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Abstract

Although many of Plato’s dialogues contain reflections on the correct method of
philosophical argument, scholars have not paid sufficient attention to the Phaedo in
this regard. This thesis explores Plato’s Phaedo from an overlooked perspective,
namely its metaphilosophical component and its prescriptions on the correct
philosophical practice. The findings presented in this thesis thus help to better
understand Plato’s thoughts on philosophical argument and the possibility of human
knowledge. In Chapter 1 and 2, | present a theoretical framework of the epistemic
(or intellectual) norms governing the correct philosophical conversation and
argument. | claim that metaphilosophy is a significant component of the Phaedo and
the epistemic norms rely on the idea of philosophical humility. Chapter 3 examines
Socrates’ so-called defence speech at the Phaedo 63-69. | argue that the content of
the defence partially shapes the epistemic norms that are developed and put into
practice in the Phaedo. T suggest that Socrates’ defence speech specifies the limits
of human cognition and that the concept of philosophical humility should arise out
of the recognition of these limits. In Chapter 4, | scrutinize the argument against
misology presented at Phaedo 88-91. | argue that the misology argument is
metaphilosophical in the sense that it stresses the danger of putting all our trust in
arguments before possessing expertise in argument; hence the misology argument
adds to the correct epistemic norms governing philosophical inquiry. Chapter 5
investigates Socrates’ autobiography portrayed in the Phaedo 96-101, with special
emphasis on the meaning of second-sailing. | offer a novel interpretation of the
second-sailing according to which the distinction is not simply between the best and
the second-best method, but another contrast stems from the purpose-relative aspect

of Socrates’ choice.



Plato’s Works Cited by Abbreviations

Ap. = Apology
Crt. = Crito

Gorg. = Gorgias
Parm. = Parmenides
Phd. = Phaedo
Prot. = Protagoras
Rep. = Republic
Soph. = Sophist

Ti. = Timaeus
Theae. = Theaetetus



Note on Translations and Greek Texts

All translations of the Phaedo are from Long & Sedley (2011). The translations of
Plato’s other dialogues are taken from Cooper & Hutchinson (ed.) (1993). All Greek
texts are retrieved from Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library. Ed. Maria C.

Pantelia. University of California, Irvine. http://www:.tlg.uci.edu.
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Introduction

For Plato, establishing the correct epistemic (or intellectual) norms of philosophical
argument is a precondition for attaining knowledge and the truth. Plato deals with
this task in many dialogues such as the Apology, Republic, Sophist, and Phaedo.
Plato even promised to write a dialogue called the Philosopher, as anticipated in the
Sophist and Statesman, but he never wrote it.

The purpose of my study is to shine new light on the discourse concerning Plato’s
view about the correct method of philosophical argument. To this end, | focus on the
metaphilosophical and meta-dialogical components of the Phaedo, although
analytical studies, such as the works of Gallop (1975) and Bostock (1986),

interpreting the dialogue’s individual arguments have their own merits.

Among the dialogues mentioned above, the Phaedo is the least studied with respect
to Plato’s thoughts on the correct method of philosophical conversation and inquiry.
The relative paucity of criticism concerning the metaphilosophical component of the
Phaedo seems to be a result of scholars focusing more on the proofs of the
immortality of the soul and the theory of Forms, which are ‘the twin pillars of
Platonism’ for Cornford (1935). Besides, Plato’s ideas on the right method of

philosophical argument are rather implicit.

The overall aim of this thesis is to review the evidence for the metaphilosophy
component of the Phaedo and to explore the relationship between the correct
epistemic (or intellectual) norms governing philosophical argument/conversation. |
also engage with the first-order investigations of the Phaedo to understand the
correct philosophical practice since the results of these investigations are supposed
to be used in the business of philosophy. I thus explore some first-order theories
presented in the Phaedo, if these theories seem to contribute to our understanding of

the metaphilosophical component.

Although scholars offer a variety of interpretations of the Phaedo, there is no
thorough investigation into Plato’s insights on the correct method of philosophical
argument and his awareness of the assertional status of first-order arguments.

Regarding the latter, Plato invites the readers to engage critically with the proofs of



the immortality of the soul (Peterson 2011). That said, I disagree with the view that
Plato does not share Socrates’ opinions on the practice of philosophy, and hence the
weaknesses of the arguments do not pertain to Plato (Butler 2015). Instead, | suggest
that not only do the weaknesses belong to Plato, but also that he is aware of these
weaknesses. Plato believes some arguments are open for modification (or expansion)

by means of either retracting or adding a hypothesis.

To this end, | scrutinize some of the much-discussed passages of the Phaedo by

concentrating on their metaphilosophical aspect. Fundamental questions include:

(A) What is the role of agreement and persuasion in describing the correct

philosophical practice?

(B) What is the relationship between the Phaedo’s metaphilosophy and the limits

of human epistemic access?

(C) What are the metaphilosophical dimensions of Socrates’ defence (63-69), the
argument against misology (89-91) and Socrates’ autobiography (96-101)?

(D) How does philosophical humility (i.e. recognizing the fallibility of human
understanding or of our epistemic faculties) contribute to the metaphilosophical
component of the Phaedo?*

Regarding the first question, most of the works on the Phaedo, for instance those
belonging to Archer-Hind (1883), Burnet (1911), Hackforth (1955), Bluck (1955),
Gallop (1975), Dorter (1982), Bostock (1986), Rowe (1993), paid little attention to
the fact that Socrates is defending himself as if in court, save for a couple of studies
including Rowe (2007) and Peterson (2011). | presume that the concept of defence
involves accusation and conflict; hence the goal of persuasion and agreement must
be the chief aim of the defendant, namely Socrates. Then | argue that the structure
of the conversation between Socrates and his interlocutors (Simmias and Cebes) can
provide a model of the correct norms of philosophical argument, as well as a method

for productively dealing with disagreements (Long 2013).

! “Philosophical humility’ and ‘epistemic modesty’ are used interchangeably
throughout this thesis.
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Concerning the question of humility, some scholars (Chen 1990) claim that Plato’s
ideas on philosophical practice in the Phaedo point to a sort of epistemological
pessimism, for according to the dialogue, full knowledge is impossible in this world.
Although it may seem a prima facie case that Plato’s ideas imply a sort of
epistemological pessimism (since the soul’s cognitive capabilities are diminished by
the body), I describe Plato’s position as a kind of epistemic optimism and modesty,
since knowledge exists and is discoverable, but its acquisition is laborious and

success cannot be predicted or guaranteed.

Concerning the three passages mentioned in (C), | suggest that Plato stipulates the
conditions of correct philosophical practice, in addition to a theory of psychology
and pleasure (in Socrates’ defence), a critique of antilogic (in the misology
argument), a method of philosophical investigation and a theory of causation (in
Socrates’ autobiography). | argue that these metaphilosophical norms are partly
based on philosophical humility. Philosophical humility is then a condition of correct
philosophical practice and a condition which should be fulfilled by true philosophers.

In Chapter 1, | suggest that the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical component conforms
with the norms governing philosophical humility. This chapter discusses
contemporary views on epistemic modesty and disagreement to a certain degree. |
draw on the contemporary literature on the epistemology of disagreements to
develop the conceptual framework from which | develop my interpretation. Next, |
explore the Phaedo’s overall metaphilosophical theme by using the model

established through the most recent discussions on epistemic modesty.

In chapter 2, | claim that the goal of philosophical conversation is agreement. To this
end, | draw on the Protagoras for inspiring a model of the philosophy of
conversation. | then apply this model to the Phaedo. According to this model based
on several epistemic norms, such as careful checking and epistemic peerhood, proper
communication and mutual understanding are necessary for dissolving
disagreements and completing a philosophical investigation (McCabe 2015). In this
respect, one of Plato’s aims in the Phaedo is to lay down the conditions of successful

philosophical argument.

In the same chapter, I maintain that disagreements contribute to philosophical

progress and the acquisition of knowledge in the Phaedo. That is, the dialogue

11



suggests that had interlocutors not disagreed with Socrates, he would not have
advanced the proofs of the soul's immortality and the theory of Forms. In addition,
Socrates encourages his interlocutors to proffer counter arguments. With this
intention, Socrates considers them epistemic peers, whose cognitive capacity

Socrates recognizes and respects.

In Chapter 3, | explore the practice of philosophers by focusing on the true
philosophers’ willingness to die (hereafter willingness-to-die) discussed at the
Phaedo 61b7-c10. The willingness-to-die argument consists of three elements: [1]
true philosophers’ detachment from the body as much as possible, [2] their passion
for knowledge and the truth, [3] and their awareness of the limits of human epistemic

access.

Regarding [1], | agree with scholars who claim that Socrates does not promote an
ascetic life; rather, Socrates suggests that we should correctly evaluate bodily
pleasures and pains (Woolf 2004, Russell 2005). This interpretation of the theory of
pleasure is also in line with the recollection argument at the Phaedo 73a6-77a5,
where Socrates underlines that we should not ignore but correctly assess sensory data
(Gordon 2007).

Concerning [2], | show that purification is central to the amelioration in our cognition
and that purification is an activity belonging to the embodied soul. In this activity,
true philosophers pursue wisdom and hope to attain it after they die. The awareness
of the limits of human epistemic access and the nature of human cognition are the
most relevant points to my purposes, since these points lay the foundations of Plato’s
view about the correct philosophical method and the epistemic (and assertional)

status of arguments advanced in the Phaedo.

In Chapter 4, I scrutinize Socrates’ warning against the hatred of arguments (or
misology) at Phaedo 89bh9-91b7. This argument plays a key role in developing the
correct norms of philosophical argument. The misology argument stresses that if we
lack expertise in argument, we should not put all our trust in arguments. In this
respect, I argue that Socrates’ warning against misology promotes epistemic
modesty since the warning implies that we need to be careful and recognize our

cognitive fallibilities.

12



In addition, | claim that Socrates introduces the warning against misology to show
how to deal with arguments and how to overcome epistemic fear. Epistemic fear
refers to the fear of being incapable of discovering sound and firm arguments. | also
suggest that the misology argument partly classifies the correct norms of
philosophical argument; it aims to encourage those who lack expertise in argument
but care for knowledge and the truth. In this respect, | disagree with the scholars who
claim that the misology argument is only a diagnosis of the dangers of sophistry or
contradiction-mongering (Gallop 1975, Hackforth 1955). Rather, | suggest that the
misology argument also endows the readers with the correct norms of philosophical

arguments.

In Chapter 5, I first offer a new interpretation of Socrates’ second-sailing in the
Phaedo 99c¢-102a. In contrast to taking the second-sailing to mean “the second-best”
without closely considering Socrates’ motive (Bluck 1957, Hackforth 1955, Rose
1966, Gallop 1975, Taylor 1956), | suggest that the second-sailing should be
interpreted in terms of its purpose-relative nature. From the perspective of purpose-
relativeness, | ask (a) why Socrates decided to embark on the second-sailing, (b)
which aspect(s) of the second-sailing might be better, and (c) why the second-sailing

was successful.

The second-sailing, despite scholarly opinion to the contrary, is not completely
worse than the first-sailing in an axiological scale. Although scholars do not say that
the second-sailing is inferior in every respect, neither do they ask whether the
second-sailing can be better in some respect. | thus hope to offer a multi-dimensional
and more balanced reading of the second-sailing by considering both worse and
better aspects of it. Socrates decided to embark on it because he was afraid of
becoming incapable of discovering the cause of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be. The
second-sailing is a better method since it is safer and feasible; it might be considered
worse since it is more laborious and its outcomes are provisional (Martinelli
Tempesta 2003).

Secondly, | argue that Socrates was interested in Anaxagoras’ idea of nous when
accounting for coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, since this idea offers a universal
explanation. That said, T do not ignore that Socrates was attracted to Anaxagoras’
idea of intelligence (nous) as it orders everything according to what is best (i.e.

teleological explanations). The concept of universal explanation refers to a theory

13



which can explain all coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be. In this respect, the theory of
Forms satisfies the condition of universality, although Socrates would still be happy

to learn teleological explanations.

Thirdly, I distinguish the manner of the second-sailing and its goal (Benson 2015). |
submit that its manner is the hypothetical method while its goal is to find a universal
theory which explains each and all coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be consistently. In
contrasting the identification of Socrates’ second-sailing with the theory of Forms
(Rose 1966), | argue that it does not seem plausible that Socrates discovered the

theory of Forms just after he had decided to take refuge in logoi.

Finally, I would like to comment briefly on the peculiar features of the Phaedo

regarding the dialogue’s metaphilosophical component:

[a] Socrates’ speech is described as if a defence in court; hence his speech ought to
involve the correct dialogical elements enabling him to persuade his jurors, Simmias
and Cebes. Although most philosophical writing is supposed to be persuasive,
especially those writings in the dialogue form, the idea of defence in the Phaedo
strengthens the ideal of persuasion. In this respect, the meta-dialogical element is
particularly significant to better understand the Phaedo, although other dialogues

also come with metaphilosophical component.

[b] Socrates’ wife Xanthippe says, ‘Socrates, this is now the very last time that your
friends will speak to you and you to them (60a)’. Firstly, these words underline that
the conversation is reciprocal rather than Socrates is giving his interlocutors a
lecture. Secondly, it is likely that Socrates, in their final conversation, would like to
endow his friends with the correct method of philosophical argument and the correct
epistemic (or intellectual) norms. That is, (i) not only does Socrates wish to give
them “the doctrine” to preserve, (ii) but also wishes to give them the key to
philosophising, and developing that doctrine as well as discovering other doctrines.
My reading of the Phaedo focuses on (ii) and tries to show that Socrates’ friends

(and the readers of the Phaedo) are invited to take (ii) to be the legacy of Socrates.

[c] Socrates is talking to his inner circle and some of them will become philosophers.
For instance, Euclides, founder of the so-called Megarian school, and Phaedo wrote

Socratic dialogues. We are also told that the interlocutors, Simmias and Cebes, are

14



students of the Pythagorean Philolaus. This specific dramatic framework tells us that
the Phaedo exemplifies how we should talk to fellow philosophers and those who
are oriented towards philosophy. In this respect, the Phaedo is similar to the
Theaetetus, which also has a philosophical-minded interlocutor, namely Theaetetus,

and in both dialogues we see the dominance of question-and-answer exchanges.

[d] As the conversation taking place in the Phaedo is reciprocal and interactive
where Socrates and his friends talk to each other, the interlocutors play a key role in
the dialogue. In addition, as this is the final conversation, not only does Socrates
present some metaphysical/epistemological commitments but he also explores some
metaphilosophical thoughts. The latter of the two, | submit, models the way in which
Socrates discusses with his interlocutors some philosophical questions and Socrates’

epistemic stance.

A full discussion of Plato’s metaphilosophy lies beyond the scope of this study, and
therefore this study cannot provide a comprehensive review of Plato’s other
dialogues, although other dialogues are involved in critical and analytical reflections
on the right method of philosophical arguments. For instance, Plato’s Theaetetus
includes some metaphilosophical reflections.

In contrast with the Phaedo, the Theaetetus deals with the viewpoints of those who
are not present (for instance Protagoras), and these views are presented by Socrates
and two other characters of the dialogue, namely Theodorus and Theatetus. The
Theaetetus therefore provides a metaphilosophical framework to deal with the views
of others who cannot defend themselves in person. The Phaedo, by contrast, explores

how to examine dialectically the views that are represented by someone present.

The Theaetetus is thus worthy of attention to understand how to deal dialectically
and skilfully with a specific sort of arguments, that is, the Theaetetus shows how
other philosophers’ views are examined in absentia. The Phaedo emphasizes how
we should conduct a joint inquiry with our epistemic peers in person and how we

should act if we lack expertise in arguments.

In addition, the Phaedo provides some insights on the manner by which we can save
ourselves from becoming antilogicians. This manner is that ‘if someone were to cling

to the hypothesis itself, you would ignore him and not answer until you had managed

15



to consider its consequence and see whether or not you found them harmonizing with
each other (101d)’. By saying this, however, Socrates does not advise against talking
to those who cling to the hypothesis itself. Rather, Socrates renders a methodological
judgment that we should first explore the consequences of a hypothesis; we then

should discuss the hypothesis itself.

Finally, the reader should bear in mind that | am not attempting to generalize the
metaphilosophical component of the Phaedo. That is, | have no claim about the
applicability of the Phaedo’s metaphilosophy to all dialogues written by Plato.
Rather, 1 have a more modest claim: Plato explores the correct method of
philosophical argument in the Phaedo and surveys the intellectual virtues governing
that method. Moreover, Plato introduces a metaphilosophical model through the
conversation of Socrates and his interlocutors/friends, and each character contributes
to the display of intellectual virtues, and sometimes of intellectual vices. Thus, from
a metaphilosophical perspective, | am not particularly interested in the question

whether any of the characters express Plato’s own position.
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Chapter 1: A Terminological Framework for Reading Plato’s
Phaedo

1.1 Introduction

As outlined in the Introduction, this study offers an investigation of the Phaedo’s
metaphilosophical component. In this chapter, | analyse the following epistemic (or
intellectual) norms, which I refer to in this dissertation: the equal weight view, the
conciliatory approach, and epistemic modesty. To this end, | examine the most
relevant studies on epistemic modesty and the epistemology of disagreements. The
aim of this analysis, however, is not to give Plato credit for the topic of disagreements
that contemporary philosophers assume to be a significant aspect of philosophical
conversation/inquiry. Rather, | submit that contemporary epistemology can help us

understand the method of philosophical argument illustrated in the Phaedo.

The epistemology of disagreement is relevant to the Phaedo, as Socrates’ speech is
considered a defence as if in court. In this respect, the aim of Socrates’ speech is
persuasion and agreement.? Socrates says, ‘I suppose you [his interlocutors Simmias
and Cebes] mean that | must defend myself in answer to these charges [accepting his
departure without a fight], as if in court’.® Here, Socrates modifies the idea of trial

by saying as if in a court simply because this is not an official court.

In an actual court, we do not need to show our jurors the method that we use to
persuade them, but we simply aim at persuading them. It might even be permitted to
stray from the truth or misrepresent things in order to persuade our jurors. However,
when we defend our actions before our friends, if we care about our friends and

believe that they are sane, we would not try to deceive them.* In addition, if our

2 Note that I do not distinguish ‘the historical Socrates’, ‘Socrates the mouthpiece of
Plato’ and ‘Plato himself’. My aim is to find out what is going on in the Phaedo.
Besides, nothing I argue hangs on the question of ‘Socrates contra Socrates in Plato’.
On this issue, see Vlastos 1991, ch.2.

% Phd. 63b4-5 together with Simmias’ assent to be the jurors and how he waits for
persuasion at Phd. 63d1-2. Rowe (2007, 99-101) argues that the Phaedo defence
completes the Apology of Socrates by explaining ‘the cheerfulness’ of Socrates
before death. In the Phaedo, Socrates’s cheerfulness is explained with regard to true
philosophers’ willingness to die. The cheerfulness in the Phaedo, I submit, might
result from the pleasure of philosophical conversation, as Phaedo tells Echecrates (to
whom he relates the last day of Socrates in his eponymous dialogue) at Phd. 59a3-
4.

4 Peterson (2011, 172) appears to ignore the idea that Socrates aims at persuading
himself primarily (See Phd. 91a5-b7), and hence she thinks that Socrates does not
need to believe his speech. Although I cannot justly review her ideas here, | disagree
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friends care about the truth and are able to understand philosophical arguments, we

would try to persuade them by using philosophical arguments.

Now, I suggest that Socrates’ interlocutors, Simmias and Cebes, seem to meet certain
philosophical criteria which warrant philosophical argument. They are sane, for they
do not act like Apollodorus, who ‘howled out as he wept and lamented’ once
Socrates drank the poison.® They appear to be students of philosophy because they
are associated with Pythagorean philosopher Philolaus and are present at the prison
during Socrates' last day.® Thus, readers of Phaedo are placed in a setting in which
Socrates aims at persuading his interlocutors by using the correct method of

philosophical argument.’

1.2 The Framework of the Metaphilosophical Reading

Besides developing metaphysical and epistemological arguments through and within
the proofs of immortality of the soul, Plato carries out a metaphilosophical analysis
in the Phaedo. The metaphilosophical component is significant to understand the
epistemic (and assertional) status of metaphysical and epistemological arguments
presented in the Phaedo. For instance, for Socrates, the affinity argument leaves
room for misgivings (Phd. 84c5-8) while the theory of Forms and the proofs of the
immortality of soul require further investigation (Phd. 107a7-b9). From a
metaphilosophical perspective, the epistemic (and assertional) status of first-order

arguments are compatible with epistemic modesty. 8

with the way in which Peterson (ibid., 177-178, 193-194) explains Socrates’s
hesitance in the Phaedo and his lack of intellectual rigour. For Peterson, the
arguments do not belong to Socrates and his aim is to persuade his interlocutors to
follow the philosophical path defined in the dialogue. In contrast, I explain Socrates’
hesitant and careful attitude in terms of philosophical humility.

® For Apollodorus’ rather sentimental and weepy manner see Phd. 59b1 and 117d2-
6.

® Phd. 61d

" By emphasizing dramatic setting, | do not mean that the Phaedo does not have a
philosophical or metaphilosophical direction. Cf. Rowe 2015, 2. McCabe (2015,
126) argues that ‘we must read him [Plato] whole, tackle the arguments in context,
attend to the detailed settings in which his characters speak’. See also Dorter 1971,
279.

8 One needs to bear in mind that ‘judged by the standards of metaphilosophy, Plato
seems hopelessly naive and clumsy’ (Griswold 1988, 147). This is because Plato
does not make any systematic analysis of “metaphilosophical questions”. Therefore,
as Griswold (1988, 149) observes, we should focus on the dialogue form.
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1.2.1 The Scope of Metaphilosophical Reading

Some philosophers argue that metaphilosophical investigation is not necessary if
philosophers are able to solve philosophical problems.® For others, on the contrary,
metaphilosophical studies are deemed to be a prerequisite for the practice of
philosophers, as these studies might provide remedies for ‘the difficulties and
disagreements’ in philosophy.’® Again, some propose that reformulating
philosophical expressions is essential to form a proper bond between ‘facts’ and

‘expression of these facts’. 1!

In this thesis, | focus on the following metaphilosophical questions: [1] what are the
norms governing the correct philosophical inquiry/conversation, and [2] why are
persuasion and agreement required to accomplish the aim of philosophical
conversation.*? Regarding [1], | suggest that if we lack expertise in arguments, we
should not put all our trust in arguments (as is discussed in Chapter 4). Regarding
[2], I argue that philosophical activity, for Plato, is by nature dialogical and the
success of philosophical activity depends on effective and productive
communication (discussed in Chapter 2).

1.2.2 The Epistemology of Disagreements

One major theoretical question that has dominated contemporary scholarship on
disagreement explores the rational response of “epistemic peers” to disagreements.®
In general, scholars suggest that we can choose either “the conciliatory approach” or
“the steadfast approach”. In simple terms, the former view advocates that if we come
to disagree with our epistemic peers, we ought to become much less confident about

our argument. 14

® Popper 1962, 66-68.

10 Moore 1932, vii.

11 Ryle 2009, 44.

12 Contemporary debate on the question ‘what is philosophy?’ lies between two
extreme positions: ‘philosophy-as-science’ and ‘philosophy-as-distinct-from-
science’. See Overgaard, Gilbert & Burwood 2013, 23-44. For Plato, however, there
seems to be no distinction between science and philosophy. See Gregory 2000,
Introduction.

13 Epistemic peers are described as follows: ‘[ W]here one has good reason to believe
that the other person is one’s (at least approximate) equal in terms of exposure to the
evidence, intelligence, freedom from bias, etc.” (Christensen 2009, 756).

1% The basic tenets of this approach are: ‘[1] that we may make mistakes in assessing
evidence; [2] that the disagreement of others who have assessed the same evidence
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Thesteadfast approach, on the contrary, asserts that notwithstanding our
disagreement with our epistemic peers, we should ‘maintain [our] confidence in
[our] initial beliefs despite knowledge of disagreement by those who seem,
independent of the disagreement, to be as well positioned as [ourselves] to arrive at
accurate views on the disputed matter’.?® This approach can even result in thinking
that our opponents are irrational because they have arrived at a different conclusion

although we both look at the same evidence.

1.2.3 The Phaedo on Disagreements

The Phaedo revolves around a disagreement about the immortality of the soul.
Simmias and Cebes ask Socrates to show that the soul is immortal, then they disagree
several times with Socrates about the strength of his proofs of the immortality of the
soul. Socrates, in turn, produces many of his arguments in response to his
interlocutors’ counterarguments and their disapproval. In this respect, the Phaedo
presents an interactive conversation, that is, the interlocutors play a key in
developing the proofs of the immortality of the soul. Analysing the interlocutors’
approach to philosophical argumentation would also help to understand Plato’s

insights on the method of philosophical argument.

Now, | suggest that Simmias and Cebes generally adopt the conciliatory approach.
At the outset, Cebes wants to hear arguments in favour of the immortality of the soul.
This, however, does not mean that Cebes does not believe that the soul is immortal;
rather, he seems to be inquisitive. In fact, when Simmias and Cebes mention
arguments openly against the immortality of the soul, they either attribute them to

other people or desire to hear Socrates’ argument in a response to them.’

differently provides at least some reason to suspect that we have in fact made such a
mistake; and [3] that reason to suspect that we’ve made a mistake in assessing the
evidence is often also reason to be less confident in the conclusion we initially came
to’ (Christensen 2013, 76).

15 Ibid, 78. Elgin (2010, 55) describes this position as resoluteness. She points that
resoluteness ‘seems to deprive epistemic agents of resources for correcting their
mistakes’ since resoluteness impede re-examining our own position, seeking further
evidence, or advancing better methods of assessment. In addition, Elga (2010, 177-
178) defines the stubborn epistemic view as follows: ‘according to which
disagreement is never cause for changing one’s view on a disputed issue’.

16 Elgin 2010, 66.

17 At Phd. 70a1-3, Cebes tells that people have “strong doubts” about the immortality
of soul and at Phd. 77e3-8 Cebes says not that we fear that our soul will disperse
after death, but the child in us fears of the dispersal of the soul. At Phd. 86d1-3,
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Socrates, in his turn, gladly receives the interlocutors’ questions and they begin
reflecting on the nature of the soul. On the one hand, as Socrates produces new
arguments, Simmias and Cebes become less doubtful about the immortality of the
soul. The interlocutors are eventually convinced, although Simmias is still willing to
retain some doubts.!® On the other hand, Socrates takes his interlocutors’ questions
and arguments seriously, and he himself expresses his doubts a couple of times.*®
While defending the immortality of the soul, Socrates is not resolute but willing to
re-examine the arguments about the soul’s immortality, to seek further evidence on

this topic and to adopt new methods to inquire further.?

1.2.4 The Implications of Socrates’ Defence Speech

The idea of defence clearly alludes to Socrates’ actual trial, which Plato reports in
the Apology.?* The Apology of Socrates can also be considered as metaphilosophical.
That is, if Socrates had persuaded the Athenians’ jury that he was not guilty of
wrongdoing, his ideas on a life worth living would be acquitted t0o.?? The Athenians’
jury basically convicted Socrates of impiety and of corrupting the youth with his

Simmias asks, ‘what we’ll say in reply to this argument [sc. the soul-attunement
theory]’. Regarding Simmias’ statement, however, there is an ambiguity. A few lines
above at Phd. 86b5-7, Simmias says ‘we take the soul to be something of precisely
this kind [sc. an attunement]’. It is a question whether ‘we’ refers to a Pythagorean
circle or people in general. For the latter see Hackforth 1955, 101-3 and for the
former see Burnet 1911, 86. Sedley (1995, 11 fn.8) rules out the options of ‘the circle
of Socrates’ and of ‘people in general’, and he prefers ‘the Theban [Pythagorean]
circle’ over ‘Simmias and Cebes’. It is, I presume, not implausible that Simmias
assumes himself to be a member of both Pythagorean and Socratic circle, though
perhaps his commitment to each group may vary.

18 See Phd. 106e-107b.

19 For Socrates’s seriousness see Phd. 95e7-9; for his doubts see Phd. 84c6-8, 91b1-
7.

20 By this, | do not mean that Socrates does not strongly believe that the soul is
immortal. Rather, Socrates is willing to change and re-examine his beliefs no matter
how strong his belief is. See e.g. Phd. 84c1-85b9, 107b6-9. Grote (2009 [1865], 157)
suggests that ‘the full liberty of dissenting reason, essential to philosophical debate—
is one of the most memorable characteristics of the Phaedon’.

2L At Phd. 69e3-5, Socrates says, ‘if you find me any more persuasive in my defence
than the Athenians’ jury did, that would be welcome’. Plato’s report in the Apology
is probably not totally accurate but it should be faithful to the original defence, at
least to a certain degree. For the issue of historicity see Allen 1980, 33-36.

22 Ap. 36a5-6.
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philosophy. If Socrates was found non-guilty then this would have also proven that

his philosophy is beneficial for the youth.%

In the Phaedo, Socrates’ interlocutors accuse him of dying too lightly, and Socrates
aims at gainsaying this accusation from the perspective of true philosophers., who
are willing to die.?* With this aim, Socrates tries to persuade Simmias and Cebes that
‘there is something in store for the dead... [which is] much better for the good than

for the bad’,?® and therefore Socrates is not resentful .2

Socrates then attempts to establish two sets of premises to convince Simmias and

Cebes. They can be summarised as follows:

Set 1:

[1a] True philosophers desire wisdom.

[1b] Only those who practice philosophy correctly can attain wisdom and only they
shall dwell with gods.

[1c] The correct practice of philosophy is a release and parting of the soul from the
body.

[2] Wisdom can be attained only by the soul itself.

[3] The soul can be by itself only after death.

[C1] Therefore, a true philosopher is willing to die.

Set 2:

[1*] Socrates has striven in every way to practice philosophy aright.

[1b] Only those who practice philosophy aright can attain wisdom and shall dwell
with gods.

[C2] Therefore, Socrates is not resentful of dying.

Besides proving Set 1 and Set 2 above, Socrates must demonstrate that the soul is

immortal.?” Otherwise, the practice of philosophers would be vain (no reward would

23 See Ap. 29d-30e. The Apology, too, seems to have a metaphilosophical aim, which
is about the philosophical way of life. See Sellars 2014.

24 See especially Ap. 23c-28a

% Phd. 63¢5-7

2 Socrates could not kill himself since ‘it [SC. suicide] isn’t sanctioned (Phd. 61¢10)’.
Xenophon interestingly reports that Socrates’s motivation was to escape the evils of
old age, and hence he ‘talks big (neyaAnyopiq)’ so that the Athenians’ jury would
sentence him to death. Cf. Apologia Socratis 2.1-3.

21 1t is questioned by scholars whether the Phaedo brings in ‘partial’ immortality,
which is implied by the phrase o08év T udilov fv ddévatov at Phd. 95d1. It is
suggested that soul can survive many deaths, hence it can be partially immortal, but
this does not entail that it is ‘fully’ immortal, i.e. imperishable. | agree with Gallop
(1965, 168-169) that the only immortality that is mentioned throughout the dialogue
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be gained) because if the soul perishes once we die, we can neither attain wisdom
nor dwell with gods. The primary aim of Socrates’ defence, however, is neither to
attain wisdom nor dwell with gods. That is, although Socrates is practicing
philosophy in his defence, and his defence should contribute to the attainment of this
aim, Socrates’ success in defending himself alone is not sufficient to attain wisdom

and dwell with gods.

Rather, a whole life that has been spent in accordance with the correct norms of the
practice of philosophy is the condition of the reward, as [1b] above suggests. In this
respect, the success of Socrates' defence depends upon persuading Simmias and
Cebes that (a) true philosophers are willing to die and that (b) the soul is immortal.?
The interlocutors are ready to assent to (a) if Socrates can show that (b) is true. Then

Socrates’ motive for proving (b) is to persuade his interlocutors to live according to

@).

However, in his defence speech, Socrates does not say anything about the
immortality of the soul, although the immortality of the soul constitutes an integral
part of his defence of philosophical practice. Socrates only makes them believe that
true philosophers are willing to die. The inquiry on the nature of the soul begins
once Cebes has raised his doubts about the immortality of the soul. In response to
this, Socrates asks, ‘Would you like us to spend our conversation on these very

questions, and discuss whether or not it’s likely to be s0?’.2°

Why then did Socrates remain silent about the immortality of the soul during his
defence? Firstly, it is possible that Socrates expects his interlocutors to notice this
gap in his defence.®® Plato, likewise, may wish it to be observed by his readers, as he

might want his readers to engage with the text. Here, | would like to underline that

is “full” immortality. Cf. O’Brien 1968, 67. In his final proof (see Phd. 105b-106a),
Socrates aims to show that the immortal is also imperishable.

28 Aiming at persuading others, of course, does not mean that Socrates does not also
seek self-persuasion. Later at Phd. 90e-91b, Socrates declares that he is primarily
trying to persuade himself on the immortality of soul, and if he persuades others too,
it would just be incidental. This passage is discussed in Chapter 2. In his defence
speech, however, Socrates primarily aims at persuading others, and he does not
mention self-persuasion. An explanation of the need of self-persuasion can be as
follow: after hearing his interlocutors’ questions and objections, Socrates realizes
that there may be some gaps in his arguments presented up to 90e, and hence he
becomes relatively less confident about his belief.

29 Phd. 70b5-c3.

30 Similarly, the last argument for the immorality of soul is initiated with the
objections of Simmias and Cebes. Phd. 95d2-d7.
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Simmias and Cebes urge Socrates to give “reassurance (wopauvbiog)” and
“persuasive arguments (wiorewg)” on the immortality of the soul.® If the
interlocutors had accepted Socrates’ defence as complete, and had failed to see that
Socrates must prove that the soul is immortal, either the dialogue would stop at the
end of the defence speech or they would begin discussing something else. From a
dialogical perspective, the interlocutors’ doubts and questions give rise to the proofs

of the immortality of the soul.

Secondly, Plato emphasizes that we need to subscribe to the correct practice of
philosophers before developing the conversation further. That is, Socrates might
wish to test his interlocutors’ ability of philosophical and critical thinking, on the
one hand, or Socrates might wish to check whether his interlocutors share some of
his metaphysical and epistemological commitments, on the other. For instance, in
the course of Socrates’ defence speech, Simmias agrees that there is a Just itself, a
Beautiful itself, etc. and that bodily senses are not reliable.®? To sum up, Socrates’
defence [1] establishes the correct practice of philosophers, [2] confirms the

interlocutors’ intellectual capacity and [3] verifies philosophical like-mindedness.*

1.3 The Norms of Philosophical Humility
1.3.1 The Equal Weight View

Thus far, | have suggested that the idea of defence stresses the role of agreement and
persuasion; and that Socrates’ defence speech has a metaphilosophical aspect. In
outline, Simmias and Cebes agree with Socrates about the true philosopher's
willingness to die, yet they are uncertain about the immortality of the soul. Socrates
welcomes their uncertainty, as he gladly receives their questions and is willing to
give further explanation. Socrates is willing to do further inquiry and open to modify

his arguments since he trusts his interlocutors’ intellectual capacity.

31 Phd. 69e6-70b4.

32 Although Socrates addresses his defence to Simmias, once Socrates finished,
Cebes approves everything Socrates says apart from the assumption that the soul is
immortal. See Phd. 69e6-7

% Chen (1990, 53-57) argues that Socrates’ views on the practice of philosophers are
in line with the ideas that will emerge later in the dialogue. He suggests that all
philosophical methods of the Phaedo, such as the method of hypothesis, involve a
kind of ‘epistemological pessimism’, a notion which Chen places at the centre of the
practice of philosophers. Later, | object to the epistemological pessimism and argue
that the correct norms of philosophical argument are partly based on philosophical
humility.
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For instance, Simmias tells Socrates that ‘ever since I’ve been considering what has
been said [about the immortality of soul], both on my own and with Cebes here, it
hasn’t seemed entirely sufficient’.3* Socrates replies, ‘Yes, my friend, and maybe
you’re right’.®® Elsewhere, in reaction to Cebes’ question concerning the
imperishability of the soul, we are told that Socrates ‘paused for quite some time and
considered something’.*® This pause indicates that the interlocutors are able to reveal
critical weaknesses for Socrates, which require him to momentarily retreat from the

conversation in order to seek a solution.®’

In this respect, Socrates’ interlocutors are deemed epistemic peers. As defined above,
we should give our epistemic peers’ intellectual capacity the same weight as our
own;*® therefore, if our epistemic peers come to disagree with us, we ought to
become less confident about our position. That said, Socrates, not unexpectedly, has
a central role in the Phaedo as he often advances the most complex arguments. Be
that as it may, we must also observe that Socrates produces his arguments to counter

his interlocutors’ queries.*

Socrates has some strong beliefs, and sometimes he seems to be dogmatic about his
beliefs. For instance, it is supposed that Socrates suggests that things themselves,
such as the Form of the Beautiful, exist without justifying this proposition.*°
Although | agree that Socrates firmly believes in the existence of Forms, his

3 Phd. 85d7-9.

% Phd. 85e1-2.

3 Phd. 95e7-8. McCabe (2015, 90) maintains that argument may mean ‘giving truths
with reasons’ and ‘a controversy between two (or sometimes more sides)’. For her,
controversy and reasonable argument are intertwined, since controversy forces either
side to give ‘vigorous reasons’.

37 With regards to the dramatic setting, Plato might wish to indicate that Socrates is
going to talk about a significant topic. This option is compatible with the idea that
Cebes brings up an important difficulty.

3 For Cohen (2013, 99), ‘EW [the equal weight view] says | should give my peer's
opinion the same weight | give my own. EW can seem quite plausible when one
considers that our status as peers entails a symmetry between our epistemic
positions.’

39 Zagzebski (2012, 52) calls the following position ‘extreme epistemic egoisme: ‘I
have reason to believe p only when the direct exercise of my faculties gives me
reasons for p. The fact that another person has a belief p gives me no reason to believe
it.” For Zagzebski (ibid., 61), ‘my reason to believe other persons are conscientious
depends upon observation of them and inferences about their inner efforts and
abilities from their external behaviour.” Socrates, according to these definitions, is
not an epistemic egoist, as he believes, at least prima facie, that his interlocutors
might have a reason relating to conscientious grounds.

0 E.g. Burnet 1911, 33; Hackforth 1955, 50; Gallop 1975, 97.
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dogmatism is “forward-looking”. Forward-looking dogmatism may be defined as
follows: if no existing argument can invalidate a proposition, then there is legitimate
ground to assume that that proposition is true. In this respect, forward-looking
dogmatism is based on “belief-revision” under necessary circumstances, such as the

emergence of a valid counterargument.®

An argument against the theory of Forms, however, does not emerge in the Phaedo.
Therefore, it is not possible to know whether Socrates dogmatically clings to the
existence of Forms (and their role in explaining coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be),
and thus we cannot know whether he would flatly dismiss a counterargument.
However, | suggest that Socrates does not suppose that he completed the exposition

of the theory of Forms. With the aim of explaining my claim, allow me to quote:

[T1] “Well,” said Simmias, ‘on the strength of what has been said I too no
longer have any room for doubt. All the same, because of the magnitude of the
issues discussed in our arguments, and because of my low regard for human
weakness, I'm compelled still to keep some doubt in my mind about what has
been said.’

“Yes, not only that, Simmias,’ said Socrates, ‘but you’re right to say so, and,
besides, even if you all find the first hypotheses trustworthy, nonetheless you
should consider them more clearly. And if you analyse them well enough, you’ll
follow the argument, | imagine, as far as a human being can follow it up. Should

this itself become clear, then you won’t seek anything further.’#

This conversation is taking place after Socrates has finished the last proof for the
immortality of the soul. Just before this conversation, however, Socrates comments
on his proof: ‘more surely than anything, Cebes, the soul is immortal and
imperishable, and our souls really will exist in Hades’. Cebes agrees with Socrates

and says, ‘I’ve nothing else to say against this, nor can I doubt the arguments in any

41 See Fantl 2013, 37-38. Forward-looking dogmatism rules out ‘the flat dismissal
principle’ too. Fantl (ibid, 34) defines the term ‘flat dismissal’ as follows: ‘It is
“legitimate” to “flatly dismiss” the evidence or argument in the following sense: you
know that the evidence or argument is misleading without knowing how it is.’

42 Phd. 107a8-b9 AMLd uqv, 11 8 6¢ 6 Tiupiac, 008’ adTog Exm ETt émn AmoTd EK ye
TOV AeyopEv@V: VO PEVTOL TOD usyé@ovg nepi MV oi Adyot giciv, koi THv dvOpomivny
acbévelav atypdlov, owowKaCouou amotiov Ent Exew mop’ EponTd mEpl TAV
gipnuévov. OV povov v’, E€pn, o Zupio, 0 Zokpac, AL ToDTA TE €0 AEyels Kol
140G ye Vmobécels Tag mMPOTOG, kKol €l motol VUiV elow, Oumg Emokentéon
capEcTEPOV: Kol &av oTaG ikovidg StEANTE, OC £ydual, dKoAoVONGETE TG AOYW,
ka0’ 6oov duvatov piiot’ avlpdnm EmakoAiovdijcar Kiv ToUTO 0DTO COQES
yvévntoi, ovdev {NTNoETE TEPATEP®.

26



way’.® It seems thus Socrates is both confident about his proof about the immortality

of the soul and thinks that this proof and other arguments need further justification.

I find it curious that if Socrates is so sure about the soul’s nature, why did he welcome
Simmias’ doubts? Above all, Socrates addresses all his friends when he says, ‘you
should consider them more clearly’.** In this respect, Socrates does not only
welcome Simmias’ doubts, but he invites all his friends to make further inquiry. Here
we might ask whether Socrates casts doubt upon his own account as well. Otherwise,
is he merely recommending that his friends examine by themselves the proofs of the

immortality of the soul and all other arguments?*°

If Socrates himself was so sure that his arguments are certain, | believe that he would
not have easily approved of Simmias’ doubts. At least Socrates could say that his
arguments were as certain as possible for humans, and that his friends still had a right
to doubt them. Moreover, Simmias admits that ‘on the strength of what has been said
I too no longer have any room for doubt’. Simmias thus believes that the proof is
strong, but he does not accept that the issue of the soul’s immortality is closed. Since
the issues discussed are so great, and since human arguments are open to suspicion,
Simmias prefers to keep some doubt. Socrates's subsequent position then becomes a
delicate balancing act between the need to persuade interlocutors about the
immortality of the soul and the need to encourage them to seek further support.

Earlier, Socrates also voiced his reservations about the limits of human
understanding. To put it briefly, in his defence Socrates emphasized that human
cognitive abilities are diminished during incarnate existence since the body makes
reason go astray.*® Similarly, when warning against the misology argument, Socrates
stressed that if we lack expertise in arguments, we should not put all trust into
arguments.*’ In this respect, Simmias seems to pay attention to Socrates’ instructions

and prefers to be careful.*®

3 Phd. 106e9-107a3.

# Socrates uses the second person plural: vpiv at 107b6, iéAnte and dxolovdfocete
at b7, and {nmoete at b9.

% See Gallop 1975, 222.

%6 See especially Phd. 66¢5-6705.

47 See Phd. 88d1-91b7.

8 Sedley (1995, 14-17) suggests that the misology argument was especially targeted
at Simmias since he had been too quick to accept arguments throughout the Phaedo.
Archer-Hind (1883, 137) writes: “The contrast between the clear-headed logician
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Further emphasis should be placed on the fact that Socrates says, ‘you all should
examine’. This could mean that Socrates has already discovered the truth for himself
and it is now his friends’ duty to do the same. That is, Socrates does not actually
doubt his arguments, yet he tries to encourage his friends to attain the same degree

of certainty, and to follow the philosophical path.

However, | disagree with this idea for the following reason: One reason of Socrates’
differing attitude towards Simmias and Cebes might be the philosophical character
of each. As said earlier in the dialogue, ‘Cebes is always scrutinizing arguments, and
refuses to be convinced straight away of whatever anyone says’ and ‘he’s [Cebes]
more resolute than anyone in not believing arguments’.*® In this respect, Cebes’
confirmation of the last proof of the immortality of the soul can be taken as an

indicator of the proof’s strength.

Simmias, however, is assumed to be less critical; he ‘can be relied on on to say ‘yes’’
and this is why Socrates prefers to discuss the unwarranted matters with Simmias,
such as the definition of death.%° Sedley thus argues that ‘Simmias' residual doubts
are not meant to reflect entirely favourably on him as a philosopher. They are surely
further signs of his misology - the legacy of his uncritical attitude to argument in the
past’. In this respect, Simmias’ hasty acceptance of several arguments and incautious
attitude towards argument make him doubt arguments in general; hence Simmias’
attitude ‘has now left him unconvinced even where conviction would have been

justified’.>

Although I agree with Sedley that Simmias showed some signs of misology earlier
and Plato does not consider Simmias to be a true philosopher, it is possible that

Simmias has undergone a philosophical transformation. That is to say, Simmias has

Kebes and the somewhat vague-minded Simmias is well brought here. Kebes,
sceptical as he is [Phd. 77a8-9], has found an argument that is in his judgement free
from flaw; he therefore freely accepts its consequences: Simmias still hesitates, not
because he can find any defect in reasoning, but rather because the ‘child in him
[Phd. 77e3-8]" cannot be soothed by reason.” However, we need to note that it is
Cebes who mentions the ‘child in us’ and that Socrates recommends doing further
inquiry not only to Simmias, but to all his friends. Moreover, his words do not allude
to the fear of the child in us; rather, they allude to the limits of human understanding.
49 Phd. 63a1-3 and Phd. 77a8-9 respectively. See Sedley 1995, 14-15.

% Sedley 1995, 15. Sedley (ibid., 16) also underlines that ‘from his questioning of
Simmias, it emerges that Simmias has accepted the harmony theory without strict
proof, attracted by the plausibility which has made it such a popular view.'

% 1bid., 17.
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now been cured of the symptoms of misology and decided to become more critical.
Simmias now wishes to inquire further into the issues surrounding the nature of the
soul himself, and Socrates encourages Simmias and others to search for further
justification and evidence. In a sense, Plato warns the readers not to put all their trust

in the last proof and other arguments.

Moreover, Socrates does not say that his arguments are certain nor that he believes
that they are certain after Simmias voiced his suspicions. Due to the absence of such
judgement, we cannot decide whether Socrates considers his arguments certain. It is
also plausible that Plato intentionally keeps Socrates’ final judgement open. In a
sense, the case is left open for discussion since Socrates does not only wish to
convince his interlocutors that the soul is immortal, but also wishes his interlocutors
to convince themselves. And yet, his interlocutors seem to consider Socrates their
epistemic superior, since Socrates is supposedly the only person who can properly

give an account of Forms.5?

Therefore, if Socrates claimed that his demonstrations are certain and complete (as
much as is possible for humans), then the interlocutors would have become reluctant
to conduct further inquiry, as they would have believed that Socrates had perfected
his demonstrations. Socrates’ strong belief might thus hinder his interlocutors to
inquire further. In this respect, Socrates’ epistemic modesty as a dialogical tool
allows his friends to look for further evidence, and philosophical inquiry might

benefit from epistemic modesty as epistemic modesty encourages critical thinking.

To sum up, although we cannot certainly know to what extent Socrates believes that
his arguments are complete and certain, the crux of Socrates’ approval of Simmias’
doubt is that his final judgement stresses a sort of epistemic modesty. To conclude,
I surmise that it would be strange if Socrates said that we should examine together,
since he was going to die soon. Socrates’ friends had been assigned the mission to

inquire and to pursue the argument ‘as far as a human being can follow it up’.

1.3.2 The Conciliatory Approach

The intellectual virtues governed by the conciliatory approach play a key role in the
making of the method of philosophical argument in the Phaedo. The conciliatory

approach can be defined as follows: | believe that P on the basis of some justification

%2 Phd. 76b10-12.
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E. My opponent believes that Q on the basis of some justification E*, where E+Q no
longer justifies belief that P. In this case, according to the conciliatory approach, |
ought to acknowledge that my opponent’s belief of Q might be true on the basis of
E*. The benefit of this approach is that we can attain greater knowledge (i.e. gaining
more information about P), on the basis of further justification [E**] to defeat Q,
and we continue to believe P on the basis of some justification E**. In other words,
I can expand my knowledge about P if | believe that my opponent might be correct

that a certain case Q might defeat P.>

Chapter 2 explores what | mean by greater knowledge. For now, let it suffice to say
that [1] Socrates acknowledges that his interlocutors might have an argument that
defeats the argument that the soul is immortal. For instance, later in the Phaedo,
Cebes would argue that Socrates’ argument [the affinity argument] does not properly
address the question that the soul continues to subsist once its present existence ends;
hence a soul’s current existence might be its last life. This is because, for Cebes,
Socrates has only proved that the soul is ‘long-lasting and existed somewhere
previously for an unimaginably long time’.*® That is, unless Socrates can show that
the soul is imperishable, we cannot be sure whether the soul’s current existence is its

last life.

In response to Cebes’ question, Socrates says, ‘[w]hat you’re seeking is no small
matter, Cebes; we must study thoroughly and as a whole the cause of coming-to-be
and ceasing-to-be’.%® To this end, Socrates begins relating his intellectual
autobiography and presenting his solution to the question of coming-to-be and
ceasing-to-be. He next produces what is perhaps the most complex proof of the
immortality of soul by using that solution, namely the theory of Forms. > Therefore,
it is significant to observe that even though Cebes does not teach anything to Socrates

as such, Cebes’ question helped Socrates give birth to his ideas, as it were.®® This

%3 Long (2013, 64-67) argues that Socrates ‘profits from the opposition of essentially
sympathetic interlocutors (Author’s Italics)’.

* Hawthorne & Srinivasan 2013, 11-12.

% Phd. 95¢7-8.

% Phd. 95e8-96al.

5" Scholars question whether the final argument conclusively shows that the soul is
immortal. See especially O’Brien 1967 and 1969; Frede 1978. Even though it
assumed to be unsuccessful and inconclusive, we cannot ignore the significance of
the hypothetical method and the theory of Forms, which result from Socrates’
attempt to address Cebes’ question.

%8 Blattberg (2005,121), in his study of the Phaedo, claims that ‘Socrates is never
shown to have learned something substantial through discussion with others
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postulation does not mean that Simmias and Cebes midwife Socrates as Socrates
claims to have midwifed Theaetetus in his eponymous dialogue.>® Rather, it is
sufficient for my purposes to suppose that Simmias and Cebes accompany Socrates

and assist him in his inquiries. ®

One might question why Plato expects us to discern the metaphilosophical
component of the Phaedo instead of explicitly addressing it. For instance, we, by
reading Phaedo, may only wish to acquire some proofs of the immortality of the
soul; hence we might ignore the metaphilosophical component. Regarding the
Phaedo, however, it seems plausible to think that since Socrates is talking to fellow
philosophers and students of philosophy, the Phaedo’s target audience should be
those who wish to learn the correct practice of philosophy.®

1.3.3 Pessimist Epistemology

Epistemic modesty demands the recognition [a] of the limits (and fallibility) of
human understanding, and [b] of the possibility of making mistakes because of the
limitations of our method of inquiry.®? The endorsement of [a] and [b] may lead to
an unwanted consequence, namely epistemic pessimism.®® What | mean by the term
epistemic pessimism is that ‘we can never attain infallible knowledge due to the

fallibility of our cognitive capacities (supposing that until now we all have failed at

(Author’s italics)’. I strongly disagree with Blattberg, and | hope to establish that
‘discussing with others’ and following the correct norms governing conversation
help Socrates to advance arguments.

% Theae. 148e-151d. On midwifery see Burnyeat 1977; Sedley 2004.

60 Hackforth (1972, 14) observes that ‘the argument [in the Phaedo] is perhaps more
than anywhere one between men who genuinely like and respect each other’.

61 Sedley (1995, 13-14) points out that Plato ‘takes two students of philosophy who
have had every opportunity to acquire understanding about the soul's survival from
a Pythagorean teacher, and portrays them as still hopelessly confused on the issue’.
For Sedley, Socrates is successful to this end. The success, on the one hand, results
from the components of Platonic philosophy, such as the theory of Forms and the
method of hypothesis. On the other hand, from a metaphilosophical perspective, |
think that the success partially lies in the Phaedo’s metaphilosophy, specifically the
way in which Socrates and his interlocutors talk to each other.

62 See Evnine 2001, 173-174.

8 In his investigation of the epistemology of the so-called Socratic dialogues, Smith
(2012, 29-31) suggests that epistemic optimism is inherent to the Socratic method
and defines it as ‘a form of optimism about the epistemic value of what we do when
inconsistences in our views are revealed to us’. According to epistemic optimism,
even though we might propose something inconsistent again, this proposition ‘is
likely to be an improvement in [our] cognitive system’. I discuss how we can foster
our optimism and rule out epistemic despair in Chapter 4 where | examine the
misology argument.
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least for once), and hence we should not trust any argument’.5 The way we interpret
the implications of [a] and [b], however, can lead to opposite directions, hamely

either epistemic pessimism or epistemic optimism.

Epistemic pessimism recognizes that we will certainly fail to attain knowledge no
matter how rigorously we apply some rule or method. An example of the epistemic
pessimist approach is: no matter how rigorously I inquire, | can never prove that the
soul is immortal due to the limits of my cognitive capacities. Epistemic optimism,
on the other hand, recognizes that while our arguments may go wrong, this
recognition does not imply that rigorous application of some method or rule is

doomed to failure.

An epistemic optimist, on the contrary, would say that although my current argument
might not be complete and certain, and hence it might go wrong, if I conduct further
inquiry, then 1 would be able to show that the soul is immortal. Epistemic pessimism
suggests that we can never attain knowledge as we are cognitively incapable; it thus
has negative effects on us since it discourages further inquiry. Epistemic optimism
positively affects our inquiries as it motivates us to conduct further inquiry.

Socrates prefers epistemic optimism. Besides the passage | have discussed above
about Socrates’ comment on the last proof about the immortality of the soul, there is

another passage which hints at the idea of epistemic optimism:

[T2] Now when Socrates had said that [about the so-called affinity argument],
a long silence fell, and Socrates himself was absorbed in the argument he had
given, or so it seemed from his appearance, and most of us were too. But Cebes
and Simmias continued to talk with each other in an undertone. Socrates caught
sight of them and asked: “What is it? Do you think that there is something missing
in what was said? Because of course it still contains many grounds for suspicion
and counter-attack, at least if one is to go right through it properly.”®®

In this passage, Socrates admits that the affinity argument ‘contains many grounds

for suspicion and counter-attack’, if one would examine it sufficiently. As Socrates

8 This definition is adopted from Aikin (2011, 69-70) but is heavily modified for
my purposes.

% Phd. 84c1-c7 Ztyn obv &yéveto Tadta £indéviog 10D TmkpaTovg £l ToADY (pdvov,
Kad adToG TE TPOC TG EipNUEVE AOY® TV 6 Zokpdtnc, OC 10&lv £paiveto, kai UMV o
mAglotol KéPng 6 kai Ziupiog ouikpov pog GAARA® dtedeyéctny. kal O Zokpdtng
dov avto fipeto, Ti; Epn, VUiV Ta AeyOévta udv un dokel Evoedg Aéyesbat; TOAAAG
yap o1 &t &yel boyiog Kol avtidaPdg, €l ye O T adtd pEAAEL TKOv@S dte&évar.
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similarly stresses in T1 above, in this passage Socrates underlines the possibility of
misgivings, which could be revealed and corrected through further inquiry. That is,
although Socrates recognizes weaknesses, he does not give up searching and even
encourages his friends to accompany him in his examination.®® In this respect, the
recognition of the limits and fallibilities of human understanding above motivates

Socrates to examine the nature of soul further.

1.3.4 Educational v. Scientific Reasons

As argued, epistemic optimism is linked to epistemic modesty in that both encourage
further inquiry and demand the recognition of cognitive fallibilities. Now, a
significant difficulty of my reading of epistemic modesty is to determine its scope.
One may argue that Socrates embraces epistemic modesty only for the sake of
encouraging his interlocutors. That is, Plato, via Socrates, aims at presenting the
fundamental values concerning teaching and learning (the pedagogical component),
but the method of philosophical argument that Socrates uses in his inquiries has
nothing to do with the epistemic (or intellectual) norms governed by epistemic
modesty (the metaphilosophical component).

The pedagogical component seems to be less controversial, and hence | will only
make some brief comments. As suggested above, Socrates advances most of his
arguments in response to his interlocutors’ questions and objections. The
interlocutors express disapproving comments and Socrates welcomes their
criticisms.®” This picture could be taken as an emphasis on two principles of teaching
and learning: [1] students should critical, and [2] tutors should encourage critical

thinking amongst students.

Accordingly, one might limit the scope of epistemic modesty to the pedagogical
component. Then it might be claimed that Plato does not use epistemic modesty in
describing the method of correct philosophical argument. For instance, it could be
argued that Socrates knows the affinity argument does not prove that the soul is
immortal, but he presented it as a dialectical exercise. That is, Socrates uses

epistemic modesty as a pedagogical tool to encourage his interlocutors to ask

% See Phd. 88e-89c.
67 See, for instance, Phd. 84d4-85d10 where Socrates encourages his interlocutors,
who hesitate to ask questions, since they do not wish give trouble to Socrates.
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guestions and to actively participate; thus he can give new information without

appearing didactic.®

Now, the most compelling evidence in favour of the pedagogical reading (which
ignores any metaphilosophical component) is that Socrates does not seem to be
willing to change his original position about the immortality of the soul. This,
however, does not pose any difficulty to my reading. This is because, as mentioned
above, epistemic modesty does not hinder believing in an argument. Nor does it lead
to a lack of trust in our cognitive abilities and philosophical skill. Rather, by adopting
epistemic modesty, we simply recognize the fallibilities of human cognitive
capacities. That is, believing in an argument is compatible with epistemic modesty
if we are willing to accept that we might be mistaken and to pay heed to

counterarguments.®

Another objection can be made that by maintaining the hypothesis that Forms exist,
that hypothesis is simply assumed and not defended.” Against this, I would like to
note that the epistemic modesty | defend here basically governs the way we dissolve
disagreements. In this respect, it is an open question whether Socrates would reject
discussing or modifying the theory of Forms.” Socrates and his interlocutors agree
on the existence of Forms; hence it is not possible to know how Socrates would react
if he encountered an objection against the theory of Forms. However, even if the
theory of Forms would seem to be assumed throughout the Phaedo, Socrates, as
discussed above regarding Socrates’ comment on the last proof of the immortality of
the soul, implies that the theory of Forms is open for modification and extension,

although Socrates’ friends find it trustworthy.”

® For a good discussion of Plato’s pedagogical aim and its relationship with
epistemological values in the Sophist see Leigh 2007. Her reading of the Sophist
seems to be parallel with my claims about the philosophical and pedagogical values
in the Phaedo such as open-endedness and critical thinking.

89 As we shall see in Chapter 5, the method of hypothesis is in line with what | suggest
here in the following ways: [1] ‘I set down as true whatever I think harmonizes with
it [the strongest logos]’, and [2] T ought to be willing to examine the strongest 10gos
too, which is my initial hypothesis. See Phd. 100a3-7 and Phd. 101d1-102al
respectively.

0 In the Phaedo, the theory of Forms is ‘nowhere defended, but is simply accepted
without argument by all parties (65d5, 74b1, 78d8-9, 92d6-e2, 100c1-2, 102a10-b1)’
(Gallop 1975, 97).

™ Long (2013, 68-69) underlines that agreeing on the theory of Forms has enabled
the inquiry of ‘afterlife and death’.

2 See Phd. 107a7-b1.
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1.4 Conclusion

The primary aim of this chapter is to devise a model to understand Plato’s
metaphilosophy in the Phaedo. To this end, | reviewed some contemporary literature
on the epistemology of disagreements to frame the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical
component, which, | submit, is partly governed by epistemic modesty. By stressing
the idea of defence, | suggest that Plato directs our attention towards thinking about
persuasion and agreement. Epistemic norms discussed in this chapter are careful

checking, critical thinking, epistemic peerhood and epistemic modesty.

Next, I show that Socrates encourages his interlocutors to be critical on the one hand,
and that his interlocutors show flexibility in changing their views on the other.
Moreover, Socrates assumes Simmias and Cebes are epistemic peers and he respects
their objections. Epistemic modesty suggests that arguments are analysed carefully
and objections are received respectfully.” In doing so, Socrates and his interlocutors
are able to expand their knowledge.

The metaphilosophical component of the Phaedo suggests that we should assume
that our opponents may have a legitimate reason for disagreeing with us and that our
arguments are prone to failure. In this respect, if we encounter a disagreement, we
should become less confident about our argument. By becoming less confident, | do

not mean that we should not trust in our arguments and in our cognitive abilities.

On the contrary, epistemic modesty demands that we should not discard our
arguments so quickly and easily, but be willing to examine counterarguments. As is
the case in the Phaedo, Socrates attaches too much importance to the immortality of
the soul, although attaching importance to it does not hinder Socrates from gladly
receiving, or even prompting, criticism. In sum, the norms governed by epistemic

modesty partially shape the dialogical structure of the Phaedo.

3 See Christensen 2009, 758-79; 2011, 8-9.
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Chapter 2: The Epistemic Norms of Philosophical Argument
in the Phaedo
2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, Plato’s Protagoras is first reviewed to set up a model for the method
of philosophical argument. This model will be employed when reading the Phaedo,
in terms of its metaphilosophical component. However, the Protagoras model must
be approached with some caution, as the findings might not be consistent with all
other dialogues of Plato. Rather, this model provides inspiration which assists in

examining the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical component.

In the former part of this chapter, firstly some reasons for choosing the Protagoras
are given. Secondly, by investigating the preliminary conversation between
Hippocrates and Socrates in the Protagoras, | argue that the goal of conversation is
agreement, a goal which also frames the dialogue between Socrates and Protagoras.
Thirdly, | examine the intervention of the listeners in the hope of arbitrating the
dispute about the style of speech. Then I try to outline the norms governing

communication and philosophical argument.

In the latter part, a reading of the Phaedo is offered in terms of the concepts of
agreement and communication. | then claim that philosophical humility is a key
component of effective and productive philosophical argument. Finally, I show that
the Phaedo results in greater knowledge thanks to the disagreement of Simmias and
Cebes. The phrase “greater knowledge™ refers to the fact that Socrates and his
interlocutors expand their knowledge about the nature of the soul and the practice of
philosophers, for instance. There are two opinions which act as catalysts for the
expansion of knowledge in the Phaedo: [1] Socrates and his interlocutors consider
each other epistemic peers rather than epistemic rivals, and [2] the goal of agreement

is the outcome of conversation.

2.2 Plato on Persuasion and Agreement in the Protagoras

2.2.1 Why the Protagoras?
My choice of examining the Protagoras is not random. Although nothing I claim

hangs on the grouping of Plato’s dialogues, it is safer to analyse a dialogue which is
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widely acknowledged to be written before the Phaedo.” That said, just because the
Protagoras was written beforehand cannot alone prove that it therefore must have
provided the same vision on metaphilosophy as the Phaedo. Rather, my claim is that
Plato's argument about his vision for the method of argument in the Protagoras

offers a helpful comparison to the method in the Phaedo.

Some other dialogues (e.g. the Phaedrus, Theaetetus and Republic) are supposed to
be written around the same period when Plato composed the Phaedo, though they
probably came after the Phaedo.” Here, | am not going to discuss these dialogues
because a thorough analysis of them would go beyond this chapter’s scope and
because they are not directly addressing my interpretation of the Phaedo’s

metaphilosophical component as much as the Protagoras.’®

In addition, it seems convenient to me to stress the Protagoras’ metaphilosophical
component, since Socrates talks with a sophist in a dramatic setting where other
sophists are present. Here | would like to note that the sophistic manner of speech is
frequently criticized by Plato.”” I suggest that Plato’s aim in the Phaedo is to display
the correct norms governing philosophical inquiry/conversation; hence it is fitting to
examine a dialogue where a sophist and Socrates are talking. That is, Socrates and
Protagoras seem to represent competing manners (or methods) of speech, thus the
conversation of Socrates and Protagoras might provide valuable insights into the

method of philosophical argument.

In reviewing the Protagoras, | do not aim to offer an interpretation of the content of
Socrates’ conversation with Protagoras, such as the question whether virtue is
teachable. | instead examine the Protagoras with the aim of discovering some

reflections on disagreement and philosophical argument. To this aim, | try to find

" For a valuable discussion on the chronology Vlastos 1991, 45-47; Wolfsdorf 2008,
3-7, Irwin 2008, Benson 2015, 8-11. For a discussion that focuses on the place of
Protagoras see Kahn 1981, 310-320.

> One of my examiners rightfully protested that the Theaetetus is a rich and
interesting dialogue about metaphilosophy. | have tried to address these worries
raised about the Theaetetus in the Introduction.

6 Another dialogue addressing a similar issue is the Euthydemus. For an analysis on
the nature of conversation in the Euthydemus see McCabe 2015, Ch. 7.

" See Nehamas (1990) for a discussion on the distinction between philosophy and
sophistry in Plato’s dialogues. Another problematic exclusion might be the Gorgias,
which is supposed to be written before the Phaedo and depicts the conversation
between Gorgias, who is a sophist too, and Socrates. However, like the dialogues
mentioned above, the Gorgias, | have decided, would not assist my reading of the
Phaedo as much as the Protagoras.
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answers to the following meta-dialogical aspects: [1] the meta-dialogical norms that
would enable agreement, and [2] the correct norms governing philosophical

argument.’®

2.2.2 Agreement and the Goal of Conversation

In the Protagoras, Socrates had a conversation with Protagoras at the house of
Callias, which Socrates retells to an unnamed friend. Socrates went to Callias’ house
because a friend of his, Hippocrates, asked for his company. Hippocrates wished to
meet Protagoras and to ask whether Protagoras would accept his wish and make him
wise.” Socrates and Hippocrates initially decided to wait until morning to go to

Callias’ house, though Hippocrates was raring to go.

In the meantime, Socrates questioned Hippocrates about Protagoras’ profession and
what Hippocrates expected to learn from Protagoras. For Socrates, they should know
the answer to these questions if Hippocrates was going to entrust his soul to
Protagoras.®® However, they were unable ‘to decide on such an important subject
(tocodtov mpdyua diedésbar)’, most likely because, for Socrates, they were young;
hence, they agreed to consult their elders.®® Finally, Socrates and Hippocrates
decided to go to Callias’ house and talk to Protagoras and ‘many other wise men

(314¢2 xai GALo1 Torroi kai cogoi) who are at the house of Callias’ .82

My first point about the Protagoras’ metaphilosophy is the relationship between the
goal of conversation and agreement. Allow me to quote:

[T3] When we got to the doorway [of Callias’ house] we stood there discussing
some point which had come up along the road and which we didn’t want to leave
unsettled before we went in. So we were standing there in the doorway discussing
it until we reached an agreement.®

8 Long (2013, 26-27) argues that conversation is ‘more resourceful’ than any other
sort of inquiry, although Socrates does not advocate the extreme thought that the
only way of inquiry is conversation.

" Prot. 310d4-6.

8 Prot. 312c8-b4. The issue is that if they do not know what Protagoras’ profession,
provides they cannot determine whether it is harmful or not.

81 Prot. 314b5-9.

82 Prot. 310a8-314c2.

8 Prot. 314c3-7 éneidn 62 &v 1@ mpodvpw &yevoueda, émothvteg mepi TIvog Adyov
Steheyopueda, ¢ MUV katd TV 030V &vémecev: v’ oDV pf GTelic yévorto, GAANL
dwomepavapevor obtmg €oioyev, otdvieg €v 1® mpobipm dereyoueba Ewmg
GUVOUOAOYNCAUEV BAANAOLG.
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This passage hints at the role of agreement, which seems to be the goal of
conversation. We, unfortunately, are neither told what Socrates and Hippocrates are
discussing nor why they disagree. Nor are we informed whether they disagree
[Socrates says P, Hippocrates Q about E] or whether they do not have an answer
about a topic, which would make both happy [neither of them has a satisfactory view
about E]. No matter whether they are just ignorant about E, have opposing views
about E, or are expecting satisfactory justification of E, it is significant to observe
that they prefer to reach an agreement.® Thus, agreement is associated with

completeness.®

I suggest that agreement, as the goal of conversation, is a theme underpinning the
basic qualities of the conversation of Socrates and Protagoras. About the midpoint
of their conversation, Socrates tells Protagoras that he has a bad memory, and, as a
result, if someone ‘speaks at length’® to Socrates, he will “fail to recall what the
logos was about’.®” Then Socrates asks Protagoras to speak to him ‘as if...[he]

happened to be hard of hearing’ 2

Since Socrates' condition of having a bad memory is made analogous to being hard
of hearing, there appears to be an association made between cognitive abilities and
understanding, a link which is essential for successful philosophical argument.
Imagine that we are speaking to a person who is hard of hearing: we should speak to
her with the proper loudness and pace. Likewise, if Protagoras does not speak to
Socrates in the proper manner, by changing his style of speech, Socrates would fail

to understand Protagoras’ argument or what the argument was about.®

8 Long (2013, 39) argues that ‘the question-and-answer mode...allows Socrates to
take his interlocutor through the argument step by step...So if Socrates can find the
right argument for his current interlocutor, the exchange of questions and answers
promises to deliver just what he needs to confirm his ideas, namely evidence of the
interlocutor’s agreement’. I agree with Long that a true agreement should result from
the interlocutor’s sincere approval of each step of the justification.

8 See un drelng “not incomplete™ at Prot. 314c5 with dwamepavapevor “finishing
up” at c6.

% Prot. 335¢9 paxpd Aéym.

87 Prot. 334d1 émlovOévopon mepi o0 dv 1 6 Adyoc.

8 Prot.334d1-2 donep. ..l ETOYYOVOV DTOKOOOG BV.

8 1t is debatable whether Socrates really has a bad memory or he is just ironic. If we
are going to trust what Alcibiades says (Prot. 336d2-d5), Socrates does not have a
bad memory, he is just joking. Even if Socrates is ironic, it would hardly be
surprising that Socrates does not prefer to speak at length. That is, Socrates might be
good at understanding lengthy speeches and at speaking at length, yet this, for him,
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However, Protagoras is not willing to fulfil Socrates’ wish, which is ‘brevity in
speech’,% since he thinks that he would not surpass anyone if he accepted the manner
‘his opponent (335a6 ¢ dvridéywv)’ requested. Socrates offers a solution: he could
ask the questions and Protagoras could answer. Socrates, nevertheless, observes ‘that
he [Protagoras] was uncomfortable with his previous answers and that he would no
longer be willing to go on answering in a dialectical discussion’.®* The conversation

thus is on the verge of collapse.

Socrates once more tries to persuade Protagoras to speak briefly as he is willing to
hear Protagoras’ arguments. Socrates thus says the following, which has some meta-

dialogical implications:

[T4] But if you are ever willing to hold a discussion in such a way that I can
follow, | will participate in it with you. People say of you—and you say
yourself—that you are able to discuss things speaking either at length or briefly.
You are a wise man, after all. But I don’t have the ability to make those long
speeches: | only wish I did. It was up to you, who have the ability to do both, to
make this concession, so that the discussion could have had a chance. But since
you’re not willing, and I’'m somewhat busy and unable to stay for your extended
speeches—there’s somewhere I have to go—TI’ll be leaving now. Although I’'m
sure it would be rather nice to hear them.%?

Firstly, Socrates is willing to carry on the discussion if Protagoras would speak
briefly (as he is able to speak briefly) so that Socrates could understand him.
Secondly, if Protagoras is unwilling to make this concession, they cannot carry on
the discussion. Now, as argued above, the goal of conversation is agreement. Here,
too, we can think in terms of the idea of agreement. That is, if Socrates and
Protagoras are unable to communicate, then an agreement is not even a prospective

outcome for there would be no understanding. %

However, one can object to my claim above by maintaining that Socrates decides to
leave, but not because he thinks that it is impossible to agree. For instance, we can

suppose that Socrates wants to understand Protagoras’ argument to refute him or to

does not need to be the correct method of philosophical argument. Rather, Socrates
wishes to establish an agreement step-by-step as it is the right way to do so.

% Prot. 335a2-3 tij Bpoyvroyig.

%1 Prot. 335a9-b2.

92 Prot. 335h3-c7.

9 McCabe (2015, 135-137) claims that in philosophical conversation, we listen to
others to truly understand them, but not just to refute them like sophists.
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defend the opposite argument. That is, Socrates can defend the opposite argument
and refute Protagoras, yet Protagoras might still disagree with Socrates. However, as
T3 above implies, the aim or telos of the conversation is agreement. Moreover,
Socrates does not just wish to refute Protagoras, but, on the contrary, Socrates wants

to understand Protagoras and hopes for agreement.®*

2.2.3 The Intervention of Listeners

Socrates’ decision to leave the conversation initiates an important episode. Once
their listeners, including some sophists, see that the conversation would come to an
end, they decide to intervene. This intervention provides significant insights for the
Protagoras’ meta-dialogical and metaphilosophical aspect in the sense that the

intervention presents norms for productive communication and of manners of debate.

Productive communication is required, for if one cannot understand another because
of the lack of communication, there is no reason for carrying on discussions. It
therefore is not even theoretically possible to agree. | say theoretically because the
Protagoras, as we shall see, did not end up with an agreement, but with a ‘terrible
confusion’.® That said, in the same section, it is also underlined that if Socrates and
Protagoras would keep on talking and examining, it is still theoretically possible to
agree in the future, although they cannot find an agreement that makes them both
happy. In other words, if we can communicate successfully, it is theoretically

possible to reach an agreement.

The listeners, however, are divided on the issue of the style of speech: whether
Protagoras should compromise or should not accept the standards imposed on him.
Alcibiades supports Socrates’ demand of brief speeches, Callias backs Protagoras’
uncompromising position and Critias, Hippias and Prodicus remain somewhat

neutral in this conflicting situation. ®® Plato seems to show approval for the last

% Long (2015, 34) rightly emphasizes that those whom we debate should confirm
our discoveries, especially if they are strong and experienced adversaries. A
confirmation coming from such adversaries might provide additional warrant. In this
respect, an agreement might provide strong support for Socrates’ position, of course,
if it is a sincere agreement in favour of Socrates. | say sincere because | do not think
that Socrates is trying to deceive Protagoras.

% Prot. 361c2-3.

% Prot. 336d7-e4.
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group’s intervention as the proposal presented in the Protagoras comes from them.

Now, | would like to outline the structure of intervention:

[1] The listeners ‘should not take sides (336e2 otdev Jel cvupilovikeiv)’, rather they
should encourage the discussants not ‘to dissolve the conversation in the middle
(336€3 un uetaéo dodvoor v ovvovosiav)’. The idea that there is a midpoint of the
conversation seems to suggest that there is a goal of the conversation. If so,
considering the implication of [T1] above (the goal of conversation is agreement),

the neutral group appears to reiterate a similar thought.

[2] The listeners should listen ‘impartially’ (337a3 xoivoog),” but ‘not without
discrimination (337a4 ivovg d¢ wij)’. Whilst “distributing the value (337a5 veiuou)’,
the listeners should not deem all sides as equals, since the wiser should have more

value than the unlearned in the conversation.

[3] In conversations, friends should ‘agree (cvyywpeiv)’ to ‘argue (Guepiofnteiv)’
about ‘logoi’ rather than to ‘dispute (pilerv)’ about logoi. This is because eristic is

for enemies. %

[4] In a good conversation, the speakers would earn the good opinion of the listeners

rather than their praise, as praise is ‘merely a deceitful verbal expression’.%

[5] Regarding the style of conversation, the debaters should meet ‘on some middle
course’ which is agreed by all sides.'® In the case of the Protagoras, Socrates ‘must
not insist on that precise, excessively brief form of discussion’, while Protagoras
‘must not let out full sail in the wind and leave the land behind to disappear into the

Sea of Rhetoric’. 10!

LSJs.v. IV.3.

% Prot. 337a7-b3. | would like to note that &piCewv is used to signify sophistical
disputations, or eristic in general, and it is contrasted with dialectic. E.g. Rep. V
454a5 ovk €pilev dAAa SrodéyesOar.

% Prot. 337b4-7.

100 prot. 337e4-338al vmd SroutnTdv HUAY cvuPiBaloviov eig 10 péoov. See also
Prot. 33826 pécov 1 téuvery “to hold a middle course” regarding the length of
speech.

101 prot. 338a1-9. Socrates says if Protagoras does not stick to the question by
making long speeches which go off the subject, then he would ‘ruin the conversation
(Prot. 338d7-¢1 dwpbeipewv v cuvovsiav)’. This rule applies to Socrates too, as
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Let me recap my initial argument: the goal of conversation is agreement; without
understanding and communication, agreement is not even theoretically possible.%?
In this respect, the five points above, | believe, aim at providing the correct norms of
argument with a view to supporting the constructive exchange of communication

between Socrates and Protagoras.

In addition, the “arbitrators”,'% as Hippias calls those who are going to monitor the
conversation, do not take part in the discussion apart from arbitrating between
Socrates and Protagoras. As this is the only occasion that temporarily breaks the core
conversation off, it seems to mark a significant point, namely the method of
successful and productive communication.' To look at the matter from a different
point of view, Plato presumably steps in to give some reflections on the correct
norms of philosophical argument.

2.2.4 Case I: the Equal Weight View

So far, | have regarded the goal of agreement as the outcome of conversation and
have suggested that that the correct norms of conversation are presented in the
intervention passage. In what follows, | will continue examining other passages of
the Protagoras to describe some other norms of correct philosophical argument,
namely the equal weight view, philosophical humility and careful checking.

The equal weight view suggests (a) our opponents might have legitimate ground for
challenging our views, and that (b) we ought to assume that their cognitive abilities
are as good and effective as our own. In the Protagoras, Socrates believes that
excellence cannot be taught while Protagoras thinks that it can be taught. Socrates’
claim is that since the wisest and best citizens could not pass their excellence to their
children, excellence cannot be taught.'® Socrates then asks Protagoras to show him
how excellence can be taught. Notwithstanding his judgement on this matter,

Socrates is willing to listen to Protagoras and states:

he (Gmep...€nod) has already been asked not to do so. See also Gorg. 449b4-c8 for
another example of Socrates’ demand for precision from another sophist, Gorgias.
102 Gorg. 457c4-d5 for the role of respecting and listening to the other to ‘bring
reconciliation to their conversation (d10Avec8a1 TaG cuvovsiog)’.

103 Prot. 337e4 SrutnTddVv.

104 Consider also that Hippias wants to expound his own views on the poem that
Socrates examines, yet Alcibiades asks him not to do so. See Prot. 347a6-b7.

105 Prot. 319e1-2.
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[T5] But when | hear what you have to say, | waver (kdurrouar); | think there
must be something in what you are talking about (oiuai i e Aéyerv). | consider
you to be a person of enormous experience who has learned much from others
and thought through a great many things for himself. So if you can more
manifestly (évapyéotepov) show to us how virtue is teachable, please don’t
begrudge us your explanation [slightly modified].1%

Not only is Socrates ready to accept the explanation, should Protagoras show it
(having a legitimate ground), but Socrates also thinks Protagoras is a learned and
experienced person (possesses on par cognitive abilities). This, however, might not
mean that Socrates adopts the equal weight view. Imagine that | believe that London
is the best city, yet you believe that Paris is the best city, on the assumption that both
of us have seen Paris and London. It, then, is clear that our views about what makes
a city best are incompatible. When we decide to talk about this issue, | may listen to
you not because | believe you have some legitimate ground, but because I think you

are wrong; hence you need to be corrected.

In the Protagoras, however, Socrates does not seem to presuppose that Protagoras is
wrong. Rather, as stated in the quote above, Socrates believes that Protagoras is
learned and experienced.2%” In this respect, Socrates appears to credit Protagoras with
the cognitive capacity that would enable him to demonstrate his point and convince
Socrates. Even if Socrates is not convinced by Protagoras’ argument, he still seems
to believe that Protagoras can positively help him continue the inquiry.1®® In terms
of the city analogy above, | assume that you have seen enough cities to decide that

Paris is the best one, and | am eager to see how you are going to prove this.

In this respect, trusting in his argument does not hinder Socrates from listening to
Protagoras, and he keeps an open mind while listening to Protagoras. Socrates

considers Protagoras as having a par cognitive ability; hence the argument is between

106 Prot, 320b5-c1.

107 Prot. 320b6-7. | do not think that Socrates praises Protagoras ironically. As
Gagarin (1969, 133-34) suggests, Socrates and Protagoras seem to share some views
about the importance of ‘areté and paideia’ and the purpose of the Protagoras is not
to show that Socrates is superior to Protagoras although Socrates ‘advances beyond
Protagoras’.

108 Tong (2013, 42) argues that ‘Socrates’ reason for continuing to talk with
Protagoras must be that Protagoras can help the inquiry into virtue’. By referring to
the Protagoras 333b—-c and 352¢-353b, Long notes that Socrates and Protagoras
‘have the same opinion’. Next, Protagoras assumes the role of the Many and answers
on behalf of them, whose views conflict with Socrates’ view.
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epistemic peers.!® Therefore, if Socrates persuades Protagoras, their agreement
would indicate a solid and compelling position. If epistemic peers who hold opposite

views would agree, the argument on which they agree is strongly confirmed.*°

2.2.5 Case I1: Careful Checking

Now, with the aim of explaining careful checking and the perils of steadfastness and
overconfidence, | examine the passage where Socrates and Protagoras analyse a
poem of Simonides. When Protagoras is concluding his analysis of Simonides’
poem, he asks Socrates which qualities ‘a fine and properly written poem
(koAdg...memorijobou kai dpHidg)’ should have. Socrates, then, agrees with Protagoras
that to be considered to have composed a fine poem a poet should not ‘contradict

(évavtia Aéyer)’ himself. That is, a good poem should be consistent.

Before concluding the analysis of the poem, Protagoras asks Socrates, ‘Do you know
this lyric ode, or shall I recite it all for you?’!!! Socrates reports his reply: ‘I told him
there was no need, for | knew (ériotauai) the poem, and it happened to be one to
which | had given especially careful attention (zdvo...usueinxog).’**? Protagoras,
however, tries to urge Socrates again by saying, ‘take a better look (‘Opa...félti0v)’,
and Socrates replies, ‘As I’ve said, I'm already familiar enough with it (éoxeuua
iKoavag). 3

Protagoras proceeds by showing how Simonides contradicts himself. According to
Protagoras, Simonides ‘asserts (dzéfsto) himself that it is hard for a man truly to
become good’, but then Simonides also denies this. Protagoras then asks Socrates
whether the lines mentioned are ‘consistent (duoloysiocGar)’. Socrates states that they

seem consistent, although he adds, ‘I was afraid he [Protagoras] had a point there

199 Protagoras, too, seems to consider Socrates as his epistemic peer: ‘I commend
your enthusiasm and the way you find your way through an argument. I really don’t
think 1 am a bad man, certainly the last man to harbour ill will. Indeed, I have told
many people that | admire you more than anyone | have met, certainly more than
anyone in your generation. And | say that | would not be surprised if you gain among
men high repute for wisdom (Prot. 361e1-7)’.

110 See Long 2013, 43-44.

111 Prot, 339b3-h5.

112 Prot, 339b3-5.

113 Prot. 339b9-c1.
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(i dpo pévrot Epofodunv pf ti Aéyor)’. 114 Protagoras concludes his analysis in the

following way:

[T6] He [Simonides] forgets (éneldBeto) and criticizes (péugpetai) Pittacus for
saying the same thing as he did, that it is hard for a man to be good, and refuses
to accept from him the same thing that he himself said (o0 ¢now dmodéyesbon
avTod T avTd £avT®). And yet, when he criticizes (néppetai) him for saying the
same thing as himself, he obviously criticizes himself (a0t® péppetar) as well,
so either the earlier or the later must not be right.'*®

Socrates describes the events and his feelings resulting from Protagoras’ analysis as
follows: ‘Protagoras got a noisy round of applause for this speech. At first | felt as if
I had been hit by a good boxer. Everything went black and | was reeling from his
speech and the others’ shouting [in token of approval] (slightly modified).’11¢

I submit that the cause of Socrates’ cognitive dizziness, as it were, is his belief that
he studied Simonides’ poem carefully and knew it well. Because of his confidence,
Socrates turned down Protagoras’ proposal to examine the poem closely. If Socrates
had looked at the poem once more, he might have noticed that Simonides appeared
contradictory. Then Socrates would not have felt as if he was hit by a good boxer,
since Socrates, as we shall see, was eventually able to show that Simonides’ poem

is not inconsistent.

At any rate, having fallen into a sort of cognitive dizziness, Socrates asks Prodicus
to assist him in saving Simonides from contradiction, although Socrates admits that
he was merely finding extra time to examine ‘what the poet meant’.!*” After
analysing the relevant lines at length, Socrates demonstrates that Simonides is not
contradicting himself by stressing that Simonides distinguishes being good and
becoming good. That is, for Simonides, becoming a good man is possible, though

difficult, but it is impossible to stay in the state of goodness, i.e. “to be”, forever 118

This scene stresses the risks of overconfidence and recognizes possible shortcomings

of it in analysis and argument. The message of this passage, then, is compatible with

114 Prot. 339c4-8.

115 Prot. 339d3-d9. The distinction between “to be” and “become” good will be the
basis of Socrates’s rebuttal of Protagoras. However, how Socrates contests
Protagoras is not relevant for my purpose.

116 Prot. 339d10-e3.

117 Prot. 339e4-6.

118 Prot. 344b6-c3.
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the norms governed by philosophical humility. That is, the metaphilosophical aspect
of the passage is that we always benefit from reconsidering our arguments and
beliefs; hence, we ought not to be so sure that our analysis is complete and our
arguments are correct before we listen to counterarguments. If we are not careful and
willing to have a second look, we can experience a cognitive dizziness, such as

Socrates has suffered. 1°

In addition, Plato’s characterisation of Socrates in this section is not just negative.!?
By inviting Prodicus to assist him, Socrates buys time to consider the case and find
out whether Simonides is contradicting himself. Socrates’ re-examination and
explanation, | submit, shows the reader why overconfidence hinders us from further
inquiry and why critical reasoning and careful checking are necessary for effective

investigation and successful demonstration.!?!

2.2.6 Interim Conclusion

Let me take stock. | have argued that the goal of conversation is agreement and this
goal is theoretically possible if the discussants are able to communicate. | have
examined a couple of passages of the Protagoras to provide some norms for the
correct manner of conversation and inquiry. In addition, | have suggested that
Socrates adopts the equal weight view, which renders Protagoras an epistemic peer

and maintains the belief that Protagoras might have legitimate ground for holding

119 1n the Gorgias, there are, for Socrates, questions which he asks for “further
inquiry (sc. émavepwt®d)” even though something seems “clear (8fjAov)”. Such
questions are not aimed at the opponent herself, but they allow ‘the discussion to
proceed in due order (tod &R Evexa mepaivesbon Tov Adyov)’. These questions also
prevent us from being ‘accustomed to guess the other person’s meaning because of
jumping to conclusions’. See Gorg. 453b9-c5. This remark neatly illustrates the
necessity of critical reasoning although an argument seems to be clear and the
advantage of understanding what the other’s argument is in its entirety.

120 Prot. 339e5ff.

121 However, note also that Socrates in the Gorgias stresses that an agreement should
not result from having more than enough sense of shame (0%t aicyvvng Teplovoiq).
Any agreement, for Socrates, should stem from “adequate testing” of an idea if the
opponent does not lack wisdom and has the “appropriate” amount of shame. See
Gorg. 487e1-e6. If this is so, giving credence to others’ skill and ideas does not mean
underestimating one’s own skills. See also Ap. 34d9-35a5 for the fine line between
arrogance (a0aoilopevoc) and esteem (86&av), and the relationship between esteem
and shame. Simply, losing one’s esteem, i.e. under-estimating oneself, is shame, or
disgrace.
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the opposite view. | also showed that careful checking and critical thinking have a

key role in attaining deeper understanding.

As stated above, however, the discussion did not conclude with an agreement on
whether excellence can be taught, which was the main point of disagreement. In fact,
Socrates and Protagoras come to believe the opposite of their original opinion in the
end: the latter believes that excellence can be taught while the former believes it
cannot. Surely, the discussion is not totally in vain. On the one hand, each side has
become aware of the fact that some cases or arguments do not support their original
claim. On the other hand, Socrates, for instance, comes to have a better
understanding of Simonides’ poem, of the distinction between being and becoming,

and of the nature of excellence.1?2

Moreover, from a metaphilosophical perspective, we see that although Socrates and
Protagoras cannot reach an agreement, both showed flexibility, as they came to hold
the opposite view to their original position.*?® The lack of agreement, however, did
not undermine Socrates’ eagerness. He suggests that Protagoras further examine the
nature of excellence and whether it can be taught. Protagoras, too, agrees with
Socrates that there is need to discuss these questions, but not now.?* By underlining
the need for further inquiry, Protagoras and Socrates stress that the conversation is
not complete for there is no agreement yet. This picture, then, is in line with my
initial claim that agreement is the goal of conversation. Agreement, | presume, is
theoretically possible for [1] Socrates and Protagoras agreed on the style of speech,

[2] they consider each other epistemic peers, and [3] they are not steadfast.

2.3 The Phaedo’s Metaphilosophical Component

The aim of this part is to review the epistemic (or intellectual) norms of philosophical
conversation/inquiry in the Phaedo with reference to the model derived from the
Protagoras. Since the Phaedo depicts a conversation consisting of
epistemic/philosophical peers, the dialogue should contribute to understanding of the

practice of philosophers. | also suggest that the Phaedo delivers more positive results

122 For the last issue see Prot. 328-334.
123 prot, 361af.
124 prot, 361d7-362a4.
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than the Protagoras because the Phaedo takes place in a more philosophical

environment. 1%

2.3.1 Socrates’ Second Defence Speech

In chapter 1, I have emphasized the fact that Socrates’ speech in the Phaedo was
called a defence as if in court. The aim of conversation in the Phaedo, | suggest, is
shaped by the idea of defence; hence the notions of agreement and persuasion have
a key role in the successful philosophical conversation.'?® As also argued in Chapter
1, the Apology and the Phaedo have different contexts because each dialogue has a
different target audience. While the former defence addresses the Athenians’ jury,
Socrates, in the Phaedo, defends himself against the allegations of Simmias and
Cebes.

In fact, in the early stages of the Phaedo, Socrates stresses this context-dependency,
i.e. the structure of conversation is shaped by the target audience and the participants’
character. Socrates prefers to talk about their own arguments among themselves,
rather than discussing others’ opinions, although this does not mean that it is not
possible to talk about others’ opinions among themselves. At any rate, Simmias tells
Socrates that for most people the philosophers do not deserve to live, and they are in
a sense dead already since they do not care for bodily pleasures. Socrates replies,
‘let’s speak among ourselves [about the philosopher’s willingness to die] and ignore

them’ 127

125 The dramatis personae of the Phaedo are extensively studied, and I do not wish
to go over the issue thoroughly. In addition to the Phaedo commentaries, some
valuable discussions of the dramatis personae are: the prosopographical work of
Nails 2002; the examination of the philosophy of Phaedo of Elis in Boys-Stones
2004; the philosophical characters of Simmias and Cebes in Sedley 1995. Euclides,
Antisthenes and Aristippus are supposed to be eminent intellectuals, if not
philosophers per se. In addition, the first two are supposed to have established their
own schools of thought, Euclides was ‘the head of a philosophical school at Megara’
and Antisthenes is the ‘well-known founder of the Cynic school’ (Burnet 1911, 9-
11).

126 By emphasizing the metaphysical aspect of the defence, Pakaluk (2003, 90)
suggests that Socrates is ‘offering an argument for a real distinction between soul
and body’. For Pakaluk, the arguments in the rest of the dialogue ‘articulate and
defend, with some power and success, a philosophical dualism which is deeply
problematic’. I am not going to examine the metaphysics of Socrates’ defence,
rather, | simply underline its metaphilosophical aspect.

127 Phd. 64a10-c2.
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The nature of the defence in the Phaedo, therefore, is different than that of the
Apology. The difference lies in the fact that the jury of the Phaedo, Simmias and
Cebes, are willing to understand Socrates and to learn from him. They also share
some of Socrates’ ideas, such as the existence of Forms and the value of
philosophy.'?® However, the philosophical alliance might not grant a successful
defence. | submit that Socrates needs to use a persuasive style of speech in addition
to presenting persuasive arguments. That is, Socrates needs to make his interlocutors
truly believe and care for his arguments. With the goal of persuasion, Socrates
neither remains resolute nor receives his interlocutors’ criticisms offensively, nor
does he resent the fact that some of his arguments might be weak. This attitude is

governed by the epistemic (intellectual) norms of philosophical humility.

2.3.2 Philosophical Humility and Persuasion

Now, | would like to discuss Socrates’ insights into the notion of persuasion and its
role in philosophical argument. For Socrates, we should primarily care for
persuading ourselves and look for the truth. To explain the role of persuading
oneself, Socrates discusses the idea of desiring argumentative victory:

[T7] It will be much better to assume that we are not sound yet, but must make a
manly effort to be sound. You and the others should do this for the sake of your
whole life to come, but | for the sake of my death considered in its own right,
because concerning that very thing I’'m now in danger of desiring not wisdom but
victory, like those who are utterly uneducated. For when they are at odds about
something, they also do not care about the facts of the matter they are arguing
about, but strive to make what they themselves have proposed seem true to those
who are present.1?®

Socrates reflects on the fact that he is going to die shortly and therefore tries to
persuade himself that the soul is immortal. Socrates states that he is in danger of

becoming a man who desires not wisdom but victory, and who does not care about

128 |_ong (2013, 72-73) appropriately defines them as “critical allies”.

129 Phd. 90e3-91a6 dAAL mOAD pdilov 8ti Muec odmm Vyidg Eyoupev, GAANL
avdprotéov kol mpoBvpmTéov VYIS ExELy, Gol L&V 0DV Kai Toi¢ GANOIG Kai ToD Emettol
Biov mavtog €vexa, £uol 6& avTod &veka Tod BavaTov, AO¢ KIVOLVEL® EYwye €V TQ
TopOVTL TEPL ADTOD TOVTOL OV PLAOCOPMC EYely AL’ domep ol mavy dmaidevTol
Povikmg. kal yop ékeivot dtav mepi Tov AUEIGPNTOGLY, ST PEV Exel TEPL OV BV O
Aoyoc 1 00 ppovrilovsty, dmog 8¢ & avtol E0evto tadto dOEEL TOIG TapoDGLY, TODTO
npofopodvral.
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the facts about the immortality of souls. In fact, Socrates believes that he is not

dealing with the subject like those who desire victory:

[T8] I think that now I will differ from them only to this extent: I won’t strive to
make what | say seem true to those who are present, except as byproduct, but
instead to make it seem so as much as possible to myself.**°

T8 suggests that there is a fundamental difference between (1) desiring victory and
aiming at persuading others and (1) to be in danger of desiring victory and aiming
at persuading oneself. As is clear from T7, a person who acts in the spirit of (1) does
not care about the truth. Socrates none the less primarily aims at persuading himself.
That is, by straying from the way of truth, Socrates would primarily deceive himself,
hence, as a byproduct, his friends.®* Socrates, however, wants to deceive neither

himself nor his friends. He advises his friends to care about the truth:

[T9] [1]f you take my advice, you’ll give little thought to Socrates and much more
to the truth: if you think I say something true, agree with me, and if not, use every
argument to resist me, making sure that my eagerness doesn’t make me deceive
myself and you simultaneously, and that I don’t leave my sting in you, like a bee,
before | depart.!32

[T9] seems to indicate that Socrates esteems his interlocutors’ cognitive capacities
and their critical thinking skills; hence he calls for their critical contribution to the
subject to save himself and others from deception. That is, Socrates cares about truth
more than persuasion. He encourages Simmias and Cebes to resist his arguments and

to save everyone from deception.!*

However, one might assert that Socrates, whilst encouraging his interlocutors to be

critical, does not say what he genuinely aims at. Socrates might be aiming at refuting

130 Phd. 91a6-b1 Kai £yd pot ok &v 1 mapdvTt To60VTOV PdVoV Exkeivav Stoicetv:
0¥ yap dmog Toic Tapodotv 6 &ye Ay dOEEL GANOT etvou mpobvpmoopo, &i pr ein
napepyov, GAL” Omwg avT@ Epol 6Tl paAiota 60EeL 0UTMG EYELV.

131 In the Prot. 337a7-b3, desiring victory is called eristic so that it is prohibited. In
the Phaedo, Socrates does not say that he is desiring victory, but that he is in danger
of desiring not wisdom but victory. To save himself from this danger, he requests, |
submit, his friends’ assistance and their criticism.

132 Phd. 91b8-c5 Gv éuoi meibnole, opikpdv @povticavieg Tokpdtovg, g 8¢
6AnOeiag moAL HAAAOV, Eav LEV TL DUTV S0K® AN Aéyetv, GUVOLOAOYNGOTE, €1 O
un, TovTi Aoy dvtiteivete, edAaovpevol Ommg W £yd VIO Tpobupiag Gua ELavtov
Te VUAG E€amatnoag, domep LEATTO TO KEVTIPOV EYKATUAITMV OlY|GOUAL.

133 From a pedagogical perspective, Socrates might wish to underline the significance
of critical thinking. In a sense, Plato may also want his readers to be critical.
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his interlocutors so that he encourages them to present new arguments. This
interpretation is plausible, yet the burden of proof lies with whoever claims that
Socrates does not genuinely believe that his interlocutors can produce strong
counterarguments or compelling questions. As | have claimed and will continue to
claim, Socrates benefits from his interlocutors’ counterarguments and Cebes’

question about the soul’s imperishability, which is especially compelling.

My second claim draws upon the fact that if persuading others is subordinate to
persuading oneself, Socrates might not be aiming at an agreement. Firstly, Socrates
is only in danger of desiring not wisdom but victory, as he has not yet become a man
who desires victory. With the hope of escaping this danger, Socrates, as mentioned
above, asks for his interlocutors’ assistance and their criticism. Secondly, Socrates
believes that he cannot deceive others without also deceiving himself. Thus, Socrates
is still aiming at an agreement and he desires to find an argument which can satisfy,

or persuade, himself as well as his interlocutors.

In addition, Socrates stresses that he does not try to convince others at the expense
of the search for truth. The need of persuading himself, in this respect, ‘motivates’
Socrates’ desire to discover the truth.*** Here, another question might arise regarding
the desire of self-persuasion: why would Socrates talk to others if he just wishes to
persuade himself? Instead, Socrates could have asked for some peace and quiet, then
waged an internal battle, so to speak, with himself on this matter and tried to persuade

himself.

A plain answer is that Socrates can persuade himself only if he is conversing with
others. This is unsurprising, not only because we are reading a dialogue written by
Plato but also because examining with others is supposed to be Socrates’ typical
practice.’®® Besides, | think there is a second-order aim regarding the idea of self-
persuasion: self-persuasion applies not only to Socrates but also to the interlocutors
and the readers. That is, the interlocutors and the readers, too, are invited to try to
persuade themselves rather than believing Socrates’ argument without self-

reflection.

133 Phd. 91a8 mpobvprcopa.
135 See Woolf 2008, 13-19 for the idea of Socrates’s self-examination by examining
others.
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To reiterate, Socrates makes it clear that he is not going to deceive because of his
eagerness to show that the soul is immortal. The bee analogy at T9 above would help
us to understand the relationship between self-persuasion, the truth and deception.
Imagine that if a bee stings us, it would die, though the person who is stung by a bee
would survive unless she has an allergy to bee stings. Likewise, Socrates cannot
deceive his interlocutors without deceiving himself, as though a bee stung but did
not die at the same time. If so, it seems that deceiving others and deceiving oneself
are inseparable, and we cannot achieve one without also achieving the other, if we

care about the truth.

2.3.3 The First Disagreement

As suggested above, truly persuading ourselves, for Socrates, depends on our care
about the truth and our proximity to it. Now, | show that the search for self-
persuasion leads to the expansion of our knowledge. To this end, allow me to briefly
scrutinize Socrates’ argument against suicide. Socrates maintains that suicide is not
permissible although it is better for some people, at certain times, to be dead than to
be alive. This is because, for Socrates, gods take care of us and humans are one of
the gods’ possessions. If so, we would make gods angry by killing ourselves. For

Socrates, we should not kill ourselves ‘until god imposes some necessity’. 1%

Socrates, in this respect, believes that the Athenians’ jury posed this necessity when
they decided to put him to death; hence, Socrates is permitted to kill himself.
Therefore, since true philosophers are willing to die, '’ though Socrates has not yet
given any reason for this, Socrates is neither resentful of dying nor afraid of acting

against the will of the gods.

Cebes, however, opposes Socrates by maintaining that it is unreasonable for the
wisest people, true philosophers, to kill themselves because these people should
know that the gods are “the best supervisors”. As we are one of the gods’
possessions, and they administer us in the best way, it is unreasonable to escape from

gods and to be unresentful of leaving them. For Cebes, ‘an unintelligent person,

136 pPnd. 62a1-c5. For an analysis of this complex sentence see Gallop 1975:79-83.
137 Phd. 61c1-9.
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however, might well think so [i.e. he will take better care of himself after he has

become free], namely that he should try to escape from his master’.1*

Here, we need notice Socrates’ welcoming attitude towards Cebes’ argument, which
praises critical thinking. Phaedo relates Socrates’ reaction to Cebes’ argument as

follows:

[T10] When Socrates heard this he seemed to me delighted by Cebes’ persistence,
and he looked at us and said: ‘As you can see, Cebes is always scrutinizing
arguments, and refuses to be convinced straight away of whatever anyone
SayS.’l?’g

Simmias, too, agrees with Cebes and adds that not only should Socrates be reluctant
to leave good masters behind but also his friends.'*® Socrates acknowledges what
Simmias and Cebes are saying is fair and decides to defend himself ‘in answer to
these charges, as if in court’. **! In the end, Socrates will persuade his interlocutors
that true philosophers are reasonably willing to die since true wisdom can only be
found after death.'*

2.3.4 The Expansion of Knowledge

The interlocutors’ opposition and Socrates’ decision to convince them lead to an
expansion of knowledge concerning the practice of philosophers and the nature of
the soul. As I have already stated, the interlocutors’ objections prompted further
examination. If it were not for their disagreement, Socrates would probably not feel

obliged to defend himself and to examine true philosophers’ willingness to die.

Socrates then begins his defence by saying, ‘[I] am optimistic that there is something
in store for the dead and, as we have long been told, something much better for the

good than for the bad’.1*® Next, Socrates introduces the aim of his defence:

138 Phd. 62¢9-€7.

199 Phd. 62e8-63a3 Axovcag oDV 6 Tokpdtng odijvai té pot E5oée tij Tod KéPnrog
npoypateiq, kol EmPAEyag gic udc, Asi tot, Eon, [0] KEPng Adyovg Tvag dvepeuvd,
Kol 00 Tavy gvBémg E0EAet TeibBeaBon OTL Gv TIg £lm).

140 Phd. 63a4-9.

141 Phd. 63b1-2.

142 | scrutinize the way in which Socrates persuades his interlocutors in Chapter 3.
143 Phd. 62e5-7.
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[T11] I want now to give the account | owe you, of how it seems to me to be
reasonable for a man who has genuinely spent his life in philosophy to be
confident about his imminent death, and to be optimistic that he’ll win the greatest
goods there, after he’s met his end.**

Socrates subsequently presents some aspects of true philosophers’ willingness to die,
which are not correctly understood by many people (the ordinary people), namely
‘the sense in which true philosophers are near death, the sense in which they deserve
death, and what that death is like’.**> Simmias and Socrates, firstly, agree that being
dead is the following: ‘the body has been separated from the soul and come to be
apart, alone by itself, and the soul has been separated from the body and is apart,
alone by itself”.2*6 After that, Socrates asks Simmias to consider that ‘if you too turn
out to think what | do. I believe that the following points will give us a better
understanding of the things we are looking into’.**” Finally, Socrates argues and
Simmias approves the following points about the practice of philosophers and the

nature of reasoning:

[1] true philosophers disdain bodily pleasures and adornments except in so far as
they need; [2] people think those who disdain the body are close to being dead
and they are not worthy of living; [3] bodily senses are neither clear nor accurate;
[4] the soul reasons best the less it has contact with the body; [5] there are things
themselves such as a Just itself, a Beautiful itself, etc. ; [6] these realities can be
discerned by intellect alone by itself and unsullied; [7] a person who separates
the soul from the body as much as possible comes closest to each of them, i.e.
Forms.148

Simmias agrees with Socrates about the seven points above, through which Socrates
will try to expand their knowledge (or achieve a better understanding) about the true
philosophers’ willingness to die.!*® After their agreement, Socrates begins to explain
the reasoning behind his optimism, which is clearly indicated in the text. The
discussion summarised above takes place between the Phaedo 64d2 and 66a10. Then
Socrates makes an inference by Odkodv at 66b1. He says, ‘then given all this [the

seven points above] is it inevitable for those who are genuinely philosophers to be

144 Phd. 63e7-6a2.

145 Phd. 64b7-8.

146 Pnd. 64c5-8.

147 Phd. 64¢10-d2 gav dpa koi 6ol cuvdokd Bmep &poi- &k yap TovTmV Parlov oipat
fudc gloeoBan mepi OV GKOMODLEY.

148 [1] Phd. 64d2-65a2, [2] 65a4-a8, [3] 65a10-b11, [4] 65c2-d1, [5] 65d4-d10, [6]
65d11-¢5 [7] 66a1-10

149 In a sense, it is also true that the ““starting point” of philosophising’ is agreement
about an ‘opinion’ (Griswold 1988:165).
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struck by the following sort of belief”, and he introduces a discussion between true

philosophers directed toward the exploration of knowledge and the truth.2%

The defence of Socrates ends with Cebes’ approval that Socrates had shown ‘rightly
(xaA@®dg)’ that true philosophers are willing to die and the reason behind Socrates not
being resentful. That said, for Cebes, the immortality of the soul is still in need of
further examination. That is, Socrates should also show that the soul is immortal to
complete his defence.’®* The outline of conversation about true philosophers’

willingness to die is as follows:

(a) the interlocutors’ disagreement about true philosophers” willingness to die and
their protest to Socrates’ eagerness to die; (b) the agreement about the seven
points above through which Socrates offers to resolve the conflict; (c) the
expansion of knowledge, or the attainment of better understanding; (d) a new
disagreement about the immortality of the soul.!%?

In his defence, Socrates clearly assumes that the soul is immortal, since he portrays
the soul’s life in Hades, yet he does not say anything about the immortality of the
soul. In fact, the question about the existence of the soul after death is first mentioned
by Cebes, and the adjective ‘immortal (dBdvotov)’ has not been used prior to line
73a2 in the Phaedo.

2.3.5 The Second Disagreement

Why does not Socrates” defence speech address the immortality of the soul? Firstly,
Socrates should be aware of the fact that the immortality of the soul is a key
component of his defence. It would be odd if Socrates did not realize that true
philosophers’ willingness to die would be pointless unless the soul is immortal.
Secondly, Socrates would not simply assume that his interlocutors believe in the
immortality of the soul, since Socrates agrees with Cebes that the immortality of the

soul requires ‘no little reassurance and proof”.'>

150 Phd. 66b1-3 OvkodV avéykn, Een, &k Tavtwv ToVTOVY TapictacOot S6Eav To1dvde
TIVA TOIG YVNOIOG PUAOGOPOIC.

151 Phd. 69e7-70b4.

152 But note that if we give our consent to a proposition, this means neither that we
are going to buy the whole argument nor that we share the same philosophical ideas.
153 Phd. 70b1-7.
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We can consider the unmentioned argument about the immortality of the soul from
the perspective of Plato’s portrayal of Socrates’ interlocutors. Plato portrays the
interlocutors as noticing the missing part in Socrates’ defence speech. Surely, the
interlocutors do not say that Socrates left the immortality of the soul out. Rather,
Cebes says that people have strong doubts about the immortality of the soul and the
soul’s powers during its discarnate existence. Although Cebes does not directly point
out Socrates' omission, the question about the immortality of the soul troubles Cebes;
therefore Cebes asks Socrates to examine the topic. 1** At any rate, as | have argued
above, Socrates produces arguments because the interlocutors come forward in
noticing a weakness in the argument.® In this way, Plato stresses that the
interlocutors also occupy a vital position in the conversation, which is the
significance of reciprocal support and the necessity of such for philosophical

argument.

That said, one might suppose that Socrates and his interlocutors would not be
participating equally in a philosophical argument if Socrates deliberately leaves a
key premise out. It can be argued that Socrates has all the answers to give, yet in the
interests of teaching he does not give all the answers at once. Therefore, Socrates
and his interlocutors are not epistemic peers, who have equal cognitive capacity.
This, however, does not imply that Socrates is free from erring or that his
interlocutors are not as cognitively capable as Socrates. It only implies that Socrates
might have more knowledge and experience. Nonetheless, we need to notice that
possessing knowledge and the cognitive capacity to know (as well as to question
existing knowledge) are different, and that the interlocutors possess the latter, as they
can wrap their minds around Socrates’ arguments, criticize them and proffer

counterarguments.

154 Blattberg (2015, 116) argues that ‘given that the intended changes of position go
in one direction only, from Socrates to his interlocutors, the two-way dynamic
necessary for any sort of dialogue must be considered absent (author’s italics)’. As
we shall see, Socrates sincerely listens to his interlocutors, and Plato stresses that the
interlocutors’ criticisms contribute to Socrates’ arguments about the immortality of
the soul.

155 At Phd. 103af., one of those present says that Socrates is contradicting himself
(about the idea that an opposite thing [something large] comes to be from an opposite
thing [something small]), though Socrates shows that he actually does not (since the
opposite by itself [the Beautiful itself] could never come to be its own opposite). It
seems, then, such interventions are encouraged by Plato.
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Besides, the above quotation (T9) about caring for truth more than Socrates indicates
that the Phaedo is not primarily about Socrates but about truth. That is, the dialogue
is not only a eulogy for Socrates or a praise of his philosophical skills, but also a
record of the discovery of truth, although the truth and Socrates’ ideas may coincide.
If we put aside Plato’s admiration of Socrates’ wisdom, we might observe that the
interlocutors and their arguments have a key role in understanding the nature of the
soul. From a meta-dialogical perspective, Socrates is an interlocutor as well, as it is

not possible to know exactly to what extent Plato agrees with Socrates.'%

2.3.6 Cebes and Simmias

To begin with, Socrates’ interlocutors do not seem to consider Socrates their rival.
They do not oppose Socrates with the intention of refuting him and winning the
debate. For instance, Cebes asks for an investigation into the immortality of the soul
since the issue requires further inquiry and support.®” That said, Cebes’ eagerness
alone is not sufficient to call him a good interlocutor.

Besides his eagerness, Cebes seems to have some knowledge about the immortality
of the soul. For example, it is Cebes who alludes to the theory of recollection,
according to which ‘our learning is in fact nothing but recollection...we must
presumably have learned in some previous time what we recollect now. And that
would be impossible if our soul did not exist somewhere before it was born in this
human form. So in this way too the soul seems to be something immortal’.**® For
Cebes, this is an excellent theory, which proves that we have knowledge and the true

account in us and learning is actually remembering. >

Cebes’ introduction of the theory of recollection has another implication. In addition
to the fact that Cebes knows some arguments about the immortality of the soul, its
introduction by Cebes suggests that he is willing to support Socrates’ argument;
otherwise, he would not bring the theory of recollection up, which is in favour of the

immortality of the soul. That said, Cebes does not put all his trust in the theory of

1% For the mimetic aspect of the dialogues that invites the readers to the path of
philosophy through the characters see McCoy 2016, 54-55.

157 Phd. 70b2-4 tobto 6n icmg 00K oAiyng mopauvdiog deitan kai micTemg, (g £6T1 T8
N yoyn dmobavdvioc Tod avOpdmov Kai Tiva duvapy el Kai epovnoty.

158 Phd. 75¢5-76d6.

159 Phd. 73a6-b1.
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recollection, as he believes that the theory is not sufficient to show that the soul is

immortal. 160

Simmias’ reaction to the theory of recollection deserves some attention. Once Cebes
has introduced the theory of recollection, Simmias asks for “proofs (ai dmodeielg)”
that would verify it.2! Firstly, Cebes tries to explain the theory of recollection to
Simmias, then Socrates steps in and asks Simmias: ‘see if you agree when you
examine the issue along the following lines. For are you in doubt about how so-called

“learning” can be recollection?’%2 Simmias replies as follows:

[T12] No, I don’t doubt it,” said Simmias, ‘but I need to undergo the very thing
that the theory is about: recollecting. And to some extent | already remember and
am convinced, thanks to what Cebes started to say. None the less, I’d like to hear
now how you yourself were starting to propound it.16®

For Simmias, Cebes’ attempt to explain the theory of recollection was not successful.
It was a missed shot.** Although Simmias is nearly convinced, he desires to hear
more about the argument. In this respect, Simmias seems to look for a better
understanding of the theory of recollection. Next, Socrates begins to make a
demonstration of the theory of recollection, and Simmias agrees that the soul has
existed before birth and that learning is recollection are ‘adequately proved’.'®® For
Simmias, Cebes is also ‘sufficiently convinced’.®® Nevertheless, Simmias and Cebes
have not yet been convinced that the soul will exist after death, and thus only half of

the argument is complete.®’

160 Nothing in the text implies that Cebes introduces the theory of recollection for
opposing it later. That is, Cebes does not remind the interlocutors of the theory of
recollection to stress its weaknesses. On the contrary, both interlocutors believe in
the theory, though they are suspicious as to whether it shows that the soul will exist
after death. See Phd. 76e8-77a5.

161 Phd. 73a4-5.

162 Phd. 73b4-5 okéyou Gv t1idé T 501 GKOTOLUEVE GUVSOED. AMGTELG YO

oM g 1 KaAovuévn uabnoig avauvnoic Eotiy;

163 Phd. 73b6-10 Amiotd pév [cot] Eymye, § & d¢ 6 Twupiog, ob, odTod 8¢ Todto, PN,
Séopon madelv mepl o0 O Adyog, AvapvnoOfval koi oxedov ye €& dv KéPng
gneyeipnoe Aéyey fidn pépvnpon koi meibopon 00SEV pevtdy frrov dcodouut vy mi
oL £ngyeipnoag Adyew.

164 See Rowe 1993, 165; Burnet 1911, 53.

165 Phd. 77a5 ikovidg dmodédeikton.

186 Phd. 77a10 ovk &vdedg. .. memeicho.

17 However, for Socrates if the recollection argument is combined with the cyclical
argument, then one would attain a complete proof. See Phd. 77c6-e3.
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Socrates will provide two more arguments (the affinity and the last arguments), along
with a rebuttal (the soul-harmony argument) about whether the soul will exist after
we have died. At this point, | would like to remind the reader of a passage that | often
refer to in this dissertation: once Socrates has completed the last proof of the
immortality of the soul, Cebes is convinced, but for Simmias there remains some
reasonable doubt. Socrates also encourages his friends to continue to investigate,

until they follow the argument as far as humanly possible.%®

In this respect, agreement completes the current conversation, though the
immortality of the soul is an issue that demands further inquiry.®® As I have claimed
whilst discussing the Protagoras, agreement is the goal (or completion) of
philosophical conversation/inquiry. At the end of the Protagoras, Socrates and
Protagoras cannot find an argument that both can agree on, yet they decide to meet
at some other time to discuss further. In the Phaedo, Socrates and his interlocutors
agree on the last argument, though Simmias voiced reservations about the issue and
Socrates recognizes them. Unfortunately, Socrates cannot meet his friends again to
philosophise, and he urges them to discuss among themselves. There is no time left
to follow the argument further, although Socrates might have other opinions in mind

or wish to discover new arguments.*”®

2.4 Conclusion

The aim of this chapter is to propose a conceptual framework based on the correct
norms of successful persuasion, agreement and philosophical argument. To this end,
I examined the Protagoras from the perspective of philosophical agreement. Then
these ideas were brought together and applied to the Phaedo. By comparing the
Protagoras and the Phaedo, however, | did not aim at showing that they adhere to
the same guidelines for philosophical practice. Rather, | simply suggested that both
dialogues highlight that the goal of conversation is agreement, although the guideline

suggested by each dialogue has its own specifics and scope.

168 See Phd. 107b4-10.

169 Surely, this agreement does not conclude the Phaedo. Socrates is going to
speculate about the afterlife and the geography earth at Phd. 107c-115a.

170 1t is germane to note that after finishing the description of the regions where the
soul of the dead dwell except that of those purified adequately by philosophy,
Socrates at the Phaedo 114c¢5-6 says ‘explaining these dwellings is not easy, nor is
there sufficient time in the present circumstances’.
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In the Protagoras, Plato stresses the significance of following the correct norms of
conversation. Plato stages an intervention to that effect via the listeners, who aim at
arbitrating a dispute between Socrates and Protagoras on the style of speech. | submit
that this intervention underlines the significance of mutual understanding and

communication, which are essential for making agreement theoretically possible.

Besides, it is reasonable that Plato did not stage an implicit intervention in the
Phaedo, as the interlocutors and Socrates have similar views about the practice of
philosophers.}’* That is, the Phaedo narrates a conversation between Socrates and
his close friends. The Protagoras, however, is taking place in a sophistic atmosphere
and Socrates talks to Protagoras, who does not seem to share Socrates’ ideas about

the practice of philosophers. 172

The most relevant findings to emerge from my analysis are: that [1] the Phaedo and
the Protagoras emphasize that the goal of conversation is agreement (the former by
means of the idea of defence and the latter through the conversation between
Hippocrates and Socrates); that [2] we ought to recognize our interlocutors as
epistemic peers; that [3] we should not hold fast to an argument without listening to
counterarguments and conducting further examination. However, | do not argue that
Socrates in the Phaedo disavows knowledge, which might be regarded as the

defining character of Socrates in the early dialogues.'”™ Rather, | suggest that

171 Blattberg (2005, 113-114) points out that no negotiation or negotiators are found
in the Phaedo since the participants of conversation are after a common cause. For
Blattberg, the conversation in the Phaedo is between ‘opponents’ rather than
‘adversaries’ because they are ‘truly listening to the reasons being given for each
opposing position’.

172 However, Griswold (1988, 143) claims that if Plato were writing for ‘fellow
philosophers’, he would not have chosen ‘the dialogue form’, as ‘a precise
articulation of the subject matter’ cannot be done in this form. Thus, Plato writes for
‘potential philosophers’. I do not see any clear reason why the pedagogical and
philosophical aims should be separated. That is, philosophy can be both ‘practiced’
and ‘instructed’ in dialogue form. Perl (2014, 19-22) discusses the relationship
between the dialogue form and Plato’s metaphysics and claims that ‘Plato’s
ubiquitous use of myths, metaphors, and images, as well as the mimetic nature of the
dialogue form itself, reflects the mimetic structure of reality, in which one level of
being is an image of a higher level’. Although I do not advocate such a strong claim,
the dialogue form and the norms followed by the participants provide insights on
philosophical argument.

173 See Ap. 21b-d, 29b; Euthyphro. 5a-c, 15¢11-16a4; Charmides 165b-c, 166¢-d;
Laches 186b-187a, 200el-2; Lysis 212a, 223b; Gorg. 509c. See also Wolfsdorf
(2004); Politis (2006).
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Socrates does not abandon philosophical humility, which is a key element of the

metaphilosophical component of the Phaedo.
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Chapter 3: The Practice of Philosophers
3.1 Introduction

This chapter explores the way in which Socrates describes the practice of
philosophers in the Phaedo. | argue that the true philosopher's willingness-to-die
argument (hereafter the Willingness Argument) stresses that true philosophers are
aware of the limits of their epistemic access. In this respect, | submit that true
philosophers’ awareness of the limits (and the fallibility) of human understanding

provides a basis for the norms governing philosophical humility.

In explaining philosophical humility, | scrutinize the Phaedo 63-69, which is
generally entitled Socrates’ defence. In this section, as mentioned in the previous
chapters, Socrates discusses the philosophers’ desires, hopes and practice to expound
why philosophers are willing to die. *’* The Willingness Argument states that if we
desire wisdom and the truth, we ought to care for the soul; hence we ought to remain
aloof from the body, its desires and bodily perception as much as possible. This is
because, for Socrates, the soul can reason and approach knowledge best in asmuchas
it is separated from the body.

Moreover, | argue that the Willingness Argument is a demarcation criterion which
distinguishes a philosopher's practice from other sorts of inquiries. Therefore, the
Willingness Argument partially shapes the ideas presented about correct
philosophical argument. In a sense, by introducing the Willingness Argument, Plato

sets the scene for the description of knowledge and of the method of inquiry.1’

With the aim of explaining the relationship between the Willingness Argument and
the practice of philosophers, I scrutinise Socrates’ surprising question, wWhether
Evenus is a philosopher, as Evenus is portrayed as a sophist/poet and an inventor of
rhetorical methods, namely in the Apology and in the Phaedrus respectively. |
suggest that Socrates uses the term philosophos in a narrow sense, as opposed to the
idea that philosophos refers to any lover of wisdom in general. | argue that Plato
underlines that sophists, whom he usually criticizes and whose practice he considers

dangerous, can become philosophers by adopting the norms governed by the

17 Hereafter, when 1 write “the philosopher” or “the philosopher’s practice”, 1
specifically refer to “true philosophers” and “their practice”.

175 Plato does not explicitly say that knowledge (10 €i6évar) and wisdom (@pdvnoic)
are different. See Phd. 66e1-e6. That said, they seem to differ in that wisdom can be
achieved through the knowledge of things themselves. See Phd. 67e4-68a6.
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Willingness Argument; hence Plato gives a primary role to the Willingness

Argument for the practice of philosophers.

In addition, | explore the nature of the embodied and disembodied states of the soul
and compare their cognitive powers. | suggest that while the disembodied soul attains
wisdom passively and instantaneously, the embodied soul tries to attain wisdom by
actively practicing philosophy. | also submit that although the embodied and
disembodied states of the soul are ontologically the same, their cognitive powers are
different; hence they are epistemologically different. Their distinctive cognitive

powers fashion the ways in which each state of the soul attains wisdom.

3.2 Becoming a Philosopher
3.2.1 True Philosophers

I would like to begin by discussing Socrates’ message to Evenus. This message
introduces the practice of philosophers and the true philosophers’ willingness to die.
Allow me to quote the passage in which Socrates questions whether Evenus is a

philosopher:

[T13] “So, Cebes, tell all this to Evenus, give him my best wishes and tell him,
if he is in his right mind, to come after me as soon as possible. | leave, it seems,
today: so the Athenians command.’

To which Simmias said: ‘Fancy recommending a thing like that to Evenus,
Socrates! I’ve often encountered him in the past, and from what
I’ve seen I imagine there’s no way that he will follow your advice willingly.’

‘Really?’ said he. ‘Isn’t Evenus a philosopher?’

‘I think he is,” said Simmias.

‘Then Evenus will be willing, as will everyone who has a worthy claim to this
activity. Though perhaps he won’t use violence on himself, for they say that it
isn’t sanctioned.’*"®

Socrates is expecting Simmias to reply that Evenus is a philosopher since his
question begins with ‘the negative of fact and statement’.>” In his reply to this query,
Simmias says, ‘I think he is’, although he does not strongly confirm that Evenus is a
philosopher.’® There are two questions to consider: [ 1] what does Socrates’ question
aim at, and [2] is Socrates ironical or serious? I suggest that Socrates tries to stress

the significance of the Willingness Argument, thus he is serious about the advice that

176 Phd. 61b7-c10.
17Phd. 61¢c6 o0 prrdcogog Ednvog; See LS s.v. 11.2.12.
178 Phd. 62¢7 "Epotye Sokel.
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Evenus can become a philosopher if he follows the norms governed by the

Willingness Argument.

Before proceeding to examine the Willingness argument, it is necessary to decide in
which sense Evenus is called a philosopher; that is, whether Socrates refers to true
philosophers or wise people in general. To begin with, it is not Socrates who
remembers Evenus. Rather, it is Cebes who reminds Socrates of Evenus, as Cebes

tells Socrates a question asked by several people including Evenus:

[T14] You know those poems you’ve been composing, your versifications of
Aesop’s tales and the proem to Apollo? Well, some people were already asking
me about them, and in particular Evenus asked the day before yesterday what on
earth your idea was in composing them when you came here, given that you had
never composed poetry before. So if you care at all about my having an answer
for Evenus when he asks me again —because I’m quite sure that he will ask — tell
me what to say.1"®

Socrates replies that he did not compose these poems to rival Evenus, yet he did so
because of a certain dream, which visits him every now and then and orders him to
‘make music and work at it’. Regarding the earlier occurrences of this dream,
Socrates thought that ‘it [the dream] was encouraging me and cheering me on to do
what I was doing, like those who cheer runners’.*® What Socrates must have been
doing then was philosophy, which was ‘the greatest music (Phd. 61a3-4 peyiotg

povoiktic)’ for Socrates.

Socrates believed that his recent dream meant ‘music as commonly understood (Phd.
61a7 v dnumdn povoknv)’ rather than philosophy. Therefore, Socrates first
decided on ‘making a composition dedicated to the god [Apollo] whose festival was
currently being held’, and then ‘to compose stories, not arguments (woteiv pvHbovg
GAX’ o0 Adyouc)’, as a poet ought to do if ‘he was going to be a poet’. However, since
Socrates is ‘no story-teller (o0 1 pwOoroyikog)’, he decided to use Aesop’s stories

and made compositions out of them. 8!

179 Phd. 60c8-d7.
180 Phd. 60e6-7.
181 phd. 60d8-61c1.
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In this section, I think, Socrates is not ironical, as some scholars argue.*® | deny the
idea that Socrates does not care about story-telling at all. If Socrates were not caring
about story-telling, it would hardly make sense that Socrates was spending his last
days dealing with some stories. Nor would it make sense that Socrates concluded his
final conversation by telling a myth.*®® Equally important, it would be senseless to
advise his interlocutors to ‘sing incantations (€x¢dew)’ to the child inside them to
get rid of the fear of death.®

If myths are ‘spells’ in some way,'® then Socrates would not rule out story-telling
as a means of communication and persuasion, though he is careful about the
proximity of the myths to the truth. 2 In this respect, Socrates is serious, though
modest, when he declares that he is no story-teller, for composing stories is a difficult
task that we should be careful about.*®

3.2.2 The Meaning of Philosophos

Some scholars claim that Socrates calls Evenus a philosopher either in the sense that
[a] Evenus is practicing a specific profession, namely the Socratic/Platonic concept
of philosophy or that [b] Evenus is just a lover of wisdom. 18 It is argued that if we

182 For instance, Bluck (1955, 40) argues that Socrates” modesty is ‘almost certainly
ironical’ by referring to the devaluation of poets for distorting the truth in the
Republic. Similarly, Hackforth (1955, 33 fn.5) refers to the Apology (20a-b) where
Socrates discovered that poets are not wise but ignorant. However, if myth-making
was essentially bad, it would be hard to make sense of the myth in the last section of
the Phaedo (107c-115a) and Socrates’s offer to ‘both look at different ways and
speculate about (Phd. 61el-2 Swookomelv 1€ kai pvBoroyeiv)’ the journey to the
afterlife.

183 See Rep. I1. 377-382; 111. 387-392 for the correct use of myths in education.

184 Phd. 77e2-8.

185 See Phd. 114d7 where Socrates advises his interlocutors to repeat the myths about
the afterlife like a spell.

18 See Schofield 2009 for the myths as persuasive tools with reference to the Noble
Lie in the Republic Ill. See also Rowe (1999) for the relationship between
philosophical argument and myths.

187 Consider Socrates’ cautious remarks about the myth he delivered at Phd. 114d1-
d4. The use of myths by Plato is a delicate issue, and | have no claim to propose
another interpretation. For instance, Tarrant (2012, 50-59) maintains that Plato
distinguishes “/ogos ” and “muthos ", and in many dialogues muthos comes only after
logos has been done. Most (2012, 16-19) presents the eight criteria defining the use
of myth in Plato’s dialogues. Dixsaut (2012, 28-35) argues that muthos reaches
readers more easily than logos, which demands a certain acquaintance with the
language used.

188 Rowe (1995, 123) and Hackforth (1955, 34 fn.3) advocate broad reading. They
suppose that when oi...p1Aocopodvtec signifies the lovers of wisdom in the narrower
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accept [a], we ought to suppose that Socrates ironically calls Evenus a philosopher,
as Evenus is not portrayed thus in the other dialogues.*®® If we assume [b], we would
consider Socrates as being sincere. In what follows, | first explore and raise

objections to [b], and | show why we should read [a].

Firstly, [b] does not seem to comply with the rest of Socrates’ defence since Socrates
scrutinizes the practice of true philosophers rather than that of wise people.t®
Secondly, Socrates can hardly expect that Simmias is going to approve that a lover
of wisdom in general would embrace the Willingness Argument. In fact, Simmias
observes that most people, including his own countrymen, would find it fitting that
‘those who pursue philosophy really are near death, and that they themselves have
realized that death is just what these people deserve’, although most people, as

Socrates says, do not really understand the Willingness Argument.**:

Here Simmias seems to refer to true philosophers, though perhaps he did not totally
understand what Socrates has meant. Otherwise, it would be strange that those who
love wisdom in general, for Simmias, deserve to die according to most people. That
is, poets and politicians, for instance, are possibly fond of wisdom, yet most people
would hardly think that they deserve to die. It therefore seems that the popular image
of true philosophers develops out of their way of life, for true philosophers remain
aloof from the pleasures of the body, which are possibly indicative of a worthy life

for most people.1*?

In the narrow reading, we get into some difficulties. Above all, Socrates’

interlocutors, and the readers alike, might be perplexed about calling Evenus a

sense, “aright [op0&c¢]” is supplied, i.e. those who practise philosophy aright, as is
the case at Phd. 67e4. For other uses of ‘aright’ see Phd. 64a4, 67b4, 67e4, 69d2,
69d4, 80e6, 82c3. However, this only proves that the addition of ‘aright’ entails a
narrow reading, not necessarily that its absence signifies the philosopher in a broad
sense. Even if this use is consistent, it can well be a result of Simmias’s confusion
of true philosophers and any lover of wisdom. Noticing this, Socrates might have
decided to remove this confusion for Simmias by suppling ‘aright’, not for himself.
189 Ebert (2001, 428-433) argues that when Socrates confers the title ‘philosopher’
on Evenus, he refers to him as a Pythagorean philosopher. However, | do not see any
strong evidence either in the Phaedo or in the other dialogues that supports this claim
other than hardly reliable doxographical reports. That said, | show that Evenus offers
a special example of wise people. Cf. Peterson 2011, 169 fn. 7&8.

190 See Ebert 2001, 426.

191 Phd. 64a9-h6.

192 See Phd. 64c10-65a8; 66b7-d7; 81c8-81e2; 82b10-c7; 83b5-c3. Burnet (1911,
29) notes that oi moA)roi ‘think philosophers ‘as good as dead’, and look upon them
as ‘living corpses’’.
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philosopher, as the man is referred to as a sophist, poet and rhetorician by Plato.%
It would also seem strange that Simmias did not know Evenus’ profession, although
he often encountered him in the past.’® In this respect, Simmias’ approval that
Evenus is a philosopher might favour claim [b] above, for Socrates sometimes uses

the term lover of wisdom in a broad sense.!%

However, if Plato desired to ridicule sophists and poets, he would have preferred a
stronger figure to that effect, who would easily remind the readers of sophists and
poets. If Plato had done so, Simmias would hardly think that that person is a
philosopher and the irony would work better.2% Then the allusion to Evenus, for
whom Plato shows relative respect, intensifies the perplexity of the reader, who is

now invited to scrutinize Socrates’ point for calling Evenus a philosopher.**

3.2.3 The Practice of True Philosophers

Socrates” message to Evenus quoted above (T13) has two interrelated components,
which are indicated by a correlative conjunction (both/and).® The first part counsels
Evenus ‘to keep in good health’ while the second part urges him to follow Socrates,
who is going to die in a little while.*®® These two ideas, however, seem inconsistent,
if not contradictory, as we cannot stay in good health and follow someone who is

dying. However, Simmias does not seem to have a problem with the inconsistency

193 See Phd.60d9; Phdr.267a3. In the Apology 20a-b, Evenus is said to teach being a
good citizen for a fee of five minas.

194 Pnd. 61c4-5.

19 Rowe 1993, 123 and Rep.V.475b8-9.

1% For instance, Plato could have used a character portrayed in the Euthydemus and
Gorgias. At any rate, I do not see any strong reason to take Socrates’s message to
Evenus as historically accurate, therefore Plato could have used another figure if he
wished to make fun of sophists. However, Burnet (1911, 60) notes that ‘we know
from the Apology 20a3 that Evenus was at Athens about the time of the trial of
Socrates.” However, this does not rule out the possibility that there are other sophists
at Athens then.

197 Vlastos (1991, Ch.1) challenges the view that Socratic irony aims at deception by
maintaining that the purpose of Socratic irony is to introduce riddles without any
purpose of deception.

198 1 take “koi...xai” at “ckoi &ppdoOor koi...8ué Sibkewv @O¢ ThyoTA” as
corresponsive. That is, the first xal is “preparatory”, the second is “connective”. See
Denniston 1954, 323.

19 Rowe (1993, 122) notes that the imperative mood, ppwocw, is ‘a typical formula
e.g. for ending a letter used in several of the pseudo-Platonic epistles’, thus as we
might say today “take care of yourself”.

68



of Socrates’ message, but does he have difficulty understanding how Socrates can

advise Evenus to die as soon as possible.

In addition, the LSJ Greek Lexicon reports that ‘éppdcbfor (keeping well)” may also
mean ‘to have strength’ and ‘to be eager’, and Plato frequently uses this verb to
render these senses in different contexts.?® As far as | know, apart from spurious
epistles, opdofau is not used, at least by Plato, for saying an ordinary goodbye.
Even in that case, it is striking that in the Thirteenth Letter (though it is possibly a
forgery), the author finishes the letter by saying, ‘keep well and practice philosophy
(363d1 "Eppwoo kai piloooper)’. Even though these are not Plato’s own words, it
suggests that keeping well and practicing philosophy are used as correlatives. In this
respect, the phrase ‘keeping well’ might have a slightly deeper meaning which
implies a sort of eagerness. As we shall see below, eagerness (or willingness) is a
crucial component of the practice of true philosophers.

3.2.4 The Prohibition of Suicide

As pointed out above, Simmias looks surprised at these words, but Socrates
continues by saying that ‘Evenus will be willing, as will everyone who has a worthy
claim to this activity [philosophy]. Though perhaps he won’t use violence on
himself, for they say that it isn’t sanctioned’.?"* This time, Cebes intervenes: ‘What
do you mean by this, Socrates — that it isn’t sanctioned to use violence on oneself,
but that the philosopher would be willing to follow someone who is dying?’ %%
Socrates too admits that it would seem “a matter of wonder (Bavpoactov)” that even
if it is better for a person to be dead, they should not kill themselves but await another

benefactor.?%?

Socrates, as was mentioned briefly in the previous chapter, argues that suicide is not
sanctioned because humans are one of the gods’ possessions and they take care of us

so that we should not kill ourselves.?** Otherwise, we would have acted against gods’

20 ¢ g. Phd.100a4 Adyov...Eppmuevéctatov “the strongest logos”; in Ti. 89e8-90al
10 8’ év youvooiolg éppopevéstatov “the one [sc. a part of the tripartite soul]
becomes [sc. yiyvesBou] strongest”. Cf. Xen. HG 3.4.29 éppopévov v yoynv
“having strength in soul”. See Sym. 176b8 for “to be eager”.

201 Phd. 61¢8-10.

202 phd. 61d4-5.

203 phd. 62a1-8. For an interpretation of these difficult lines see Gallop 1975:79-85.
204 Note that in this case Socrates is explicitly talking about ‘killing oneself (Phd.
62c1 £avTo amoKTEVOOL) .
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will.2% Although Simmias and Cebes agree on this issue, it is still unreasonable, to
them, to be willing to die, for dying is leaving the gods (and friends) behind.?% In
reply, Socrates tells his interlocutors that he hopes to enter the presence of other wise

and good gods, who are very good masters too, so that he is not resentful.2%

Here I am not going to examine Socrates’ argument against suicide, but rather stress
the idea that suicide is a sort of self-violence.?® It is necessary to note that “BicalecOu
(to do violence)” has judicial and military connotations, e.g. “to use force on
someone” or “forcibly make slaves”.2% It is also reported that the absolute use of
SiecOou is opposed to dikdlecOai, which means “to go to law” or “plead one’s
cause”.?0 In this respect, fialecfou implies a sort of injustice or overpowering by

force; hence suicide is also an unjust and violent act.?!

If an act of violence against one’s self is committed without the gods’ permission,
the gods will punish us. Returning briefly to the subject of the practice of
philosophers, Socrates states that it is up to god to decide whether he has rightly
practiced philosophy and whether he deserves to dwell with gods.?'2 Now, Socrates
also believes that true philosophers ought to remain aloof from the pleasures of the
body as much as possible.?* Then gods would reward us if we practice philosophy,

remain aloof from the bodily pleasures, and take care of our souls.?**

205 This is the implication of the statement that ‘supposing one of your possessions
were to kill itself but you hadn’t given a sign that you wanted it to die, wouldn’t you
be angry with it, and if you had some way of punishing it, wouldn’t you do so?’
(Phd. 62c2-4).

206 See Phd. 62¢9-63a9.

207 See Phd. 63b4-c7

28 Phd. 61c9 Pidoeton avtodv; 61d4 fovtov Pialecdoun. Cf. 61e5-6 avtov
GTOKTEWVOVOL.

209 BgBracuévot in Xenophon, Hiero. 2.12.

210 Euthphr. 4e7.

211 We should note that Socrates initially uses PiélecOat, and then talks about suicide.
See fn. 208 above.

212 See Phd. 65d6 v 0c0g £0éAn

213 pPhd. 64¢10-€6.

214 In a sense, the body and the soul have a mutually beneficiary life. On the one
hand, if we remain aloof from excessive pleasures and do not pay heed to the body’s
unnecessary desires, our souls will become better, as the body and its desires
contaminate the soul. On the other hand, if we want to keep our body in a healthy
condition, we should stay away from excessive pleasures, such as the pleasures of
drinking and eating; hence our soul will be less contaminated by the body and its
desires. That said, remaining aloof from the pleasures of the body does not
necessarily make us true philosophers.
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The body, I submit, is the source of violence since Socrates says that ‘it is nothing
but the body and its desires that causes wars, uprisings and conflicts. All wars arise
for the sake of acquiring property, and we are compelled to acquire property on
account of the body, enslaved as we are to its maintenance’.?'® That is, if we listen
to the body and its desires, violent actions would become inevitable. In a sense, then,
not only would gods punish those who commit suicide, but they would also punish
those who act violently because of the bodily desires. In this respect, true
philosophers would not commit suicide in much the same way they avoid the body

and its desires.

To conclude, the argument against suicide is the first step towards understanding the
practice of philosophers, although Simmias and Cebes could not yet understand why
true philosophers are willing to die but against suicide. Socrates finds this surprising
since his interlocutors had some dealings with Philolaus of Croton, the Pythagorean,
who uttered similar views according to Socrates.?'® At any rate, the sanction of
suicide initiates the discussion on the practice of philosophers and how the
unphilosophical life might entail violence (both against others and one’s self) due to

the body’s intrusions, and living thus will be punished by the gods.

3.3 Purification, Dying and Being Dead

In this section, | argue that philosophers, according to Socrates, ought to define their

life and practice through the correct evaluation of bodily pleasures and pains.?’ By

215 Phd. 66¢5-d2. Socrates later reiterates a similar idea: ‘The bodily desires cause
wars and conflicts’, and Socrates later speculates that ‘those found [in court for the
dead] to be incurable because of the gravity of their offences, who have committed
either many grave sacrilegious acts, or many unjust and unlawful murders, or
anything else that is of this kind, are flung by the fate they deserve into Tartarus, and
never step out from there (Phd. 113e1-6)’. Plato often reproaches pleasures, for they
are deceiving and bewitching us. See Phd. 81b3, Rep. 111 413c1-2, Phil. 65c5.

216 Here, I am not going to discuss Plato’s allusion to Philolaus. Socrates anticipated
that not only did Philolaus talk to Simmias and Cebes about the sanction of suicide
but also about other things. This is implied by the use of the plural at Phd. 61d6-7
(epi w@yv torobTewv). The explanations for the allusion to Philolaus frequently assume
a historical and dramatic perspective. Traditionally, the reference is considered as a
literary device by which Plato draws attention to the Pythagorean elements that will
emerge in the Phaedo. For some valuable analyses of Pythagoreanism in the Phaedo
see Guthrie 1962, 179; Ebert 2001, 428, Bostock 1986, 11-13; O’Meara 1989, 9-29.
217 Scholars debate whether the philosopher’s practice amounts to “asceticism” or
“correct evaluation of pleasures”. By asceticism, it is meant that it is the
philosopher’s practice to “actively” avoid that which is bodily, such as pleasures,
money etc. (Ebrey 2015, 2-14). By correct evaluation, scholars mean that the
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living in philosophical terms, philosophers will promote the goodness of the soul in
this life and receive valuable rewards from the gods after death. In addition, |
scrutinize the following questions: [1] in what sort of practice should philosophers

engage their interest, and [2] what are the limits to the practice of philosophers?

3.4.1 Dying v. Being Dead

Socrates defines “being dead (zo efvavoar)” as follows: ‘the body has been separated
from the soul and come to be apart, alone by itself, and the soul has been separated
from the body and is apart, alone by itself*.?!® Socrates then explains why this is the

sole pursuit of philosophers:

[T16] It [the soul] reasons best when it is being troubled neither by hearing nor
by sight nor by pain, nor by a certain sort of pleasure either, but when it as much
as possible comes to be alone by itself, ignoring the body, and, as far as it can,
doesn’t associate or have contact with the body when reaching out to what is
real 2%

Later, Socrates links the practice of philosophers with their eagerness to separate the
soul from the body; he says, ‘according to us it is those who really love wisdom who
are always particularly eager — or rather, who alone are always eager — to release it
[the soul], and philosophers’ practice is just that, release and parting of soul from
body’.??% Here, it is necessary to observe that Socrates is talking about ‘zo uelérnua’
of philosophers; he seems to consider their practice as ‘training oneself for an actual

event or situation’.??! In this respect, the correct philosophical practice consists of

philosopher should evaluate bodily affections correctly, and feeling pleasures and
pains is not wrong as such. See Woolf 2004, 98, Russell 2005, 87-92.

218 Phd. 64c4-8. The use of the perfect infinitive, teBvévau, might denote either ‘the
state of being dead’ or ‘the completion of the process of dying” (Rowe 1993, 127).
In this passage, “tebvdavon (being dead)” and “death (Phd. 64¢8 6 6Gvatoc)” are used
interchangeably, and it seems to refer to the state of being dead. See also Gallop
1975, 226 n.3.

219 Phd. 65¢5-9. A similar thought reiterated at Phd. 66e4-5: ‘it is impossible to have
pure knowledge (kaBapdg yvdvar) of anything when we are in the company of the
body’. See also Phd. 65d11-e4.

20 Phd. 67d7-10 Avew 84 ye adthv, B¢ apev, Tpoduvpodvrat del iAot Koi povot
ol P1LocoPodvTeg OpBMG, Kal TO pHEAETHO AOTO TODTO £0TIV TV PIAOGOP®V, AVGIG
Kol YOPIoUOS YuYTg Gnd COUNTOG

221 See also “practice for death (Phd. 81a1-2 perétn Oavdrov)”; “practise to be ready
for really being dead (80e6-81al t@® 6vti tebvavar peketdoo padimg)”; ‘they [the
souls of the bad] are bound, in all likelihood, into whatever sorts of character they
happen to have practised in their life (81e2-3 uepeietnkviol oyoow &v 1@ Biw)’.
The LSJ Greek Lexicon reports that uedéry is used to mean “to go through one's
exercises in actual war (I1.2)” or “rehearsal of orators (I1.3)”. See Rowe 1993, 145.
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preparing ourselves for the state of being dead, i.e. our life in the other world, like

an athlete who exercises for a championship, where she would be rewarded.???

For Socrates, ‘the sole pursuit of those who correctly engage in philosophy is dying
and being dead’.?? Now, | would like to quote a passage where Socrates discusses

the relationship between the practice of philosophers and the concept of purification:

[T17] ‘And doesn’t purification turn out to be the very thing we were recently
talking about in our discussion, namely parting the soul from the body as much
as possible and habituating it to assembling and gathering itself from every part
of the body, alone by itself, and to living alone by itself as far as it can, both now
and afterwards, released from the body as if from fetters?’

‘Certainly,” he [Simmias] said.

‘So is it this that is named “death”: release and parting of soul from body?’

“Yes, entirely so,” he said. 2%*

Both the process of purification and the practice of philosophers aim to separate the
soul from the body; hence we train for dying and being dead, no matter whether we
occupy ourselves with purification or philosophy.??® Moreover, there seems to be a
distinction between “dying (drobfvijoxerv)” and “being dead (zebvavar)”. | suggest
that by this distinction, Socrates stresses the difference between “the process of

dying” and “its completion”.??® | argue that dying and being dead correspond to the

222 \What Long (2015, 107-110) remarks about the relationship between physical
training and the practice of philosophers is noticeable: ‘Athletics and physical
training provided Plato with the most obvious analogy he could find for elaborating
his own ideal of a life devoted to training and perfecting the mind as distinct from
the body.” The soul/body analogy, for Long, goes as far as the idea that ‘a
philosophical education as therapeutic, in the idea that faults of character are diseases
of the soul, and in the idea that moral virtues are the manifestation of a soul that is
stable, robust, and as glistening as the sheen on an athlete’s well- toned body. The
ideal of mental/moral health promoted the importance of systematic exercise
(askesis), meaning that living well requires constant practice, self- examination, and
self- discipline’.

223 Phd. 64a4-6 tuyydvovcty 0pOdg antouevol prhocoiac...6tt 0vdEv dAlo avtol
gmrtndevovcty 1j dmobvnokely te kai tedvavar.

224 Phd. 67¢5-d6.

225 Socrates later tells his interlocutors that ‘those who truly love wisdom are in
reality practising dying, and being dead is least fearful to them of all people (Phd.
66e4-6 T®d 6vri...ol 0pbdS PrAocoPolvTEC Amobviokely HeEAETMOL, kol TO Tevaval
fiKiota avtoig avBpormv poPepov)’. Here, too, there is a distinction between dying
and being dead.

226 Burnet 1917, 21; Rowe 1993, 135. anobvrioxetv (present infinitive active) stresses
“continuance” while teBvavar (perfect infinitive active) emphasizes “completion
with permanent result”. See Smyth 1920, 417.
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two concepts related to purification, namely the process of purifying oneself and the

final state of purity, respectively.??’

In this respect, while we can practice dying and purifying during life, being dead and
the final state of purity are completions that can only be achieved after actual death.
On the one hand, | suggest that dying and purifying are contraries to living and
pollution respectively. 2 Being dead, on the other hand, is contradictory to being
alive. There is no third option to take that might render both the statements “Socrates

is dead” and “Socrates is alive” false. That is, Socrates is either dead or alive.??®

That said, it is possible to be neither fully pure nor fully impure. That is, we can be
partially pure. The state of partial purity is not a completion, and it is not possible to
be fully pure as long as we are alive due to the body’s influence. In this respect,
although the state of purity and being dead do not have the same relation to their
opposites, neither can be attained during life. This impossibility would suffice to
illustrate my point that the pairs, of dying/purifying and being dead/final state of
purity, denote different ontological statuses.?*

221 Socrates says that ‘as long as we have the body and our soul is fused with bodily
evil, we’ll never properly acquire what we desire, namely, as we would say, the truth
(Phd. 66b5-7)’.

228 Regarding death, at the Phaedo 71d5-7 Socrates asks Cebes, ‘Don’t you say that
being dead is the opposite of being alive? (ovk évavtiov puev eng td (v t0 1ebvivor
givar;)’, and Cebes confirms. Regarding purification, although Socrates does not
clearly say that pollution and purification are opposites, the following propositions
implies oppositions: [1] thought alone by itself and unalloyed (avti] ka0’ avtrv
eiMkpivel Tf) davoig) can acquire wisdom and truth (Phd. 66al-6), [2] the body
contaminates the soul (Phd. 66b5-6), [3] thought can become alone by itself and
unalloyed if it can totally get rid of the body (Phd. 67al-b1), [4] ‘it is not sanctioned
for someone impure to grasp something pure (Phd. 67b2 un kaBapd yop kabopod
gpamreson un ov OeuTov 7).

229 pakaluk (2003, 91) observes that ‘there are things that are neither dead nor alive,’
e.g. stones. However, since Socrates is talking about humans as animated beings,
they cannot be both dead and alive.

230 See Williams 1969, 218 for a discussion about contraries and contradictories,
though he does not distinguish the process of purifying oneself and the final state of
purity. Bostock (1986, 47-51) notes that the scope of the cyclical argument is
ambiguous since the relationship between life and death (contradictories) is not the
same as that between small and large (contraries). Even if Socrates might not be
aware of the difference between life/death and small/large, his unawareness does not
harm my current purpose. This is because I focus on the difference between dying
and being dead, a difference which Socrates seems to be aware of, as he mentions
both.
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3.4.2 The Practice of Dying and Being Dead

As stated above, pursuing dying and being dead are different. | have suggested that
dying is related to our activities in this world, while being dead, not unexpectedly, is
related to the soul’s life in the other world. True philosophers are interested in
pursuing dying and being dead since they both try to be truly virtuous in this world
and desire to attain pure wisdom in the other world.?*! Besides, for Socrates, without
pursuing true virtues in this world and without purifying ourselves, we cannot attain

pure wisdom in the other world.?*

I presume that it is possible for a person to pursue dying with a view to understanding
it, yet being dead cannot be practiced as long as we are alive. That said, Socrates
talks about the pursuit of both, being dead and dying; hence he seems to believe that
we can practice being dead while we are still alive. As mentioned above, Socrates is
talking about zo uedétyua, the rehearsal or preparation, of philosophers to separate
the soul from the body. In this respect, philosophers’ business in this world is to
prepare their soul for the afterlife by means of rehearsing being dead and dying,
rather than achieving them. That is, 7o ueAétyua of philosophers denotes the ways in
which they live to purify themselves and try to be worthy of dwelling with gods.

However, we need to note that Socrates also mentions the pursuit (Phd. 64a6
gmtndevovorv) of being dead and dying. Unlike peletdm and its cognates, nttndevm
does not imply preparation, as Rowe finely remarks.?*® To support his point, Rowe
refers to a passage of the Gorgias, which reads, ‘if a man took care (érctijdcve) to
grow his hair long, his corpse will have long hair, too (524 c4-5)’. Then émitnocvw
indicates an action that is pursued and is actually done, and its effects continue after

that action is complete.

Here, it is fortunate that Socrates uses émitndevw in the context of life and death.
More fortunately, Socrates, a bit later, says, ‘all that’s in the soul is evident after it
has been stripped naked of the body, both things that are natural to it and things that

have happened to it, things that the person came to have in his soul as a result of his

231 Phd. 68b4 kaBapdg. .. EpoVAGEL.

232 See Phd. 69¢2-d3 for the idea of initiation and purification. 1 will examine this
topic further below.

233 Rowe (1993, 135) points out that Socrates uses émtndedm ‘in the sense of ‘making
it one’s practice’ (cf. Gorg. 524c), not in the sense that one practices on the piano’.
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pursuit of each objective’.?** In this respect, our pursuits in this life affect our souls.
Since true philosophers’ pursuit is being dead and dying, each action they do with a
view to this pursuit brings them closer to the truth and wisdom, for the soul alone by
itself can acquire them. Then émitdedw denotes that true philosophers’ pursuit is
being dead and dying (thus they are true philosophers’ business or interest), while
ueletaw and its cognates refer to their practice and preparation to pursue this

business successfully.

Therefore, being dead and dying are the true philosophers’ goals whereas the things
they do to separate the soul from the body as much as possible are the true
philosophers’ preparations. That is, true philosophers ought to act from the
perspective of their pursuit and business. Then, in their pursuit or inquiry of being
dead, true philosophers scrutinize the immortality of the soul and its afterlife. On the
one hand, Socrates adopts a cautious position about the soul’s afterlife, probably
because it is beyond the limits of human experience.?® On the other hand, Socrates
is firmer and offers more positive results about the immortality of the soul than the
soul’s afterlife, although Socrates still thinks that his friends should pursue the
argument about the immortality of the the soul further.?®® At any rate, Socrates
cautiously talks about the immortality of the soul and the soul’s afterlife, though his

trust in each account differs.

The pursuit of dying, on the contrary, is within the limits of human experience. That
is, we can practice dying, which is associated with purifying ourselves. True
philosophers can articulate what their experience qua philosophers is (as practicing
dying); hence they can describe the ways in which they separate the body from the

soul and what they feel during this process.

234 Gorg. 524d4-7. Evénha mavto £otiv &v i} Yyoyd, £meday youvodii tod coportog,
T4 1€ TG PVoEMG Kol Ta TodN AT O 610 TV EMTHOEVGIY EKAGTOV TPAYLOTOG EGYEV
&v Tfi oy 6 dvbpwmog. Socrates also says that ‘each of his [the Great King’s]
actions has stamped upon his soul (Gorg. 525a1-2)’.

2% See Phd. 114d1-8.

238 For the necessity of further inquiry about the immortality of soul, see Phd. 107al-
9 and my comment on this passage in Chapter 1. For the possibility of misgivings,
see Phd. 84c6-8.
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3.4.3 The Embodiment of the Soul

As discussed above, true philosophers try to separate the soul from the body and this
is their chief occupation. The purpose of this section is to examine the embodiment
of the soul and its effects on the soul’s cognitive powers.?’ | argue that the practice
of dying, on the one hand, signifies a process in which philosophers try to purify
their soul from the influence of the body. Being dead, on the other hand, is the final
state of purity, which can be achieved after death if we have been successful in

purifying ourselves during life.?®

Firstly, the disembodied soul, if it is purified successfully, would directly and
instantly attain wisdom in Hades and true philosophers encounter wisdom (or the
truth) as a consequence of their practice in this world. In other words, true
philosophers acquire wisdom in Hades automatically.?®® Secondly, true philosopher
attain wisdom (or the truth) in this world as a result of their vigorous search, that is,
true philosophers actively pursue wisdom in this world.

During both the embodied and disembodied existences, the soul’s nature is the same.
That is, both the soul by itself and the embodied soul are invisible and immaterial,

no matter whether it is in Hades or in this world.?*® However, the soul’s cognitive

237 The idea of embodiment seems to be referred to in the recollection argument.
Cebes says, ‘but it [sc. to be reminded] would be impossible, unless our soul were
existing somewhere before it was born to this human form (Phd. 72e7-73a2 todto
8¢ advvoartov, £l P MV wov MUV 1) yoym Tpiv &v Tdde ¢ dvOporive eidet yevéshou-’.
See Phd. 70b3-4 ‘It [sc. disembodied soul] has some power and wisdom (tva
duvapy Eyel kol ppovnowv)’. For Dorter (1972,212), soul’s power is its permanent
existence, and the disembodied soul’s wisdom is ‘(pre-empirical) disposition for
knowledge’.

238 There can surely be degrees of purification. The most purified are philosophers,
no matter what the purification amounts to. See Pakaluk 2003, 98-102. | agree with
him that there are degrees of the separation of the soul and body, which indicates
that the philosopher achieves separation “strictly” but “to some degree”.

2% By the term ‘automatically’, I do not mean that philosophers attain wisdom in
Hades without conscious thought or attention. Rather, my point is that they come to
have wisdom without actively searching for it.

240 See Phd. 79b4-cl. Cf. 81c1-81d2 where Socrates says that some souls are
‘drifting, as it is said around monuments and tombs, the very places where certain
shadowy apparitions of souls (dtta yoydv ck10€101 pavidouata) really have been
seen’. In this case, however, what is seen is not psyché but phantasma. Moreover,
Socrates does not commit himself to this view since he attributes it to others by
saying ‘as it is said (Phd. 81cl1 domep Aéyetan)’. See Hackforth 1955, 89 fn.2;
Gallop 1975, 143-144. cf. Archer-Hind 1883, 95-96 who claims that soul’s long
association with the body makes it “ingrained (81c6 copeutov)”. Moreover, in the
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power varies according to the conditions of the realms in which it exists. That is,
during the embodied existence, the body hinders the soul’s search for truth and
wisdom. In this case, philosophy, for Socrates, comes to help the soul. Let me quote

Socrates’ take on the role of philosophy in the purification of the soul:

[T18] [T]he lovers of learning are aware that when philosophy takes over their
soul, the soul really is bound thoroughly in the body and stuck to it, and is forced
to consider the real things through it as if through a cage, and not on its own
through itself, and that it drifts in utter ignorance... Philosophy, they are aware,
persuades the soul to distance itself from the senses, except to the extent that use
of them is necessary, and encourages the soul to collect and gather itself alone
into itself, and to trust nothing but itself, concerning whichever real thing, alone
by itself, the soul has intelligence of, when the soul too is alone by itself.?4

As mentioned earlier, Socrates has argued that philosophy is the pursuit of dying and
being dead and true philosophers’ practice is separating the soul from the body. In
the quote above, philosophy helps the soul to become by itself as much as possible,
as the senses are “full of deceit” and they exacerbate the soul’s cognitive
capacities.?*? In this respect, if the soul loses its ability to attain wisdom in this world,
it would not be due to a change in the soul’s nature, or essence. Rather, the soul is
restricted by the body so that it cannot attain wisdom. That is, the body is a bad
companion to accompany the soul on its search for truth; hence the body drives us
away from the right course while, ‘following philosophy they [those who care at all

about their own soul] head in the direction in which it leads’.?*

3.4.4 Wisdom in Hades

For Socrates, philosophers are genuinely in love with wisdom, 2** and ‘he [the true

philosopher] will be quite sure that he will have a pure encounter with wisdom

final argument for the immortality of the soul (See Phd. 105bff), Socrates talks about
the soul as such, not the embodied or the disembodied soul, as not admitting of death.
241 phd. 82d1-83b2.

242 phd. 83a4-5

243 phd. 82d5-7.

24 Socrates says ‘they [those who truly love wisdom] hope to attain that with which
they were in love throughout life (Phd. 68a1-2 ol dgikopévorg éAmic éotv ob Sid
Biov fipov Toysiv—ijpwv 8¢ ppovicewc). Gallop (1975, 102) states that ‘phronesis
is a solemn term for the condition of the soul for which the philosopher yearns’. See
Phd. 66e3, 68a2, 68a7 and 68b4.
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nowhere else but there’.25 Encountering wisdom in Hades, | argue, is the immediate
result of the practice of true philosophers in this world. Here | take évzoyydve to
mean happening upon, and I believe that philosophers’ acquisition of wisdom in
Hades happens upon them thanks to their pursuit and practice in this world.?* In
other words, philosophers hope to encounter wisdom in Hades, thus practicing
philosophy with the hope of attaining wisdom, and that encounter itself is “worthy

of logos (aciwe Adyov)”. 24

Furthermore, Socrates also touched on the relationship between the soul and body
during the embodied state when he was arguing that suicide is not sanctioned. In this
passage, Socrates tells his interlocutors, ‘what is said in secret accounts about these
matters [relating to suicide], that we human beings are in a sort of prison [in the
body] and that one must not release oneself from it or run away, that seems to me a
weighty saying and one that is not easy to penetrate’.2%® Socrates, unfortunately, does

not explain the body-prison (or ward) analogy, but I think it is plain that [1] “we”

25 phd. 68b2-3 cpodpa yap avtd TodTa 8O6Eel, undapod EAAOOL KaOapdc
évtevEesBan ppovioet AL’ 7j Exel. Just before this, Socrates asks ‘will someone who
is genuinely in love with wisdom and has strongly conceived this same hope that
nowhere but in Hades will he have a worthwhile encounter with it (évte0&eo0an adti
a&iog Aoyov), resent dying and go there less than cheerfully?’, then answers ‘he will
not, at least if he is really a lover of wisdom’.

2% One of my examiners kindly remarked that ‘in context, évtuyydve refers in quasi-
personal terms to hope of “meeting” one’s beloved in Hades’. Although I agree that
vroyydve could surely mean this, | believe that here Socrates might not be using it
in that sense. When Socrates talks about the hope of seeing one’s beloved, he says
that ‘very many people have readily consented to go after them into Hades, led by
the hope that there they will see the people they longed for and be with them (Phd.
67a3-7)’. In this particular context, Plato uses cuvéoesar at Phd. 67a6, which might
mean either “to be with”, “to join with” or “to live with”. In other words, these people
hope to be with their beloved ones, while philosophers hope to encounter wisdom.
This is because philosophers, including Socrates, are not sure whether they have
practiced philosophy. My examiner also pointed out ‘Socrates uses [évroyydvw] at
the Apology 41b for the prospect of meeting Palamedes et. al. in Hades’. In the
relevant section, however, Socrates assumes that if the soul is immortal, ‘it would be
a wonderful way for me to spend my time whenever | met (ézdte évidyoiu)
Palamedes... to compare my experience with [him]’. It seems to me that Socrates
comments on the life that he assumes to live in Hades and dzdze (Wwhenever) seems
to refer to an action that is often repeated.

247 phd. 68b1. cf. Herodotus 6.112.10 ‘worthy of record’; Rep. IV 436b3 ‘the
standards of our argument’; Phdr. 270c1 ‘a serious understanding’.

248 Phd. 62b3-6. For my purposes, there is no need to decide what “@povpé (ward)”
implies, that is, whether our soul is in guard-duty of its post, i.e. body, or the body is
a prison where the soul is punished. For the possible renderings and the likely source
of this idea see Strachan 1970. | prefer to use prison, as for my purposes it does not
matter whether | use prison or ward.
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implies that our souls define who we are, and that, [2] from the point of the view of

the prisoner, the prisoner’s presence in the prison does not alter her nature or essence.

Socrates seems to assume the first point throughout the Phaedo and I will not discuss
it here.?*® Regarding the second point, it is pertinent to observe that a prisoner’s (or
ward’s) power of sight does not change, unless of course her eyes are bruised.?*® Her
vision none the less is limited to what she is seeing through the bars, on the one hand,
and the bars distort her vision, on the other.®! In this respect, the soul’s presence in
the body made the soul’s cognitive capacity deteriorate and the soul’s epistemic

access is limited by the body.

3.4.5 True Philosophers’ Object of Desire

Let me now consider what Socrates says about true philosophers in Hades and the
conditions they live in there:

[T19] Those people who established the rites for us are no ordinary people, but
in reality have long been setting a riddle when they say that whoever comes to
Hades without initiation and the rites (dudnrog kai dréleorog) will lie in filth,
whereas someone who arrives there purified and initiated (kexaGapuévog e kol
tetedeouévog) Will dwell with gods. For in fact, as those involved in the rites put
it, “many carry the fennel-wand, but few are inspired”. The latter, in my opinion,
are none other than those who have pursued philosophy correctly (of

neQ1locopnkotes Oplag).?>?

In the quote above, Socrates makes a two-stage distinction: firstly, he distinguishes
the wicked (those who will lie in filth) from the good, and, secondly, the truly good

(those who are purified and initiated) and those who appear to be good.?? In other

words, Socrates initially makes a distinction between the wicked and the virtuous,

249 Phd. 115¢3-116al for Socrates’s idea that after he drinks poison and dies, he will
already be gone. At 115c6-8, Socrates says, ‘I’'m not convincing Crito that T am
Socrates here, the one who is now holding a conversation...Instead he supposes that
I’m that corpse which he’ll shortly be seeing’. See also Long 2015, 54-55

2501 do not think that the body has the power to alter the soul’s nature or essence,
although the body is a bad influence for the soul. See also fn. 237 above.

Z1 1t is not possible to know exactly what Socrates’ prison cell looked like and what
his conditions were. We are told that Socrates was chained (Phd. 59e6-60al), there
is a stool, a bed (89a8-b1) and a bathroom (116a2-3), and it is big enough for 10 or
more people. No mention of a window is made, but we can conjecture that there was
one since Phaedo could realize that ‘it was already nearly sunset (116b6)’.

252 Phd. 69c4-d2.

253 In Rep. Il. 363d5-6, Socrates states that those who are profane and unjust humans
are buried in filth. See Rowe 1993, 151; Burnet 1911, 45.
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then between the truly virtuous, i.e. between philosophers and illusorily virtuous

people, whoever they are.?>*

Socrates classifies a non-philosopher as a “body-lover”, who is either a “money-
lover or “honour-lover”, or both.?*® Philosophers, as mentioned above, are lovers of
wisdom, and they hope to have a pure encounter with phronesis in Hades. In
addition, encountering wisdom in Hades is worthy of logos. Here | take a&iwe Adyov
as denoting something “worthy of record” in the sense that encountering wisdom in
Hades deserves attention and analysis. That is, although philosophers will have a
pure encounter with wisdom only in Hades, examining and documenting this
encounter is valuable. | submit that not only is practicing being dead and dying a
philosopher's prime pursuit (so that they will have a pure encounter with wisdom),
but philosophers should also attain a serious understanding of wisdom in this world.

It is now necessary to investigate how philosophers attain a serious understanding of
a pure encounter with wisdom and how they can actually have that wisdom. To this
end, I show that by distinguishing catharsis and catharmos, Plato, as it is suggested,
draws a distinction between ‘the state of purification — if the virtues are states’ and
‘what brings it [SC. purification] about’.?%® That is, for Socrates, ‘temperance, justice
and courage are a kind of purification from everything like this [pleasures, fears,

etc.] and that wisdom itself is a kind of rite to purify us’.?%

3.4.6. Purification, Purificatory Rites and Virtues

Socrates describes catharsis in terms of the soul-body relationship and their

separation:

2% See Phd. 69b5-8. | discuss this passage below.

2% phd. 68c1-3. For Socrates, non-philosophers live their life from the point of view
of the body, its pleasures and pains; hence they think that what is bodily, or visible,
is real (See Phd. 81b2-5). Their world-view, then, determines their ontology. That
is, both philosophers and non-philosophers feel what is bodily and in the body,
though the latter lives from the perspective of the soul. Robin 2003, 4-7 argues that
a philosopher’s ontology is different since she becomes aware that, or is shown that
at some point, sense-perception does not attain that which is real.

2% See Rowe 1993, 151. By the state of purification, | simply mean the state of
complete purity.

27 Phd. 69b8-c3 10 & 4An0sc T® vt f KaOaPGig TIg TAY TOVTOVY TAVTMV KO 1)
oOEPOGHVI Kol 1) dtkaochvn Kai dvopeia, Kol oot 1| epOVNCIC UN KeOapprog Tig
3

.
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[T20] Parting the soul from the body as much as possible and habituating it to
assembling and gathering itself from every part of the body, alone by itself, and
to living alone by itself as far as it can, both now and afterwards, released from
the body as if from fetters.?®

Earlier in the Phaedo, 61¢8-9, Socrates argued that true philosophers are willing to
die and he described death as the separation of the body from the soul in the Phaedo
64c4-7. Then catharsis is the pursuit of true philosophers and it is the result of
practicing being dead and dying. That is, ‘those who really love wisdom who are
always particularly eager — or rather, who alone are always eager — to release it [the
soul] (translators’ italics)’, and catharsis is thus the aim of the practice of
philosophers.?°

As quoted above, virtues, for Socrates, are some kind of catharsis. Socrates
distinguishes fake-virtue from true-virtue. Again, | suggested that Socrates
distinguishes the wicked from the good people, then the truly virtuous and the
fraudulently virtuous people. Socrates then relates the fraudulently good people to
those who possess fake-virtues, as these people exchange pleasures for greater

pleasures, fears for lesser pains, and pains for lesser pains.2°

These people, for Socrates, appear temperate now ‘because they fear being denied
other pleasures, which they desire, they abstain from one set of pleasures because
they are overcome by another set of pleasures’.?®! That is, “those who keep their
composure (hereafter well-ordered people)” are able to overcome some pleasures
only because they are overcome by other pleasures.?®? For example, | might abstain
from the pleasure of eating now so that my stomach will be empty for drinking wine

later, which is more pleasant for me.53

28 Phd. 67¢6-d2.

29 phd. 67d7-10.

260 The Greek is peiCo mpog édrto (Phd. 69a7-8), which is in relation with pains
and fears. It is probably ‘éldtteo mpog peilw in the case of pleasures’ (Rowe 1993,
149).

261 phd. 68e5-7. Socrates calls this kind of temperance “simple-minded”.

262 Phd. 69a2. See 68el oi kool (well-ordered) = oi cO@poveg (temperate). Cf.
Burnet 1911:41.

263 Sedley (2014, 69) gives a more eloquent example: ‘The conventionally brave, for
example, attach negative value to pain and death in battle, regarding both as fearful,
but as nevertheless worth risking in order to avert potentially worse suffering, such
as the enslavement of one’s entire city. What they are thus doing is treating pleasure,
pain and the like as their currency, and using that currency to calculate the relative
merits of alternative choices.’
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For Socrates, the fraudulently good people exchange ‘pains for pains and fear for
fear, greater for less, like currencies’.?® However, ‘for the purpose of virtue this [sc.
becoming temperate because of intemperance] is not the correct exchange’.?®® For
Socrates, ‘just one thing is the correct currency, in return for which one must
exchange all these [sc. pains, pleasures and fears]: I mean wisdom’.?%® Regarding the

distinction between real and fake virtues, Socrates says:

[T21] Now when all things are bought and sold for this and with this— with
wisdom — they really are, | suspect, courage, temperance, justice and in sum true
virtue, regardless of whether pleasures, fears and everything else like that are
added or removed. But when they are kept apart from wisdom and exchanged for
one another, that sort of virtue is, | fear, a kind of illusion: it is really fit for
slaves,?®” and contains nothing sound or true.?®

There is need to remark that Socrates first says, “for this (zovrov)”, which is genitive
of price, then “with this (uera rodrov)”, which is genitive of accompaniment. The
rendering of this phrase depends on the use of xai. [1] If it is copulative, Socrates
would be saying pleasures and pains should be exchanged for wisdom and with
wisdom. [2] If xai is linking alternatives, Socrates would be amending exchanging

for wisdom to exchanging with wisdom.

264 Phd. 69a6-9.

265 Phd. 69a6-7.

266 Phd. 69a9-10. 7 &kgivo pdvov 1O vopcuo opodv, avii ob Sel mhvia TadTa
katoAldtTecal, EPOVNOIC.

87 “avdpamodddng (slavish)” is opposed to “gievbéproc (fit for a freeman)”.
However, | do not think that possessing fraudulent virtues places their possessor into
the class of wicked people. In the Republic IV 430b6-9, Plato distinguishes ‘this
power to preserve through everything the correct and law-inculcated belief about
what is to be feared and what isn’t is what I call courage’ and ‘the correct belief
about these same things, which you find in animals and slaves, and which is not the
result of education, to be inculcated by law, and that you don’t call it courage but
something else’. That is, the latter is “fitting for slaves (b8 dvopamod®don)’ too; hence
it is not courage but something else. Note also that Socrates calls the temperance of
well-ordered people “simple-minded temperance (68e5)”. Therefore, | presume that
the two-stage distinction mentioned above still holds. There are coward, so not-
virtuous, slaves in comparison with those appearing to be courageous but who are
actually something else.

28 pPhd. 69b1-8 koi tOOTOL P&V WAVTOL Kol PETO TOVTOL MVOOUEVE TE Koi
TTPOCKOUEVO TA EVTL 1] Kkod Avdpeia kol crepochivn koi StcaiosHvn Kai cuAA BNV
0ANONG Apetn, PETA QPOVICE®G, KO TPOCYLYVOUEV®V KO GIOYIYVOUEVOV Kol
NOovVAV Kol OPoV Kol T@V AL®Y TAVTOV TOV TO0VTOV: YOPILOUEVE OE PPOVICEMC
[1cai] éAhatTopeva Gvi GAAMA®V 1R oKloypagio TIC 7 1] Tola0 TN GPETH Kol T6) SVt
AvOPUTOdMONG TE KOl OVOEV VYIEG 000 AANOES Exm.
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Some scholars favour [2] since [1] implies that wisdom can be decreased or increased
through the exchange.?® As it is the case regarding all analogies, there is need to be
careful when we interpret the currency analogy.?”® That said, | submit that both uses,
i.e. for wisdom and with wisdom, make sense in different contexts. For Socrates,
true philosophers should give up pleasures and desires in exchange for wisdom. That
is, philosophers should remain aloof from the body and its desires, and try to gain
wisdom as much as possible.?’* On the other hand, true philosophers should always
act with wisdom, since by using wisdom they would become truly virtuous and

accumulate more wisdom.?"?

Moreover, since those who truly love wisdom would never buy pleasures and pains,
they only care for accumulating wisdom. That is, true philosophers always sell
pleasures and buy wisdom in exchange.?” For instance, one might ask whether it is
the case that, as it were, drinking costs 4 minas in my own scale of pleasures and
eating 8 minas. If | am fond of drinking, but not eating, the latter would add more to
my pleasure. That is, if I do not buy the pleasure of eating, then I can buy the pleasure

269 Rowe 1993, 149-150.

210 Bluck 1955, 155. Russell (2005, 95) stresses that ‘surely in saying that wisdom
can be ‘exchanged’ for other things, and that other things can be ‘bought’ with it,
like a coin, Socrates does not mean to say that by exercising my wisdom I shall come
to have less wisdom to exercise’. We should also remark that Socrates says, ‘as it
were (69a9 domep)’ a currency, which seems ‘to limit or modify an assertion or
apologize for a metaphor (LSJ, s.v. IT)’.

211 \We, naturally, can voluntarily stay away from pleasures. However, we might not
be able to avoid pains, either physical (e.g. headache) or pychological (e.g. loss of a
loved one) that are inflicted on us by external cause. For instance, we might suffer
severe and frequent headaches, although there is nothing deliberate about it.
Regarding the exchange analogy, well-ordered people might choose something less
painful now in exchange for something more painful then, yet they do not to do so
with wisdom. In this respect, exchanging greater pains for lesser pains has the same
mechanism that well-ordered people use in case of calculating pleasures.

212 Sedley (2014, 70) argues that ‘virtues are genuine virtues only in so far as their
possession or exercise is informed by wisdom, that is, enacted wisely’, since
‘wisdom inspires the virtues by motivating them, as their ultimate goal’.

213 Gosling & Taylor (1982, 93) claim that currencies are instruments used for
exchange so that they do not have any intrinsic value. Then if wisdom is a currency,
no matter whether it is the right one, wisdom should be an instrument for ruling over
pleasures and pains rather than being an end. I, however, agree with Russell (2005,
96): ‘the ‘exchange...for...” relation is asymmetric: 1 can exchange
(xataArdrrecBar) my nickel for (évti) your piece of candy, but, of course, I cannot
exchange your candy for my nickel. The exchange Socrates has in mind is not one
of using wisdom to secure other things, but of trading those other things for
wisdom—that is, | take it, managing one's dealings with other things so as to become
a wiser person.’ In this respect, “for wisdom” seems to signify “for the sake of
accumulating wisdom”.
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of drinking, which is more pleasant for me. Thus, well-ordered people possessing
fake-virtues are able to calculate how much they save by not buying the pleasure of

eating and how much they need to pay for the pleasure of drinking. 2’4

However, real-temperance, and perhaps other real-virtues too, belong ‘only to those
who particularly disdain the body and live in philosophy’.?”® For Socrates,
temperance ‘is not being in a flutter about one’s desires, but rather being disdainful
towards them and staying composed’; hence true philosophers are really temperate.
For Socrates, if we consider ‘other people’s temperance’, we find their temperance
to be “absurd”.?’® This is because, as mentioned above, other people become
temperate because of intemperance. That is, we might call someone temperate
because she is not eating too much now, yet this avoidance is not because she cares
for her soul, but because she loves drinking more than eating.

I suggest that the currency analogy should be read in terms of the market value, so
to speak, rather than coins themselves. That is, while well-ordered people regulate
the market value of actions from the perspective of the body and its pleasures, true
philosophers determine the value of actions from the perspective of the soul. True
philosophers primarily care about the soul, as they aim at ameliorating it as much as
possible by accumulating wisdom and hope to have a pure encounter with wisdom
in Hades. Therefore, for philosophers, wisdom is the most valuable and the only true

currency.

In addition, it would be helpful to look at the relationship between exchange and
currency. Fortunately, Plato offers a theory for this in the Republic. When discussing
the economics of the primitive community and the way in which this community is

sharing, buying and selling products, Socrates says, ‘[Rep. Il. 371b4-7 for sharing

274 See Phd. 68e1-69a4. | agree with Woolf 2004 and Russell (2005, 78-79) that the
evaluative reading is more informative regarding the practice of philosophy. This is
because this reading puts emphasis on the use of reason, which is a fundamental
theme of the Phaedo and the theory of pleasure advanced in it. The behavioural
avoidance, which is stressed by the ascetic reading, does not need to lead to a
philosophical life. For instance, | might avoid pleasures of drinking, eating and so
on and might ignore promoting the soul at the same time. On the other hand, the
indifference to bodily pleasures, which is emphasized by the evaluative reading,
demands a certain understanding. That is, for believing that eating and drinking are
trivial, we need to understand the nature of pleasure and why bodily pleasures are
deceitful and beguiling. This understanding, | think, is a must for the philosophical
life. See Butler 2012, 105-106.

25 Phd. 68¢10-12.

276 Phd. 68d2-3.
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products by selling and buying], we will have a market-place and a system of coinage
for the sake of exchange’.?”” If so, the need of sharing products comes first, which
was the reason for establishing a city.?’® Secondly, we need a market-place and a

currency for buying, selling and exchanging.

Likewise, in the Phaedo, the need of buying, selling and exchanging pleasures, pains
and desires arises firstly. Then for the sake of fulfilling this need, we form an
evaluative model. From an individual perspective, it is up to me to price each of the
pleasures, pains and desires. In this respect, well-ordered people can calculate prices
correctly according to their own scale of pleasures, yet they still do so for the sake

of the body and maximise its pleasures.

To sum up, well-ordered people might sometimes seem temperate, as they are
abstaining from a set of pleasures to maximize another set of pleasures. However, at
other times, they would seem intemperate, for they are trying to maximize their
pleasure. True philosophers, on the contrary, will always be temperate since for them
only wisdom is worthy of accumulation. Since wisdom is maximized by means of
separating the soul from the body, they determine the exchange rate with the purpose
of nourishing the soul, as it were. That is, true philosophers exchange all pleasures
and desires for wisdom and they act with wisdom in order to accumulate more

wisdom. In a sense, then, true philosophers use wisdom to obtain more wisdom.

3.4.7. Shadow-painting and Purification

Let me now consider another metaphor used in the same section, which aims at
explaining the difference between true and fake goodness. This examination, | think,
will help us to have a better understanding of the role of purification. For Socrates,
“true virtue accompanied by wisdom (b3 din ¢ dpeti, ueta ppoviioewg)”, e.g. “real
(b8 & Svrr) courage, temperance and justice”, is a sort of catharsis.?’® However, as
we have seen earlier, we can only have a pure encounter with wisdom in Hades. If
so, do true philosophers use another kind of wisdom, say a less pure kind, in this
world to exchange pleasures, pains and desires, and to become courageous,

temperate and so on?

217 Rep. I1. 371b8-9  Ayopd 61 Muiv kai vopoua copforov tiig dAlayfc Eveka
YEVAGETOL £K TOVTOV.

278 Rep. 11. 371b4-7.

219 Phd. 69b3-c1.
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Socrates argues that ‘when they [pleasures, pains, etc.] are kept apart from wisdom
and exchanged for one another, that sort of virtue is, | fear, a kind of illusion: it is
really fit for slaves and contains nothing sound or true’.?%° As quoted in the paragraph
above, the accompaniment of wisdom makes a virtue real in contrast with an illusion
of it. For instance, if we appear temperate now because we desire to maximize

another sort of pleasure later, our temperance would not be a token of real virtue.?

Here, it would be helpful to review briefly what skiagraphia is. According to the LSJ
Greek Lexicon, it is ‘painting with the shadows (cf. oxiaypagpéw), so as to produce
an illusion of solidity at a distance’. Skiagraphia had to be viewed from a certain
distance, since a viewer cannot get what the painting is about with a close-up look.2?
In the Phaedo passage, however, Socrates does not seem to focus on how a
skiagraphia is viewed best, but how it is produced in the first place.?® Since
skiagraphia is painted by using various intensification of colours and the use of
colours in the right amount is necessary for an effective skiagraphia, well-ordered
people, likewise, are able to calculate the right amount of pain and pleasure which

make them appear virtuous.?®*

Pains and pleasures are like colours through which well-ordered people draw an
illusory picture of being virtuous. Here, there are two distinctions: the one is between
the virtuous state (e.g. painting) and how that state is achieved (e.g. painting with
shadows with right intensification colours), the other between fake virtues (achieved
through exchanging greater fears and pains for lesser ones, and lesser pleasures with
greater ones) and real virtue (achieved with wisdom). Now, as discussed above, true
philosophers’ pursuit is separating the soul from the body as much as possible. They

then should act from the point of view of the soul and maximizing wisdom because

280 Phd. 69b5-9 ywpildpeva 8& @povicemc kai GAATTOMEVE AVTL GAANA®V pr
oKloypopio TIC 1) 1) Toww T APETH Koi T SvTL avdpamoddong e kai o0d&v Vy1Eg ovd’
aAN0Ec Exm.

281 See Rowe 1993, 150.

22 Keuls 1978, 74.

28 If, surely, we have a closer look at well-ordered people, we realize what they
really are, that is not truly virtuous. In the Republic Il 365c3-4, Adeimantus tells
Socrates that a person might think that ‘I should create a fagade of illusory virtue
(oxwypaeiav dpetiic) around me to deceive those who come near, but keep behind
it the greedy and crafty fox of the wise Archilochus’. Well-ordered people in the
Phaedo seem to do the same, though Socrates does not tell us whether these people
wish to deceive others.

284 Keuls 1978, 81-83.
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the accompaniment of wisdom would enable them to rule out the body, its desires

and pleasures.

Again, as suggested above, catharsis refers to the state of true virtue and catharmos
denotes that by which we attain that state, i.e. with wisdom. In this respect, | suggest
that wisdom is a set of principles, or, theologically speaking, “rituals”, by which the
state of purification, or of true virtue, is attained. These principles guide true
philosophers in their pursuit and enable them to separate the soul and the body as
much as possible. If we consider the relationship between knowledge, wisdom and
virtue, phronesis has epistemological and methodological bearings, as it enables true
philosophers to attain knowledge in this world. This is just as purificatory rites
(katharmoi) and initiations (teletai) endow us with “blessedness”, such as “eating

raw meat” in Bacchic mysteries.?®

To sum up, true philosophers desire wisdom, yet they can have a pure encounter with
it in Hades. The body hinders us, or more precisely our soul, to have a pure
knowledge of something since it is not possible to view the things themselves with
the soul itself as long as the soul is with the body. If true philosophers can only attain
wisdom in Hades, then how does wisdom help them to become truly virtuous in this

world?

Socrates comments on the acquisition of pure knowledge as follows:

[T22] But we really have shown that if we are ever to have pure knowledge of
something, we must be separated from the body and view things by themselves
with the soul by itself. The time when we will have that which we desire and
whose lovers we claim to be, namely wisdom, will be when we are dead, as the
argument indicates, and not while we are alive. 2%

If we cannot attain wisdom during life, then should true philosophers look for
something else during life that will enable them to obtain real virtue? This would,
nonetheless, be an embarrassment because Socrates frequently underlines that true
philosophers desire wisdom and they would not content themselves with pursuing

something else. Thus, | suggest that we do not need to possess pure wisdom to live

25 For these rituals see Burkert & Raffan 2013, 290-293.
28 Phd. 66d7-e4 dAAd TG Svt MuUiv S&detcTan &1, & uéMouév note Kabapdg Tt
eloecbat, amoAlaktéov omtou Kol a0ti] T yoydl featéov avta ta mpdypoata: Kol
1018, MG Eotkev, NUiv £6to1 00 dmbvuodusy T Kol eapey &pactai eival, PPovAcE®S,
EMEOAV TEAEVTNOWEY, MG O AOYOG onuaivel, (Do 6 0v.
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a virtuous life. Rather, if we live in respect of wisdom and for the sake of
accumulating wisdom, we would separate the soul from the body as much as
possible; we would thus purify ourselves. That is, a true philosopher's desire to attain
pure wisdom motivates them to pursue separating the soul from the body and to
purify themselves. In doing so, true philosophers get ready to have a pure encounter

with wisdom and view things by themselves in Hades.?’

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter set out to scrutinize Socrates’ defence speech. I have examined the
Willingness Argument and its role in understanding the correct practice of
philosophers. According to this argument, true philosophers aim at separating the
soul from the body, hence the reason they do not get any resentful feeling towards
death, after which their soul will become alone by itself. | have suggested that to
point out the connection between the Willingness Argument and the correct practice
of philosophers, Plato stresses that even a sophist can become a true philosopher by
pursuing dying and being dead, hence the reason for alluding to Evenus, the poet and
sophist.

Moreover, | argued that dying refers to the process of purification while being dead
denotes the final state of purification. | have suggested that the disembodied soul
views things by themselves and has a pure encounter with wisdom. | have also
suggested that encountering wisdom in Hades is an automatic consequence of the
correct practice of philosophy in this life. The embodied soul, on the contrary, is
disturbed by the body and its desires; therefore, it must actively engage in philosophy

and purification.

By pursuing separating the soul from the body, true philosophers prepare themselves
for the afterlife and try to come “closest” to the knowledge of the being of things
themselves.?® That is, true philosophers aim to develop the cognitive powers of the

soul so that they can attain wisdom and knowledge in Hades. The impossibility of a

287 Seea Futter 2015, 57.

28 Phd. 65d11-e4. Sedley (1989, 377-378) points that according to the myth in the
Republic 10, Er learns the laws of the “‘underlying principles of celestial motions’ in
a temporary disembodied state although the true astronomy is granted to
philosophical souls in this life in the Republic 7. But still, Er's disembodiment, for
Sedley, ‘is used to symbolize the radical break from incarnate perspectives,” and
hence it puts us back to the Phaedo.
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pure encounter with wisdom, of viewing things by themselves and of the final state
of purity during embodiment, is the source of philosophical humility, which partly
shapes the practice of true philosophers. In this respect, the findings of this
investigation complement those of earlier chapters: the Phaedo has a
metaphilosophical aim, which is to provide insights for the correct method of

philosophical practice.

The crux of this chapter is that even though true philosophers are aware that they
cannot attain the final state of purity, they still pursue it and try to separate the soul
from the body. That is, true philosophers are aware of the limits of their pursuit and
cognitive capacity. Plato then tries to establish the epistemic norms which are
compatible with our epistemic access. | submit that philosophical humility is an
accurate basis of these norms, as it takes our cognitive fallibilities into account. In
this respect, I believe that the metaphilosophical dimension of Socrates’ defence
speech frames the dialogical model and the philosophical method developed in the
Phaedo.

In the next chapter, | am going to examine how the limits of our cognitive capacities
fashion the norms governing our attitude towards philosophical arguments and
disagreement. This mode of conduct is in line with the course of the Phaedo, as
Socrates also defines these norms first, then discusses his method of inquiry. In a
sense, the metaphilosophical component that | discuss in the next chapter (the
misology argument) precedes the first-order investigation that | examine in the last
chapter (the theory of Forms and the method of hypothesis). This preference, |
submit, implies that we need to learn the norms governing the correct practice of

philosophers before engaging with philosophical arguments.
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Chapter 4: Hatred of Arguments
4.1 Introduction

Examining the misology argument (hatred of arguments [logos]) at Phaedo 88c-91b
is vitally important if we are to understand the metaphilosophical component of the
Phaedo.?®® The objective of this chapter is to investigate Plato’s ideas on the right
method of philosophical argument in the misology argument. To this end, | critically
examine the views that [1] the misology argument is fundamentally a critique of the
sophistic method, which is described as arguing for and against the same proposition
(antilogike), and that [2] Plato targets knowing through sense-perception.?*

I dispute these views not only because Socrates’ interlocutors and friends in the
Phaedo are not antilogikoi, but also because staying away from antilogike alone
might not rule out the danger of becoming misologists. The key aim of Plato’s study
of misology is to show the correct norms governing true philosophers’ attitude
towards arguments, which are based on epistemic modesty. However, with this
challenge, | do not wish to suggest that Plato’s discussion of antilogic is just
incidental to the misology argument, rather antilogic offers a very vivid example of
how people might become misologists. Understanding antilogic is thus essential to
wrap our minds around misology, as this understanding can vividly reveal the

process of becoming misologists.

In this respect, | suggest that the misology argument primarily offers a
metaphilosophical model to lovers of wisdom. According to this model, true
philosophers, who are lovers of wisdom, should follow the norms of epistemic
humility and critical thinking in their search for knowledge and the truth. This is the
reason why, | argue, Socrates is wary of claiming that he has already found totally

firm and sound arguments.

Moreover, by introducing the misology argument, | submit that Socrates puts

forward an outlook by which we can recover from epistemic despair. With this term,

289 Woolf (2007, 3) remarks that ‘one would not, strictly, speak of arguments, as
Socrates does here of Adyot, as being true or false’. See also Gallop 1975, 154. As
we shall see, logos has a larger connotation in the Phaedo and it is difficult to find a
single English word that can account for all uses of logos. Thus, I either leave logos
untranslated or render it in regard to the context it is used.

290 See Archer-Hind 1883, 113-114; Hackforth 1955, 110-111, Gallop 1975, 153-
155. Cf. Miller 2015 for a reading bringing Socrates and the misologists closer.
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I refer to the damaging belief that there is nothing firm and sound either in things
(the metaphysical problem) or in arguments (the epistemological problem). Socrates
has already dealt with the metaphysical problem and his interlocutors consented to
the idea that there are stable things, i.e. Forms, through which we can attain

knowledge and the truth.?%

The misology argument largely deals with the difficulty of establishing whether there
are firm and sound arguments which can be attained. This difficulty is related to the
content of Socrates’ defence speech, according to which the body’s influence on the
soul hinders us from having a pure encounter with wisdom and from viewing things
by themselves as long as we are alive.?®? Therefore, Socrates tries to find a cure for
epistemic pessimism, which might arise out of the idea that our cognitive powers are
imperfect and the truth is beyond our epistemic access. That is, the misology
argument aims at soothing the fear of making mistakes and encourages us to continue

searching for knowledge and the truth.

Moreover, | stress the use of the adverbs of degree (e.g. very much, at all), which
Socrates uses to qualify both trust in humans and trust in arguments; hence it
underlines the significance of philosophical humility. | argue that the misology
argument highlights that those who lack skill in arguments (hereafter the unskilled)
should not put all their trust in arguments. Rather, Socrates favours epistemic caution
(i.e. recognizing the fallibility/limits of our methods and cognitive powers) and
critical thinking (i.e. looking for further evidence in support of or against an

argument).

Finally, I propose that Socrates does not present himself as an epistemic authority,
who claims to own knowledge and the truth. Socrates only says that bad arguments
are in the majority, though this does not imply that he is certain that he has discovered
firm and sound arguments. For instance, Socrates might have encountered ten
arguments and observed that nine out of ten are bad. This nonetheless does not mean
that the not bad one should be totally firm and sound. That is, Socrates does not claim
authority, but rather, by using conditionals, he emphasizes that if the firm and sound
arguments exist, then those who hate and abuse arguments will be deprived of them,

and hence of the truth and knowledge too.

21 See Phd. 65d11-e4, 66d7-67a2, 75¢11-d5, 76d6-e7, 80b1-6.
292 See Phd. 66d4-7, 67b7-C3.
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In sum, | argue that the misology argument aims at comparing the epistemic (or
intellectual) norms of epistemic authority and those of philosophical humility. Then
not only does Socrates encourage his interlocutors to adopt the latter, but he also
follows these norms in his conversation with Simmias and Cebes. That said, | will
not discard the possibility that a character might be more knowledgeable since they,
for instance, have intellectual experience. However, since an epistemic authority
claims to have acquired knowledge and the truth, such authority does not occur in
the Phaedo.

4.2 The Origin of Misology

Misologists, for Socrates, hate and abuse arguments, thus they would be deprived of
knowledge and the truth.2%® If the hatred of arguments entails truth-deprivation, then
knowledge and truth, for Socrates, must only be attained through arguments. That is,
if there were another way other than arguments, which allows us to succeed in
finding knowledge and truth, the misologists might not have been deprived of
knowledge and truth. For instance, if divine revelation were also a method of
attaining knowledge and the truth, we might have acquired them through revelation.

As mentioned above, it is often thought that the target of the misology argument is
those taking the sensible world as true and real. According to this interpretation,
since misologists do not believe that the intelligible world is really real, they would
never study intelligibles; therefore, they could not obtain, or be deprived of,
knowledge and the truth.?®* Be that as it may, the misology argument, | presume,
also provides the correct norms of philosophical argument, in which true

philosophers deal with logoi.

In this respect, Socrates tries to show how we search for the true logoi, besides
offering a true logos, for instance, the theory of Forms.?® That said, there is need to
observe that Socrates has some reservations about the theory of Forms. As suggested

in Chapter 1, after showing that the soul is immortal, Socrates advises his

293 Phd. 90d1ff.

294 E g. Gallop 1975, 154-55.

2% Miller (2015, 153) suggest that hating logos and loving the sensible world are
different manifestations of the same attitude. See Phd. 83c2-9; Baima 2015, 265.
Although 1 do reject this point, we should pay heed to the fact that Socrates is not
talking to ‘sight-lovers’ or ‘contradiction-mongers’, but to his closest followers. In
this context, | submit that Socrates should aim at showing the correct norms
governing philosophical argument, which the former two hardly care about.
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interlocutors to examine further the immortality of the soul and the theory of
Forms.?® In a sense, although the theory of Forms contributes to the elimination of
epistemic fear (fearing that there is no firm and sound argument), Socrates does not
claim that the theory of Forms is totally firm and sound so that there is no need to

investigate it further.

Here we need to distinguish Socrates' elimination of his own epistemic despair from
that of his interlocutors. To begin with, Socrates does not rule out his interlocutors’
epistemic fear by offering them firm and sound arguments, as the immortality of the
soul and the theory of Forms are still in need of further inquiry. Rather, Socrates
persuades them that if his interlocutors are going to find firm and sound arguments
they should continue to inquire. To this end, Socrates endows his interlocutors with
the ability to control their epistemic fear and with a special mindset that allows them
to deal with arguments.

Moreover, Socrates tells his interlocutors that he is ambitious to demonstrate that the
soul is immortal. If what Socrates is saying about the soul (i.e. the soul is immortal)
is true, then ‘it is quite right to be convinced’, however, if the soul is not immortal,
then Socrates will at least be ‘less of @ mournful burden’ for his friends. 2" This is
because, | presume, his friends will spend the last hours by doing philosophy, not
lamenting the imminent death of Socrates.?® Besides, it is also a good thing for

Socrates that if the soul is not immortal, he will perish on dying; hence Socrates

2% Phd. 107b4-9. Note also that in the Parmenides, young Socrates’s theory of Forms
is criticized by Parmenides. From a philosophical perspective, the Phaedo, |
presume, looks forward to the criticism of Parmenides. With respect to the dramatic
setting, old Socrates seems to have learnt from young Socrates’ mistakes. Even in
the second part of the Parmenides, Socrates undergoes philosophical training,
perhaps with a view to gaining skill to defend the theory of Forms. For the purpose
of the Parmenides’s critique, among others, see especially Zuckert (1998);
Runciman (1959).

297 phd. 91b1-5.

2% [ would like remind the readers of what Phaedo says early in the dialogue: ‘hardly
any feeling of pity entered me [although he was witnessing the death of a friend], as
you would expect of someone at a scene of misfortune; nor did | feel any pleasure
that we were caught up in philosophy, as our custom had been — for in fact our
conversation was a philosophical one. Instead | had a quite peculiar experience, an
unusual mixture blended together from both the pleasure and the pain, as I took in
the fact that his life was just about to end’ (Phd. 59al-7). If Socrates’ friends are
persuaded of the blessedness of death, they would only be feeling the pleasure of
doing philosophy.
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thinks that ‘this folly [to believe that the soul is immortal] won’t stay with [me] —

that would have been an evil — but will perish shortly’.2%

Finally, I believe that by introducing the last proof of the immortality of the soul, not
only does Socrates rule out his own epistemic fear, but he also guides his
interlocutors through the research and improvement process; hence the defeat of their
epistemic fear. Socrates provides his friends with the correct method of philosophical
argument, by which they could study and develop the theory of Forms and the proofs
of the immortality of the soul. In the end, Socrates is satisfied by his argument,
although his friends should conduct further inquiry to discover a firmer and sounder
argument. That is, following the argument to the furthest point that humans can
achieve is the duty of Socrates’ friends, perhaps including Plato, since Socrates is
going to die soon.

4.2.1 Epistemic Fear

Socrates thinks that arguments, like humans, are multifarious, e.g. some of them are
firm and sound while others are not, although there are not extremely bad humans as
there are extremely bad arguments. Apart from this difference in extreme ends of the
spectrum, if the unskilled people put all their trust in arguments or humans, they are
likely to become misologists and misanthropists respectively. As a solution to
misology, I argue that Socrates’ cure for misology and epistemic fear is based on
critical thinking, carefulness and epistemic modesty; especially should we lack

expertise in arguments, we need to follow the norms governing them.

The misology argument aims at defeating the mistrust of arguments. In the relevant
section, once Socrates has concluded the affinity argument, his friends, save
Simmias and Cebes, thought that the affinity argument adequately proved that the
soul is immortal. In simple terms, the affinity argument is that the soul is more like
forms, which are unvarying and divine, while the body resembles what is changing
and visible. Since, for Socrates, what is unvarying is superior to what is changing,
the soul should be superior to the body. Therefore, the soul is ‘the sort to be
altogether incapable of being disintegrated, or nearly so’; hence it must outlive the
body.3®

29 Phd. 91b5-7.
300 Phd. 78b4-80d4.
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Whether the affinity argument is really strong or weak is not relevant for my current
purposes.®®* What is of significance is that the listeners think that it is a good
argument; as a result, they are alarmed once they have heard the challenges posed
by Simmias and Cebes. Cebes scrutinizes whether the soul is completely immortal
and imperishable, or whether it perishes after many birth-death cycles, and Simmias
offers that the soul might be an attunement.®*2 These questions arouse feelings of

suspicion and fear among Socrates' friends, and Phaedo portrays those feelings:

[T23] Now when we all heard them [Simmias and Cebes] say this our mood took
an unpleasant turn, as we later told each other, because we had been firmly
persuaded by the earlier argument, but then they seemed to have disturbed us all
over again and sent us plummeting into doubt, not just about the arguments given
before, but also about what would be said later. We were worried that we might
be worthless as judges, or even that the very facts of the matter might merit
doubt.3®

Firstly, the singular noun logos in vmo 09 éumpocbev léyov at the Phaedo 88c3
should refer to the affinity argument; otherwise we would have a plural noun if
Phaedo refers to all the preceding arguments.®* Secondly, ‘the arguments given

%01 For some explanations about the weakness of the affinity argument, see Apolloni
(1996); Dorter (1976); Elton (1997). The first of these claims that the affinity
argument’s underlying principle is mind/body dualism, which emphasizes the
simplicity of soul; the second argues that Socrates tries to explain an abstract and
philosophically difficult argument by a religious metaphor, which focuses on an
inherent feeling about the existence of divinity; the third points out that Socrates
aims at soothing his interlocutors’ fear of dying rather than giving a proper argument
as well as illustrating the problem of “analogical reasoning”.

%92 Simmias’ challenge is the so-called soul-attunement view. According to this view,
once the strings of a lyre are broken, there remains no attunement. Then if the soul
is a kind of attunement and blending in due proportion of hot and cold, dry and wet,
and the like, the soul should perish in case of the lack of proportion of these elements.
For instance, if one relaxes or tightens the strings too much, the attunement would
disappear. Even worse, if the strings are cut, there would be no attunement although
the strings would continue to exist until they rot down. See Phd.85e3-86d4. Cebes’
argument simply is: to say that the soul has existed before embodiment does not
show that the soul will not perish after one dies. That is, a soul might live in many
bodies and be reborn many times, but its present incarnation might be the last. See
Phd. 87c6-88b8.

303 Phd. 88cl-c7 Iavieg ovv AKOVGOVTIES EIMOVIOV 0TV GMODG SeTédnuev, 6g
votepov EAéyouev mPOC AAANAOLG, OTL VmO Tod Eumpocbev Adyov cEOdpa
TMEMEIGUEVOVC UGG TAALY £00K0VVY dvatapdEor kal ig dmiotiov Katafalelv o0 povov
TOIG TTPOEPNUEVOLS AOYOLG, OAAL Kol €lg Ta Votepov péAlovia pnbnoecBot, pn
008evog G101 elpey KprTod | Kol T Tpdrypata odTo GmoTo 1.

304 Whilst talking about Socrates’ attitude towards his interlocutors, Phaedo uses a
plural noun to refer to the interlocutors’ “arguments (té®v Adywv)” at Phd. 89a5.
Here, however, Phaedo does not refer to the affinity argument but to ‘the young
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before (88c4-5 toic mpocipnuévors Aoyoig)’ should either refer to the arguments
advanced in the Phaedo so far or more generally to arguments that Phaedo and others
have encountered until now, or both. In any case, Phaedo and others have doubts
about arguments, their own cognitive skills, and the very facts of the matter. Thirdly,
‘what would be said later (88¢c5-6 ta dozepov uéldovro pnbioeolor)’ designates the
things that would be said either about the immortality of the soul or about any other
issue.®® At any rate, Phaedo and others worry that future talks might fail to establish
an undoubted account about the immortality of the soul, as well as about other

guestions.

Let me now ask why Plato brings the epistemic fear of Phaedo and others to our
attention. The reason for this is that Plato wishes to highlight the strengths and
weaknesses of the affinity argument at the same time.3% While the argument seems
strong to Phaedo and others, Simmias and Cebes are able to detect weaknesses and
to find counterarguments. Therefore, the readers, in a sense, are left to pick a side.
Besides, the interlocutors’ opposition to Socrates implies that the affinity argument
might seem strong on the face of it, yet it is not immune to objections.

Therefore, I presume that Phaedo’s portrayal of their feelings of suspicion and fear
emphasises that putting all our trust in an argument might lead to the state of
epistemic despair: it might lead to doubting and fearing that the truth exists. The
scope of this state of despair, as mentioned above, is not limited to the arguments
about the immortality of the soul, though it is more likely that people should have
epistemic fears about the immortality of the soul. This is probably because the
immortality of the soul is an issue about which ‘knowing the clear truth...in our
present life is either impossible or something extremely difficult’, as Simmias said

earlier.3%7

men’s argument (Phd. 89a3 t@v veavickov tov Adyov)’, that is, the arguments of
Cebes and Simmias.

305 Rowe 1993, 210.

3% Gordon (2007, 219) finely observes that ‘despite the occasional failure of
argument, we ought not to let that deter us from the life of philosophy. Socrates’ cure
for anxiety, while assuring us that we ought to remain faithful to philosophy, at the
same time warns us of our limitations’.

307 Phd. 85c2-3. Woolf (2007, 12) notes that ‘trying to know too vigorously
everything’ might result in a sort of “epistemic nihilism”. Be that as it may, once we
determine the limits of human cognition and things that we can know, our inquiries
should continue until we find something adequate, firm and sound. Indeed, as
Simmias states, ‘not testing from every angle what is said about them [things like
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4.2.2 The Role of the Misology Argument

Having discussed how to construct the relationship between epistemic fear and the
misology argument, | will now move on to investigate the role of the misology
argument. Here, it is important to ask why Socrates scrutinized misology at length
rather than immediately demonstrating the immortality (and imperishability) of the
soul. Socrates, | submit, could have presented an argument that might persuade his

interlocutors and alleviate the epistemic fear of his friends.

In fact, as we will see later, Socrates has that sort of argument up his sleeve, namely
the last proof.®® If Socrates had introduced the last proof (as well as the theories and
methods used in this proof) at this stage, he could have said that “this is a good
argument that you would agree to, and so don’t lose your faith in arguments”. This
would be the best of both worlds, not to mention that it is shorter and easier: Socrates’
friends would regain their trust in arguments and Socrates would accomplish a goal
of the Phaedo, which is to persuade his interlocutors about the immortality of the

soul.30°

As mentioned above, an explanation of the purpose of the misology passage is as
follows: Plato wishes to criticize those who have spent their time dealing with the
arguments used in disputation (antilogike) and to show why their practice is

dangerous, should they desire to acquire knowledge and the truth.31° Plato’s criticism

the immortality of the soul], refusing to give up until one is exhausted from
considering it in every way, is the mark of an extremely feeble sort of man (Phd.
85c4-6)’.

308 Phd. 102ff.

309 Arieti (1986, 129-131) claims that the Phaedo is not about the immortality of
soul, but about “the heroic death of Socrates” and ‘only the philosopher — as
epitomized in the person of Socrates — can meet death heroically’. This is because,
for Arieti, ‘only the philosopher knows that he cannot know about the afterlife and
the soul, and he is thus the only one who can die courageously’. Then Arieti
concludes that the weakness of the proofs for the immortality of the soul implies that
‘Socrates is the most heroic when his arguments are weakest’. However, even if we
accept that his arguments are weak, | do not think that this weakness aims at
highlighting Socrates’ heroism and courage. As I claim throughout this thesis,
Socrates does not think that his arguments are weak, yet he believes that they might
not be totally firm and sound; hence in need of further inquiry.

310 Hackforth (1955,110-111) argues that these people are probably sophists and
rhetoricians.
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of the practice of sophists and rhetoricians is not unexpected, and | do not reject the

idea that Plato criticises these people.!

Besides this, the misology argument makes a positive contribution to the practice of
philosophy.®'? If Socrates’ only aim were to prove the immortality of the soul, it
would seem irrelevant to show how we should deal with arguments.®® Thus, | think
that not only does Socrates try to convince his interlocutors about the immortality of
the soul, but he also aims at furnishing his interlocutors with the correct epistemic
norms and intellectual virtues. In this respect, Socrates is looking forward to the time

when he has long gone yet his friends remain in the business of philosophy.3!*

4.2.3 Phaedo’s Fear

Phaedo is anxious about finding knowledge and the truth, probably because of the
death of Socrates, who is ‘the wisest man alive’.%!® Simmias, in fact, comments on
Socrates’ expertise in arguments; he says ‘I’m far more afraid that this time
tomorrow there will no longer be a single human being who can do this properly [sc.
76b8-9 giving an account (51dévau Aéyov) of the beautiful, the good etc.]’.316 Only
Socrates can then give an account of things themselves (i.e. Forms) properly, or
worthily (é&iwg). Simmias, therefore, are not afraid of being deprived of the truth as
long as Socrates helps him find it.

As a result of the impending departure of Socrates, his friends find themselves in a

state of epistemic despair, stemming from the anticipation of failing to find that

311 See McCoy 2007, 2-7.

312 From a metaphilosophical perspective, | think the misology argument is neither
an ‘interlude (Bluck 1955, 92-93; Rowe 1993, 210)’ nor a ‘digression’ (Hackforth
1955, 109). Through the misology argument, Plato continues to examine some the
epistemic norms governing the practice of philosophers.

313 See Jacquette 2014, 5. Some argue that we should not separate the metaphysical
theory from the proofs for the immortality of the soul. That is, the arguments that are
advanced to prove the immortality of the soul play some role in advancing the theory
of Forms. See Lee 2012, 3. Metaphilosophy, I take it, is another component and it is
also connected to the metaphysical (and epistemological) theory. | discuss this
relationship in Chapter 5.

314 A famous quote is fitting: ‘if you give a man a fish he is hungry again in an hour.
If you teach him to catch a fish you do him a good turn (Ritchie, Anne Thackeray
Mrs. Dymond 1885)’. Sedley (2004: 8-13) finely observes that ‘Socrates’s dialectical
questioning’ acted as a midwife to Platonic philosophy, which Plato has continued
to exercise long after Socrates departed this life.

315 See Phd. 118a15-17.

316 Phd. 76b10-12.
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which is not doubtful. Socrates notices their fear and encourages his listeners to
continue searching for the truth. To this end, Socrates introduces the misology
argument and maintains that it is not unusual to encounter bad arguments, though

this does not mean that good arguments do not exist.>!

Let me now consider the epistemic status of the affinity argument. As mentioned
above, even though we assume that the affinity argument is weak, this does not mean
that it is bad. In addition, although Simmias’ objection is relatively easy for Socrates
to refute, it can still be questioned whether Socrates deals with Simmias’ argument
charitably.3'® At any rate, the soul-attunement theory is rejected for good in the
Phaedo.

Cebes’ objection, however, is to the point. Above all, we need to observe that Phaedo
tells Echecrates that ‘Socrates paused for quite some time and considered something
by himself” before answering Cebes’ question. Then Socrates says, ‘What you’re
seeking is no small matter, Cebes; we must study thoroughly and as a whole the
cause of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be’.3!° As | will discuss in Chapter 5, not only
does this study result in the last proof of the immortality of the soul, but also Socrates,
as aresponse to Cebes’ objection, introduces the method of hypothesis and expounds

the role of Forms for explaining coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

In this respect, even if we can overlook the strength of Simmias’ argument, Cebes’
argument is compelling.®® Then Phaedo’s state of epistemic fear is understandable,

as at least one of the arguments has merits that are undeniably vital. Now, | submit

317 McCoy (2016, 50-51) observes that ‘to practice philosophy, then, always requires
that | seek with the virtues of courage and humility: where humility is an awareness
of both what | know and what I do not know, and where courage leads me to continue
the pursuit without fear despite my own limits of knowledge.’

318 Guthrie (1962, 316-319), for instance, argues that for Pythagoreans, the soul-body
composite is not an attunement, but the soul itself is a harmonia, which is like the
tripartite depiction of the soul in the Republic. See also Corrigan 2010, 148-151 and
Hicken 1954 for a defence of Socrates’s criticism of the soul-attunement doctrine.
319 Phd. 95e7-96al.

320 Regarding Simmias’ argument, although Socrates copes with it more easily than
Cebes’ point, there is need to observe Echecrates’ reaction to the soul-attunement
theory: ‘this theory that our soul is a kind of attunement has an extraordinary hold
on me, both at this moment and at all times, and now that it has been mentioned it
has reminded me, as it were, that | myself too had already come to believe this. |
really need some other argument, a brand-new one, that will persuade me that when
someone has died his soul does not die with him (Phd. 88d3-8)’. In a sense, the soul-
attunement theory has a strong hold on people, and thus it deserves a serious analysis
and strong refutation.
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that Phaedo’s fear probably results from firmly trusting the affinity argument. That
is, even though neither the interlocutors’ arguments nor Socrates’ argument is bad
as such, Phaedo takes the first step forward to becoming a misologist.3?* Thus, the
general principle is that inexperience, together with encountering bad arguments,
makes us hate arguments, and that those who lack expertise in arguments would

become misologists as a result of trusting an argument too much.3??

4.2.4 Socrates’ Attitude towards his Friends and Interlocutors

After Phaedo has described their feelings, Echecrates asks [1] whether Socrates was
also “upset” or ‘came calmly to the argument’s rescue’, and [2] whether his help was
“adequate” or “insufficient”.®?® Phaedo answers by describing Socrates’ attitude as

follows:

[T24] Well, Echecrates, I’d often admired Socrates, but I never respected him
more than when | was with him then. Now perhaps there is nothing surprising in
his having something to say. But | particularly admired in him first (1) how
pleasantly, genially and respectfully he took in the young men’s argument, then
(2) how discerningly he noticed the effect the arguments had had on us, and (3)
next how well he cured us and rallied us when we’d taken to our heels in defeat,
so to speak, and spurred us on to follow at his side and consider the argument
with him.324

It is germane to observe Phaedo’s stress on Socrates’ way of talking to his

interlocutors and his understanding of others” state of despair. Phaedo does not think

321 | say the first step because Phaedo, as quoted above, says that ‘we were worried
that we might be worthless as judges, or even (1 xai) that the very facts of the matter
might merit doubt (Phd. 88c6-7)’. Simply, blaming oneself is not bad, but blaming
things and arguments leads to the deprivation of the truth and knowledge, as Socrates
states at Phd. 90d3-4.

322 It is of significance to observe, with Sedley (1995, 14-15), that Socrates addresses
his remarks on misology to Phaedo rather than Cebes or Simmias. For Sedley, this
is because Socrates ‘is covertly talking about Simmias and Cebes’, and especially
‘Simmias' doubts are symptomatic of incipient misology’. That said, we need to
observe that they are neither misologists nor deal with arguments used in
disputations. See below for antilogike.

323 Phd. 88e1-3.

324 Phd. 88e4-89a6 Kai unv, ® Exékpatec, moAdxic davudcog Zokpdtn od tdOmote
pdAlov yéoOnv fi tote mopayevopeEvoc. TO pgv ovv Exetv 8t Aéyor dkeivog Tomg
0008V ftomov- GALA Eywye ndAIoTO £00DHOGE OOTOD TPATOV PEV TOVTO, AG MOEMG
Kol EDUEVAG Kal Ayouévmg T®V veaviokmv Tov Adyov dmedééato, Emeita fUdV g
0EEmc fobeto O *memdvOepey VIO TdV AdymV, Emetta ¢ eV HUAG 1dcato Kai Homep
TEPEVYOTAG Kol NTINUEVOVG AVEKAAEGOTO KOl TPOVTPEYEY TTPOG TO mapinecbal te
K01 GUGKOTETY TOV AOYOV.

101



that having answers is unusual (al étomov) for Socrates. Rather, Phaedo particularly
admires Socrates’ attitude toward his interlocutors, their arguments and his
awareness of the effect of interlocutors’ arguments on the listeners. The stress on the
dialogical aspect invites us to look at Socrates’ manner of argument, besides the
arguments themselves. That is, we are supposed to attend carefully to the epistemic
(or intellectual) norms that Socrates embraces to deal with the interlocutors’

counterarguments.

A cure for the state of epistemic despair is essential, since it may give way to
misology. There are three components of Socrates’ attitude: (1) receiving his
interlocutors’ arguments with respect and kindliness, (2) recognizing the listeners’
reaction to arguments and counterarguments, (3) curing epistemic despair and
encouraging the listeners to pursue argumentation further. | believe that (1) does not
need further comment since | have already argued in Chapter 1 that Socrates
seriously and carefully receives the arguments of Simmias and Cebes, then he
develops new arguments accordingly. The second component (2) is clear from the
fact that Socrates, by introducing the argument against misology, tries to cope with
the state of epistemic despair so that he provides a mindset for dealing with

arguments.

Regarding (3), | suggest that Socrates is urging his friends to defeat their epistemic
despair. To this end, Socrates aims at motivating his friends to trust arguments by
observing how Socrates copes with the arguments of Simmias and Cebes. In a sense,
Socrates does not invite Phaedo and others to help him to find a way to confront the
interlocutors’ counterarguments. Rather, Socrates asks Phaedo and others to adhere

to his belief about the possibility of finding knowledge and the truth.

Then Phaedo asks how they are going to deal with the interlocutors’ arguments.
Socrates replies by referring to the story of Heracles by which Socrates makes

metaphorical allusions to the process of philosophical inquiry:

[T25] [Socrates]: ‘So tomorrow, Phaedo, I expect you’ll cut off these beautiful
locks.’

‘I suppose so, Socrates,’ I said.

“You won’t, if you follow my advice.’

‘What then?’

‘T’ll cut off my locks,” he said, ‘and you’ll cut off these ones today — if our
argument dies and we can’t revive it. As for me, if I were you and the argument
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escaped me, I’d swear an oath like the Argive not to grow my hair long until I

return to combat and defeat the argument of Simmias and Cebes.” 3%

‘But,” I said, ‘even Heracles, as the story goes, couldn’t fight against two.’
‘Well, call for me,” he said, ‘as your lolaus, while it’s still light.”
‘Then I call for you,’ I said, ‘not as Heracles, but as Iolaus calling Heracles.’

‘It won’t make any difference,” he said. ‘But first let’s make sure that a certain

thing doesn’t happen to us.’ 32

The story referred to above goes like this: when Heracles was fighting the Lernaean
Hydra, he was attacked by a giant crab, and his nephew, lolaus, came to help him
hearing Heracles’s summoning.3?” Some scholars suggest that since lolaus has only
a supporting role in this fight, Socrates is ironical in calling himself lolaus.3?® That
is, it is actually Socrates himself, like Heracles, who fights back against Simmias

and Cebes, and Phaedo assumes the supporting role; hence like lolaus.

However, Phaedo does not seem to assume even the role of lolaus, let alone Heracles,
when Socrates fights back against the interlocutors’ arguments. In other words,
Phaedo has neither a leading nor supporting role. Now, if | presume that Socrates is
not ironical but serious, then there is a need to ask whether the meaning of the
metaphor is to accomplish something other than defeating the current
counterarguments presented by Simmias and Cebes.

Although Socrates is the only one who fights back, and eventually defeats his
interlocutors’ arguments, the final goal might not be defeating the Lernaean hydra,

as it were. To this end, the story told about Heracles should be considered. According

35 Rowe (1993, 212) notes that according to Heredotus (1. 82. 7), ‘the
Argives...swore that none of them would grow hair long [again]...until they
recovered Thyreae’.

326 Phd. 89b4-c12 [Socrates] Adpiov o1, &pn, iowg, @ Paidwov, Tag Kalig TadTOG
KOUOG ATOKEPT.

"Eotkev, v &’ &y(, & TMOKPATEG.

Obx, v ye €uol meion.

AM\A Ti; v & &Y.

TRuepov, Epn, Kaym TaC EUOC KOl 61 TAVTOC, EAVIEP YE MUV O AOYOG TEAEVTNOT Kol
un dvvouedo avtov dvapidcocol. kol Eymy’ dv, €l o0 €inv kol ue dapedyorl O
AOYog, €vopkov Ov momocaiunv domep Apyeiol, U mPOTEPOV KOUNGCEW, TPV GV
VIKNO® Gvapoyouevog Tov Zippiov te koi Kéfntog Adyov.

A, v & &yd, mpdg Vo Aéyeton ovd’ 6 Hparhiic olo¢ te eivau.

AALG Kol EUE, EQn, TOV TOAew@V Tapakdiel, E0¢ ETL DG EGTIV.

Hopakar®d toivov, Eenv, ovy o¢ Hpaxiiic, dAL’ g Tolewc tov ‘Hpakdij. Ovdev
dwoioet, Q1. AL TPATOV VAP ODUEY TL TAOOC U TAO®UEY.

327 Cf. Euthd. 297c, Apollodorus, Bibliotheca. 2.77-80.

328 Rowe 1993, 212.
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to Apollodorus, Heracles fought against the Lernaean Hydra to accomplish one of
the Ten Labours imposed on him by Eurystheus. As Heracles was told by the
Delphian priestess Pythia, once he accomplishes them, ‘he would come to be

immortal’.3%°

Defeating the Lernaean Hydra enables Heracles to achieve a higher goal, i.e. to
become immortal, and there are other labours that Heracles needs to accomplish.
Here, it is pertinent to note that Socrates’ aim is to show that the soul is immortal
and to persuade his interlocutors. That is, Heracles fought the Lernaean Hydra to
become immortal and Socrates fought back against the interlocutors’ argument to
demonstrate that the soul is immortal. Besides the connection stemming from the
idea of the immortality of the soul, the idea of a higher goal is telling. | presume that
defeating the current counterarguments is just a step further to completing the
demonstration of the immortality of the soul, just as Heracles is accomplishing one
labour by killing the Lernaean Hydra.

According to the story, if lolaus had not used a torch-flame to stop the heads cut by
Heracles from re-growing, Heracles would fail to defeat the Lernaean Hydra.
Besides, the Lernaean Hydra had an immortal head, and Heracles buried it and
covered it with a heavy rock. In a sense, then, a part of the Hydra is still alive.®* On
the one hand, re-growing the heads seems to emphasize that even if Socrates defeats
the current counter-arguments, new objections might emerge unless someone seals
the source completely. On the other hand, the immortal head implies that even if
Socrates and Phaedo were able to fight back against all counter-arguments now, there
might remain at least an argument which they could not eliminate but only control

and pacify, so to speak.

The connection between Heracles’ story and the current situation in the Phaedo
might explain why Socrates makes little use of the role he assumes. If Socrates and
his friends achieve the higher goal, it would not make any difference who turns out
to be Heracles or lolaus. In fact, as often referred to, Socrates seems to assign the
task of completing the argument on the immortality of the soul to his friends.®%

There, in this respect, is a dis-analogy in the analogy: becoming immortal surely

329 Bibliotheca. 2.73 40dvatov antov Eoecdo.

3301 would like to thank to Niels Christensen and Taichi Miura for bringing this to
my attention.

331 Phd. 107af.
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carries some weight for Heracles himself. However, showing that the soul is
immortal is not only necessary for Socrates himself but it is a task that ought to be
pursued by all his friends. In a sense, there is an impersonal Heracles, so to speak,

whose role can be assumed by anyone trying to show that the soul is immortal. 332

In summation, Socrates does not claim that he has ruled out every possible
counterargument and has discovered every proposition that verifies the immortality
of the soul. In a sense, the reader is invited to assume the role of impersonal Heracles
to make a stronger case for the immortality of the soul. After all, Plato, too, assumes

this task, which emerges in other dialogues, such as the Republic and the Timaeus.

4.2.5 The Cure of Misology

If the hatred of arguments hinders his friends to attain knowledge and the truth, then
Socrates should eliminate this impediment to philosophical progress. As argued
above, if Socrates’ friends become misologists at some point, if not at the present
moment, the practice of philosophers would seem so purposeless to his friends that
they might abandon it. In this respect, Socrates’ aim is not only to encourage his
friends to pursue the current argument but also to embolden them to believe the
possibility of a meaningful philosophical pursuit, which is not beyond their reach.

Socrates analyses the resemblance between misanthropy and misology by exploring

how people become misanthropists and misologists as follows:

[T26] ‘Becoming haters of arguments,” he [Socrates] said, ‘like those who come
to hate people. Because there’s no greater evil that could happen to one than
hating arguments. Hating arguments and hating people come about in the same
way. For misanthropy sets in as a result of putting all one’s trust in someone and
doing so without expertise, and taking the person to be entirely truthful, sound
and trustworthy, and then a little later finding him to be wicked and untrustworthy
—and then again with someone else. When this happens to someone many times,
particularly with those whom he would take to be his very closest friends, and he
has been falling out with people again and again, he ends up hating everyone and

332 By emphasizing impersonality, 1 do not mean that Socrates does not care to
persuade himself about the immortality of the soul. For sure, this would be at odds
with the passage (Phd. 91a2ff.) where Socrates tells his interlocutors how ambitious
he is about showing that the soul is immortal and about persuading himself. This,
however, does not cancel out Socrates’ request: his friends should follow the
argument to the furthest point that can be achieved by humans.
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thinking that there is nothing sound in anyone at all. Haven’t you ever seen this
happen?’3%

For Socrates, we become misanthropists and misologists in the same way. Therefore,
if we understand the underlying mechanism of misanthropy, we would have a better
grasp of the concept of misology. One of the most significant aspects of that
mechanism, | argue, is Socrates’ qualification of trusting in humans by using certain
adverbs. For one thing, Socrates does not just say that putting our trust in people,
and doing so without expertise, and then finding them to be untrustworthy might
make us misanthropists. Rather, Socrates emphasizes that putting all (or exceedingly
[opodpa] putting) our trust in people and believing that they are entirely (zo
rapdrav) truthful, sound and trustworthy is dangerous, and if we experience the
trust-betrayal cycle many times, especially (uddiora) with our closest friends, we
would become misanthropists eventually. The underlying mechanism of
misanthropy is simply that [1] we lack expertise in human affairs but trust in people
exceedingly and take them to be entirely trustworthy; [2] we find them to be
untrustworthy; [3] this happens to us many times, and especially with our closest
friends, and [4] we become misanthropists.

Let me now remind the reader of the opening of the misology passage. Whilst
describing how they were feeling, Phaedo said that they were ‘firmly (or
exceedingly) convinced (Phd. 88c2 apddpa mernciouévong)’ by the affinity argument.
However, once Simmias and Cebes produced counterarguments, Phaedo and others
have fallen into a state of epistemic despair, becoming doubtful about “the arguments
given before” and “what would be said later”. A cause of their current condition is
to have been exceedingly trusting of Socrates’ argument. Socrates, then, wished to
encourage his friends, and on that account he introduced the argument against

misology to eliminate his friends’ fear.

333 Phd. 89d1-e3 M yevouedo, 1 & 8¢, moodloyol, Gdomep oi woavOpommol
yiyvopevol @g ovk &otwv, €om, 0Tl dv Tig peilov TovToL Kakov Tabot §j Adyovug
poncog. yiyveral 8¢ ék Tod avtod TpOToL coloyio Te kKol pucavlpwmio. 1 te yoap
poavOpomio Evovetal €k To00 oQOdPa TIVI TOTEDGOL dvey TEXVNG, Kol Mynoactot
mavtamooi ye 60T elvar kai vyl Kod moTov TOV EvOpmrov, Enctta OAiyov Dotepov
gOpelv TodToV ToVNPOV TE Kal EmioTov, Kol av0ig ETepov: Kol STav ToDTO TOAAAKIG
7EO1M TIC Kol V7O TOVTOV PAAGTO 0DG GV YNOOLTO OIKEIOTATOVE T€ KO ETALPOTATOVC,
TELEVLTAV 57 BapLd TPOKPOVOV LIGET TE TAVTOG Kai NYEiTan 00dEVOC 00SEY VYIEG stvar
10 Tapdmay. 1§ ovK fjodnoatl 6V Tw TODTO YIYVOUEVOV;

106



4.3 The Meaning of Techne

For Socrates, expertise in human qualities endows us with the sort of ability thanks
to which we are entitled to put all our trust in someone without the danger of
becoming misanthropists. Socrates’ point, I submit, is that expertise - both in human
affairs and in arguments — enables us to discern the structure of a category (humanity
and arguments) by discovering bad, good, and neither good nor bad constituents.
This discovery, for Socrates, is to recognize ‘matters as they really are’.*** For
instance, if someone with expertise in human qualities were to deal with humans,
they would be able to discern the structure of humanity, that is, ‘both the very good
and the very wicked are few in number, and that those in between are the most

numerous’.%%®

If only with expertise do we view matters as they really are, what would we do
without expertise? In this case, how do we deal with arguments and advance our
expertise? | argue that Socrates suggests to those who lack expertise in arguments
that they should follow the epistemic norms of carefulness (not putting all our trust
in an argument) and of modesty (being wary of making bold claims about
knowledge). By following these norms, we would improve our expertise by
expanding our grasp and familiarity with any subject. Thus, we can save ourselves

from becoming misanthropists and misologists.

4.3.1. The Mischief of Antilogicians

One cause for becoming a misologist is spending time dealing with arguments used
in disputations, i.e. antilogic.®*® Those who are practicing antilogike, for Socrates,
exemplify a sort of epistemic vice: not only would they themselves be deprived of
knowledge and the truth but also those who interact with them. This is because
antilogicians would demolish the belief that there are firm and sound arguments.
Rather, as | shall discuss below, antilogicians persuade themselves and others that

‘all things turn back and forth...and do not stay put for any time’.3%

Another vice of antilogicians, for Socrates, is intellectual pride. This is implied by

the following: Antilogicians think that [1] they are ‘very wise (copdtotot)’ and that

334 Phd. 89e7-90al domep Exel oBT™G AV MYHCATO.
335 Phd. 90a7-9.
336 Phd. 90b5ff.
337 Phd. 90¢3-6.
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[2] ‘they alone have understood that there is nothing sound or firm in any thing or in
any argument’.®® By alluding to the intellectual pride of antilogicians, Socrates aims
at showing why putting all our trust in arguments and cognitive abilities might hinder

philosophical progress.3*

In this respect, one of Socrates’ purposes is to distinguish intellectual vices from
intellectual virtues, hence the reason for introducing antilogicians.®* To this end,
Socrates compares antilogicians’ intellectual pride with philosophers’ epistemic
modesty and indicates that the latter would enable us to develop expertise in
arguments and to attain knowledge. In this respect, not only does the misology
argument target antilogicians themselves, but it also implies that we all might

become misologists, if we do not follow the correct epistemic norms.

4.3.2 Antilogic in Plato’s Republic

In this subsection, I will explore antilogic and the dangers involved in it. The most
promising passage on antilogic is found in the Republic VII, where Socrates and
Glaucon are discussing the education of the guardians in an ideal state. In the relevant
passage, Socrates examines how and when these guardians should begin dealing with

‘arguments (538c5 v Aoywv)’.

Socrates begins by explaining why engaging with arguments too early is dangerous:
if future guardians are asked what the fine is when they are young and do not know
the truth, they will initially answer according to what they have heard from ‘the
traditional lawgiver (zod vouobérov)’. However, if arguments refute them ‘often and
in many places’, and shake their convictions, they will end up thinking that ‘the fine
is no more fine than shameful (oddev uariov kalov 7j aioypov)’. This sort of belief,
then, will negatively influence their attitude towards the things that they particularly

respect such as justice and goodness. Finally, not only would a future guardian

338 Phd. 90c1-4. See Cassam 2014:19 for the idea of intellectual pride.

339 Griswold (1988, 157) claims that ‘the fundamental question of metaphilosophy
concerns the “quarrel” between the proponents of philosophy and its various critics’
and that ‘the defence of philosophy requires conversation with the critics of
philosophy (and not just with abstract formulations of their “positions”)’. In the
Phaedo, although nobody criticizes philosophy and Socrates does not need to
directly defend it, the correct practice of philosophers is discussed at length,
especially in Socrates’ defence speech.

%0 For a brief discussion on intellectual virtues and vices see Cassam 2016.
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dishonor and disobey their earlier convictions, but ‘he can’t discover the true ones

[true convictions about justice, goodness, etc.] (td te GAnOf un evpiokn)’ .

After that, Socrates advises Glaucon, ‘if you don’t want your thirty-year-olds to be
objects of such pity, you’ll have to be extremely careful about how you introduce
them’.®*2 This ‘precaution (evAdBeia)’ is ‘not to let them taste arguments while they
are young’. For Socrates, this is because young people are not ready to deal with

arguments and can be deceived and manipulated by antilogicians:

[T27] When young people get their first taste of arguments, they misuse it by
treating it as a kind of game of contradiction. They imitate those who’ve refuted
them by refuting others themselves, and, like puppies, they enjoy dragging and
tearing those around them with their arguments... Then, when they’ve refuted
many and been refuted by them in turn, they forcefully and quickly fall into
disbelieving what they believed before. And, as a result, they themselves and the
whole of philosophy are discredited in the eyes of others.34®

In contrast with the young lads, an older person, as Socrates describes, would not
wish to participate in such madness (mania), i.e. the game of contradiction. Unlike
young lads, who ‘imitate those who’ve refuted them’, an older person ‘will imitate
someone who is willing to engage in discussion in order to look for the truth, rather
than someone who plays at contradiction for sport. He’ll be more sensible himself
and will bring honour rather than discredit to the philosophical way of life>.3
Socrates concludes his argument by giving another version of the precaution above:
‘those allowed to take part in arguments should be orderly and steady by nature, not

as nowadays, when even the unfit are allowed to engage in them’.3%

We can thus glean at least two approaches from the Republic, namely a kind of game
of contradiction, i.e. antilogike, and an attempt to attain the truth by means of

dialectic, i.e. dialegesthai.®*® The former approach hinders not only the formation of

31 Rep. VII 538d7-€6.

342 Rep. VII 539a8-9 iva un yiyvnton 6 Eleog ovTOC MEPL TOVG TPLAKOVTOVTAC GOL,
O UPoVUEVD TAVTL TPOTTMD TAV AOYWOV ALTEOV;

33 Rep. VII 539a11-c3.

344 Rep. VII 539¢5-d1.

35 Rep. VI 539d2-6.

36 What dialectic amounts to is a vital question, but it is not relevant to my current
purposes. My aim is to explore the correct epistemic norms to gain expertise in
arguments and attain knowledge. Besides, the dialectic of the Republic cannot be
brought into play to interpret the Phaedo without running into philosophical troubles.
See Sayre 2016, 82-83; Rose 1966, 466.
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new beliefs but also a reliance upon previous beliefs.?*” Through the latter, on the
contrary, we can dismiss both our old beliefs, if they are shown to be false, and form

new beliefs. 34

4.3.3 The Young Lads of the Phaedo

Turning to the Phaedo, it is necessary to observe that Socrates is talking to his young
friends.®* His advice against misology should thus apply to the young particularly,
as they are more likely to lack expertise in arguments. *° In the Phaedo, however,
Socrates does not say that the young should not deal with arguments. In fact, Socrates
encourages Cebes and Simmias to advance arguments.®* This is probably because it
is not dangerous to talk to and imitate Socrates. Unlike the bad examples discussed
in the Republic, Socrates is not an antilogician, but desires to discover the truth and
urges his interlocutors to care about the truth.32

One might think that antilogic poses a risk for the young alone, although it is a major
risk factor for misology for all. That is, dealing with arguments used in disputation,
i.e. practicing antilogic, is a danger that we all should try to avoid, no matter whether
we are young or old.®® It must be asked whether someone like Socrates, who has
expertise in dealing with arguments and is not an antilogician, is immune to the
lamentable fate of misology. In other words, if we have expertise in arguments, as

one might suppose, it might not be a problem for us to put all our trust in an argument.

37 Socrates relates his similar experience a bit later at the Phaedo 96-100, which will
be discussed in Chapter 5.

38 The significance of abandoning false beliefs and the role of rejecting them in
forming new beliefs are widely discussed by scholars working on the philosophy of
Socrates. For instance, see Vlastos 1991, 119-124; Tarrant 2000, 14-16; Politis 2006;
88-89, Kahn 1996, 99; 2006, 121.

349 Simmias and Cebes are ‘labelled neaniskos’ at Phd. 89a3 (Nails 2002, 261).

30 See also Rep. Il. 378d5-8 for the exclusion of Homer and Hesiod from the
education of the young since they cannot distinguish ‘what the deeper sense
(vmovola) is and is not.” If this is so, especially the young should keep in mind that
they might lack expertise, hence be much more cautious. See also Desjardins 1988,
112-113.

%1 Phd. 91a7-c5.

%2 Phd. 91b8-c4. Zuckert (2009, 494-501) argues that Socrates differs from sophists
in his modesty, his openness to criticisms and his encouragement of the young.

%3 Probably, if we do not put our trust in arguments used in disputations, then
antilogic might pose no danger to us. That is, if we have expertise in arguments, we
would be able to discern arguments pertaining to antilogic. For the use of sophistry
and antilogic by Socrates see Klosko (1987); McCabe (2015).
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We nonetheless observe that Socrates is sometimes reluctant to put all his trust in (or
prefers not to insist on) an argument or a statement in the Phaedo. For instance,
Socrates does not insist whether he, as a true philosopher, is going to enjoy the
company of good men in Hades, and by what exact mechanism Forms and particulars
are associated with each other.®** Besides, as discussed in Chapter 1, Socrates
assumes that the last proof for the immortality of the soul and the theory of Forms
need further examination and justification.®® Finally, Socrates, earlier, told his
interlocutors that ‘do you think that there is something missing in what was said [the
affinity argument]? Because of course it still contains many grounds for suspicion

and counter-attack, at least if one is to go right through it properly.’3*®

Then should we think that Socrates lacks expertise in arguments, as he does not
always put all his trust in his arguments, not even in the last proof of the immortality
of the soul? Saying that would be an embarrassment for Plato, as Socrates is
portrayed as a wise man and an expert in arguments.®” For instance, as mentioned
before, Simmias says that once Socrates dies, he is afraid that ‘there will no longer
be a single human being who can do this properly [give an account of things
themselves such as the Good itself, the Beautiful itself]’.*® In this respect, not only
can Socrates give an account of things themselves but he might be the only person
who can do this properly. Besides, Phaedo concludes his account of the last day of
Socrates by telling Evenus that Socrates was ‘a man who was, as we would say, the
best of those whom we came to know in those days, and also the wisest and most

just’.3°

Here we need to observe that Socrates is the best, wisest and most just only among
his contemporaries, whom Phaedo and others came to know. In this respect, we are
left with three possibilities for understanding the meaning of Socrates’ wisdom:
either [ 1] some of Socrates’ contemporaries, whom Phaedo and others did not know;
[2] some of Socrates’ predecessors; [3] some of his successors might be better, wiser
and more just. Concerning the evidence Phaedo had, however, there was no one
wiser than Socrates. Socrates’ wisdom is not the all-time best and his arguments

might be surpassed. Socrates’ arguments are not the all-time best, in the sense that

34 Phd. 62¢1-2 and 100d7 respectively.

35 phd. 107a8-b3.

356 phq. 85¢5-7.

37 For Plato’s admiration of Socrates see Kahn 1996, 15 & 193.
358 Phd. 76b10-12.

359 phq. 118a15-17.
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they cannot be surpassed. Rather, Socrates’ arguments in the Phaedo can either be

rightfully challenged or be properly and correctly developed by someone else.

That said, one might still allege that Socrates is a wise man, if not the all-time wisest;
he thus should have the right to put all his trust in arguments. It is surely possible
that someone wiser than Socrates might live in the future, yet for Phaedo, and
perhaps for Plato too, he is among those expected to have expertise in arguments. In
fact, it is plain to see Socrates’ expertise in argument, as there are many examples of
firm and sound arguments (or at least propositions) in the Phaedo.*® Be that as it
may, we also need to observe that, Socrates, an expert in arguments and a wise man,

is careful about putting trust in his arguments.

My point is that carefulness and epistemic modesty should not be abandoned, even
if we come to have expertise in arguments or become really wise. On the one hand,
Socrates has expertise, as his arguments are evidence of this. On the other hand, he
still acknowledges the fallibility of his cognitive faculties and arguments, as well as
admitting this openly. In this respect, Socrates demonstrates a fine line between
overconfidence and reasonable trust, no matter the proper expertise in arguments.
Socrates is not overconfident about his intellectual capacities, nor does he belittle
others. Rather, Socrates knows better arguments and counterarguments might

emerge. Socrates therefore encourages carefulness and modesty.3¢!

4.3.4 The Notion of Expertise

For Socrates, a person who has expertise would come to the following conclusion
about human qualities: ‘For surely if he had been doing so with expertise he’d have

viewed matters as they really are: he would have recognized that both the very good

360 For instance, the recollection argument, the theory of Forms and the last proof for
the immortality of the soul reflect Socrates’ expertise, although they might possess
various degrees of epistemic certainty.

%1 By claiming this, I do not mean that Socrates lacks self-trust. Rather, I think that
Socrates follows the norms of ‘epistemic conscientiousness’, which is ‘the quality of
using our faculties to the best of our ability in order to get the truth’ (Zagzebski 2012,
48). ‘A self-respective person’, as Zagzebski (ibid., 55-56) describes, forms her
beliefs in an epistemically conscientious way, and she would also believe that ‘other
normal, mature humans have the same natural desire for truth and the same general
powers and capacities that I have’. In this respect, | think that Socrates trusts both
his own cognitive faculties and those of his interlocutors; Socrates thus takes their
disagreement seriously and attempts to find further reasons/proofs to support his
belief that the soul is immortal.
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and the very wicked are few in number and that those in between are the most

numerous’.2®? Then Socrates elaborates on what he meant:

[T28] ‘It’s just like the very small and large,” he said. ‘Do you think there is
anything rarer than discovering a very large or very small person, or dog, or
anything else? Or similarly one that is swift or slow, ugly or beautiful, light or
dark? Haven’t you observed that in all such cases the far extremities are rare and
few, while those in between are plentiful and numerous?’

‘Certainly,” I said.

‘So do you think,” he said, ‘that if a competition in wickedness were set up, here
too very few would come to the fore?’

‘That’s likely enough,’ I said. %%

Expertise in human qualities enables us to answer two questions: [1] who are the
very wicked, the very good and those in between? [2] which of these three groups is
in the majority? The first point refers to expertise in understanding human qualities;
the second point necessitates experience in dealing with humans, as we need to
encounter many humans to know extreme ends of the spectrum. In the case of
humans, Socrates says, those in between are the most numerous and the far
extremities are rare and few. In this respect, if we have expertise in human qualities,
we understand whether an individual is very good or very wicked or in between, and

we attain a set of statistical data that informs us about the nature of humanity.

Nevertheless, if we lack expertise in human qualities, how could we understand the
qualities of an individual and how do we obtain the correct set of statistical data by
gathering our knowledge together? Regarding the goodness of an individual, we
must have expertise in human qualities, otherwise, Socrates states, we are likely to
judge humans incorrectly. Now, if we lack expertise we have to choose between two
alternatives: either those with expertise would inform us about every individual we
meet or those experts would teach us their expertise in human qualities so that we

can judge for ourselves.

Let us now consider the current situation about arguments, epistemic fear and
Socrates’ role. Socrates will no longer be in a position to tell his friends whether an
argument is good or bad since he is going to die very soon. Nor can Socrates teach

them expertise in arguments — on the assumption that they lack such expertise but

%2 Phd. 89e7-90al.
%3 Phd. 90a4-b3.
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are not totally untrained — since there is no time for it. How, then, can Socrates help

his friends and save them from becoming misologists?

| suggest that Socrates can help his friends by giving the statistical data about
arguments and by telling them how they ought to act in terms of this statistical
knowledge. As quoted above, Socrates says that very few humans would come to the
fore in a competition in wickedness. However, for Socrates, regarding arguments,

the case is somewhat different than humans:

[T29] All the same, arguments do not resemble people in that way (I was
following your lead just now), but in the following way: when someone without
expertise in arguments trusts an argument to be true, and then a little later thinks
that it is false, sometimes when it is, sometimes when it isn’t, and when he does
the same again with one argument after another. This applies particularly to those
who have spent time dealing with the arguments used in disputation. As you
know, they end up thinking that they have become very wise, and that they alone
have understood that there is nothing sound or firm in any thing or in any
argument, but that all things turn back and forth, exactly as if in the Euripus, and
do not stay put for any time.36

Socrates points out that the first-class arguments in a competition of badness are not
very few, unlike the case of human qualities. We are therefore more likely to
encounter first-class bad arguments, and hence we are more liable to make
mistakes.*® If we lack expertise in arguments, then the odds for judging arguments

incorrectly are higher than the odds for judging humans incorrectly.

Therefore, since Socrates can neither improve his friends’ expertise in arguments nor
tell them whether an argument is really bad, he can only help his friends by informing
them about the realm of arguments. The statistical data states that many arguments
are bad; hence we are more likely to fall for bad arguments than bad humans. If many

arguments are bad, then we should be prepared only to trust few arguments. Socrates

364 Phd. 90b3-c6 Eikodc yap, Een. dAra TodTn pév oy Spotot oi Adyot 1oi¢ dvOpdmotg,
GAAG GOD VuVOT| TPOGYOVTOG gy dpeomouny, GAL ékeivn, 7, émelddv TiIC moTEdO
koyco TV GAN0el swat dvev Ti|g mepl Tovg Xoyoug raxvng, Kdmeito OAiyov VoTEPOV
avT@® S6EN Yevdic eivan, &viote pdv dv, éviote 8’ ovk v, Kai avdig Etepog Kai
grepog: —wol pdAota 81 ol mepi Tovg AvTiloyikodg Adyoug Stotpiyavteg 0160’ Bt
TEAEVTOVTEG OTOVTOL GOPMTOTOL YEYOVEVOL KOL KOTAVEVONKEVOL LOVOL OTL 0VTE TV
TPOYUATOV 00SEVOC 0DOEV VY1EC 0VOE PEPatov ovte TAV AOY®V, AAAL ThvTa, Ta. GvTa
ateyvic domep év Edpinm dvo Katm otpépetal Kol ¥povov 000Eva €V 00OEVL PEVEL.
35 Rowe 1993, 212.
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thus advises his friends to be careful and modest whilst making a judgment about the

validity of an argument.3%®

4.3.5 The Intellectual Vice of Antilogicians

Let me now consider the qualities of bad arguments. Although Socrates does not
make a detailed assessment of this issue, he seems to imply that bad arguments are
not ‘sound and firm’.**” Now, the antilogicians think that there is no firm and sound
argument; hence they become misologists. That is, antilogicians come to hate
arguments, like a misanthropist who hates all humans by maintaining that there is

nothing sound in anyone. 3%

Antilogic is generally understood as ‘causing the same thing to be seen by the same
people now as possessing one predicate and now possessing the opposite or
contradictory predicate’.*° As claimed above, if we practice antilogic and believe its
results, eventually we will become misologists. That said, practicing antilogic alone
might not be an intellectual vice. Besides practicing antilogic, we need to assume
that we are very wise, as we have discovered that there is no sound and firm
argument. The problem arises out of dealing with arguments used in disputation and

putting all our trust in such arguments.

With regards to the passage in the Republic discussed above, antilogicians pursue
the following procedure, which is an example of intellectual (or epistemic) vice: [1]
convincing A by showing that P is true, [2] convincing A by showing that P is false,
and [3] then convincing A there is no true and secure argument by repeated practicing

of the first two steps.

For Socrates, in the Republic, antilogicians seem to maintain a sort of moral
scepticism, namely that we can never know whether a moral belief is true or false.

By doing so, antilogicians make young guardians suspicious about what is right and

366 Sedley (1995, 17) notes that ‘in cooperative dialectic the main danger is not hasty
disagreement, but hasty agreement’, and this sort of dialectic is described at Phd.
101d.

367 Phd. 90¢3-4 008evdg 008V Vy1e¢ 008E BéEPatov.

38 Phd. 89¢2 00devog 008EY Vy1Ec.

%9 Kerferd 1961, 61. In the Phaedrus, ‘to speak on opposite sides (262c5
avtikéyovowv)’ is defined with an example: ‘Whoever does this [sc. dvtiléyew)
artfully makes the same thing appear to the same people sometimes just and
sometimes, when he prefers, unjust? (Phdr. 261c4-6).’
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wrong regarding goodness and justice, according to the Republic argument. In the
Phaedo, too, antilogicians make sound and firm arguments obsolete; therefore, not
only does their attitude deprive themselves of truth and knowledge, but those who

believe them also suffer from this deprivation.

It is necessary to underline that antilogicians are “particularly (udlioza)” at risk,
which indicates that antilogicians are not the only people vulnerable to misology.
Those who are not antilogicians might also become misologists, though perhaps they
are in less danger of misology. That is, some become antilogicians first, then thereby
haters of argument. Others might become haters of arguments even if they do not
frequently encounter antilogical arguments. The non-antilogicians might still
become misologists, as the bad arguments — including antilogical arguments, but also
those not limited to them — are in the majority, because one has to possess expertise

in arguments to discern bad arguments.

Now, I would like to note that antilogicians do not care about the truth; hence they
would not think that the deprivation of truth and knowledge is a great misfortune.
That is, antilogicians do not care about truth because they do not believe that there
are good arguments and disregard looking for good arguments. Socrates and his
friends, on the contrary, care about the truth, and this is the reason why Phaedo and
others have fallen into a state of epistemic despair once they have heard the
interlocutors’ objections to Socrates’ argument.®’® Socrates thus aims to encourage

those who care for truth and who are neither antilogicians nor practicing antilogic.

4.3.6 Epistemic Blame, Arrogance and Modesty

Socrates lastly explores the outcome of misology and the attitude of misologists
towards argument, truth and knowledge:

[T30] ‘Now, Phaedo,’ he said, ‘it would be a lamentable fate if there really were
some true and firm argument that could be understood, and (a) yet from
associating with arguments of another sort — the very same ones seeming true at
some times but not at others — someone were to blame not himself or his own
lack of expertise, (b) but instead because of his agitation were to end up gratefully
transferring the blame from himself to the arguments, and from that point to spend

370 perhaps except Aeschines of Sphettus. Nails (2002, 5-6) reports that Aeschines is
traditionally supposed to be a rhetorician and ‘dubbed as a sophist in Lysias’ speech’.
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the rest of his life hating and belittling arguments, deprived of both truth and

knowledge about things.”*"

Let me begin by making a distinction between antilogicians and quasi-antilogicians,
a distinction which, | submit, is implied above. | think that antilogicians, not
unexpectedly, practice antilogic, they do not care about discovering the truth, and
they convince others that sound and firm arguments do not exist. Quasi-antilogicians,
I argue, desire to attain knowledge and the truth, yet they are deprived of them
because of their lack of expertise, or deal with arguments used in disputations, and
put their trust in antilogicians and their arguments. | thus suggest that the one (section
(a) above) experiencing agitation is a quasi-antilogician while the other (section (b)
above) who hates and belittles arguments is an antilogician, and thus already a
misologist.

How can we intercept the transition from the quasi-antilogician stage to the
antilogician stage? Firstly, we ought to blame ourselves (or hold ourselves
responsible) and our lack of expertise in arguments, if we fail to find a sound and
firm argument. Secondly, we must stop spending time with antilogicians themselves
or with their arguments. Next, we should start dealing with some other sort of
argument and follow a different method. Taking these steps would reduce the
likelihood of becoming a misologist, which is due to engaging in antilogic without
being an antilogician as such. Socrates’ friends, I submit, have already taken these

two steps. However, antilogic is not the only route to misology.

As mentioned above, antilogicians consider themselves very wise. However, this is
a false impression, for antilogicians should blame their lack of expertise instead of
their arguments. That is, antilogicians misjudge the object of epistemic blame.
Antilogicians incorrectly assume that only they understand that there is no sound and

firm argument; hence they incorrectly consider themselves very wise.

Socrates diverges from antilogicians regarding his position towards self-wisdom and

self-trust. Unlike antilogicians, Socrates does not claim to be very wise in the

371 Phd. 90¢8-d7 Ovkodv, @ Daidwv, Epn, oikTpdv dv £ 10 TaoC, £i dvrog 81 TIvog
aAnBot¢ kol PePaiov Aoyov kol dvvatod katavoijoal, Exetta o1t 10 Topayiyvechan
T0100T01G TIG1 AGYO0LC, TOiG anToig ToTe UiV Sokodoty dAndéoty eivat, ToTé 8& pn, uf
£0DTOV TIG AUTIPHTO PUNdE TV £00TOD dTe)ViaY, AAAL TELELTAV O1d TO GAYETV AGUEVOG
€Ml TOVG AOYOVG G’ EovTod THV aitiov dmdoarto Kol o Tov Aowrov Piov Lodv e
Kol A00op®V TOVG AOYOVG dlateAol, T®@V 6€ dvtwv Tiic dAnbeiag e kol EmoTnung
otepnOein.
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Phaedo.®”> Nor is Socrates totally sure whether he has practiced philosophy
correctly.®” Then antilogicians are egotistical, as they think that they are very wise
and have discovered the truth about both things and arguments. However,

antilogicians, for Socrates, are neither wise nor experts.

The reader should be inclined to see Socrates as an expert thanks to his arguments.
Socrates himself does not voice his expertise in arguments, although Socrates comes
across as having better arguments. Moreover, Socrates is silent about his expertise
in arguments and wisdom. Besides, Socrates is modest regarding the epistemic status
of his arguments. As | have often stressed, once Socrates has completed the last proof
of the immortality of the soul at the Phaedo 107b-c, Simmias decides to keep some
doubt in his mind. Socrates, too, encourages Simmias and advises all his friends to
consider the arguments more clearly and to analyse them well enough.

4.4 Conclusion

Let me remind the readers of my interpretative framework of Plato’s Phaedo. | argue
that the dialogue has two levels. One consists of Socrates’ arguments and
demonstrations (first order investigations), while the other contains his reflections
on the method of philosophical argument (the metaphilosophical component). This
dissertation focuses on the latter component and this chapter explores the
contribution of the argument against misology and antilogic to offer new aspects of

the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical component.

One of the most significant results to emerge from my analysis of the misology
argument is that Plato offers some epistemic norms for dealing with arguments. |
suggest that the misology argument is neither a digression nor an interlude, but the
argument plays an indispensable part in the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical aim,
namely providing the correct norms of philosophical argument. As | have stressed
earlier, in addition to exploring the proofs of the immortality of the soul, a theory of
causation and the method of inquiry etc., Socrates aims at bestowing on his friends

the correct epistemic norms governing philosophical inquiry/conversation.

372 It is tempting to recall Socrates’ disawoval of knowledge (or wisdom) in the
Apology 20d-23b. See also Euthphr. 5a3-c8, 15c11-16a4; Charmides 165b5-c1,
166¢7-d6; Laches 186b8-187a8, 200el-2; Lysias 212a4-7, 223b4-8; Gorg. 509¢4-7.
373 Phd. 69d4-6.
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To this end, | investigate the reason for the state of epistemic despair that Socrates’
friends have fallen into. The results of my investigation show that one of the aims of
the misology argument is to eliminate the fear that there is no sound and steady
argument. | argue that the lack of expertise leads to this epistemic fear, yet once we
come to possess expertise in arguments, we would realize that our fears are quite
groundless. Next, by examining the relationship between misanthropy and misology,
I suggest that without possessing expertise we ought not to put all our trust in humans
or in arguments. Rather, if we are to escape from becoming misologists and to attain

expertise in arguments, we should follow the norms governed by epistemic modesty.

It is now possible to state that epistemic modesty and carefulness are two epistemic
norms that would help us to conduct successful philosophical conversation/inquiry.
This analysis has also provided a deeper insight into the relationship between
antilogic and misology. Although antilogic increases the risk of becoming
misologists, ruling it out alone might not be sufficient to escape from misology. If
we lack expertise in arguments, not only should we stay away from antilogic
(because we might be deceived into believing the results of antilogic), but we also
should not put all our trust in argument (because we might be mistaken due to our
lack of expertise).

Now, | would like to conclude this chapter by considering a possible objection to my
reading. Socrates has a right to put all his trust in an argument, such as the
immortality of the soul, even though he has not been able to prove it completely.
This is because Socrates is an epistemic authority and his epistemic modesty is only

a pedagogical tool by which he encourages his interlocutors to search for themselves.

I submit that Socrates’ epistemic modesty is a pedagogical tool. Besides, | argue that
epistemic modesty plays a key role in the correct practice of philosophers. In the rest
of my conclusion, | review a recent article written by Baima (2015), who argues that
the Socrates of the Phaedo is an epistemic authority and is speaking from the
perspective of a philosopher ruler of Plato’s Republic. By criticizing Baima’s

reading, | will try to support my own reading.
Let me begin with explaining Baima’s reading briefly. Baima suggests that ‘Socrates

is a fully accomplished philosopher’, he can thus rightly judge whether he should

pursue the truth about the immortality of the soul or he should prefer living well at
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the expense of the pursuit of knowledge.®”* His interlocutors, on the contrary, are not
“epistemic authorities”, as they both lack “the philosophical expertise” of Socrates

and their epistemic dispositions are not stable.3”

Drawing on the philosopher of the Republic, who is the only person allowed to lie
for the benefit of non-philosophers, Baima claims that the Socrates of the Phaedo is
a similar epistemic authority; hence he can follow a probable falsehood (or an
incomplete argument), namely, the soul is immortal.®”® However, Simmias and
Cebes, as they lack the philosophical skill, should not believe in an incomplete
argument, because it is so risky for them that they might become “self-deceivers” or
“wishful thinkers”.*”” The interlocutors thus should follow the philosophical path,
i.e. they should not put all their trust in a probable falsehood. Simmias and Cebes
should believe in the immortality of the soul, as this belief makes them value the soul
over the body. They nonetheless should try to find better arguments in support of the

soul’s immortality.

In addition, by drawing on the education of guardians in the Republic, Baima argues
that ‘developing skill in arguments before loving the truth is dangerous’ and that the
misology argument, too, emphasizes that we need to love the truth first.3”® Although
Baima’s stress on the role played by loving the truth is accurate and fitting, the
misology argument’s target, as suggested above, is to eliminate the epistemic fear of
those who love the truth. As I have also argued, antilogicians would not be agitated
if they fail to find sound and firm arguments, for they have already stopped caring
about knowledge and the truth. However, quasi-antilogicians, who love the truth, are
agitated by their fear of the absence of sound and firm argument; hence they are

afraid of failing to discover what they long for, namely truth and knowledge. *"°

Baima next draws our attention to the practical value of the belief that the soul is
immortal. For Baima, this belief would motivate us to separate the soul from the

body as much as possible and it would convince us to live a philosophical life. This

374 Baima 2015, 273.

375 Ibid.

376 |bid., 275-278.

377 1bid., 274.

378 |bid., 266-267.

379 Phaedo does not say that we do not love the truth. Rather, he tells Echecrates that
‘we were worried that we might be worthless as judges, or even that the very facts
of the matter might merit doubt (Phd. 88c6-7)’. In this respect, it would be strange
if they were worried about losing something that they neither care about nor love.
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practical aspect, Baima suggests, is valuable for both Socrates and his friends.
However, unlike Socrates, his friends should continue to look for a better exposition.
Since Socrates’ interlocutors are not epistemic authorities, as Baima argues, they
ought not to believe in an incomplete argument and depart from the way of
philosophy (which is to care for truth). That is, instead of firmly believing a probable
falsehood, Socrates’ friends must discover a complete demonstration about the

immortality of the soul.>®

In support of this interpretation, Baima provides in-depth analysis of the philosopher
ruler and the noble lie discussed in the Republic 382-389, showing their relevance to
the Socrates of the Phaedo and his belief about the immortality of the soul. For
Baima, the Socrates of the Phaedo is allowed to believe that the soul is immortal
even if he cannot show it properly, and believing in a falsehood is a right given to
epistemic authorities only. Then Baima labels Socrates’ attitude as an example of
epistemic vice.*! However, | think that Baima’s argument lacks support. Above all,
Baima does not provide sufficient philosophical evidence to prove that the Socrates
of the Phaedo is similar to the philosopher ruler of the Republic, apart from the

argument that he aims to prove. 32

Now, let us accept Baima’s point about the similarity between the philosopher ruler
of the Republic and the true philosopher of the Phaedo, namely Socrates. | do not
think that the concept of epistemic authority is the best way to explain Socrates’ final
comments on the immortality of the soul at the Phaedo 107b-c. Epistemic modesty,
as | have been arguing up to this point, is a better way to explain Socrates’ final

comments.

In general, it seems problematic that epistemic authorities would say that they are

believing in falsehoods. In other words, epistemic authorities, as defined by Baima,

380 Baima 2015, 274.

%1 ‘By “epistemically vicious”, I mean a process that commonly or likely results in
falsehood such as believing on the basis of little evidence’ (ibid., 267 fn. 11)’.

382 Interestingly, Baima (ibid., 277) himself seems to accept this, as he states that
these examples [of the Republic and of the Phaedo] are not perfectly analogous. The
other similarity according to Baima (ibid., 278) is as follows: ‘Plato’s conception of
philosophers in the Republic is similar to his conception of philosophers in the
Phaedo in the important respect that in both dialogues philosophers love truth,
knowledge, and wisdom, and despise falsehood, wealth, and the things of the body
(Republic 111.416e-417a, V.474b—-475c, V1.485c—d, VI1.490a—c)’. Be that as it may,
it is hardly possible to find a dialogue where Plato does not say these things about
philosophers.
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should be aware of their lie and persuade others that it is not a lie (or a falsehood)
but the truth. Epistemic authorities would not really believe a lie because | cannot
believe that X is F when | take X not to be F. In fact, the philosopher rulers of the
Republic know that they are using a lie, though a noble one, yet Socrates really
believes in the immortality of the soul and has no purpose to deceive his

interlocutors.

In the Phaedo, after the last proof for the immortality of the soul (Phd. 107b-c),
Socrates neither says that his proofs are complete nor urges his friends to believe it
without further ado. Socrates is pleased that his friends, particularly Simmias, are
still wondering whether the argument they discussed really works. Rather, Socrates

highlights the need of conducting further inquiry.

Although Socrates’ comment on the epistemic status of the last proof of the
immortality of the soul might not say much about Socrates’ ability to pronounce on
the soundness of the argument, it shows the reader that it is not our place to say that
the argument works or does not work. In addition, Socrates’ comment indicates that
Socrates considers his interlocutors/friends epistemic peers and believes that they
are capable of finding more support for the argument. In this respect, Socrates does
not regard himself as an epistemic authority, who firmly trusts his arguments on the

basis of little evidence and strays away from the philosophical path.

From a metaphilosophical and meta-dialogical perspective, moreover, Plato
emphasizes the importance of epistemic modesty in philosophical
inquiry/conversation. He thus portrays Socrates as embracing the norms governed
by epistemic modesty. To this end, Plato furnishes Socrates with strong arguments
(at least his interlocutors are eventually persuaded to a certain degree), and at the

same time presents Socrates to the reader as being careful and modest regarding the

383 One of my examiners noted that Socrates does not obviously say that he himself
shares Simmias’ doubts. If I take it right, my examiner’s point is that Socrates
believes that his demonstration for the immortality of the soul is complete, but
Simmias (who shows some symptoms of misology) and others should enquire
further. In a sense, Socrates is not an epistemic tyrant or dictator, as it were, who
would bar others from philosophical inquiry. However, we need to observe that
neither does Socrates tell Simmias that he has discovered the most sound and firm
argument. In this respect, we might also think that Socrates is sharing Simmias’
doubts, though perhaps to a lesser degree. | examined the relevant passage (Phd.
107b-d) in Chapter 1.
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truth of his arguments. This portrayal is presumably a prescription for readers about

how to practice philosophy and deal with arguments/counter-arguments.
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Chapter 5: Socrates’ Second-Sailing
5.1 Introduction

In the previous chapters, | have suggested that metaphilosophy is a key component
of the Phaedo, in addition to first order investigations, as with the nature of the soul
and causation, for instance. | argue that philosophical humility is of great value to
Plato’s metaphilosophy in the Phaedo. In Chapter 4, | have pointed out that if we do
not have expertise in arguments, we should not put all our trust in arguments and that
Plato portrays Socrates, who has expertise in arguments, as following the epistemic
norms governed by epistemic modesty. Plato’s portrayal of Socrates thus emphasizes
the importance of epistemic modesty and carefulness, even though we might have

expertise in arguments.

In this chapter, | explore the autobiography of Socrates. | basically divide Socrates’
autobiography into two parts, namely the pre-second-sailing phase and the second-
sailing phase. In his autobiography, Socrates begins with mentioning his desire to
find an explanation for coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be. In the pre-second-sailing
phase, Socrates engages with natural science and Anaxagoras’ philosophy. Socrates
then goes for the second-sailing once he failed to discover teleological cause. As his
attempt to find teleological cause was unsuccessful, he tries again in a different way,
namely the second-sailing, to find another explanation for coming-to-be and ceasing-
to-be.

Firstly, the second-sailing is generally taken as inferior to the first-sailing. Most
scholars assume that the second-sailing analogy refers to taking to the oars in the
absence of a wind while the so-called first-sailing refers to sailing with wind.
Although I do not categorically reject the difference between the first and the second-
sailing, | also suggest that we need to take purpose-relativeness of Socrates’ choice
into account. That is, sailing with the wind, even with the favourable wind, does not
need to be the best in every respect, for taking the oars can sometimes be the better
and more feasible option. Then purpose-relativeness should be a concern to better

understand the nature of second-sailing.

Secondly, | subscribe to the view that Socrates does not change his philosophical
goal in his second-sailing, but adopts a new method to attain the same goal, hamely
a theory of causation. As we shall see, Socrates needs a theory of causation to prove

the immortality and imperishability of the soul. By examining the relevant section
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on the Anaxagorean notion of intelligence (nous), | show that there are philosophical
reasons to maintain that Socrates is not only attracted to the notion nous, as it explains
in terms of what is best (the teleological aitia). ** Besides, Socrates is attracted to

the mind’s power of explaining causation universally.

In this respect, | argue that Socrates’ second-sailing was partially successful as he
discovered a universal theory of causation, namely the theory of Forms. This theory
fulfils the notion of universality, as it can explain all natural and mental phenomena,
although Socrates is still willing to learn or discover the teleological aitia. For now,
however, Socrates is partly satisfied with the theory of Forms, for by using this

theory he was able to persuade his friends that the soul is immortal.

Thirdly, | offer that second-sailing is not inferior to the first-sailing in every respect.
Although the second-sailing refers to a second attempt and might be worse in some
respects, its association with the first-sailing should be read from the perspective of
its purpose. That is, a ship which sets its destination in the second-sailing is not
aiming at something worse or different than the primary preference. Rather, | argue
that the second-sailing involves a different set of skills.

Fourthly, I argue that the method of the second-sailing is the hypothetical method
and its goal is to discover a theory of causation. | also show that the second-sailing
is not a mere transitional phase from the immature to mature practice of philosophy.
That is, whatever metaphilosophy comes with the second-sailing automatically
transfers to the mature stage. The tentativeness implied by the hypothetical method,
I conclude, is in line with philosophical humility, which invites us to be careful
whilst putting trust in arguments. This tentativeness also allows us to take a more

flexible, cautious and open-minded stance before disagreements

34 Throughout this chapter, | will either leave aitia, aition and aitiai as untranslated
or render them freely, such as reason, explanation or cause. It is a great difficulty to
pin down a conclusive rendering. For my purposes, | need not to be precise, as
nothing | argue hangs on what aitia means. Rather, | scrutinize the way in which
Socrates searched for aitia. For seminal works on this issue see Vlastos 1969 (aitia
has both a logical and metaphysical function); Sedley 1998 (t6 aitiov is the thing
responsible for X, which has logical or quasi-logical relation to the effect); Annas
1982 (forms as aitiai are explanations, though Plato’s original puzzlement is about
causal explanation); Frede 1987 (Plato consciously uses aition for referring to cause
and is an entity, while he refers to aitia as an account of aition, hence it is the reason
or the explanation).
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All in all, the nature of second-sailing confirms that Socrates has not abandoned
philosophical humility, even during his philosophical maturity, although he has the
proper expertise. Besides, it is possible that Socrates’ expertise in its current form
does not allow him to claim certainty about the theory of Forms and the immortality
of the soul; hence he encourages his friends to develop his philosophical method and

attain certainty in these matters.

5.2 The Meaning of dsdtepoc Tlodc

To understand Plato’s ideas on philosophical method, we may begin by examining
the meaning of the second-sailing (dedzepoc mlodg). Scholars have defended two
different readings until now. The first of these, the ironical reading, does not offer
much regarding the epistemology of the second-sailing, for no informative role is
given to the analogy. For adherents of this view, Socrates does not think that his
method, which is the theory of Forms, is a ‘makeshift’ or ‘a last resort’, but Socrates
intentionally aims to downgrade the strength of the second-sailing by comparing it
ironically with natural science. Nothing hangs on what the meaning of the second-
sailing analogy is, as Socrates is not serious and its meaning does not positively

contribute to understanding the nature of Socrates’ method.>®

The serious reading, on the contrary, offers a variety of interpretations regarding the
meaning of the second-sailing and its influence on understanding the strength of
Socrates” method. Scholars have proposed three alternatives on the subject of the
second-sailing. It is either the method of hypothesis, or the theory of Forms (or
explanations in terms of formal causes), or indirect knowledge. The first alternative
claims that Socrates’ second-sailing is the second-best since it lacks an
unhypothetical principle, ‘the unconditioned supremacy of ‘the Good’’ of the

dialectic in the Republic V1.3 That is, the hypothetical method is the second-best,

385 Burnet 1911, 108.

38 Rowe (1992, 95) argues that ‘the Phaedo does not accord any special place to the
Form of the Good; where it is mentioned, it is simply listed along with others (100b5-
7, 75¢9-d3, 76d8-9; cf. 78d3-4)’. However, Archer-Hind (1883, 36) remarks that ‘to
Bédtiotov [the highest Good] is postulated as the ultimate aitia [cause], to which all
other causes are merely subsidiary’. I am inclined to agree with the former view by
assuming that if Plato had already in mind the highest Good, we would expect him
to make a less ambiguous mentioning of the highest Good. | also think that it is much
safer to assume that Plato might have a glimpse of the highest Good in the Phaedo,
yet he had not established a powerful theory based on it; hence the absence of any
clear reference.
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as it is tentative and falls short of giving an explanation in terms of an unhypothetical

principle.®®’

Those who interpret the second-sailing as the theory of Forms (or the explanation of
things in terms of formal causes) claim that it is inferior to teleological explanation.
According to this view, since Socrates was deprived of an explanation in terms of
what is best, he has resorted to ‘the realm of Forms’.*®® The reading of indirect
knowledge points out that Socrates’ method is the second-best since it refers to the
indirect grasp of Forms (or things themselves). In other words, having failed to
apprehend Forms directly, Socrates has had recourse to ‘concepts’, which are either
formed through ‘the observation of phenomena’ or used ‘in place of forms

themselves’.38

Here, | am not going to challenge each of these interpretations about the second-
sailing, rather I focus on their common feature, notwithstanding the divergence of
details in the explanations. As we have seen, most of the rival interpretations read
debrepo¢ mAodg as the second-best in comparison with the method or explanation that
they are offering as mpdroc whodg, i.e. the best. However, the relationship between
the literal and metaphorical sense of dedrepoc mlod¢ has not attracted much attention.
I therefore submit that most scholars have adopted the inferiority thesis without
sufficient justification, save for Martinelli Tempesta (2003).

5.2.1 Some Ancient Testimonies on dgvtepog Thodg

The LSJ Greek Lexicon refers to Menander the Comic Poet for a definition of
oevtepog mhodg and most scholars have hitherto adopted this definition. As a nautical
metaphor, mpdroc mlodg is considered as the best navigation, which is using sails in
a favourable wind. dedzepogc mhotg is regarded as the second-best option, which is

taking the oars, and is used when the wind fails. As the second-sailing seems to refer

37 Goodrich 1903,382-383. See also Scott 2005, 204; Murphy 1936, 46.

388 Rose 1966, 466-467.

389 Gaye 1901, 249 and Bluck 1957, 24-25 respectively. See also Hackforth 1955,
138-139. More recently, Benson (2015, 110-111) argues that since a philosopher
cannot completely separate the soul from the body during life, he cannot directly
view Forms. Therefore, grasping Forms indirectly in the embodied state is the
second-best to the direct view of Forms. As we cannot view Forms directly, Socrates
needs to find another approach through which we can understand them. | am thus
inclined to accept that Socrates’ study of things in logoi implies indirectness, yet the
indirectness of his method need not to make its outcomes totally worse than a direct
method.
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to the second-best option, it is assumed that the second-sailing implies inferiority.>*

Allow me to quote the two versions of a fragment of Menander:

[T31] The second-sailing perhaps means if someone fails [to sail] with a fair
wind, he sails by taking to the oars.*

[T32] The second-sailing perhaps means if someone fails [to sail] at first, he sails
by taking to the oars.3%

A significant analysis on the meaning of dedrepog rhods was conducted by Martinelli
Tempesta (2003). In his study, Martinelli Tempesta reviews the ancient literature
and finds an overwhelming evidence for the second-best reading. Martinelli
Tempesta reported that:

(a) Accepting some ancient testimonies, (1) devzepog mods must be understood,
as the use of rowing in navigation in case the wind fails; it is therefore a slower
and more tiring navigation to which we must turn as a last resort in the absence
of better alternative, (2) others regarded detrepog mlode as an alternative route,
long and difficult, which nevertheless reaches its aim.

(b) Regarding the testimony of other ancient sources, the proverb refers to a safer
and less risky navigation; the metaphorical expression second-sailing thus would
have been connected to the image of the raft (oyedia) proposed by Simmias to
Phd. 85c-d, and particularly would allude to the 1éyoc Osioc of Phd. 85d4. 3%

390 Sedley (2004, 10) suggests that we need to take detdrepog whode simply as second
voyage, though he does not argue for this in detail.

31 Fragmenta Fragment 241 §ebtepog mhodg £6T1 SYmov AeyOuevog, av dmotoym Tig
0Vpioy, KOTOICL TAETV.

392 Thrasyleon Fragment 2 ¢ Sebtepog mhodg €oTt Smov Aeydpevoc, dv GmoThym TIg
TPDTOV, &V KOTUIGL TAETV.

393 According to Schol. in Phd. 99c¢ and Schol. in PIt. 300c, the proverb debtepog
mAod¢ means a “safer (dopoldc)” course. Burnet (1911, 108) claims that the second
sailing refers to ‘a less adventurous course’. Damascius (Ph. I. 416) argues that it is
easier and simpler to assume and posit prototypes as the causes of sensible
things...than it is to understand the final cause’. In the previous section (Ph. I. 415),
Damascius suggests that ‘the “alternative course [the second sailing]’ is after the final
cause the exemplary cause’. Martinelli Tempesta (2003, 107) argues that Damascius
relates the image of the raft to that of the second navigation, inextricably as a second-
best in the scope of an axiological scale, not as a safe and successive navigation to a
first, that is, Damascius does not refer to a chronological scale. As Martinelli
Tempesta suggests, for Damascius the risky navigation is the second sailing, not the
first sailing. This is because Damascius says that ‘it [the dialectical argument] is
‘human’ and therefore ‘risky’ and comparable to a ‘raft’, inasmuch as it does not
offer the best crossing possible (In. Ph. 391)’. Damascius thus does not think that
the meaning of the second sailing indicates safety.
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(c) The expression would allude to a drastic change in the route or navigation,
and someone, without considering the ancient tradition, understood it as a
passage indicating a change from the coastal navigation (the method of
physiologists) to that of deep-sea (Platonic-Socratic method), which is more
audacious.3%

Martinelli Tempesta’s comprehensive philological analysis concluded that it is not
possible to accept those interpretations that consider the second-sailing safer than the
first one since the meaning of the proverb dedzepoc mlodg cannot be this. The
conceptual structure that the proverb implies, for Martinelli Tempesta, is the
following: there must be a “first” method to reach a goal (the discovery of the cause
of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be), which would be the optimum, but because we
run into insurmountable limitations, we must be satisfied with a fall-back solution to

try to reach the goal, as far as possible.>*®

Here, I am not going to delve into a further philological analysis of dg0tepog mAoDG.
The study by Martinelli Tempesta (2003) offers the most comprehensive analysis of
oevtepog whovg, and its results should be welcomed. | generally agree with his

observation:

The proverb is always used to denote a second-best. It is always a fall-back
solution, which is used in the absence of a better one; even when the second-best
is an expedient chronologically 'second’ to a previous action, which proved to be
a failure, it is still something that the subject considers axiologically inferior. The
pattern is constant: the first-sailing is optimum, it would be nice to get it, but since
it is impossible, or it happens rarely, we must be satisfied with a second-best. The

39 Martinelli Tempesta 2003, 92-93. See also ibid., 102.

3% 1bid., 112. Martinelli Tempesta (2003, 99-100) stresses that in the scholia on
Plato, it is not explicitly mentioned that ‘the first voyage is clearly a voyage helped
by a fair wind, while the second is voyage in which sailors rely on rowing’, in
contrast to the Menander fragments. Martinelli Tempesta points out that the scholia
on Plato only say that after the failure of the first sailing, one starts the second sailing,
which can mean many things, for instance, a route better studied, a voyage better
prepared, using better equipment, etc. There can be several possible reasons for
failure, and entrusting with a favourable wind in the first time is only one of the
several reasons. Therefore, in the absence of a precise indication of this in the text,
the hypothesis above in bold seems rather risky. Besides, Martinelli Tempesta (ibid.)
observes that the editor, who is well-informed on the passage of Menander in which
the proverb occurs, omits precisely the section that implies the second-best reading.
An operation of this kind, for Martinelli Tempesta, seems to presuppose a precise
interpretative aim and it is very probable that the editor of the scholium considers
the explanation of Menander incompatible with his own.
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idea of security can also exist, but it is always secondary to the second-best and
it is never conveyed by the proverbial tradition...3%

Although one has little choice other than accepting the results of Martinelli
Tempesta’s philological analysis, I scrutinize whether the axiological relationship
between the first and second-sailing is based on only a single value. In other words,
I mostly agree with Martinelli Tempesta’s hypothesis, albeit with an important
qualification, namely purpose-relativeness. In this respect, it is puzzling that many
commentators seem to assume that preferring one course of action over another one
makes the former option better in every respect. Goodness or efficiency, | submit,
may be the ultimate purpose of our choices, yet we also need to ask which things are
good (or make something good) and how good they are (or how they make
something good).

To illustrate, we might prefer to take a cab to go to dinner not because it is the better
option without any qualification, but because it, for instance, is faster than using
public transport. If we were to call this the best option, we should have been
assuming that speed is the value (hence it makes our choice better by enabling us to
arrive quickly). Under different conditions, however, taking a cab might be a safer
option, if, for instance, we are returning home late. In this case, the safety is our

value (hence it makes our choice better by saving us from the dangers of the night).

Imagine now that if we do not find a cab or do not have enough money to afford it,
we have no other choice than using public transport, or perhaps walking. However,
the reason why we prefer to take a cab at first depends on our initial purpose (and
value-judgement) and the reasons of our failure of not taking a cab depend on the
circumstances (e.g. we have no money, no cab is available, etc.). Let me call this sort
of axiology “the multi-dimensional second-best reading”, in contrast to “the one-
dimensional second-best reading”, which assumes that the first-sailing is better

without considering purpose-relativeness.

Before proceeding to examine the second-sailing, | would like to review an earlier
passage which some commentators relate to the second-sailing passage.®’ In the
relevant section, Socrates encourages his interlocutors to voice their objections to

the affinity argument, as his interlocutors seem reluctant to Socrates. Before

3% Martinelli Tempesta 2003, 108.
%97 E.g. Kuperus 2007,9; Huby 1959.
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presenting his counterargument, Simmias comments on the nature of human

knowledge as follows: 3%

[T33] Well, I think, Socrates, as perhaps you do too, that knowing the clear truth
about things like this in our present life is either impossible or something
extremely difficult, but that all the same not testing from every angle what is said
about them, refusing to give up until one is exhausted from considering it in every
way, is the mark of an extremely feeble sort of man. Because concerning them
one ought surely to achieve one of the following: either to learn or discover how
things are, or, if it is impossible to do that, at least to take the best human
proposition — the hardest one to disprove — and to ride on that as if one were
taking one’s chances on a raft, and to sail through life in that way, unless one
could get through the journey with more safety and less precariousness on a more
solid vehicle, some divine proposition. 3%

These scholars thus associate Simmias’ thoughts above, about learning and
discovering, with Socrates’ following words: ‘I was denied it [the truth is about that
sort of cause that is good and binding] and haven’t been able either to find it myself
or to learn it from someone else’.*®° It is then suggested that Socrates’ second-sailing
is to take hold of the option mentioned by Simmias above, i.e. adopting the best
logos. %t | think, however, that although Socrates states that his answer to the aitia-
guestion is safer (e.g. it is because of the Beautiful that all beautiful things are
beautiful), he does not explicitly state whether the second-sailing itself is safer or

more dangerous.*%

38 Socrates tells Simmias that ‘maybe you’re right (Phd. 85e1-2)’.

39 Phd. 85c1-d9 &uoi yop Sokel, ® TdKPATEC, TEPL TAY TOLOVTMV I6MC HOTEP Kol
601 1O PV Gapic eidévar &v 16 viv Bl | adbvartov sivar §j moyydAemov 1, T pévot
av To Aeydpeva mepl antdy pr odyi movti Tpomm EAEyyew kol py mpoapictocOot
Tpiv v TavToydi okondv dmeinn Tic, Tévy padBakod etvot dvdpdg-SElv yap mepi adTd
&v v€ L to0TeV dumpa&acOat, T pabeiv énn Exel fj evpeiv 1, el Tadta advvaTov, TOV
yobv Bértiotov TdV avBporiveov Adyov Aafovta Kol SueeEeheyKTdTOTOV, £ML TOVTOV
oyovuevov domep €ml oyediog Kvdvvevovta dlamiedoat Tov Blov, €l un T dHvarto
aopuréotepov kal akwvovvoTepov ml fefatotépov dynuatog, [1j] Adyov Beiov Tvog,
dtomopevdfvat.

400 Phd. 99¢8-9 dne1dn 8¢ TavTng £otepOny Kol 0BT adTdg eVpEiv ovte Mo’ AoV
LTV 010 TE &yevounv.

401 Huby 1959, 13. Martinelli Tempesta (2003, 100) states that the editor of the
scholia seems to have the above quoted passage in mind when he explains the second
sailing. For this reason, Martinelli Tempesta argues that the editor does not look at
the immediate context for explaining the second journey, it thus seems to be derived
from the wider context of the Phaedo, where Socrates repeatedly refers to the safest
logos.

492 See Phd. 100¢9-d3, especially d8 doearéctatov, safest. The argument against
argument aims at showing us a way to defy the risks of hating arguments. If the
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That said, we need to notice that Socrates was afraid of suffering an intellectual
blindness, as it were, and preventing this was a reason for the second-sailing. “®* That
is, Socrates was afraid of becoming blind due to looking at the sun during the solar
eclipse, and he suggested looking at “its [the sun’s] image in water or something of
the kind’ in order to escape this dangerous and undesired effect, to become

completely blinded.4%*

In this respect, a reason for Socrates’ second-sailing is to save himself from
blindness. There is a sense of safety stemming from the visual metaphor and this
safety is integrated into the second-sailing analogy. That said, we cannot still say
that the second-sailing is better without qualification just because it is safer. It is
obvious that the second-sailing has some redeeming factor, as we go for the second-
sailing when the first one did not work out. The second is thus better at least insofar
as it brings us to, or nearer to, the goal we wanted to attain.

The second similarity of the words of Socrates and Simmias is that both allude to
divinity. As quoted above, for Simmias, finding “some divine proposition”, which
he calls “a more solid vehicle” than “the best human proposition”, and embarking on
that divine proposition would allow us ‘to get through the journey with more safety
and less precariousness’. Socrates, too, implies that he was looking for ‘divine
might’,*% and he would be glad if he had succeeded to discover by himself or to
learn from others. That is, nous as a principle ordering everything has pleased
Socrates, which seems to possess divine might, and thus ‘it is good that intelligence

should be cause of everything’.*%®

As matters stand, Simmias thinks that a divine proposition endows us with more

safety and less precariousness while Socrates’ second-sailing implies safety and

second sailing refers to the way in which Socrates deals with arguments, it might be
thus considered as a safer journey, as Huby (1959, 12) also suggests.

493 Sallis (1996, 41-42) emphasizes the significance of ‘an awareness of danger’, and
adds that the second sailing indicates ‘an awakening to an ignorance intrinsic to
oneself’. This ignorance is about the way in which one should inquire into things
rather than ‘an ignorance with regards to this or that’.

404 Phd. 99d4-el.

45 Phd. 99¢2-3 doapoviav ioyvv. As mentioned above, both Simmias and Socrates
are talking about divinity. While Simmias refers to a divine logos, Socrates refers to
nous. Sedley (1995, 19) remarks that the lack of divine account drives Simmias away
from the search for certainty, and hence he is satisfied with probabilities. Socrates’
method, however, does not seem to make the compromises necessary to maintain its
course.

46 Phd. 97¢2-4.
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escaping danger of becoming blind.*” From the purpose-relative perspective, the
second-sailing can be better with respect to a certain value (or purpose) while the
first-sailing can be better with respect to another.*®® While the first-sailing provides
stability and more explanatory power, it is not feasible and poses the danger of
intellectual blindness. The second-sailing offers safety but it is provisional and more

laborious. 4%

5.2.2 A Possible Origin of the Strong (Traditional) Second-Best Reading

A possible origin of the strong second-best reading (which | call the traditional
reading) of dedrepoc miodc might be Plato’s Statesman.*® By maintaining that the
Statesman clearly implies the second-best course, one might argue that the use of

oevtepog whovg in the Phaedo should indicate the same meaning. Concerning this

407 Another use of devtepog ol seems to underline the idea of danger and purpose-
relativeness too. In the Philebus, one of Socrates’ interlocutors, Protarchus, says ‘I
am afraid that this is so. But while it is a great thing for the wise man to know
everything, the second best (de0tepog... mAoDC) is not to be mistaken about oneself
(19¢1-c3)’. Note that “knowing oneself” is “the second-best” in the sense it will
prevent one from falling into “universal confusion (20a3-4 t@v... v
navtov...aropiav)”. It seems, then, that there is a purpose-relative choice here,
which results from the fear of universal confusion. Similarly, in his analysis of
another occurrence of devtepog mholc outside the Phaedo, Martinelli Tempesta
(2003, 100-101) maintains that Aristotle (E.N. 1109a34), in fact, is not saying that
the safest way to reach the middle (Aristotle’s so-called doctrine of the mean at
Nicomachean Ethics 1106a26-b28 argues that each ethical virtue is a state
intermediate between the state of excess and the state of deficiency) is to stay away
from what is the opposite, but that it is difficult to fully reach the middle. One must
be thus content to keep away from what is the most opposite, an action which
Aristotle calls dgvtepog mhodc. In a sense, for Martinelli Tempesta (ibid.), as it is
difficult to fully reach the middle, the second-best option is to stay away from the
extremities, if we would like to become as virtuous as possible. Our purpose (or
value) is to achieve the state of virtue, hence we act from the perspective of this
purpose (or value).

408 “The notion that the acquisition of truth can never be regarded as something
absolute or definitive does not imply that there is no truth at all; rather, it suggests
that truth manifests itself to man — at any rate to the degree that he is confined to the
temporal dimension — as the “least refutable [Phaedo, 85¢9-d1]” conclusion reached
by the enquiry so far, and not as an irrefutable outcome beyond which there is
nothing more to seek’ (Trabattoni 2016, 217). Trabattoni’s point is compatible with
my claim that epistemic modesty suggests that we recognize the fallibilities of our
cognitive abilities, rather than putting all our trust in an argument or suspending
judgement.

499 Freydberg 2013, 200. As suggested above, the idea of safety does not directly
stem from the second sailing analogy, but from Socrates’ fear of becoming blinded.
410 For instance, Hackforth 1955, 137. Rowe (1992, 90) also claims that ‘the phrase
‘second voyage’, as Politicus 300c seems to confirm, has connotations of ‘second-
best™’.
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reading, | must admit that the Stateman passage seems to favour the strong second-
best reading, at least it is more explicit than the Phaedo, as the former refers to “the
first choice (70 mpdév)” and “the next rightest and finest (dpOdrara kol kaliiot’
&ov d¢ dedrepov)” of government.*!t On the face of it, alluding to the Statesman is
quite reasonable, for a Greek reader would easily notice the strong second-best

connotation if its use in the Statesman is well-attested at that time.

Now, in the relevant section of the Statesman, it is argued that the kingly man
possesses wisdom and expert knowledge; hence he can amend the laws for the better.
The kingly man is thus the best-choice for government, the next-best is to govern
strictly with respect to the intelligent laws devised by the kingly man. The
government of the kingly man is the best because ‘law could never accurately
embrace what is best and most just (6 te dpiotov xai 0 dikadrarov)*? for all and

always, and so prescribe what is best (zo féAriorov) always for everyone’ .4t

Then it seems that good ruling comes from intelligence. If a city has a kingly man,
it would be best as he can react to changing circumstances. In case of the absence of
a kingly man, the city needs to rely on the intelligence embodied in the law. The
intelligence encapsulated in the law, however, would only govern finely and justly
inasmuch as the circumstances stand still. In this respect, the intelligent law is the
second-best as it might fail to react to new situations: the intelligent law is limited

time-wise and in scope.

Therefore, there is need to pay heed to the possible connotation that the second-
sailing can be as good as the first-sailing inasmuch as the conditions do not change.
The Statesman also mentions ‘for all’ and ‘for everyone’. This is not about a change
of general conditions, but about special circumstances. Moreover, as noted above,
Socrates has resorted to the second-sailing as he was not able to either learn ‘an
explanation in terms of intelligence (nous) and according to what is best’ from
someone else, or to find it by himself. Now, consider the difference between the
intelligent king and the intelligent law concerning governing: it is possible that

Socrates’ second-sailing can fail under new circumstances, for he cannot function as

1 Pol. 300e1-6. cf. 300c2 where de0tepoc mAodg is referring to the section discussed
at present.

412 Considering that &piotoc can mean that best in any way, it can be taken, for
instance, as the most useful. LSJ s.v. I.1. e.g. &protov moAetl Euripides Fragment 194,
413 Pol. 294a10-b3.
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aman ‘making use of his intelligence’.** That said, as far as it can explain corruption
and generation, Socrates’ method is as good as the first choice, though he cannot be

sure that it would work always and for all cases. **°

The relationship between the Statesman and the Phaedo might be problematic,
because it presumes that the meaning of the second-sailing can be lifted from the
Statesman and simply transferred to the Phaedo. My aim, however, is not to bring
material outside the Phaedo and support my reading. Rather, my point is that even
if the material from the Statesman is used to understand the meaning of the second-
sailing in the Phaedo, as some scholars do, it can support both the one-dimensional

and the multi-dimensional reading.

In this respect (if | am right in stressing that there is no explicit evidence for the one-
dimensional second-best reading), some scholars must, on the one hand, have begun
examining the second-sailing with the assumption that teleological explanation is
superior to formal explanation.**®* On the other hand, others must have believed that
an explanation based on an unhypothetical principle is better than that which is based
on a hypothesis.**” Then scholars seem to presuppose, before interpreting the second-
sailing passage, that either an explanation based on the unhypothetical principle or
teleological explanation is superior to the sort of explanation discovered in the

second-sailing.*®

414 Phd. 98b8-9 ‘I was swept away from my marvellous expectations, for as I went
on reading it [Anaxagoras’ book] I saw the man [Anaxagoras] making no use of his
intelligence’. Here, Socrates seems to use ‘intelligence’ in two senses: “Anaxagoras’
intelligence” and “cosmic intelligence”. See Rowe 1993, 236.

415 As frequently mentioned in this dissertation, the proofs for the immortality of soul
and the theory of Forms need further analysis. For Socrates, his friends need to
consider the hypotheses more clearly even if they find them trustworthy now. In a
sense, then, the hypotheses are working well for now but they are not so good that
we can stop searching for anything further. Besides, allow me to remind the readers
of the criticism made in the Parmenides (which I will briefly discuss in my epilogue)
against Socrates’ answer to the explanation of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be,
namely the theory of Forms. Like the city governed by the intelligent laws rather
than the intelligent king, the theory of Forms will eventually fail to answer some
questions, if it would not be amended, say, by an intelligent king.

416 See e.g. Rose 1966.

417 See e.g. Bluck 1955, App. V1.

418 Benson (2015, 105-106) argues that the distinction is not between two methods
of inquiry into the question of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, but the answers given
to that question. That is, explaining in terms of formal causes is the second-best in
comparison with teleological explanation.
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As mentioned above, the fragments on which the traditional reading is based do not
plainly imply that taking to the oars is completely inferior than sailing with the
favourable wind. | also think that scholars generally overlook the concept of purpose-
relativeness: the method of dgvtepog mhodg, for Socrates, should be compatible with
human cognitive abilities, and this method should endow us with the technique for
discovering knowledge and the truth.*® Although the first-sailing provides a
particular philosophical technique, it is not compatible with our abilities to know;

hence it fails to grant a teleological explanation for coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

5.3 Adevrepoc whoic in the Phaedo

| argue that the multi-dimensional reading takes the various factors into account
while the one-dimensional one only focuses on the axiological relationship without
considering the possibility of various purposes inherent to Socrates’ goal. Since
Socrates was afraid of becoming blind, he has preferred to follow a different course
of action, namely his second-sailing. | have also suggested that it is not safe to
assume that the second-sailing is worse in every respect, but that the second-sailing
offers something more positive than the traditional reading of the second-sailing.

To understand the more positive connotations of the second-sailing, | have also
emphasized that we need to consider the idea of purpose-relativeness. In what
follows, I show that the second-sailing is an inevitable reaction to those confusions
and absurdities caused by the Anaxagorean philosophy and natural science. | will
then argue that the method of the second-sailing signifies how Socrates practices
philosophy (i.e. both the method of hypothesis and Socrates’ reflection on the right
method of philosophical argument), rather than the outcome of this practice (i.e. the

theory of Forms).42°

5.3.1 The pre-Second-sailing Period

One of the most interesting passages of the Phaedo is the so-called autobiography
section. In this section, Socrates relates to his interlocutors a part of his intellectual

journey, which is about his study of the cause of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

M9 McCabe (1994, 29-30) notes that ‘our capacity and the structure of the world
should coincide’. Since we cannot change how the world really is, we should
discover the accurate and ‘real’ aspect in the world’s structure to which we have
epistemic access.

420 Benson 2015, 106.
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Socrates’ studies had begun with the examination of ‘the sort of wisdom that they
call research into nature’, and he concluded the first phase of his studies (the pre-
second-sailing phase) once he had finished his investigation of Anaxagoras’
philosophy.*?! After that, Socrates has started his second-sailing in search of the

cause.*?

During his studies on research into nature (or natural science), Socrates came to feel
that he was ‘uniquely unqualified for this inquiry’. As evidence for his
incompetence, Socrates says, ‘I was so utterly blinded by that inquiry with regard to
the very things that, at least as | and others supposed, | had previously known clearly
that I unlearned those very things that earlier I had thought I knew’.%?® Next, Socrates
tells his interlocutors why he stopped studying natural science:

[T35] I can no longer persuade myself that by using this approach [of research
into nature] | know why one comes to be, nor, in short, why anything else comes
to be, or perishes, or is. Instead | throw together on impulse my own different
kind of approach, and I don’t adopt this one at all.*?*

After this, Socrates tells his interlocutors that he heard someone reading from
Anaxagoras’ book and what he heard attracted his attention.*?® Now, it is important
to observe that when Socrates heard Anaxagoras, Socrates had already discovered a

Socratic approach post-natural-scientists.*?® | think that the present tense [throw

421 This story starts at Phd. 96¢2 and ends at 99¢6.

422 phd. 99c¢6ff.

423 Phd. 96¢3-6 &ya yap 6 xoi TpodTEPOV GAPDE AMGTAUNY, BC YE EHAVTH KOi TOTg
dAlolg €50K0VV, TOTE VIO TAVTNG TG OKEYEMG 0VT® GPOSpa ETVEADONY, dhote
anépadov kol tadta & Tpod Tod Gunv €idévar. The blindness metaphor re-emerges in
the second sailing passage. On that occasion, Socrates was afraid of becoming
‘wholly (Phd. 99¢2 mavtémact) blinded’.

424 Phd. 97h3-7 006¢ ye 8’ 611 &v yiyvetan i¢ énictapar, &t melbo duonvtdv, ovd’
AXo ovdev evi Adym o1 Ot yiyveton fj amdAdvtol §} £0T1, KOTO TODTOV TOV TPOTOV
Mg nebodov, GAAG TV’ GAAov TpdémOV adTOC £ikii QOP®, TOVTOV O& OVOT]
Tpociepal.

425 Phd. 97b8.

426 Rowe (1993, 234) argues that AL’ dxodoog at Phd. 97b8 suggests that ‘we return
to the past’. At the time of conversation presented in the Phaedo, Socrates is no
longer interested in Anaxagoras’ philosophy, although Socrates might still be glad
to learn explanations in terms of nous and what is best. Besides, at Phd. 96e5-7 Cebes
asks Socrates ‘now what do you think about them [to become more numerous, to
seem to be larger]?’, and Socrates replies t0 him ‘I’m no doubt a long way indeed
from thinking that | know the cause of any of these’. Socrates cannot explain coming-
to-be and ceasing-to-be in terms of natural science, yet he has a theory of his own
(the theory of Forms), as we shall see later at Phd. 100-107, which Socrates
discovered through his own approach.
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together (pdpw) and adopt (zpoaicuior)] that Socrates uses whilst mentioning his own
approach implies that Socrates is still following that approach.*?” Socrates might
have developed this approach since then, though in these early periods he may not

have yet achieved a wholly systematic approach.*?

In this respect, Anaxagoras should have attracted Socrates partly because
Anaxagoras seemed to offer a more systematic and comprehensive answer to the
question of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, unlike Socrates’ impulsively thrown
together approach. Socrates’ expectation for a more comprehensive answer, I think,
is one of the reasons Socrates thought that ‘I had found in Anaxagoras a teacher of

the cause of things who fitted my own intelligence’. 4%°

Turning now to the second-sailing analogy, it seems that Socrates prefers to count
on another method. Firstly, Socrates does not seem to have been able to learn that
sort of cause from someone else or to find it by himself. “° Secondly, Socrates still
wishes to learn this particular sort of cause, hence he might prefer such a cause over
what he discovered in his second-sailing; or perhaps he might combine his own
theory of causation with the sort he expected to find in Anaxagoras’ philosophy.

If Socrates still prefers to learn what is good and binding, that sort of theory of
causation should offer some additional content and explanation to his own discovery.
In brief, Socrates gave up searching for the teleological ideal, as neither Anaxagoras
nor he himself could work out that ideal. Socrates therefore decided to follow a

different kind of approach to the question of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

427 Burnet (1911, 103) claims that Socrates’ words are ironical. However, Archer-
Hind (1883, 129) supports a mitigated reading: although Socrates does not think that
his method is inferior to natural science, it is still incomplete and less comprehensive.
428 pPhd. 97b6-7. See cikfi pupw at b7. Gower (2008, 342) finely points out that
calling it a jumble is an incentive for Socrates’s interlocutors ‘to reveal a systematic
philosophical position’. This idea is stressed at Phd. 107b5-9, where Socrates
encourages his interlocutors to follow the argument ‘as far as a human being can
follow’, and ‘should this itself become clear, then you won’t seek anything further’.
429 phd. 97d6-7.

430 Socrates says, ‘I would gladly become anyone’s pupil to learn just what the truth
is about that sort of cause [what is good and binding] (Phd. 99¢6-7 &y® pév ovv tiig
To10TNG aitiag Omn mote Exetl padntig 6tovodv fdot’ dv yevoiuny)’.
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5.3.2 Anaxagoras’ Nous

I would like to begin by reviewing Anaxagoras’ philosophy, as presented in the
Phaedo.®*! Most of all, Anaxagoras, for Socrates, was peculiar because of his
introduction of intelligence (nous), which orders everything and is the reason for
everything.*®2 Although Socrates would later notice that Anaxagoras was no
different than natural scientists in explaining things,* in the beginning nous as the
cause of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be seemed good to Socrates.*** But in what
sense did nous seem good? Did the initial attraction stem from the fact that nous
explained coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be in terms of what is best, or was it from the

fact that nous could explain everything at once and universally, or was it both?4%®

It is generally assumed that Socrates became fascinated by Anaxagoras’ idea of nous
because it seemed to offer an explanation for coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, in
terms of what is best (teleological explanation).**® | do not oppose the idea that to

explain a phenomenon by means of nous is teleological, since nous, for Socrates, is

431 1t is hard to say whether Plato does justice to Anaxagoras’s philosophy. At any
rate, whether Plato makes a charitable reading is not relevant for my purposes. See
Sedley 2008, 21-24 & 89-92.

432 Phd. 97¢1-2 vodg 0Tty O S10KOGUMY TE Kol TAVI®mY aiTiog.

433 Phd. 98b7-c2.

434 Phd. 97¢3.

435 Here, I refer to a universal theory of explanation, such as Newton’s theory of
gravitation which would explain ‘the phenomena of the heavens and of our seas by
the force of gravity (Newton, Principia, General Scholium)’. However, Newton
refuses to explain what it is that operates gravity in this way, yet he only expounds
the laws by which gravity operates. On the contrary, we might imagine that Socrates
would expect to learn why gravity operates in that way, and an explanation in terms
of nous should tell us why it is best for gravity to operate in that way.

43 For instance, Sedley (2007, 24) argues that ‘Anaxagoras is a creationist in a much
stronger sense than Plato was prepared to recognize’ and that ‘Nous, like human
farmers, makes the earth grow all kinds of things, but we may infer that it does so
for the sake of the best things to emerge from it’. Sedley’s claim about creationism
thus goes even beyond teleology. It is about whether a divine force plays a role in
the becoming or maintaining of the universe. Graham (2009) suggests this is not the
case, whether or not Anaxagoras goes in for teleology. In his review of Sedley’s
work, Graham (2009, 426) states: ‘ Anaxagoras is never explicit about a creator god;
what he says is the nous started a vortex motion (B12). He hints that there was
method in his action, and asserts that nous exercises control, but he also says that the
revolution causes all the separations, as if the results were automatic.” Caston (2017,
28-29) suggests that ‘although nous does not, at least explicitly, provide the sort of
specific, good-directed explanation that Socrates wished, Anaxagoras has not
eliminated teleology even as he utilizes physical explanations.” Here, my claim is
not that we cannot discover the idea of teleology if we scrutinize Anaxagoras’
fragments. Rather, my point is that Socrates might be attracted to the idea of nous as
it also explains phenomena universally, besides explaining them teleologically.
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supposed to order ‘in whatever way is best’.**” Rather, my point is that Socrates was
also attracted by the way in which nous can explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-
be, namely universally and systematically, in addition to how mind should explain,

teleologically and in terms of what is best.*®

Here, | quote the passage where Socrates explains his attraction to Anaxagoras and

why he was pleased with Anaxagoras’ idea of intelligence:

[T36] However, one day | heard somebody reading from what he said was a book
by Anaxagoras, and saying that it turns out to be intelligence that both orders
things and is cause of everything. | was pleased with this cause, and it struck me
that in a way it is good that intelligence should be cause of everything, and |
supposed that, if this is the case, when intelligence is doing the ordering it orders
everything and assigns each thing in whatever way is best.**

As | suggested above, Socrates had already adopted his own method of inquiry and
decided not to follow the approach of natural science before he heard someone
reading from a book by Anaxagoras. Socrates should have initially thought that
Anaxagoras would not follow the approach of natural science, as Socrates tells his

interlocutors that ‘I don’t adopt this one [the approach of natural science] at all’.**°

Now, | believe that Socrates could not have heard from someone reading
Anaxagoras’ book as to how nous is used to explain the ordering of everything and
how each thing is assigned in terms of what is best. That is, Socrates did not know
what Anaxagoras’ teleological explanations are at that point, and this is implied by
the use of an indefinite clause, ‘in whatever way is best (6zy av félniora &ym)’, since

Socrates did not yet know the operations of intelligence.

Socrates thus heard (1) that Anaxagoras uses nous to explain all coming-to-be and
ceasing-to-be and (2) he thought that nous should explain everything in teleological

terms. (2) is the result of Socrates’ own reflection, and he expects from Anaxagoras

437 Phd. 97¢5-6.

438 McCabe (2015, 88-89) finely remarks that ‘what Socrates hoped for was an
entirely systematic and exhaustive account of the universe...Anaxagoras’ theory
failed where Socrates’ answer succeeds,” which is ‘its simplicity, its economy’.

439 Phd. 97b7-c6 AM\’ dxovoag pév mote &k Pipriov Tvoc, g Een, Avataydpov
AVayLyv®OKOVTOG, Kol AEyovtog G dpa vodg €0Tv O SOKOCUMV T€ KOl TAVI®MV
aitiog, Towtn On i) aitig fioOnv te kol £50EE pot TpdmoV TIVL €D Exgty TO TOV VoDV
glvol TévTov oitiov, Kol fymoduny, &l 1000’ obtwg Exel, OV ye vodv Koopodvio
Tévto Koopelv Kai Ekactov Tifévar Tavtn énr 6v Bédtiota Eyn:

440 Phd. 96b3f.
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an account in terms of (2). In fact, Socrates says ‘if this [(1)] is the case (&f 7000’
ottag &yer)’, then intelligence should order in terms of what is best. Simply, Socrates
first accepted the proposition that intelligence should order things and be the cause
of everything, then he supposed that intelligence should order according to what is

best.**

If Socrates heard neither about a detailed reflection on the idea of teleology nor about
particular teleological explanations, teleology could not be the only source of
attraction. Otherwise, we need to assume that Socrates was interested in teleology,
then he heard about a cause (i.e. nous), which Socrates thinks could teleologically
explain things. Although it is not totally implausible that Socrates was interested in
teleology before Anaxagoras, nothing in the relevant passage indicates that this is
the case. We only know that Socrates adopted a method of his own and it is different
than that of natural science.

By saying this, | do not mean that an explanation according to nous, for Socrates, is
not linked with an explanation in terms of what is best. For Socrates, nous should
give teleological explanations. In fact, after reading the book itself, Socrates saw ‘the
man [Anaxagoras] making no use of his intelligence and not laying any causes at its
door with regard to ordering things’.%*> Therefore, Socrates could not have heard
about particular teleological explanations from Anaxagoras, since Anaxagoras, for
Socrates, did not have any, but Socrates is fascinated by the simple fact that
Anaxagoras offers intelligence to explain all coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, and in

doing so Anaxagoras would consider what is best for each. 443

5.3.3 The Search for Universal Explanation

If 1 am right about the conditional relationship between nous and particular

teleological explanations, we should look at another aspect of the idea of nous to

41 Mason (2013, 205) notes that Plato’s idea of nous in the Phaedo is more
comprehensive than that of Anaxagoras. For Mason, Plato’s idea of nous is ‘the
demand of a fundamentally moral universe that may serve as a model and basis for
human morality and moral betterment’.

442 Phd. 98b7-c1.

43 It is also probable that Anaxagoras, for Socrates, gave a wrong account about
nous. Desjardins (1988, 118) claims that the true account should take nous as a
principle which orders everything in terms of what is best. In any case, this does not
undermine my reading since Socrates could not have known the details of
Anaxagoras’ nous before reading the whole book.
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understand why it seemed good to Socrates that nous should be the cause of
everything, besides nous being teleological. My answer is that an explanation in
terms of nous is a universally applicable theory. What | mean by universal is that
Anaxagoras’ idea of nous pertains to a single theory that is supposed to explain each

and every coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

Consider now the following statements: [a] ‘when he [Anaxagoras] assigned the
cause [intelligence] to each of them and in common to them all, he would also
explain what was best for each, and the good common to them all (Phd. 98b1-3)’.
[b] ‘It is because of intelligence that Socrates does everything that he does (Phd.
98c3-4)’. The idea of explaining everything is in both quotations, and this, I think,
implies that Socrates expects Anaxagoras to offer a universal theory of explanation
that can account for each and every coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

As | shall discuss in detail further below, Socrates offers the Form-Cause Hypothesis
to explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.*** | submit that the Form-Cause
Hypothesis satisfies the epistemological requirement that Socrates discovered during
his study of Anaxagoras’ idea of nous. The theory of Forms can account for how
each thing (e.g. a flower) comes to have a particular attribute (e.g. being beautiful):
‘it is because of a Beautiful that all beautiful things are beautiful (100d7-8)’.44

It is true that the form of Beautiful does not explain why a large thing is large.

However, the generic Form-Cause Hypothesis fulfils the epistemological

444 Scholars offer two alternative readings for Socrates’ initial hypothesis which he
appeals to later in the dialogue: [1] the Form-Hypothesis, and [2] the Form-Reason
Hypothesis. The latter is defended by Gallop (1975, 179-182): (i) ‘hypothesizing that
beautiful, good, large, and other Forms exist [100b5-7]" and (ii) ‘particular things
are beautiful, large, etc. because they participate in corresponding Forms’ is ‘the
Form-Reason Hypothesis’ as a whole, and this is Socrates’ initial hypothesis. The
former is adopted by Benson (2015, 195): ‘the answer to the original question—that
is, the aitia thesis— is obtained from the Form-Hypothesis, or the being of Forms.
That is, for Benson, Socrates’ aitia thesis ‘(the F itself is the aitia of x’s being F)’
agrees with his Form-Hypothesis, and hence...the Form-Hypothesis has already
been used at least twice, namely in Socrates’ defence speech (Phd. 65d3-66e4) and
in the recollection argument (Phd. 72e3-78b3)’. However, neither of these cases can
be considered as a proper application of the method of hypothesis. In this respect, |
presume that the search of aitia of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be is the first proper
application of the Form-hypothesis. Then | think that the Form-Cause hypothesis
(the conjunction of ‘Forms exist, which are objects of knowledge’ and ‘Forms are
causes of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be’) is a new hypothesis, through which
Socrates aims at explaining coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.

445 Phd. 100d7-8.
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commitment: it is because of the Form of F that all F-things are F (the safe-
answer).*® This is a single principle that explains everything. Even though Socrates
later replaces the safe-answer with the safe-and-subtler answer, this second answer
also offers a universally applicable explanation: ‘x is [odd] because, being G [trio],
it must participate in I' [the Form of three]; and since I" entails @ [oddness], x must

also participate in @, and hence x must be F>.4

To sum up, Socrates was attracted by the idea of nous both as a teleological cause
and as a universally applicable theory. The idea of universality is another source of
appeal, besides Socrates’ attraction to the teleology in Anaxagoras’ idea of nous.*®
Although Socrates did not learn or discover how teleology works exactly, he is
attracted by the teleological ideal. That is, Socrates did not exactly know how a
teleological cause should operate before reflecting on Anaxagoras’s philosophy in
detail, and even after reading the book Socrates failed to find a theory of causation
based on the teleological ideal.

As suggested above, the idea of nous was attractive because it provides both a
teleological ideal and a universally applicable theory that can explain each and every
coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be. Then Socrates expected that Anaxagoras would use
nous in this way to explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.**® Nevertheless, like
natural scientists, Anaxagoras eventually credited ‘airs, acthers, waters and many

other absurdities’ as causes; thus Socrates was disappointed again.**°

Now, if the universal explanatory power of nous pulled Socrates towards

Anaxagoras’ philosophy, besides its teleological aspect, Socrates’ aim in the second-

446 Phd. 100c8-€3.

447 Phd. 105b5-c7. The formulation is taken from Vlastos (1969, 317).

448 Sedley (1989, 260) observes that for Plato explaining in terms of ‘why it is better’
and explaining ‘in terms of nous’ refer to the same type of explanation. Then if an
explanation in terms of nous does not involve good-directedness, | presume that such
an explanation cannot be properly called teleological; hence the reason of its failure.
449 Socrates also says that ‘I beheld a man who did not use his mind (&vépa t@...v®
ovdev ypouevov Phd. 98b8-9).” Tt seems that not only does Anaxagoras fail to use
nous (as cosmic mind), but the way in which he argues for this theory lacks the use
of nous (as the intelligence of an individual). However, the idea is not that
Anaxagoras is not intelligent enough to use nous in his theory, for it would mean that
neither is Socrates, as he also fails to find. Rather, the point is that Socrates is aware
of the limits of his own intelligence and of his inability to use nous (as cosmic mind)
properly. See Rowe 1993, 235-236; Sedley 2008, 90.

450 Phd. 98c1-2 dépog 8¢ xai aifépac kol Boato aitidpevov Koi GAAo ToALY Kol
aToma.
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sailing could also be in discovering a theory that explains coming-to-be and ceasing-
to-be universally. He can thus satisfy himself partially, as he was not able to learn or
discover an explanation in terms of what is best.**! In what follows, | explore what
Socrates did to satisfy himself; what Socrates’ refuge in logoi was; whether the
second-sailing was worse than the first-sailing in every respect; and to what extent

Socrates is satisfied with his discovery.

5.3.4 Socrates’ Refuge

I would like to begin by remarking that Socrates’ second-sailing is something
involuntary, which is the reasonable connotation of the phrase taking refuge.*>
Taking refuge is to escape something undesirable, like refugees running out of their
countries to seek asylum in a safe country, and we would not escape unless we are
forced to do so, say, because of war, persecution or hunger. Now, in like manner,

Socrates took refuge in logoi for he was afraid of becoming *totally blind’.**3

41 Sedley (1998, 126-127) notes that the Platonic idea of causation rests on the
principle that ‘like causes like’. Then teleological causation, for Sedley, is ‘a special
application’ of formal causation, according to which, for instance, ‘the beautiful
itself is the cause of all beautiful things.’ If so, the teleological idea is ‘good bringing
about the good’.

2 At Phd. 99¢2, Socrates described his feelings as he went on reading Anaxagoras’
book: ‘I was swept away from my marvellous expectations (Amo...0cvpaotig
EATIS0G. .. OdYOUNV PepdUEVOg). Pepduevog in the passive means (LSJ 11.1.), among
other senses, to be carried away “involuntarily”. Gower (2008, 338-340) argues that
Socrates’ disappointment emphasizes the problem of believing in authorities.
Socrates, as Gower suggests, “disproportionately”” hopes to find an answer from “an
authoritative thinker”. For Gower, the idea of disproportionate hope is related to the
misology argument, where Socrates emphasizes the danger of putting all our trust in
argument, if we lack expertise in arguments. However, Socrates does not seem to
put all his trust in Anaxagoras. On the contrary, once Socrates has finished reading
Anaxagoras’ book, he immediately stopped trusting him. The point, I think, is that
Socrates does not make hasty judgements before studying closely, though he is
willing to learn at the same time. Completely trusting authorities and being optimistic
about someone’s proposal are different. The latter is positive since it urges us to
listen and to inquire. The former is negative because extreme trust either hinders us
to do further inquiry or results in hating arguments. The Phaedo, as | argue,
exemplifies the latter.

43 ‘I might be wholly blinded in my soul (Phd. 992-3 movtémoct THv yoynv
ToeAwbeinv)’. As we have seen, as a result of natural science, Socrates said ‘I was
utterly blinded ‘(Phd. 96¢5 cpddpa étveimOny)’. In the latter case, Socrates actually
suffered from blindness but was cured of it, as the aorist étvpAmOnv suggests. In the
former case, however, Socrates has not suffered from blindness, but he worried that
he might be wholly blinded, as the optative (of secondary sequence) topAmBeinv
suggests. Moreover, the first occurence of the blindness analogy is qualified by
opodpa, which implies an utter or severe case, while the second is mtavtdnact; hence
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Once Socrates had finished discussing his criticism of Anaxagoras’ philosophy, he
offered Cebes a display of his own second-sailing to find an aition of coming-to-be

and ceasing-to-be as follows:

[T37] But since I was denied it [what is good and binding] and haven’t been able
either to find it myself or to learn it from someone else, would you like me to give
you a demonstration, Cebes, of how I’ve pursued my second voyage in search of
the cause?**

Although | agree that ravwc at Phaedo 99c8 is the teleological cause,*® | do not
think that zov devtepov mlodv is contrasted with zavtyg, in the sense that the second-
sailing has its own cause inferior to the teleological cause.**® As suggested above, |
think that the second-sailing refers to the method of hypothesis and its outcome is
the theory of Forms. As the method of hypothesis operates with provisional
arguments, its current result, namely the theory of Forms, is provisional and lacks
stability; hence Socrates urges his friends to inquire into it further.*” This, however,
does not necessarily imply that the theory of Forms is worse than a more stable
theory (which is probably a theory using teleological explanations) in every respect,
inasmuch as the theory of Forms enables us to explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-
be.

Now, Socrates decided to ‘take refuge in logoi’ (a phrase which refers to theoretical

investigations) and hypothesizes (a) ‘that there are such things as a Beautiful alone

the case of absolute or total blindness. It is thus understandable why Socrates decided
to begin his second sailing when he was faced with the prospect of total blindness,
rather than just after its onset.

454 Phd. 99¢8-d2 &re1dn 8¢ todTng [99¢5 sc. 1o dyadov koi déov] éotepiOny koi obt’
adTOG €VPELY obTE TOp” FAAOL padETv 010G Te Eyevopmv, TOV devtepov TAodV &mi TV
¢ oitiag (o N mempaypdrevpar Podrel cot, Een, énideiély momMompol, ®
KéBng;

45 zavtng at Phd. 99¢8 refers to tfi¢ totantng aitiag (that sort of cause) at Phd. 99¢6,
and then goes back to to dyaBov kai 6¢ov (what is good and binding) at Phd. 99c5.
In addition, Tavtng is the object of éotepriOnv (I was denied), and ‘with the implied
change of case, of the infinitives e0pgiv, uabeiv’ (Vlastos 1969, 296-297 & fn.15).
4% Wiggins (1986, 3) claims that Socrates “was denied” by stressing the aorist so
that it does not mean that Socrates has given up the search for teleological
explanations. For Wiggins, such interpretation needs the perfect tense.

57 Not unexpectedly, I again allude to Phd. 107a-c. Martinelli Tempesta (2003, 122)
finely points out that the possibility of a sceptical drift is excluded for Plato, because,
at least, there can be no doubt about the real existence of the supersensible world,
i.e. the realm of Forms. This is the region for which, despite the fragility and the
structural weakness that the logos carries, it is worthwhile to venture into the streets
to deal with research, as Socrates later says, ‘for fair is the risk (Phd. 114d6)’.
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by itself, and a Good, a Large and all the rest’, (b)‘it is because of the beautiful that
all beautiful things are beautiful’, (c) ‘what...makes the thing hot...is fire’, (d) ‘it
will never have the nerve to admit the coldness and continue to be just what it was,
fire, as well as cold’. Here, I think that each of the four components is a 10gos
(proposition) that Socrates hypothesizes, and, through them, Socrates offers the
logos (theory) of Forms (or the Form-Cause Hypothesis), by which Socrates explains

coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.**®

Now, as suggested above, the second-sailing and the first-sailing aim at the same
destination, namely finding aitia; the former is more demanding, yet safer, as
Socrates aims to escape intellectual blindness through the second-sailing. | also
presume that Anaxagoras’ nous is not an object of inquiry as such, but it is a higher
principle in terms of which the objects of inquiry (e.g. the earth and its position) are

explained. 4

In what follows, | suggest that Socrates’ second-sailing does not have new objects
of inquiry. Rather, it has a different set of rules which are used to explain phenomena
(the method of hypothesis), as well as new principles in terms of which phenomena
are explained (the theory of Forms). That is, Socrates offers a new approach to
examine things, and so to speak sailing with a different method, while the aim of
second-sailing is to explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be in terms of another

universal theory of explanation, which will be the theory of Forms.

5.4 The Meaning of Socrates’ Logoi
5.4.1 Inquiry in the Second-sailing

I would like to begin by quoting the section about Socrates’ refuge in logoi to

understand Socrates’ aim and method in the second-sailing:

[T39] “Well then,” said Socrates, ‘I decided after that, when I’d given up looking
into things, that I must make sure I didn’t suffer the fate of those who view and
study the sun in an eclipse. For some of them ruin their eyes, | believe, if they
don’t study its image in water or something of the kind. I too had that sort of

48 Here, | clearly take the liberty of translating logos. As most of the commentators
(e.g. Hackforth 1955, 138; Gallop 1976, 177-178) note, it is hard to find an English
word which would suit the different meanings of logos.

459 See Phd. 97d7-98a6. Sedley (1989, 361-62) suggests that the myth of the Phaedo
(107ff.) tries to explain the shape of the earth and its position in the cosmos that
Socrates expected to find in Anaxagoras’ book.
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thought, and | started to worry that | might be utterly blinded in my soul through
observing things with my eyes and seeking to get hold of them with each of my
senses. So | decided that I should take refuge in theories and arguments and look
into the truth of things in them. Now maybe in a way it does not resemble what
I’m comparing it to. For I don’t at all accept that someone who, when studying
things, does so in theories and arguments, is looking into them in images any
more than someone who does so in facts’.*6

A significant question arises regarding the reading of the phrases za dvra (99d5 and
100a2) and za mpdyuora (99e3): do they refer to things themselves (Forms) or things
in general? Regarding this question, | agree with those who suggest that the phrases
ta Svra and ta mpdyuoza refer to things in general rather than things themselves
(Forms).*! Regarding za dvra at d5, Forms have not yet been introduced since
Socrates was commenting on his study of natural science and Anaxagoras.
Regarding za dvra at a2, Socrates was talking about “studying things in facts”, yet it
is hardly plausible that we can study things themselves (or Forms) in facts. za dvza
at a2 thus refers to the things in general too.

Then what does t@v dvrwv v dAnbeiav (the truth of things) at the Phaedo 99e6
refer to? Some scholars argue that this phrase introduces Forms for the first time in
the autobiography section.“? However, | presume the phrase z@v évrwv, too, should
be read as things in general: at this point of his philosophical journey, Socrates had
not yet discovered the relationship between knowledge, the truth and forms. Taking

v Sviwv as Forms would thus imply that Socrates had discovered the theory of

460 Phd. 99d4-100a3 "Edo&e totvuv pot, ) §° 8¢, petd tadta, metdn dmepnkn T Svia
OKOTT®V, TV eOAUPNOT VL pun mdbou dmep ol Tov iAoV EkAeimovta Oewpodvteg kal
OKOTOVLEVOL TATKOLGV- drapBeipovtat Yap mov Eviot Ta Sppata, 0v pn &v HoaTt 1
TIVL TOLOVT® GKOTDVTOL TNV €1KOVH 0DTOD. TO0DTOV TL Kol £Yd d1evonOny, Kol £de1oa
U1 TOVTATOGL TV Yoy teAbeiny ALtV TTpog T0 Tpdypota Toig dupact Kol
Ekdon TV aicOncewv ényyelpdv Gntecbor avt®dv. £60&e OM pot xpijval €ig ToLG
LOYOUG KATOPLYOVTOL &V EKEIVOIG GKOTETY TMV Svimv THV dAR0stay. iomg PEv odv @
gikalm tpdmov TveL oOK £01KEV: OV Yap TAVL cuvyy®pd TOV &v [T0ig] Adyoig
OKOTOVUEVOV TA OvTa &V £ikOGL LIALOV GKOTELY Tj TOV &V [T01g] £pyolc.

461 E.g. Burnet 1911, 109; Hackforth 1955, 136; Gallop 1975, 177-178. Gaye 1901,
249 claims that mpdypoato=fiiloc=6vimg dvra, i.e. things themselves (Forms)=the
sun=the things as they really are. However, Goodrich (1904, 5) argues that ta
npaypata alone cannot signify Forms. For Goodrich, we should have had avta ta
npaypato if Plato were refering to Forms since ovta is essential for Plato’s
designation of Forms. See, for instance, Phd. 66el-2: ‘we must view the things
themselves with the soul itself (adti] 1] Woyii Ocatéov avta o Tpdypota)’.

42 E.g. Gallop 1975, 177-178.
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Forms immediately after he had begun his study in logoi, an idea which seems to be

extraordinary as Socrates had not yet conducted any research in logoi.

To put it differently, Socrates’ refuge in logoi (or the second-sailing) marks the
introduction of a new sort of approach rather than the results attained by following
that approach. This different kind of approach is the one that Socrates has thrown
together on impulse and adopted after his failure in discovering the cause of coming-
to-be and ceasing-to-be in natural science. As | shall argue below, Socrates
developed this approach thanks to what he had learnt from Anaxagoras and formed
a more systematic methodology, namely the method of hypothesis. Through this
method, then, Socrates had discovered the theory of Forms, and then he came to

realize that knowing the truth of things is actually knowing Forms.

5.4.2 The Nature of Socrates’ L0gos

Until now, commentators have offered various translations of logos. The main
problem of these translations is that commentators consider logos as (a) an item by
which we inquire (as an item analogous to the microscope through which biologists
study organisms) rather than as (b) an approach by which we inquire (as an approach
to things analogous to the microscopic study of organisms).

As a result of thinking in terms of the former view, (a) some argue that logoi are
“concepts” derived from Forms, and through logoi we attain knowledge mediately.
Although I subscribe to the view that studying things in logoi, which are “images”
in a sense, implies indirectness, | do not think that concepts can capture the sort of
indirectness that Socrates has in mind. I do not see any reason for thinking that logoi
are concepts since this would imply that logoi are mental representations existing in

thought only. 463

Others prefer to render logoi as “definitions”, which I disagree with as well.*** This
is partly because the “definition” does not fit the illustration of logos which comes
later, when Socrates is ‘hypothesizing that there are such things as a Beautiful alone

by itself, and a Good, a Large and all the rest’.*®® This hardly looks like a definition

463 pace Archer-Hind 1983, 135-136; Gaye 1901, 249.

464 Bluck 1955, 13-16; 111-113; 160-173; 198-200.

465 Phd. 100b5-6. Dmobépevog eival Tt kaAdV antd ko avtod. Otherwise, it can be
translated ‘a beautiful, itself by itself, is something’, as, for instance, Gallop 1975
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in the sense of a Socratic definition, which was supposed to be referred to at the
Phaedo 99e5 and 100a4.%%¢

The third alternative is to translate logoi as “theories”.*” “Theories”, | think, is the
most accurate translation since it can account for Socrates’ broad use of logoi
covering propositions, statements and even in some cases definitions and
arguments.*®® That said, we might need to be careful about taking logoi as theories,
if theories are taken as mature and fully-fledged explanations, such as the theory of
relativity. As argued above, Socrates’ refuge in logoi indicates the inauguration of a
new approach rather than an approach based on strong theoretical, epistemological

and metaphysical foundations shaped by the theory of Forms.

Now, | think that examining the contrast between logoi and erga, both of which are
taken to be images of things, would be helpful to better understand what logoi
amount t0.#° That said, it seems to be untenable to stress the idea that both erga and
logoi are images. Socrates’s point is neither that both erga and logoi are images by
the same token, nor that both would fail us in the same way when we aim at knowing
things as they really are. In fact, Socrates himself emphasizes the untenable
relationship between logoi and erga, as both being images, and undermines the

did. Cf. Sedley 2007:73 who underlines that the force of t1 necessitates ‘there is ‘a’
Form of F.

46 Cf. Gallop 1975, 178-179. Karasmanis (2006, 130-37) notes that a Socratic
definition is supposed to answer ‘what a thing is’, for instance ‘shape is the limit of
the solid (Men. 76a)’. ‘There is such a thing as a Beautiful alone by itself” is not an
instance of Socratic definition

%7 E.g. Gallop 1975. Long & Sedley 2010 translates logoi as ‘theories and
arguments’.

468 Rose 1966, 470.

469 Trabattoni (2016, 42-43) suggests that ‘perfect knowledge requires direct insight
(condition 1) into the forms (condition 2)’, but such knowledge is ‘only permissible
to disembodied souls’. For Trabattoni, while the knowledge of sensible things can
satisfy condition 1 (since it has direct access to its objects), it fails to fulfil condition
2. On the contrary, ‘the act through which the soul gains a persuasion about
propositions concerning forms’ satisfies condition 2 (since ‘its objects are ideal
entities like justice, beauty and good in themselves’), it cannot fulfil condition 1
(since ‘it must settle for propositional judgements ruled by persuasion)’. Trabattoni
then argues that ‘the two metaphors of devtepog mhodg and of the mirror of water
used to watch solar eclipses’ emphasize that ‘intellectual cognition...can do no better
than make use of logoi’. In this respect, ‘the flight towards the logoi’ can satisfy
condition 2 (if it aims at knowing forms), but not condition 1 (since logoi are
images). I agree with Trabattoni’s analysis of the conditions of knowledge and ‘the
relative weakness of 6gOtepog mAodg [which] is emphasized by its implicit
subjectivism’. T also endorse Trabattoni’s interpretation of the second sailing as it is
more positive than it is usually assumed to be. See also ibid., 74-75; 192-193
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comparison by claiming that the solar eclipse analogy emphasizing the idea of

‘looking at images’ is in a way misleading.*’

As we can study things both in logoi and erga, they are two different approaches that
we can adopt in our dealings with things.** It seems that logoi should not be taken
as images or copies per se; hence Socrates is at pains to remove this possible
misunderstanding.*’? At this point, it should be asked what sort of logoi are
contrasted with erga.*”® Consider the solar eclipse analogy: for Socrates, we can
either look at the sun directly or look at its image. If we look at the sun directly, we
would become blind. It seems that those who become blinded are natural scientists
(probably most people as well) and they have already been blinded and mistaken,

though perhaps they are not aware of it.*’*

If logoi are compared with facts, then it seems reasonable that studying things in
logoi is a sort of approach that excludes studying in facts, though we need not
completely overlook facts in our inquiries.*” Accordingly, | submit that studying
things in logoi is conducting theoretical investigations, surely with some help of
sense-perception and empirical data. As suggested above, studying things in logoi is

470 See Burnet 1911, 109; Gallop 1975, 178; Bostock 1986, 159-161. I agree with
Bostock that it is not clear for Plato in what sense logoi are images or likenesses, and
hence ‘no close parallel is intended’. Gallop

411 See, for instance, Gorg. 461c8, Rep. VII. 563a6-7 for Plato’s customary use of
logoi/erga in the same verb-noun phrase, e.g. to do something in respect to both
words (logoi) and deeds (erga).

472 See Sallis 1996, 43.

473 Note that £pyov is contrasted with various types of things-spoken-of, such as &rog
(utterance), pdbog (tale) prua (saying), dvopa (name). See LSJ s.v. Epyov 1.4,

474 Socrates said earlier, ‘I was so utterly blinded by that inquiry [natural science]
(96¢5 V1o Tav g TG okéYEmG 0UTM oPOSpa ETVEAMONV)’. The natural scientists, as
well as most people (oi moAlot), confuse ‘the real cause’ with ‘that without which
the cause could never be a cause’, and hence Socrates describes their situation
‘groping about for it as if in darkness (Phd. 99b2 -5 ymiaodvrec...domep év
okotel).” See also Rowe 1993, 237; Gallop 1975, 234 fn.61. The latter translates it
‘feeling it over blindfold’.

475 The recollection argument depends partly on seeing equal sticks and stones. By
seeing them we are reminded what equal is. See Phd. 74d4-75d5. The second sailing
and the study of logoi, then, refers to the period after one has discovered that equal
sticks and stones resemble the Equal itself but fall short of it. That said, recollecting
the Equal itself is not discovering the theory of Forms which is discussed at Phd.
100b4-101b3. The argument that there is something besides all equal things, the
Equal itself, is less sophisticated than the Form-Cause Hypothesis, which aims at
explaining all coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be.
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not studying theories as such, rather Socrates suggests studying things from the

perspective of logos.*’®

What does studying from the perspective of logos mean? In order to answer this
guestion, let me go back to the practice of true philosophers, which was discussed in
Chapter 3. Here, let it suffice to say that true philosophers [1] aim to separate the
soul from the body as much as possible in order to attain the truth and knowledge,
and to [2] remain aloof from the body, its pleasures and sense-perception, in order

to grasp (or view) things themselves, such as the Beautiful itself.4’”

In this way, true philosophers aim at using their reasoning and intelligence as much
as possible. The most efficient way to do so is to engage in theoretical studies, in
which we use our intelligence and reasoning in contrast to relying heavily on our
senses (as the study in facts does). It is reasonable that the second-sailing (Socrates’
refuge in logoi) describes the way true philosophers study things, as Socrates adopts
it instead of other approaches; hence his practice in the second-sailing should
exemplify the correct practice of philosophy, though perhaps not the best practice in

every respect.*’®

5.4.3 The Method of Hypothesis

As argued above, the second-sailing is the method of hypothesis and the true
philosopher's practice is theoretical investigation of things by this method. | have
also suggested that this method is more laborious but safer, and because of this
method’s tentativeness, its results (e.g. the theory of Forms and the proofs of the

immortality of the soul) are subject to modification and/or development.

476 As mentioned above, it is hard to find an English translation that is fitting for all
occurances of logoi in this passage. For instance, while Adyov at 100a4 seems to
mean a “proposition” or “theory”, the phrase év toic Adyoig at 100al appears to
denote arguments in general. In the latter, for Hackforth (1955, 138), ‘Adyot seem to
be arguments themselves, trains or processes of ratiocination; and the contrast there
drawn is between observing physical objects (£pya) and constructing arguments, as
alternative methods of studying reality’. See also Bluck 1955, 164-166.

417 See Phd. 65€9-67hb5.

478 T agree with Benson (2015, 184) that the method of hypothesis ‘is not Plato’s
entire philosophical method. A philosophical method, plausibly, consists in more
than inquiry. It also consists in, for example, justification, teaching or persuasion,
and perhaps demonstration’. That said, I am inclined to think that some aspects of
the method of hypothesis, for instance its step-by-step progression, are consistent
with Plato’s ideas on teaching and persuasion.
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Socrates’ first description of the method of hypothesis is as follows: [1] ‘on every
occasion I hypothesize whatever theory I deem most robust™#®, and [2] ‘I set down
as true whatever I think harmonizes with it — both about cause and about everything
else — and as false whatever doesn’t’.*® Let me now briefly comment on the
metaphilosophical aspect that the method of hypothesis would imply, before

proceeding to examine its epistemological side.

One well-known study that is often cited in research on the method of hypothesis is
that of Robinson (1953), who argues that “to hypothesize™ is used to refer to “a future
action”, although Plato does not consistently use to hypothesize for referring to “an
absolute beginning of a deduction”.*8! Moreover, Robinson shows that for Plato
hypothesizing is “deliberately” choosing an opinion rather than “adopting” an

opinion “unconsciously”.*?

The idea of deliberately choosing the strongest logos seems to indicate a sort of
expertise in logoi. Otherwise, we would hypothesize a weak logos, then we might go
astray in our inquiries and fail to discover knowledge and the truth. Issues arise
surrounding expertise in the arguments of Chapter 4, for if we lack expertise in
arguments (hence unable to choose the strongest logos), we might become

misologists, due to putting all our trust in an argument which is later falsified.

Even if we are able to choose the strongest logos, the method of hypothesis suggests
that it can turn out false, thus we should not put all our trust even in the strongest
logos. The method of hypothesis, in this respect, seems to solve the problem of
misology. If we hypothesize a weak logos, we would not be utterly disappointed
when seeing later that it is false, since our logos was a hypothesis, we consider it
provisional and tentative. If we believe we choose the strongest logos, we would also

know that it is not refutation-proof.

49 Rowe (1992, 93) argues that with the strongest logos, which implies a
multiplicity, Socrates is referring to ‘his form-participation hypothesis whatever
seems to him at the time (‘on each occasion’) the strongest’.

480 Phd. 100a3-7. Robinson (1953, 131-134) suggests that ‘harmonizing with> can
mean either ‘to be consistent with a hypothesis [everything that is consistent with a
hypothesis is true]’ contra ‘to be implied by a hypothesis [if something is not implied
by my hypothesis it is false]’. I will discuss the issue surrounding the meaning of
‘harmonizing’ below.

%8 Robinson 1953, 99-103.

82 1bid: 109.
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Furthermore, Robinson maintains that the method of hypothesis suggests that one
avoid ‘positing at the same time the truth and falsity of the same proposition’, though
this ‘does not mean never changing one’s mind’.*®® In other words, for Robinson,
‘what is posited [by the hypothetical method] is always provisional and tentative’,
and ‘the hypothetical method consists in holding one's opinions provisionally and
not dogmatically (author’s italics)’. “84 In support of the idea of provisional opinion,
Robinson refers to the Republic, where Socrates, when commenting on his opinion
about the stories suitable for their young people, says, ‘we must be persuaded by the

argument, until someone persuades us with another and better (Rep. 388E)’.#®

The notion of provisional opinion, | submit, implies that the method of hypothesis
demands a sort of self-awareness and the recognition of our cognitive fallibilities,
both of which hint at a sort of forward-looking dogmatism indicating belief revision.
Epistemic modesty thus steers a course between the extremes of scepticism and
dogmatism in the Phaedo.*®® As discussed in Chapter 4, Socrates suggests that his
friends must be careful about trusting arguments and allow some room for the
possibility of rendering wrong judgements. The method of hypothesis suitably
comes with epistemic norms, which allow us to deal with arguments properly (hence
to attain the truth and knowledge about things) and to escape misology. With regards
to the discovery of a method which provides the correct epistemic norms, Socrates’s

second-sailing is also productive. 4

483 |bid:110. Cf. also Phd. 90b4-c6 for a criticism of the procedure above.

484 1bid:98. But cf. Wolfsdorf 2008 claims that hypothesis refers to cognitively secure
propositions.

485 1bid: 111. For the author’s similar examples of tentativeness and rigour until being
refuted Cf. Phd. 107b, Rep. 610a, Soph. 259a.

486 Trabattoni (2016, 86) partially encapsulates my reading of the Phaedo about the
limits of human understanding: Plato aims at ‘paving a new path for human thought,
a difficult yet possible one, founded on the careful use of logos, of dialectics, and of
critical reasoning: a path as removed from scepticism, which deprives man even of
the capacity to attain knowledge he actually possesses, as it is from dogmatism,
which harbours the illusion of being able to attain certain and infallible knowledge.
While granting logos a foundational character with respect to truth and knowledge,
Plato does away with the dangerous illusion that makes logos infallible’.

“87 | partly agree with Robinson (1953, 149), that young Socrates adopts the method
of hypothesis after his study of Anaxagoras. My worry is that Socrates’ adoption of
his own approach mentioned at Phd. 97b6-7 is before his study of Anaxagoras. Then
either Socrates does not talk about the method of hypothesis in Phd. 97b6-7 or after
his disappointment with Anaxagoras Socrates re-adopted an advanced version of the
same method. Although it is not clear how fully formed Socrates’ stance was, he was
at least interested in enquiry by using the method of hypothesis.
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Having discussed a metaphilosophical aspect of the method of hypothesis, let me
now turn to an exchange between Socrates and Cebes about this method. In the
relevant section, Socrates explains how he is going to use the method of hypothesis

and what he is going to hypothesize:

[T40] ‘I want, though, to tell you more clearly what I’'m talking about. I think
that at the moment you don’t understand.’

‘Indeed I don’t’ said Cebes, ‘not altogether.’

‘This is what I’m talking about,” he said, ‘nothing new, but what I’ve never
stopped talking about, on any other occasion or in particular in the argument thus
far. Well, I’ll set about giving you a demonstration of the sort of cause which I’ve
pursued. I’ll go back to those things that have been our frequent refrain, and start
from them, first hypothesizing that there are such things as a Beautiful alone by
itself, and a Good, a Large and all the rest. If you grant me these and accept that
they exist, | hope to use them to demonstrate to you the cause, and to discover
that the soul is immortal.”#%®

Scholars generally assume what Socrates has never stopped talking about are Forms,
which are called by Socrates “our frequent refrain”.*®® In this case, Socrates is aware
of the fact that Cebes might fail to understand, as Cebes might not fathom that
Socrates would use Forms in explaining coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be. That is,
Cebes is familiar with Forms, yet he fails to link Forms with a theory of causation.
What is new is that Socrates hypothesizes the strongest logos, namely the Form-
Cause Hypothesis, to explain coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, and to demonstrate

that the soul is immortal. 4%

It is important to observe that when Socrates made a similar remark about
demonstrating his second-sailing at Phaedo 99¢9-d2, he asked Cebes, ‘would you

like me to give you a demonstration (ézideirv), Cebes, of how I’ve pursued

488Phd. 100a8-b9 Bovropar 8¢ cot capéotepov eimeiv & Aéym- oipon Yép 6g VOV o0
poveavev.

OV pa tov Aia, Een 6 KEBng, o0 cpddpa.

AWM, | & Bc, 0O AMym, o0dEv kovdv, AN’ Gmep el te dANoTE KOl &v TG
nopeANA0oTL AdY® 000EV TéEmavpo Aéyov. Epyopon [yap] on émxetpd)v ool
gmodeifoohon TG aitiog 10 8160(; 0 memparypdTeLpaL, Kol el ThAW En’ éxelva T
ToALOPOAN T KOl apxouou an’ éxeivov, DmoBépevog eival Tt KoAOV omro ka0’ avTo
Kol Gryadov Koi péya kol TeAAo mévto & &1 pot Sidwg te Kai cuyywpeic stvon TadTa,
€Al oot €k TouTV TNV aitiav émdeifey kol dvevpnoey ag addvatov [1] yoxn.
489 Gallop 1975, Burnet 1911, Rowe 1993, Bluck 1955.
490 Trabattoni (2016, 194) rightly observes that ‘the logos in question here is not an
idea as such, but the discourse stating the existence of the ideas’.
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(mempayudrevuor) my second voyage in search of the cause?’*®! Similar wording is
used at Phaedo 100b3-4 too, as quoted above, where Socrates tells Cebes that ‘T°11

set about giving you a demonstration of the sort of cause which I’ve pursued’.*%?

In the earlier sentence, the second-sailing refers to Socrates’ study of things in logoi
in order to find the cause of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, yet | do not think that
Socrates, at that moment, has decided on the strongest logos, which is the Form-
Cause Hypothesis. In the earlier instance, Socrates is retelling the story. In the latter,
however, Socrates has already committed himself to the Form-Cause Hypothesis,
the strongest logos. By next using this hypothesis, he will try ‘to demonstrate to
[Cebes] the cause [of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be], and to discover that the soul

is immortal’.*%

Now, let me quote the second description about the method of hypothesis where
Socrates explains how one should deal with other people’s criticism of the initial

hypothesis and its conclusions:

[T41] But you for your part would, as the saying goes, be scared of your own
shadow and inexperience, and you’d cling to that safe part of the hypothesis,**
and answer accordingly. But if someone were to cling to** the hypothesis itself,

M1 1ov devepov mhodv &mi v Tiig aitiog (iTnotv T menpayudtevpat Bovret cot, Epn,

gnideiéy momoompot, @ KEPng;
492 gpyopar 81 dmyelpdv oot EmdeitacOon tiic aitiog o £ld0c O mETPOyUATELLLOL.

493 Phd. 100b8-9. In the second sailing, Socrates talks about ‘search of the cause (t1v
¢ aitiag {ftnowv)’ while in the form-hypothesis passage he refers to ‘the sort of
cause (tfig oitiac O €180c)’. In this respect, I presume that in the former Socrates
does not decide on what sort of cause he will search for whereas in the latter he
comes to a decision about the sort of cause.

49 Rowe (1993, 247) suggests that ‘éyopevog ékeivov tod dogorods’ should be
translated as ‘holding onto to that safety of hypothesis...since no part of the
hypothesis has been identified (ékeivov) as ‘safer’ than any other’. This is because
Rowe seems to think that there are two parts: [1] Forms exist and [2] Forms are
causes [it is because of the beautiful that beautiful things come to be beautiful]. Rowe
is right that Socrates does say anything about whether [1] or [2] is safer. Benson
(ibid., 200) argues that ‘according to which the safe part of the hypothesis should be
understood as the safe consequent of the hypothesis [aitia thesis], which bypasses
the necessity of the conjunctive Form-Reason hypothesis’. That is, for Benson (ibid.,
201), ‘the aitia thesis “agrees” with the Form hypothesis, the latter somehow reveals
the former, and other answers [which are proposed by natural scientists] to the aitia
question do not “agree” with it’. My suggestion is that ‘safe part of the hypothesis’
is ‘the Form F in x is the aitia of x’s being F” while the other part is the way Forms
are related to particulars. Socrates has already raised his hesitation about the latter at
Phaedo 100d4-6. | will have more to say about these lines below.

4% The meaning of &yotto at 100d3 has been the subject of much debate. Here, |
adopt the reading of Burnet (1911, 101): “‘if anyone fastens on’ or °sticks to
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you would ignore him and not answer until you had managed to consider its
consequences and see whether or not you found them harmonizing with each
other. When, however, you had to give an account of that hypothesis itself, you
would do so in the same way, first giving again as another hypothesis whichever
higher one seemed best, until you came to something sufficient. But you wouldn’t
throw together what you were saying all at once, would you, like those who
practise disputation, by holding a conversation about both the starting-point and
its consequences, at least if you wanted to discover something real?4%

Here, it is necessary to explore the meaning of the term ‘harmonizing (coupwveiv)’.
As mentioned above, Socrates initially described the method of hypothesis as
follows: (1) hypothesizing the strongest logos, and (2) setting down as true whatever
harmonizes with it and as false whatever does not. One of the most cited studies on
the meaning of cvupwveiv is Bailey's, who stresses the musical connotation of the
term. Regarding the second description, Bailey points out that Socrates’ point ‘makes
good methodological sense’, because ‘if inconsistent propositions follow from a
hypothesis [the diapwveiv relation]’, it is sufficient to consider that hypothesis false.
That said, it is not logically sound to accept a hypothesis as true if all its results are

consistent with each other (the coupwveiv relation).’

However, Bailey finely points out that the consistency reading of soupwveiv is not
consistent with Plato’s use of it in other contexts.*® What is more problematic about
the consistency reading, for Bailey, is its application to the first definition: ‘for any
hypothesis, there will be an infinite number of propositions which are consistent with
it, but which we have no independent reason to assert...[and which might be]
inconsistent with each other’.*®® For instance, I might hypothesize that ‘[H] it is

snowing’, and put down the proposition that ‘[P1] it is —4°C’. H and P1 are consistent

brobeoig’, that is, if he refuses to consider the coppaivovra till the vzé0ea1¢ has been
completely established’.

4% Phd. 101¢9-e3 60 8¢ 5£d10¢ &, TO AeyOuevov, THV 6onTod oKLY Koi TV dmetpiay,
ExOueVog éketvov ToD AcPoA0DG TiC Vmobécemg, obtmg dmokpivato dv. €l 6 Tig
avTiiG Tijg VToBEcemg EYo1To, Yaipely EMNG GV Kol 0VK drokpivaro Emg av Ta am’
ékeivng oppn0évra okéyoaro €l 6ot GAMIAOIS GUPPOVET i] OLOPOVET- €medn O
gketvng antfig déor o S186var Adyov, doodtme av didoing, GAANY o VTOOEsLY
voféuevoc fTig v Gvwbev Peltiotn gaivorro, Emg éni Tt ikavov EM0oig, Gua 6
00K v @Opolo Gomep ol AvTiAoykol mepl te Tig dpyhg Sodeyopevog Kol TV €€
gxelvng apunuévov, ginep fodrold TL TOV dvimv gLPELV;

497 Bailey 2005, 96.

4% 1bid, 97. In the Cratylus, it is suggested that all the names they have discussed
ovupwvel with each other, as all their referents are in flux. Bailey observes that
names ‘have more in common than that [being consistent or in agreement] by virtue
of all telling the same story about the world’.

499 |bid.
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with each other, yet | have no reason to consider P1 true unless | go out and use a
thermometer to measure the temperature. Similarly, I might propose that ‘[P2] it is
—6°C’, which is also consistent with H, yet both P2 and P1 cannot be true at the same

time.

Accordingly, Bailey suggests that the cvupwveiv relation must offer something
stronger than consistency, namely entailment: | can accept that those propositions
are entailed by my hypothesis being true (e.g. it is snowing, it therefore must be
cold). However, the entailment reading, for Bailey, does not work in the second

description:

It is true that water is H2O; from this, it follows that water is a compound; and it
also follows that water contains oxygen. But neither of these results entails the
other. A stuff need not contain oxygen in order to be a compound, while there is
at least one stuff which contains oxygen without being a compound, namely
oxygen itself, or at any rate a pure sample of it. If Socrates means "entail one
another" by dllsjloic ovupwvei, then the results of the hypothesis that water is
H20 do not élAiloic ovupwvel. But that is no reason to deem false the hypothesis
that water is H20.5%

I cannot do justice to all the facts and arguments involved in Bailey’s study. Allow
me to instead conclude by presenting Bailey’s solution to the problem. Bailey begins
by suggesting that the musical connotation of soupwveiv can help us to better
understand its logical implications.®®* For Bailey, the relation of a hypothesis and its

results ‘holds between propositions if they stand as explanations of one another,

50 |bid., 98. For Bailey, the entailment reading also makes the first definition
ludicrous: ‘From the hypothesis that water is H20O it does not follow that I am in my
office; nor does it follow, from the same hypothesis, that | am outside my office. But
we had better not put down as false both these non-entailed propositions, for it cannot
be that I am neither in my office nor outside’.

%01 Bailey (ibid., 104-5) suggests that ‘the Phaedo is a dialogue thoroughly soaked in
musical allusions’, and hence the accuracy of alluding to musical systems.
Unfortunately, 1 am not able to discuss the relation between musical and logical
systems. Let me just quote: ‘Two notes an octave apart do not bear the same relation
to one another. For while blending is a symmetrical relation, the precise relation of
lying in such and such a ratio to another pitch is asymmetrical... in both cases, the
musical and the theoretical, something new emerges from the combination of the
two things so related - a blended unity - which does not emerge, for instance, when
we sound a pitch together with another six semi-tones above it, or when we conjoin
truths such as "Cats are mammals" and "Sydney is in Australia”. The two pitches do
not form a coupwvia and blend into a musical unity, just as the two propositions do
not blend into an explanatory unity’.
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albeit in different ways’.5%? One relation is what Bailey calls ‘generalizing

explanation’, which is exemplified as follows:

P1 Electrons in such-and-such a relation conduct electricity.
P2 Metals are conductors.

P3 Copper is a conductor.

P4 Pennies conduct electricity.

Moving from P4 to P1, according to Bailey, we ‘explain particular facts by
subsuming them under more and more general laws — “higher principles”, as Plato
would call them’.® Bailey then offers another relation, which he calls
‘particularizing explanations’: Every proposition below gives explanatory support
for the ones above, e.g. P4 supports P3, P3-P2, P2-P1. Bailey applies the figure

above to the Form-Cause Hypothesis:

Hypothesis. There is such a thing as the @, and if anything else happens to be @,
then it is @ by the ®.

Opunbévra. 1. When something is @, then ®-ness is somehow in that thing.

2. Anything that is @ by the @ is different from that by which it is ®@. (It is by
Simmias' largeness that he overtops Socrates, not by his nature.)

3. If ® and ¥ are opposites, then the @ or ¥ in things will not tolerate the advance
of the other: either it will retreat or perish on the approach of its opposite.>%*

According to Bailey, each pair (hypothesis and 1, 1 and 2, and 2 and 3) has both
generalizing and particularizing relations. For instance, (Result 1) if a flower is
beautiful, then the Form of beauty in the flower is explained by (hypothesis) there
being a Form of the beautiful, and if anything else happens to be beautiful, then it is
beautiful by the Form of the beautiful. This is the generalizing explanation. The
particularizing relationship is as follows: ‘The things that can have ® in them -
Simmias' size, Socrates' fingers, Phaedo's face - are not the sort of things that have
opposites: this is why such things must be different from the causal agents in them,

as 2 asserts. 2 gives particularising explanation for 1°.5%

Bailey concludes that there is something special about the coupwveiv relation, which
does not hold between every consistent proposition, ‘as certain privileged intervals
form stronger and more interesting relations between their pitches than other equally

musical intervals within the dpuovia’. As we have seen above, there might be other

%02 1hid., 106.
%03 bid., 107.
%% 1bid., 108.
%% 1hid.

158



dpunbévra consistent with the Form-Cause Hypothesis, yet they might not form a
‘symphonic’ relation as the above three propositions explain, and are explained by,

that hypothesis.>%®

Let me now quote Bailey’s comment on the idea of provisionality: ‘[t]he whole point
of calling something a hypothesis in the first place is to indicate its provisionality,
the fact that it is not yet known for all that it is supposed, and is to that extent
revisable.”®" In this respect, we should observe that the cuupwveiv relation, which
Bailey finely demonstrates, is not easy to form. It is demanding and laborious, as is
suggested by the second-sailing analogy. Finally, we should notice that the
ovppwvelv relation is not only hard to form, but also that the cvupwveiv relation
might become better. Bailey brilliantly relates this notion of provisionality and
indeterminacy to music, and the mysterious expertise in choosing a particular

proposition:

From the starting point C, one will get a coupwvia with the F a fourth above it,
or alternatively the G a fifth above — both notes are suitably related to the original.
But one cannot, as it were, go for both of these pitches together. For the F and the
G do not blend into a coupwvia. They are not related to one another as each is to
C. One must choose one of them at a time if one intends to develop a musical
complex of the right sort from C, and there may at first be no more reason to
choose one rather than the other. This strain of indeterminacy brings out the
element of unexplained talent that will be required for a successful application of
the method. Socrates has no story to tell about why you should put down as true
one particular proposition from the many candidates that will emerge.5%

I think this is why it is hard to utilise the method of hypothesis. The coupwveiv
relation is demanding, provisional and even indeterminate. One needs to choose one
from many premises which harmonize with the initial hypothesis, yet why we should
a particular proposion among many “symphonious” ones is left somewhat obscure.
This obscurity probably stems from Socrates’ emphasis on self-discovery, which is
stressed at the end of the final proof of the immortality of the soul at the Phaedo
107b-c. All the hardship inherent to the method of hypothesis and in forming the
ovppwvelv relation fit with the point about the second-sailing, which is that it is more

laborious.

%% bid., 111.
7 1bid., 100 fn.5.
%% 1bid., 114.
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5.4.4. The Form-Aitia Hypothesis (the Theory of Forms)

Here, it is not necessary for my purposes to discuss the theory of Forms in detail and
to review alternative interpretations of it.>%® Rather, I will briefly comment on how
Plato uses the theory of Forms in the Phaedo. Some scholars argue that the Phaedo
presupposes a certain metaphysical system. They suggest that Socrates tries to prove
the immortality of the soul by using this metaphysics, yet he does not justify his
metaphysical system. These scholars defend their reading by stressing [1] that
Socrates refers to Forms as ‘those things that have been our frequent refrain (Phd.
100b5)’, so that the interlocutors and readers are supposed to be familiar with the
metaphysics, and that [2] the interlocutors clearly express their knowledge of it, as

they do not ask for further clarification.>°

On the other hand, some scholars claim that Plato does not presuppose a
metaphysical system, but he tries to justify it in the Phaedo. To this end, Plato
introduces the theory of Forms step by step and uses it for proving the immortality
of the soul. For instance, it is argued that Socrates discusses five different aspects of
the theory of Forms, each of which is used in the proofs of the immortality of the
soul.® It is also suggested that Plato begins the Phaedo with some presuppositions
and ontological commitments found in the so-called early dialogues, such as the

Meno, Euthyphro, etc., then he ‘develops a comprehensive metaphysics’.%?

Moreover, one of the most fundamental difficulties about the theory of Forms is the

Form/particular relationship. Socrates says:

[T42] | ignore those other explanations, because | am confused when they are all
around me, and | keep the following at my side, in my straightforward, amateurish
and perhaps simple-minded way: nothing makes it beautiful other than that
Beautiful’s presence, or association, or whatever its mode and means of accruing
may be. For I don’t go so far as to insist on this, but only that it is because of the
beautiful that all beautiful things are beautiful .>*®

%% For some seminal readings see Vlastos 1954, Fine 1993 and McCabe 1994.

510 Phd. 65d5, 74b1, 78d8-9, 92d6-e2, 100c1-2, 102a10-b1. Some adherents of this
view are Archer-Hind 1883, 36-38; Burnet 1911, 33, 60, 110; Bluck 1955, 11 fn.1,
16; Hackforth 1955, 50, 142-143; Gallop 1975, 97.

51 Grube 1935, 291-294.

%12 Dimas 2003, 181.

13 Phd. 100d3-6td pév 8Ala yoipew £, —tapdrTopot yop &v toic GALoIC Tiot—
ToD7T0 8¢ AmAMG Kol ATéyvog kal iowc evnwg Exm map’ Euavtd, 6Tl 00K GALO T TOLET
a0TO KOOV 7 1 €keivov Tod KaAod gite Tapovaoia gite Kowvwvia gite 6mn o1 kol OIS
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I think that scrutinizing this difficulty might help us find an explanation about the
epistemic nature of the theory of Forms in the Phaedo, as Plato does not seem to
suggest an answer for this issue.>** In this respect, | agree with the scholars that
Socrates, or Plato, is noncommittal here.5®> That said, | do not think Plato is
noncommittal if this implies either that Plato has not thought extensively about the
Form/particular relationship or that he did not find it significant for his purposes, or

that he is not serious.

Above all, I believe that Plato is serious about his noncommittal stance. This is
because Plato knows that he does not have a model that could explain the
Form/particular relationship even to his own satisfaction. Regarding the existence of
Forms, and their causal and explanatory role, Plato offers a detailed account, which
offers a sort of evupwvia, though it does not seem to be as clear and rigorous as we
might wish to have.

At any rate, Socrates’ position regarding the Form/particular relationship is in line
with his own approach, namely the method of hypothesis. It seems to me that
Socrates (or Plato) has not discovered the strongest logos about the Form/particular
relationship. Moreover, as mentioned above, choosing the strongest logos is not a
random act, as we need to choose ‘consciously’. Socrates does not know a well-
reasoned proposition about the Form/particular relationship that harmonizes with the
hypothesis itself and its consequences. That is, instead of breaking the harmony by
adding a random proposition, Socrates prefers to maintain the harmony until a proper

proposition is found.

In a sense, we do not bet on the strongest logos randomly, but we need to have some
justification for it. Socrates, | presume, could not make a rational choice among
several alternatives, and hence the rational act is not to insist on the strongest logos
about the Form/particular relationship. Then there seem three philosophical stages:

[1] determining the nature of the real causes, [2] showing that Forms are real

TPOGYEVOUEVOL: 00 Yap £TL ToUTo ducyvpilopat, AL 6Tl T® KOAD TAVTH TO KOAN
[yiyveton] KaAd.

514 However, Fujisawa (1974, 40-45) divides the idioms used for the Form/particular
relationship into three groups, namely (1) &yewv-idioms (x has F), (2) petéyewv-idioms
(x participates in @), (3) mapaderypa-idioms (X has F in virtue of being a likeness of
®). He argues that Plato only uses &yew-idioms after the interruption at Phd. 102a3,
which implies that Plato has an answer for the Form/particular relationship. Even if
this is so, it is still a mystery why Plato did not clearly say so.

°15 E.g. Gallop 1975, 183; Hackforth 1955, 143; Bostock 1986, 147; Dorter 1982,
138-139.
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causes,>'® and [3] discovering that the soul is immortal by using the theory of Forms

and the method of hypothesis.

To conclude, Socrates has gone through four distinct phases of intellectual

development:5/

[1] The study of natural science (96a6-97b6) by which Socrates attempts to

find causes (aitiai) among facts (erga).

[2] Socrates adopts a different approach (97b6-b9), although Socrates did not
express what it is. Socrates simply tells his interlocutors that once he
impulsively threw together his own kind of approach, he did not adopt the

approach of natural science.

[3] The study of Anaxagoras (97b8-99b6): This is the first-sailing by which
Socrates hopes to find teleological explanations. Besides this, | suggest that
Socrates was attracted to the idea of universal theory, also found in
Anaxagoras’s concept of nous, which could explain all coming-to-be and
ceasing-to-be. Socrates was denied teleological explanations, though he
would still be glad to learn them, and he had decided to find another universal
theory by using the method of the second-sailing, namely the method of
hypothesis. With a view to find that sort of theory, Socrates took refuge in

%16 Here, 1 follow Sedley’s (1998, 121) formulation of Plato’s ‘Three Laws of
Causation’: if x is a real cause (a) x must only be F, and not also not-F (head example
at Phd. 101a) (b) x must not be the cause of the opposite of F-ness (Socrates sitting
in a cell example at Phd. 98cff.) (¢) x’s opposite must not cause this F-ness (addition
example at Phd. 101b-c).

517 Ross (1951, 29) claims that the autobiography section is a display of the discovery
of the theory of Forms. From a metaphilosophical perspective, I think, it also depicts
the correct practice of philosophy. Moreover, Benson (2015, 199) raises the
possibility that ‘Plato may think that the entire passage from 95B through 107B
represents an inquiry—that is, an application of a method for learning the
immortality of the soul’. I do not think, with Benson, that the section from 95b to
107b is an application of the method of hypothesis. That said, | also believe that the
section from 95b to 99d offers valuable insights about the correct practice of
philosophy, which cannot be reduced to the method of hypothesis. For instance,
Socrates’ enthusiasm for natural science stresses the significance of an inquisitive
mind; the restoration of Socrates’ intellectual sight, so to speak, emphasizes the
importance of vigorous inquiry; Socrates’ refuge in logoi to escape intellectual
blindness underlines that we ought to be aware of the limits (and the nature) of
cognitive faculties.
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logoi and had studied in them the truth about things by means of the method
of hypothesis.

[4] The three steps above enabled Socrates to discover the theory of Forms

and to show that the soul is immortal to a certain degree (100b-107a).

5.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, | set out with the aim of explaining Plato’s insights on philosophical
method in the Socrates’ autobiography section. | have developed a model for the
second-sailing by maintaining that Socrates’ second-sailing is not inferior to the first-
sailing in every respect. | have argued that Socrates’ choice of taking refuge in logoi
(the second-sailing) is purpose-relative, the second-sailing may be better than the
first-sailing with regards to its safety and feasibility, while it is less sturdy and more
laborious. In this respect, | submit that we can gain a better understanding of the
second-sailing if we interpret it from the perspectives of safety, provisionality and
laboriousness, instead of only highlighting the axiological relationship (superiority-
inferiority) between the first and second-sailing.

Therefore, the axiological relationship between the first and the second-sailing is
more complex than usually assumed, as we also need to consider purpose-
relativeness. If this is so, we should be more thorough and careful regarding the
axiological relationship between teleological explanations and explanations in terms
of formal causes. Although Socrates would still be glad to learn how nous explains
in terms of what is best, there is no reason to think that the method of second-sailing
is totally worse, as it is safer and more feasible, but also more laborious. That is, it
would have been better, with respect to stability and comprehensiveness, if Socrates

were successful in finding teleological explanations in the first-sailing.

Inasmuch as the theory of Forms properly and consistently explains coming-to-be
and ceasing-to-be, it is not worse than teleological explanations. On the other hand,
since the theory of Forms is still in need of further inquiry and development, the
theory of Forms is worse than teleological explanations with respect to stability and
completeness. However, since the second-sailing is safer and more feasible than the
first-sailing, with regards to the compatibility of its method and human cognitive

faculties, it is better than the first-sailing in this respect. The two sailings share the

163



same goal, namely explaining coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, and the second-

sailing gets there in the end.

Finally, I have argued that the second-sailing is the study of things in logoi by means
of the method of hypothesis. | also maintained that Socrates was attracted to
Anaxagoras’ idea of nous not only because nous is supposed to explain in terms of
what is best (teleological explanations), but also because nous can explain everything
(a universal theory of explanation). To this end, | have suggested that Socrates was
denied teleological explanations, though he would still be glad to learn, yet he was

able to find a universal theory of explanation, namely the theory of Forms.

This chapter adds to my discussion of the metaphilosophical component of the
Phaedo in the following manner: the tentativeness implied by the method of
hypothesis requires us to be cautious and careful whilst putting trust in arguments,
as discussed in Chapter 4. The meaning of Socrates’ second-sailing is safer, though
this is not a philological but a philosophical claim, yet it is more laborious and the
results are less stable than the other. The safety of the second-sailing would help us
to escape misology, since it helps us to escape intellectual blindness. However, as it
is more laborious and its results are less certain, we need to be careful and thorough
in following the method of hypothesis. In this respect, we should not put all our trust
in an argument too quickly, but we need to work hard to find safer and more steady
arguments, or, as Bailey (2005) suggests, to form a more complex and symphonious

theory.

The relationship between the method of hypothesis and philosophical humility also
helps us to better understand the epistemic status of first-order theories dealt with in
the Phaedo. If we consider the metaphilosophical component of the Phaedo, we
would partially save Plato from the criticism of being reckless in the way he proves
the immortality of the soul and explores the metaphysical theory, namely the theory
of Forms. In this respect, we can observe the rationale behind Socrates” demand for
a further inquiry, simply because his method does not easily and quickly provide

certainty.

To summarize, | submit that the development of the theory of Forms and of the
proofs of the immortality of the soul are incomplete. Therefore, Socrates’ friends and
Plato’s readers are invited to search for stronger arguments. In doing so, I believe

that Plato is strongly hinting at philosophical humility in the Phaedo, and the
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structure of conversation (the way in which Socrates and his interlocutors interact),
comprised of Socrates' approach to arguments and his conclusions (his demand for
further inquiry and epistemic carefulness), exemplifies the correct epistemic norms

(which are based on epistemic humility) governing philosophical argument.
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Epilogue

The present study was designed to determine the effects of metaphilosophical
components to better understand the Phaedo. To this end, | explore the epistemic (or
intellectual) norms governing philosophical inquiry and conversation. It is not
unexpected that Plato presents insights on the correct method of philosophical
argument, as he studies metaphilosophy in other dialogues, such as the Theaetetus.
One of the more interesting findings of the Phaedo is that the meaning of the second-
sailing analogy and the hypothetical method appear to be in accord with the

metaphilosophical component, namely epistemic modesty.

It is also appealing to see that the way in which Socrates and his interlocutors
converse is in agreement with the Phaedo’s metaphilosophical component. We
might explain this relationship by maintaining that a better way of exploring the
norms governing philosophical argument can be demonstrated through a display of
correct philosophical conversation. In this respect, the findings of this investigation
complement those of earlier studies emphasizing the relationship between the
dialogue form and philosophical arguments (McCabe & Gill 1996, Peterson 2011,
Long 2013).

The second major finding was that Socrates encourages his friends to examine the
arguments discovered in the Phaedo further, for them to arrive at an argument
located at the uppermost point within the scope of human epistemic access. We thus
need to consider that Socrates encourages open-ended argument and stresses that his
arguments do still have room for improvement, although he does not suggest an
endless open-ended investigation. | therefore submit that Socrates recognizes that
human understanding is limited in the purification passage discussed in Chapter 3, a
recognition which is a basic tenet of philosophical humility; hence Socrates

acknowledges that his first-order theories might be amended and developed.

The epistemic (or intellectual) norms governing philosophical conversation/inquiry
in the Phaedo, as | suggest in Chapter 1, consist of the following: [1] we ought to
consider our adversaries being as cognitively capable as ourselves (as our epistemic
peers), [2] we ought to be both critical and flexible (in the case of Simmias and
Cebes), and [3] we ought to be willing to develop our views and welcome objections

(in the case of Socrates).

166



In Chapter 2, I stress the fact that Socrates’ initial speech in the Phaedo is considered
a defence as if in court. Although any philosophical work aims at persuasion, the
idea of defence further stresses Socrates’ aim to persuade his interlocutors and reach
an agreement that the soul is immortal. This is why, | argue, it is significant to look
at the meta-dialogical and metaphilosophical component of Socrates’ speech. In
addition, | partially analyse the Protagoras to reveal insights on productive
communication, critical thinking and careful checking. I then use these insights to

trace the meta-dialogical element of the Phaedo.

Chapter 3 examines the section on the true philosophers’ willingness-to-die. | submit
that if we adopt the norms governed by the willingness-to-die argument, we would
become worthy of philosophy and true philosophers. That is, the willingness-to-die
argument has a powerful principle which operates in the practice of philosophers; it
thus adds to the metaphilosophical component of the Phaedo by underlining the
limits of human cognition during embodiment and the fallibility of human
knowledge.

In Chapter 4, | scrutinize the misology argument from a metaphilosophical
perspective. | suggest that the misology argument stresses that we are all prone to
becoming haters of arguments, although those who are dealing with arguments used
in disputations (antilogike) are more so. | argue that Socrates, as a remedy for hatred
of arguments, proposes that if we lack expertise in arguments but desire to attain
knowledge and care about the truth, we ought to follow the epistemic (or intellectual)

norms governing the attitude of philosophical humility.

Chapter 5 focuses on Socrates’ second-sailing, for by spelling out its meaning, we
can gain a better understanding of the correct norms of philosophical argument. |
suggest that the second-sailing, despite scholarly opinion to the contrary, is not
inferior to the first-sailing in every respect. To this end, | explore the second-sailing
in terms of the concept of purpose-relativeness. On the one hand, the second-sailing
is safer and more feasible; hence it is better in this respect. On the other hand, since
the method used in the second-sailing (namely the method of hypothesis) offers
provisional results and is more laborious, the second-sailing can be considered worse

in these respects.

| submit that the meaning of the second-sailing is compatible with the overall

philosophical tone of the Phaedo, namely epistemic modesty. Besides, the
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provisionality of its results is stressed by Socrates, as he advises his friends to inquire
further until they reach a point where they need not look for further justification.
Although Socrates is confident with his demonstration to a certain degree, he does
not explicitly tell his friends what the highest point is, nor what they should expect
to discover. | thus submit that either Socrates is not sure how to define that furthest

point or he expects his friends to decide on their plan of action by themselves.

From a metaphilosophical point of view, I think, either option seems to indicate that
Socrates (or Plato) does not wish to look like an epistemic authority, who claims to
possess certain knowledge and who knows the correct philosophical direction we
should journey. This lack, however, does not mean that Socrates (or Plato) is unable
to set a philosophical course and inform us of our philosophical destination. We, for
instance, might suppose that true philosophers should set off in the direction of the
Good (as Plato did in the Republic) or teleological explanations (as Plato did in the
Timaeus), as it is usually assumed to be. Nevertheless, | think that the lack of clear
allusion to any destination implies that Socrates is not an epistemic authority in the
Phaedo.

My point, accordingly, is that such directions are not clearly mentioned in the
Phaedo, though Plato might be aware of some possible directions; hence the reader
is not given the right direction by an authoritative voice. From a metaphilosophical
perspective, the readers, too, are invited to provide freedom of choice to others and
to refrain from using an authoritative voice. The reasons for this avoidance are ()
that humans, during the embodiment of the soul, do not have direct epistemic access
to the objects of knowledge, and (b) that human cognition is fallible. Our inquiries
are thus likely to go astray. In short, the correct epistemic norms that would endow
us with the power to face up to the challenges posed by (a) and (b) are governed by

epistemic modesty.

In the rest of the epilogue, | would like to comment on the theory of Forms with
respect to its epistemic status in the Phaedo and in the Parmenides. To this end, |
review a passage from the Parmenides where Plato allegedly criticizes the theory of

Forms, before | compare this passage with the Phaedo.’® The aim of this

%18 The most devastating argument of the Parmenides is supposedly the ‘Third Man
Argument (TMA)’. It is a paradigm case criticizing the theory of Forms since the
idea of ‘separation’ assumed in the theory leads to ‘infinite regress’. The scholarship
on TMA is vast but the following two seminal works are quite essential: Vlastos
1954 and Waterlow [Broadie] 1982.
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investigation is neither to achieve a thorough understanding of the criticism nor to
explain the philosophical purpose of the criticism in detail. The Parmenides is
interesting because we can compare young Socrates and old Socrates with regards

to his position on the epistemic status of the theory of Forms.

Before exploring the Parmenides, | would like to note that Socrates does not strongly
cling to the theory of Forms in the Phaedo. He is especially careful about the
Form/particular relationship. Although Socrates discussed several aspects of the
theory of Forms, the readers are given hints that Socrates” arguments can be pursued
further. The theory of Forms can thus possess a stronger explanatory power, and the
initial hypothesis and its results can be further harmonized.

The Form/particular relationship is one of the main points of attack of Parmenides
in his eponymous dialogue. From a metaphilosophical perspective, the Parmenides
can be considered criticism about how Socrates presents the material about the
theory of Forms. In this respect, the Parmenides provides an antidote to its readers.
That is, there is a metaphilosophical component in the Parmenides, which reminds

the readers of a sort of philosophical humility.

To put it simply, Socrates in the Phaedo talks about the theory of Forms in line with
a sort of philosophical humility, while Socrates in the Parmenides makes several
claims on the theory of Forms, as if he is an epistemic authority and Parmenides
challenges Socrates. Socrates of the Phaedo thus illustrates the epistemic norms of
philosophical argument governed by epistemic modesty, while the way Socrates
presented and defended the theory of Forms in the Parmenides depicts other

epistemic norms governed by the idea of epistemic authority.>°

By stressing the difference between the Parmenides and the Phaedo regarding
Socrates’ defence of the theory of Forms, | would like to underline how young
Socrates is troubled by his strong convictions of the arguments that surround the
theory of Forms. The tribulations of young Socrates, in defending the theory of
Forms, is somewhat similar to the fate of misologists. In other words, it is suggested
to the reader that they need to be careful about putting trust in an argument if they
lack expertise in arguments, as discussed in Chapter 4. Similarly, the second part of

the Parmenides, which is the so-called philosophical training (or dialectical) part,

%19 No scholar places the Parmenides before the Phaedo. It is also generally accepted
that the Phaedo antedates the middle books of the Republic, and the Parmenides
comes after them. See Brandwood 1990 for the stylometric analysis of Plato’s
dialogues.
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might relate to the misology argument, as this part is about gaining expertise in

arguments to defend the theory of Forms.

Before briefly commenting on the dialectical part of the Parmenides, let me make
some remarks on the theory of Forms presented in the Phaedo and Parmenides: [1]
the theory of Forms criticized in the Parmenides is almost identical with that of the
Phaedo,%?° [2] the Parmenides’s criticism of the theory of Forms is neither fatal nor
insignificant,5? [3] the criticism results probably from Plato’s self-reflection or from
his discussion with others,%?? and [4] Parmenides’s criticism is of positive value;
hence Parmenides is not ‘the destroyer of the theory of Forms’, but ‘a guide’ who

tries to help young Socrates to develop and defend it.5%3

Here, | am not going to comment on the idea that the “Deductions” in the second
part of the Parmenides might appear fallacious; as some scholars argued that Plato
aims to reproduce and criticize ‘Eleatics’ deductive form of reasoning’ and that the
‘Deductions’ expose the ambiguities of “the One” and “being” of Parmenides.>?* Nor
will | examine whether the Deductions provided ‘basic conditions for the
instantiation of characters in particular things’ on which Plato bases his late
ontology.’? No matter what Plato’s purpose is exactly, | subscribe to the view that
Plato intended the antinomies to be genuinely compelling.5%

To put it simply, Parmenides’ critique of the theory of Forms is serious, and
Parmenides genuinely wishes to save Forms, and the ‘Deductions’ are compelling.
Here | will neither examine the problems of the theory of Forms indicated by
Parmenides nor discuss whether Parmenides’ worries are well-founded. For my
purposes, it is significant to observe that Socrates does not have relevant solutions

to Parmenides’ objections. If Socrates offers a solution, another problem arises.>?’

520 Robinson 1942, 58; Fine 1995, 36-38. But cf. Brumbaugh 1980, 42-45 who claims
that Parmenides criticizes ‘other’ theories of Forms.

%21 Robinson 1942, 58-59; Runciman 1959, 91-92; Ryle 1939a: 314-317

522 Cornford 1939, 101; Fine 1995, 39-42 for an analysis of Aristotle’s criticism of
the theory of Forms and Plato’s own critique.

52 parm. 135b5-c7. See Runciman 1942, 90; Sayre 1978, 134; Cherniss 1932; 128-
130; Ryle 1939b, 131-135; Schofield 1977, 140-142.

524 Cornford 1939, 112-114.

5% Sayre 1978, 134.

526 Schofield 1977, 140-142.

527 Rickless (1998) argues that part 11 of Parmenides solves some of the problems.
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Now, I limit my argument about the Parmenides to the objection to the scope of
Forms, as it can shed light on Socrates’ philosophical expertise and the correct norms

of philosophical argument:

[T43] ‘Not at all,” Socrates answered. ‘On the contrary, these things [sc. a form
of human being, or fire, or water and things that are like hair, mud and dirt, or
anything else totally undignified and worthless] are in fact just what we see.
Surely, it’s too outlandish to think there is a form for them. Not that the thought
that the same thing might hold in all cases hasn’t troubled me from time to time.
Then, when | get bogged down in that, | hurry away, afraid that | may fall into
some pit of nonsense and come to harm; but when | arrive back in the vicinity of
the things we agreed a moment ago have forms, I linger there and occupy myself
with them.’

‘That’s because you are still young, Socrates,” said Parmenides, ‘and philosophy
has not yet gripped you as, in my opinion, it will in the future, once you begin to
consider none of the cases beneath your notice. Now, though, you still care about
what people think, because of your youth (Parm. 130d3-¢4).”%%®

There is need to observe that young Socrates is talking to old Parmenides, although
the encounter is probably Plato’s fiction.®®® By mentioning Socrates’ age, I do not
wish to point to the philosophical and dramatic absurdity that Socrates has already
developed the theory of Forms in his early life.>®° Rather, | argue that Socrates in the
Parmenides suffers from a sort of confusion that is similar to the one he related in

the autobiography section of the Phaedo.

Both in the Phaedo and the Parmenides, we observe Socrates’s self-reflection,
through the eyes of Plato, on his intellectual fear. In the Parmenides, due to the
difficulty pertaining to the scope of Forms, Socrates is ‘afraid of (deicag)’ falling
into some pit of nonsense and being harmed, and hence he ‘hurries away (pedywv)’
and clings to the agreed on moral sorts of Forms such as the Just, Beautiful and Good
(see Parm. 130b8-9). Similarly, as we have seen in Chapter 5, in the Phaedo Socrates
was ‘utterly blinded” because of his study of natural science and was afraid of

becoming ‘totally blinded’ in his soul through observing things with his eyes, like

°28 OVdaudS, PAvVaL TOV Zokpan, GALG TadTo pév ye bmep Opduey, TodTa Kol eivat-
eidog 88 TL 0TV 0indfjvon ivar un Aav 1 dromov. §n péviol moté pe kai E0pace
LN TL 7 mEpi TAVTOV TdTOV- ENEtta dTav ToTn 6Td, PEOY®V oo, deicag U mote
glc Tva POov pAvapiog Epmecav Stopdapd- Ekeloe 8 oVV APIKOUEVOG, EiC B VOVT
ENEyopev €10M Eyev, mepl EKEIVO TPAYLOTELOUEVOC SLOTPIfm.

Néoc yap &l &1, @avor tov Hapuevidnv, & Zdkpatec, koi odmm cov dvieilnmron
QIA0GOMT0 OG ETL AVTIMWETOL KoT™ EUNV 00Eav, OTE 0VOEV DTV ATILAGELG VOV O
ETL TPOG AvOphTV dmofAénelc 60Eag d1d TV NAKiaw.

%29 Cornford 1939, 64.

530 More 1916, 123; Rickless 2006, 3-4.
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those who look at the sun during eclipse; hence he decided to take refuge in logoi
(see Phd. 99d4-¢6).

Secondly, it is pertinent to note that Parmenides tries to eliminate Socrates’ fear by
telling Socrates that he has not yet been ‘gripped by philosophy’, as Socrates still
cares about people’s ‘opinions (d6éag)’. Although it is not clear who these people
are and what they believe, it is safe to assume that these people are not philosophers,
as Socrates benefits from listening to Parmenides, who is a philosopher. Now, let me
remind the readers of the lines of the Phaedo where Socrates is considered to be the
only person who can give an account of Forms properly (Phd. 76b10-12). Turning
to the Parmenides, Socrates has not yet been gripped by philosophy; hence he
probably lacks expertise in philosophical argument. One might thus expect that
Socrates of the Phaedo and Socrates of the Parmenides have different philosophical

proficiencies.>®

There is no clue that might make us think that the theory of Forms which Socrates
presents in the Parmenides is worse than that of the Phaedo. In fact, it is not
important that the theory of Forms is identical in both dialogues. It is sufficient that
the theory of Forms is a philosophical theory, and the Phaedo and the Parmenides
might be presenting different but related versions of the theory of Forms. At any
rate, | argue that the way in which young Socrates argues for the theory of Forms is
different in these two dialogues.>® It is thus possible to see how Socrates stands

towards the theory of Forms in each case.

The difference between the young and old Socrates arises out of the epistemic (or
intellectual) norms that govern Socrates’ attitude towards the theory of Forms. It is
pertinent to observe that Socrates has not yet been gripped by philosophy; hence
Socrates cannot yet be a philosopher in the Parmenides. In the Phaedo, on the
contrary, philosophy most probably has gripped Socrates, if we would consider
Parmenides’ comment on Socrates’ future life to be true. Socrates, however, acts as
if he is an epistemic authority in the Parmenides although he does not have the

necessary expertise in arguments.

%81 That said, it might seem implausible that Socrates in the Parmenides lacks
expertise in arguments but is able describe the theory of Forms at least as well as he
did in the Phaedo. For instance, compare Phd. 102b1-2 and Parm. 130e5-6.
Dramatic and philosophical consistency, | believe, are not of profound concern for
Plato.

%32 For a view that the theory of Forms defended by Socrates in the Parmenides is
different than that of Plato’s middle period dialogues such as the Phaedo, see
Rickless 2006, 5-6.
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Similarly, we also need to observe the contrast between the attitude of
Zeno/Parmenides and Socrates. While Socrates is rather pretentious and even uses
an ad hominem argument against Zeno,>* Zeno and Parmenides welcome Socrates’
attempt and admire his enthusiasm. Besides, Parmenides can detect the problems
that might arise out of the theory of Forms, yet Socrates seems to be unaware of these
problems. %3 Now, let’s recall Socrates’ attitude towards his interlocutors in the
Phaedo: Socrates was kind, welcoming and encouraging, as | have argued in Chapter
4.5% In this respect, old Socrates’ attitude towards his young interlocutors in the

Phaedo is similar to old Parmenides’ attitude towards young Socrates.

Besides, the Parmenides suggests that young Socrates lacks expertise in arguments,
and thus his excessive trust in arguments (e.g. the theory of Forms) might not be
appropriate, especially if we consider the epistemic norms devised for those who
lack expertise in arguments in the misology argument. Now, | would like to quote
Parmenides: ‘Socrates, that’s because you are trying to mark off something beautiful,
and just, and good, and each one of the Forms, too soon, he [Parmenides] said, before
you have been properly trained’.%*® The difficulty stressed by Parmenides is that if
someone ‘won’t allow that there are forms for things and won’t mark off a form for
each one, he won’t have anywhere to turn his thought, since he doesn’t allow that

for each thing there is a character that is always the same’.%¥’

The nature of training and expertise that Socrates lacks is not relevant for my
purposes.>® What is of significance is to notice that after completing his training
Socrates will be able to ‘achieve a full view of the truth’ and to defend the theory of
Forms, philosophy and dialectic.®* If Socrates cannot defend the theory of Forms,

knowledge would become impossible for humans, and even for Gods.>* In a sense,

%33 See Parm. 128af. See Zuckert 1998, 885-886. cf. Cornford 1939, 67-68 for the
idea that Plato does not care much about Zeno as a philosopher.

534 Rickless 2006, 54.

% See Phd. 88e4-89a6. Meinwald (1991, 6-8) underlines the resemblance of
Parmenides and Socrates of the middle and early period dialogues, such as the
Phaedo and Meno, regarding the role of cross-examination.

5% Parm. 135c8-d1 IIpo yép, singiv, mpiv yopvacHijvor, @ Tdrpotec, OpilecOar
EMEIPElc KoAOV T€ TL Kol dikotov kal ayabov kai v Ekactov TV Eid®dV.

537 parm. 135b6-c2.

538 Some candidates are: [1] ‘the construction of antinomies in the manner of Zeno
(Schofield 1977, 140)’ [2] ‘the dialectical training (Runciman 1959, 99)’ [3] ‘the
procedure is to resemble Zeno's in so far as it takes a hypothesis such as 'that x exists'
and deduces the consequences (Cornford 1939, 104)’ [4] ‘a necessary propaedeutic
to the search for truth but not itself that search (Cherniss 1932, 129)’.

%39 parm. 136¢5.

%40 parm. 134e7-8.
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then, misology and Socrates’ underdeveloped argument about the theory of Forms
might lead to the same consequence: like misologists, and those who believe in them,
the believers of the theory of Forms would be deprived of knowledge and the truth,
although Socrates in the Parmenides might save himself (and everyone else) thanks

to Parmenides’ help and dialectical training.

In writing the Parmenides, not only did Plato aim to save the theory of Forms but he
also intended to briefly touch upon the subject of the correct method of philosophical
argument. As | have argued, it is dangerous to put all our trust in arguments if we
lack expertise in arguments. In a sense, then, the Parmenides is both an attempt to
develop and modify the theory of Forms and Plato’s metaphilosophical study about

one’s attitude towards theories and arguments.

One might, however, object to my story by maintaining that the Phaedo looks
forward to the Parmenides for the improvement of the theory of Forms.>* | agree
with the idea of looking forward, as any Platonic reader can hardly be startled to
discover very specific links between the dialogues. However, | do not think it can
harm my claim that the Socrates of the Phaedo follows the correct epistemic norms,
as nothing | argue fundamentally hangs on the question which of the two dialogues
is philosophically more appealing and advanced regarding the theory of Forms.
Rather, it is interesting to observe that Plato clearly has some interest in
metaphilosophy in the Parmenides and in the correct epistemic norms governing

philosophical inquiry/conversation.

To conclude, one of Plato’s aims in writing the Phaedo is to develop the correct
norms of the practice of philosophers and to display these norms through the
conversation between Socrates and his interlocutors. These norms are based on
philosophical humility and they naturally sit with Plato’s views on the method of
inquiry in the Phaedo, namely the method of hypothesis. | thus think that the Phaedo
endows the reader with intellectual virtues, along with the proofs concerning the

immortality of the soul and the theory of Forms.

%41 E.g. Taylor 1896, 308; Rickless 2006, 25.
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