works of art, of course perishes at once;
although the material remains of the body may last for a considerable time,
until they are either decayed or burnt. And if any one maintains that the
soul, being an admixture of the elements of the body, is first to perish in that
which is called death, how shall we answer him? . . .

Yet once more let me ask you to consider the question from another point
of view, and see whether you agree with me:—There is a thing which 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 is not the same with snow?

Yes.

And yet I fancy you agree that when snow receives heat (to use our
previous phraseology), they will not remain snow and heat; but at the ad-
vance of the heat, the snow will either retire or perish?

Very true, he replied.

And the fire too at the advance of the cold will either retire or perish; but it
will never receive the cold, and yet insist upon remaining what it was, and so
be at once fire and cold.

I[In Greek the word harmonia does not mean “harmony,” if “harmony” conveys to us the
concord of several sounds. The Greeks called that symphonia. Harmonia meant originally the
orderly adjustment of parts in a complete fabric; then, in particular, the tuning of a musical
instrument; and finally the musical scale, composed of several notes yielded by the tuned
strings.” (Cornford, The Unwritten Philosophy and other Essays. C.U.P., 1850, p. 19.)]
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That is true, he said.

And in some cases the name of the form is attached not only to the form in
an etem?l connexion; but something else which, not being the form, yet
nea\lf(er :;-i“Stsl without it, is also entitled to be called by that name. I will try to
make this clearer by an example:—The odd number is always call
name of odd? ways called by the

Very true.

But is this. the only thing which is called 0dd? Here is my point. Are there
not other things which have their own name, and yet must be called odd,
because, although not the same as oddness, they are essentially never with-
out oddness? I mean such a case as that of the number three, and there are
many oth?r examples. Take that case. Would you not say that three may be
called by its proper name, and also be called odd, which is not the same with
three? and this may be said not only of three but also of five, and of every
alternate number—each of them without being oddness is odd; and in the
same way two and four, and the other series of alternate numbers, has every
number even, without being evenness. Do you agree?

Of course.

The.n now mark the point at which I am aiming:—not only do essential
opposites seem to exclude one another, but also concrete things, which
alt'hough not in themselves opposed, contain opposites; these, I say, likewise

reject the form opposed to that which is contained in them, and when it
approaches them they either perish or withdraw. For example; Will not the
number three endure annihilation or anything sooner than be converted into
an even number, while remaining three?

Vety true, said Cebes.

" Ang yet, he said, the number two is certainly not opposed to the number
ree

It is not.

o Then not t;:nly t;l:n opposite forms repel the advance of one another, but also

ere are other things which withdraw before the approach of i

Very true, he said. o " opposties.

Suppose, he said, that we endeavour, if possible, to determine what these
are.

By all means.

‘ Are tl:ey 1110t, Ct:kbest,hsuch as compel anything of which they have posses-
sion, not only to take their own form, but also the form of an opposite?

What do you mean? peoe
thI mean, as [ was just now saying, and as I am sure that you know, that

ose things which are possessed by the form of the number three must not
only be three in number, but must also be odd.

Quite true.

And such things will never suffer the intrusion of th i
e fo
which gives this impress? Fm opposite to that
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No.

And this impress was given by the form of the odd?

Yes.

And to the odd is opposed the even?

True.

Then the form of the even number will never intrude on three?

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 definition of things which are not opposite to one ofa
pair of opposites, and yet do not admit that opposite—as, in the instance
given, three, although not opposed to the even, does not any the more admit
of the even, but always brings the opposite into play on the other side; or as
two does not receive the odd, or fire the cold—from these examples (and
there are many more of them) perhaps you may be able to arrive at the
general conclusion, that not only opposites will not receive opposites, but
also that nothing which brings an opposite will admit the opposite of that
which it brings, in that to which it is brought. And here let me
recapitulate—for there is no harm in repetition. The number five will not
admit the form of the even, any more than ten, which is the double of five,
will admit the form of the odd. The double has itself a different opposite, but
nevertheless rejects the odd altogether. Nor similarly will parts in the ratio
3:9 admit the form of the whole, nor will the half or the one-third, or any
such fraction: You will agree?

Yes, he said, I entirely agree and go along with you in that.

And now, he said, let us begin again; and do not you answer my question
in the words in which I ask it, but follow my example: let me have not the old
safe answer of which I spoke at first, but another equally safe, of which the
truth will be inferred by you from what has been just said. If you ask me
‘what that is, of which the inherence makes the body hot’, I shall reply not
heat (this is what I call the safe and stupid answer), but fire, a far superior
answer, which we are now in a condition to give. Or if you ask me ‘why a
body is diseased’, I shall not say from disease, but from fever; and instead of
saying that oddness is the cause of odd numbers, I shall say that the monad is
the cause of them: and so of things in general, as I dare say that you will
understand sufficiently without my adducing any further examples.

Yes, he said, I quite understand you.

Tell me, then, what is that of which the inherence will render the body
alive?

The soul, he replied.

And is this always the case?

Yes, he said, of course.




38 MYSELF AND MY Bopy

Then whatever the soul occupies, to that she comes bearing life?

Yes, certainly.

And is there any opposite to life?

There is, he said.

And what is that?

Death.

Then from our previous conclusion it follows that the soul will never admit
the opposite of what she always brings.

Impossible, replied Cebes.

And now, he said, what did we just now call that which does not admit the
form of the even?

Uneven.

And that which does not admit the musical or the just?

The unmusical, he said, and the unjust.

And what do we call that which does not admit 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 necessarily imperishable, must not three be
imperishable?

Of course.

And if that which is cold were necessarily imperishable, when heat came
attacking the snow, must not the snow have retired whole and unmelted—
for it could never have perished, nor again could it have remained and
admitted the heat?

True, he said.

Again, if that which cannot be cooled were imperishable, the fire when
assailed by cold would not have perished or have been extinguished, but
would have gone away unaffected?

Certainly, he said.

And the same may be said of the immortal: if the immortal is also im-
perishable, the soul when attacked by death cannot perish; for the preceding
argument shows that the soul will not admit death, or exist as dead, any more
than three or the odd number will exist as even, or fire, or the heat in the
fire, will be cold. Yet a person may say: ‘But although the odd will not
become even at the approach of the even, why may not the odd perish and
the even take the place of the 0odd? Now to him who makes this objection,
we cannot answer that the odd is imperishable; for this is not the fact. If we
had accepted it as a fact, there would have been no difficulty in contending

o
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that at the approach of the even the odd and the number three took their
departure; and the same argument would have held good of fire and heat and
any other thing.

Very true. . '
A?lzythe same may be said of the immortal: if we agree that the immortal is

also imperishable, then the soul will be imperishable as well as imm(?rtal; but
if not, some other proof of her imperishableness will have to .be given, g

No, other proof is needed, he said; for if the immortal, being eternal, is
liable to perish, then nothing is imperishable. .
laYei‘, relgﬁied Socrates, and all men will agree that God', and the essential
form of life, and the immortal in general, will never perish. .

Yes. all men, he said—that is true; and what is more, gods, if I am not
istaken, as well as men. ' ‘
mlsSeeing then that the immortal is indestructible, must not the soul, if she is

immortal, be also imperishable?

Most certainly. _ . )
Then when death attacks a man, the mortal portion of him may be sup

posed to die, but the immortal retires at the approach of death and is pre-
served safe and sound?

True. . ‘
T;:an Cebes, beyond question, the soul is immortal and imperishable,

and our souls will truly exist in another world!



