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THE CONSEQUENCES OF MISOLOGY.
SOCRATES’ APOLOGY OF DISCOURSE IN THE PHAEDO

Abstract: In this article we examine the Phaedo section on misology. Socrates tries
to identify the nature and origin of uooloyia, as well as its ruinous consequences
for the philosophical life. Miooloyia has a disastrous effect on philosophical life,
because it consists in hatred of argument and therefore bears the power to undermine
the confidence in AOyoL which is the very basis of life devoted to philosophy. Since
philosophy is based upon confidence in AOyot and could consequently be termed a
kind of ¢prhoroyia, hatred of argument or uooroyia can be equated with hatred
of philosophy. Socrates endeavours to protect philosophy against the dangers of
ptooroyta. He does this by showing that confidence in AdyoL is the only way
to conduct a meaningful life: the philosophical life. He performs an apology for
AOYoL, which is an apology for philosophy and a fortiori for his own life: the life of
a true GLAOLOYOC.
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As consequéncias da misologia. A apologia socritica do discurso no Fédon
Resumo: Neste artigo, consideramos a seccio do Fédon sobre a misologia.
Sécrates procura identificar a natureza e a origem da pooloyia, bem como as
suas consequéncias ruinosas para a vida filoséfica. A pooloyla exerce um efeito
devastador sobre a vida filos6fica, porque consiste no édio aos argumentos; tem,
portanto, o poder de abalar a confianga nos A0YOL, a qual é a prépria base da vida
filoséfica. Na medida em que a filosofia se baseia na confianga nos AOyoL e, por
conseguinte, pode ser designada como uma espécie de pLhoroyia, o édio aos
argumentos ou OOAOY(a pode ser identificado com o édio a filosofia. Socrates
esforga-se por proteger a filosofia contra os perigos da puooloyic. Fi-lo mostrando
que a confianga nos AOYOL ¢ o tinico caminho para viver uma vida com sentido: a
vida filoséfica. Sécrates leva a cabo uma apologia dos AOyOL, a qual é uma apologia
da filosofia e a fortiori da sua propria vida: a vida de um verdadeiro prhdLoYOC.

Palavras-chave: Argumentos; Fédon; Filologia; Misologia; Platao.

1. Introduction. Socrates’ First Three Arguments and Simmias’ and
Cebes’ Objections to Them. The Effect of Simmias’ and Cebes’ Objections
upon the Audience. Immortality of the Soul and Meaningfulness of Life

At the very moment when he is about to die, Socrates and his friends
decide they will try to find out whether or not the human soul is immortal.
There could hardly be a stronger connection between the main theme and
the existential circumstances of the Phaedo'. However, the connection is still
stronger than this. Because Socrates has been devoting his life to philosophy
and understands philosophy as a way of learning to die in the present life (in
the sense of preparing oneself for contemplating eternal truth in an immortal

! See D. Jacquette, «Socrates on the Moral Mischief of Misology», Argumentation, 28 (2014)
5: «It is likely part of the unspoken subtext of Plato’s many-layered dialogue that Socrates chooses
to address the threat of misology shortly before his death, since it would be not unreasonable to
imagine his followers easily becoming misologues through resentment of the kind of argument
that seems to have brought Socrates to his final tragic lethal punishment.» Although Jacquette
seems to recognise that there is a connection between the main theme and the existential situation
of the Phaedo (namely, through the topic of misology) we think he misunderstands what the
grounds of such connection are. As we shall see more clearly, the main theme and the existential
situation of the Phaedo are strongly connected not so much because Socrates’ imminent death
could cause his companions to become WOOAOYOL, as because the fact that Socrates is about to
die leads him and his followers to the question of whether their lives have been making any sense.
Contrary to what Jacquette states in the passage quoted, misology does not arise out of resentment
at the condemnation of Socrates, but rather out of the fact that the validity of Socrates’ first three
arguments in favour of the immortality of the human soul is threatened by Simmias’ and Cebes’
objections.
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afterlife), the question whether or not the human soul is immortal amounts to
whether or not Socrates’ life (a philosopher’s life) has any meaning and ultimate
justification. In this sense, arguing for the immortality of the soul (which is
what Socrates spends the entire Phaedo doing) corresponds to an apology for
the philosophical life (for Socrates’ own life — cfr. 69¢3-4)%. In other words,
it corresponds to an account of the ultimate reason why dedicating one’s life
to philosophy is not absurd and might constitute a worthy enterprise (in fact,
the only worthy enterprise in human life).

In the following paper we will be examining the Phaedo section on
misology (89d1-91c6). In this section Socrates tries to identify the nature and
origin of uoohoyta, as well as its ruinous consequences for the philosophical
life. According to Socrates in the Phaedo, puoohoyia has a disastrous effect
on philosophical life, because it consists in hatred of argument and therefore
bears the power to undermine the confidence in AOyou which is the very basis
of life devoted to philosophy. In other words, since philosophy is based upon
confidence in AOyol and could consequently be termed a kind of prioroyia,
hatred of argument or uoohoyia can be equated with hatred of philosophy®.
In the Phaedo Socrates endeavours to protect philosophy against the dangers
of woohoyio. He does this by showing that confidence in Adyou is the only
way to conduct a meaningful life (the philosophical life). In other words, in
the Phaedo Socrates performs an apology for AOyoL, which is an apology for
philosophy and a fortiori for his own life (the life of a true pLhOLOYOGC)%.

2 For a similar view, see J. Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertrauen (Uber Platons eigenartigen
Dialog Phaidon)», Grazer Beitriige, 20 (1994) 41, 50; S. Spinka, «Katharsis katharseés: Philosophie
als “Flucht in die logoi” und als “Reinigung”», in A. Havli¢ek (ed.), Platos Phaedo, Oikoymenh,
Prague 2001, p. 287.

? See Jacquette, «The Moral Mischief of Misology», art. cit., p. 2: «Misology, as Socrates
explains, by analogy with misanthropy as the hatred of humanity, is the hatred of /ogos, of words,
in one sense, but more relevantly of discussion, logical reasoning, and argument.» Jacquette
is right in his account of the meaning of A0y0g in the composition of the term oohoyia.
However, a full account of the term puooloylo requires attention to be given to the fact that
pooroyia is the opposite of prhocodia. For philosophy is tantamount to a form of life devoted
to MoyoL. Hatred of argument should, therefore, be equated with hatred of a form of life devoted
to arguments.

# On the importance of the section on misology for the Phaedo as a whole, see Dalfen,
«Philologia und Vertrauen», art. cit., pp. 35, 37: «In der Verunsicherung und der Enttduschung,
in welche die Zuhérer durch die Einwinde des Simmias und Kebes geraten sind, sieht Sokrates
die grofle Gefahr, dafl sie das Vertrauen in die Tragfihigkeit der logoi verlieren und sich in
ihrem kiinftigen Leben nicht mehr an ihnen orientieren. Der ganze Dialog Phaidon ist eine
Demonstration, wie Sokrates diese Gefahr aus dem Weg riumen will: im Intermezzo lifSt Platon
die Personen seines Textes explizit dariiber sprechen, was er implizit den ganzen Dialog hindurch
darstellt.» On the singularity of this intermezzo of the Phaedo in comparison with those of other
Platonic dialogues, see D. Frede, Platons «Phaidon»: Der Traum von der Unsterblichkeit der Seele,
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1999, p. 85.
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Up until the section on puoohoyia Socrates presents a few arguments
for the immortality of the human soul:

1) The cyclical argument (70c4-72d10), according to which the dead
come from the living and vice versa;

2) The recollection argument (72el-77a5), according to which the
human soul, because it possesses a kind of innate knowledge, must
have existed elsewhere before coming to this life;

3) The affinity argument (78b2-80b8), according to which the human
soul, due to a greater affinity between it and the realm of intelligible
forms, shares the latter’s indestructibility.

However, both Simmias and Cebes have doubts about these arguments or,
rather, about the survival of the human soul after death, which Socrates’ first
three arguments were supposed to be able to prove. Each of them, therefore,
raises an objection to Socrates’ arguments:

a) Simmias presents the soul-harmony theory (85b10-86¢5), according
to which the human soul consists in the harmony of the bodily parts
the soul’s existence depends upon’.

b) Cebes objects to Socrates’ arguments by presenting a theory of the
body as the human soul’s garment (86e6-88b8); according to Cebes,
the fact that the human soul outlives a great number of garments does
not necessarily entail that the soul will outlast all of its garments®.

The details of both Simmias’ and Cebes’ objections should not concern
us here. However, to be aware of the exchange of arguments between Socrates
and his two companions is absolutely decisive for understanding why
Socrates’ reflections on the consequences of juooloyia and his apology for
AOYoL take place. For Simmias” and Cebes’ objections to Socrates’ arguments
have a tremendous impact upon the validity of the latter from the audience’s
perspective and could give rise to hatred of argument in the souls of the
listeners of the conversation’. Indeed, up to this point Socrates arguments are

> R. Burger, The Phaedo: A Platonic Labyrinth, Yale University Press, New Haven 1984, p.
247 n. 2, points out that Simmias’ soul-harmony theory originally derived from the Pythagorean
Philolaus.

¢ K. Dorter, Platos Phaedo: An Interpretation, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1982, p.
87, points to the fact that Simmias’ and Cebes’” arguments are, more often than not, treated by
Socrates as one single argument. Cfr. 89a4, a8, c3-4, 91b7-8 (where both arguments are referred
to in the singular).

7 For a more detailed summary of Socrates’ first three arguments and Simmias’ and Cebes’
objections to them, see D. Sedley and A. Long (eds.), Plato: Meno and Phaedo, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 2010, pp. xxiv-xxv, xxvi-xxxi.
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convincing for at least the majority of those who are with him during his last
moments. Socrates friends (with the exception of Simmias and Cebes) are
persuaded by Socrates’ arguments that the human soul is immortal and will
survive bodily death. However, Simmias’ and Cebes’ objections come to shake
their confidence in Socrates’ arguments, that is, in the human soul’s survival
after death. Socrates’ companions (as well as Echechrates) now become
persuaded or convinced of the strength and validity of both Simmias’ and
Cebes’ objections. In other terms, all listeners and readers of the exchange
of arguments between Socrates and his two friends are thrown back and
forth between opposite arguments about the immortality of the soul. At one
moment they are persuaded that the soul is immortal. At another moment
they are persuaded that the soul might not be immortal. The back-and-forth
movement between opposite arguments (or between the opposite theses such
arguments speak in favour of) is confusing for those who are listening to
the conversation between Socrates and his two dialogue partners®. What is
more, this back-and-forth movement causes deep uncertainty in the minds of
the listeners of the conversation — not only about which series of arguments
is true (whether Socrates’ or Simmias’ and Cebes’ arguments), but also and
more fundamentally about the validity of arguments as such and the very
intelligibility of reality.

The extension of the suspicion about the validity of arguments and
the intelligibility of reality from the immediate audience of the conversation
to its narrators and the whole universe of readers of the Phaedo becomes plain
in 88c1-7, where Phaedo suddenly and unexpectedly interrupts the narration
to tell of the feeling of discomfort, trouble and unbelief generated by Simmias’
and Cebes’ objections to Socrates’:

«Now when we all heard them 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,

8 Spinka, «Katharsis katharseds», art. cit., pp. 297-300, maintains that a relationship exists
between this experience of instability in the realm of AOyot and the instability one experiences in
the realm of the body.

% The fact that the suspicion about the validity of Socrates” arguments extends from the
immediate audience to the narrators of the Phaedo, is widely accepted by Plato scholars — see
e.g. Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertrauen», art. cit., p. 44; Dorter, Platos Phaedo, op. cit., p. 87; T.
Ebert (trans.), Platon: Phaidon, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2004, p. 301; Frede, Platons
«Phaidony, op. cit., pp. 85-86.
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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
doubov .

The sense of loss and oscillation between arguments in favour of and
against the immortality of the soul is also experienced by Echechrates in 88c8-
d3 (right after Phaedo’s words quoted above):

«Heavens, Phaedo, I quite sympathize with you. Now that I too have
heard you, it makes me too say something like this to myself: “What argument
will we still trust now? How utterly persuasive the argument was that Socrates
was giving, yet now it has been plunged into doubt”»'!!

The passages quoted above are saturated with terms from the semantic
field of mloTig and melO®m'2. What is more, the passages in question point to
the unpleasant, troubled situation in which the listeners of the conversation
are left after becoming aware that Socrates” arguments might not be true. In
other words, the passages in 88c1-7 and 88¢8-d3 show that a close connection
exists between, on the one hand, absence of belief and conviction and, on the
other hand, agony or distress felt towards the very situation absence of belief
and conviction has brought one into. The reason why this connection exists
is that it has to do with the destiny of the human soul after death. Indeed,
one of the core constituents of our untroubled relationship to ourselves and

1 [Tavieg obv dxoboovieg elmdviov avtdv dndde dietédnuev, dg Hotepov
ELéyopev mog AMMAoUG, &L VIO ToD €ueooBev Aoyou 0hpOdQa TETELCUEVOUS UGS
TGV €010V AVaTOQAENL %Ol €ig AmoTiaV RATAPAAELY OV LOVOV TOIG TTQOELRNUEVOLS
AOYOLG, AALGL »ai gig Ta Dotegov péhhovta enOfoeca, wi 0vdevOg GELoL ipev xoutal
1} nol ta o drypato avta dmota 1). The Greek text is quoted from E. A. Duke (ed.), Platonis
opera, 1, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1995. We use the English translation in Sedley and Long, Meno
and Phaedo, op. cit. X

N1 tovg Oeotg, o Paidwv, ouyyvounv ye €xw VUV, ®ol YOQ OUTOV HE VOV
Ax000AVTA GOV TOLODTOV TL AEYELV TTQOG ELOVTOV Emépyetal: «Tivt ovv €t Tuoteoouev
MOY®; g yaQ 0podoa mbavog (v, Ov 0 Zoxrdtng €heye AOyov, VOV eig dmotiov
RATOTETTWHEV. »

12 On the important role played in the Phaedo by the notions of mioTig, melOd and 6Ea,
see Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertrauen, art. cit., pp. 38, 46; Dorter, Platos Phaedo, op. cit., p. 94.
However, we do not think — as Dalfen and Dorter do — that the use of the vocabulary of belief,
persuasion and conviction is responsible for the introduction of a subjective-emotional and non-
disinterested (non-philosophical) dimension into Socrates’ argumentation strategy. For given the
limitations of human knowledge — given that human knowledge is not capable of achieving a full
grasp of truth (at least in the present life) — any objective-rational and disinterested (philosophical)
enquiry must necessarily involve persuasion of (oneself and) others and result in a state of belief
and conviction about the thesis one has been persuaded of.
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to the world we live in consists in the fact that we possess certainty about
the destiny of the human soul after bodily death. In the Phaedo we can find
references to Greek religious beliefs about the soul’s destiny in the afterlife,
cultural disbelief in the immortality of the soul and Socrates” philosophical
attitude, which consists in trying to rationally prove that the soul is immortal.
In none of these references is there an indication that some sort of agony
or anxiety is likely to arise due to any one of the aforementioned kinds of
certainty about the soul’s survival after death. The possession of any kind
of certainty in this connection (regardless of what the particular content of
the certainty is and the specific way in which the certainty was achieved) is,
therefore, apparently enough for us to establish and to maintain a peaceful,
untroubled relationship to ourselves and to the world. The question whether
the content of the aforementioned certainty is important in establishing an
unworried, safe relationship to our existential situation should not concern
us in detail here. Nevertheless, as the Phaedo progresses — as we progressively
become aware that upon the immortality of the human soul depends not
only the meaningfulness of philosophical life but also the meaningfulness
of human life as such (insofar as every form of human life possesses a
philosophical nature or an inherent relationship to truth) — it turns out that
the content of the certainty about the human soul’s survival after death is not
at all unimportant. If the meaningfulness of philosophical life depends upon
the truth that the human soul is immortal, and if every form of human life
has a philosophical nature, then the meaningfulness of every form of human
life must stand or fall with the truth that the human soul is immortal®. To
put it another way, the fact or even the possibility that the human soul is not
immortal is likely to cause worry and anxiety in the minds of the listeners of
Socrates’ discussion with his two interlocutors'. Indeed, such a fact or such a

13 We should like to argue against the view maintained by R. Woolf, «<Misology and Truth,
Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, 23 (2007) 7: «(...) the dialogue
presents what it takes to be a highly attractive picture of immortal souls in communion with
everlasting Forms; and that this picture is so vigorously defended, at least in part, because it is such
an attractive one.» The immortality of the human soul is not merely an attractive possibility, but
rather that upon which the whole meaningfulness of human life is grounded. J. Wood too, in his
reply to Woolf, seems to totally miss the point at stake in the Phaedo: «(...) Socrates (or Plato) is
not advocating an otherworldly escapism in this dialogue, but a certain way of living in the light
of exalting and ennobling possibility (...).» (Ibid., pp. 22-23) In fact, the question of the human
soul’s immortality is fundamentally not that of which form of life is more exalting and ennobling
— but that of the truth of the only single fact that can give meaning to human life.

' Woolf, «Misology and Truth», art. cit., p. 12, recognises that despair might arise should
the demonstration(s) of the human soul’s immortality be refuted: «It is psychologically plausible
that despair about the possibility of having good grounds to believe at all should arise from the
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possibility can profoundly disturb our peaceful (unreflective) relationship to
ourselves and to the world. Once we become aware of even the possibility that
our soul may not be immortal, our relationship to ourselves and to the world
will remain disturbed until it has been proved that the soul is immortal. The
confusion and uneasiness felt by the entire audience to Socrates’ conversation
with Simmias and Cebes is caused by the fact that uncertainty about the
immortality of the soul amounts to the possibility that the soul is not immortal
—and such a possibility is enough to cause one’s relationship to oneself and to
the world to fall into uneasiness. To put it a bit differently, the confusion and
uneasiness felt by the audience of the conversation is produced by the fact that
the course of the dialogue changes from a situation in which the immortality
of the soul is considered proved into a situation in which uncertainty as to
the immortality of the soul prevails. In the Phaedo the power of AOYOL to
reach truth is assessed in terms of its capacity to prove that the human soul is
immortal (and not merely in terms of its ability to determine whether or not
the soul is immortal)'. If the AOyoL of the Phaedo were able to demonstrate
that the soul is not immortal, one’s trouble and anxiety about one’s existential
situation would not go away. In the Phaedo puoohoylia is hatred of argument
insofar as hatred of argument is caused by the (at least momentary) inability
of Aoyou to indisputably demonstrate that the soul is immortal.

The central role played in human life by one’s conviction that one’s
soul is immortal can be seen through Echechrates’ curiosity about how
Socrates handled his two companions’ arguments and whether he did this in
an adequate fashion:

«So for heaven’s sake tell me how Socrates pursued the argument. Was
he too at all noticeably upset, as you say the rest of you were, or did he
instead come calmly to the argument’s rescue? And was his help sufficient, or

inadequate? Please go through everything for us as accurately as you can»'®.

undermining not of anything about which we happen to have been persuaded argumentatively,
but of the category of conclusions we have found especially attractive or uplifting.» In our view,
however, the despair (worry or anxiety) does not arise out of the fact that what is refuted is an
attractive or uplifting thesis, but out of the circumstance in which the only single thesis that can
make human life meaningful is refuted.

1> We agree with Woolf («Misology and Truth, art. cit., pp. 5-6, 9) that Socrates” position
is ideological — however, in the sense that in the Phaedo Socrates does not intend to rescue all
arguments from the dangers of misology, but only those in favour of human soul’s immortality.

16 88d8-e4: Aéye ovv mEoOg ALog mtf) 0 Zwredng pethide TOv Adyov; nol moTEQOV
nAnEVOG, MOTEQ VUAS Pg, EVONAOS TL €yéveto dayO0ouevog 1) ol, GAAA Todwg €BoT0et
T MOY®; val iravirs RonOnoey 1) €voemgs; mavto Nuiv dtelbe wg dOvaoa dxgiéotata.
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Echechrates’ curiosity is not a disinterested one. Echechrates is seeking
to find out how Socrates dealt with a couple of objections which shook
the conviction that the soul is immortal — that is, a conviction upon which
Echechrates’” untroubled relationship to his own existential situation depends.
The passage quoted makes clear that the question at issue is so decisive for
how one is existentially situated that Echechrates is not at all interested in a
demonstration of the human soul’s immortality regardless of the truth of such
ademonstration. Echechrates is interested in knowing not only whether or not
a demonstration of the human soul’s immortality has been achieved, but also
whether or not it has been achieved by means of an adequate procedure. We
can extend Echechrates interest in Socrates’ response to his friends’ objections
in exactly the same terms to all listeners of their exchange of arguments.

2. The Peculiarity of Socrates’ Stance. On What Should Be Mourned.
The Transindividuality of Aoyou. The Perfectibility of A0yot

Of course, Socrates too is interested in the outcome of the whole discussion
on the immortality of the human soul. This issue is as fundamental for
Socrates as it is for all the listeners of the debate in course. However, Socrates
is in a peculiar situation. Socrates” untroubled relationship to his existential
situation depends upon the outcome of a «journey» in which he acts as the
main guide. To put it in other words, to the extent that in the Phaedo (as in
the majority of the Platonic dialogues) it is Socrates who leads the discussion,
Socrates is responsible for the untroubledness not only of his relationship to
his existential situation but also of that of the listeners of the conversation.
Therefore, Socrates should be at least as confused and troubled as the rest
of the audience. Nevertheless, Socrates is depicted as calmly reacting to the
uneasiness of the situation. Socrates’ state of mind before the difficulties his
first arguments in favour of the immortality of the human soul fall into, is
beautifully expressed in Phaedo’s answer to Echechrates’ question:

«Well, Echecrates, I'd often admired Socrates, but I never respected him
more than when I was with him then. Now perhaps there is nothing surprising
in his having something to say. But I particularly admired in him first how

pleasantly, genially and respectfully he took in the young men’s argument,

Filosofia. Revista da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porro, 35-36 (2018-2019) 9-35 17



PAULO ALEXANDRE LIMA

then how discerningly he noticed the effect the arguments had had on us,
and 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»".

Phaedo is completely amazed at Socrates’ attitude towards such a worrying
situation. Phaedo is more amazed with Socrates than he has ever been amazed
with him before. In the passage quoted Phaedo lets us know exactly what the
causes of his perplexity towards Socrates are. Phaedo is astonished by

i) Socrates serenity in such a stressful situation;

ii) Socrates’ perspicacity in understanding how confused and troubled his

companions are after his first three arguments are put in jeopardy;

iii) Socrates’ respectful attitude towards his friends’ state of mind;

iv) Socrates’ ability to adequately respond to the challenge of curing his

friends from a dangerous disease later called poohoyia.

Phaedo’s astonishment towards Socrates’ reaction is not difficult to
understand. How can Socrates be so calm and lucid in the face of such a
tremendous possibility: that the immortality of the human soul is not
rationally verifiable and consequently every form of human life might be
simply meaningless? However, Socrates’ calmness and lucidity are not due to
the fact that he is already in possession of a rationally valid demonstration of
the human soul’s immortality which he has not yet presented. In fact, Socrates
is in a similar situation to that of his listeners. The possibility that the human
soul is mortal and human life is meaningless has had an enormous impact
on Socrates’ relationship to his existential situation, too. In truth, Socrates’
situation is even more stressful than that of his companions. Socrates will not
live much longer, and the meaningfulness of his whole life depends on finding
a rationally valid demonstration of the human soul’s immortality. In spite of
the fact that his first three arguments are put into question, Socrates remains
calm and lucid, because he maintains his confidence in the capacity of rational
argumentation to reach the truth about the human soul’s immortality, that
is, to demonstrate that the human soul is immortal. Phaedo’s depiction of

7 88e5-89a8: Ko pfv, & "Exéroates, mohhdnis Bavpdoas Swxodt ob nhmote
paAlov Nyaodny 1 toéte mTOQAYEVOUEVOS. TO PEV OUV €xev OTL Aéyol €xelvog {owg
ovd¢v dtomov: dlla E€ymye pdhota E0aiuaco aUToD TEMTOV HEV TOUTO, MG NOEmG
%Ol EVUEVOS nal Ayapévog TOV veaviornv tov Adyov amedéEato, Emerta MUV Mg
0E¢wg obeto O "memdVOepey VIO TOV AOYWV, ETELTO O €V NUAS LAoATO ®al (HOTEQ
TeGEVYOTOS ROl NTTNUEVOUGS AVERAAESOTO ROl TQOVTEEYEV TTOOG TO TOREMETHAL TE ROl
OUOROTELV TOV MOYOV.

18 Filosofia. Revista da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto, 35-36 (2018-2019) 9-35



THE CONSEQUENCES OF MISOLOGY.

Socrates attitude towards the present uncertainty about what the destiny of
the human soul after death is intends to present Socrates as the pthOLOYOg
rnat €E0yNV — as one who above all others remains confident in the power
of AOYoL as the single means by which every form of human life might not
have been conducted in vain. Phaedo’s words quoted above draw a picture
of what the right stance towards the danger of poohoyia is, even before we
have become acquainted with Socrates’ explanation of the nature and causes
of this perilous disease.

After having drawn this sort of romantic picture of Socrates, Phaedo
refers to Socrates” affectionate gesture towards him (89a10-b4). At the time
when Socrates’ conversation with his friends took place, Phaedo had grown
long hair. After giving Phaedo’s head a stroke and squeezing the hair on
Phaedo’s neck (89b2-3), Socrates addressed him with a few, significant words.
Through Socrates” address to Phaedo, we understand that Phaedo has decided
to cut his hair the following day as a sign of mourning for Socrates’ imminent
death'®. Socrates says to Phaedo that he should not wait for the next day to
cut his hair. Should he and Phaedo not be able to bring the Adyou in favour
of the immortality of the human soul back to life, they should rather both cut
their hair today:

«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?» «I'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»"’.

According to this passage, Phaedo’s mourning should be directed not
towards Socrates’ imminent death but rather towards the AOyoL in favour of
human soul’s immortality being dead. In the passage quoted Socrates suggests
that the AOyou in question are much more important than himself in terms
of rationally proving that the human soul is immortal and human life is
therefore meaningful. The lack of power to rationally prove the immortality
of the human soul and the meaningfulness of human life as such is what
really deserves to be mourned (not Socrates as an individual person). What

'8 On this topic, see Frede, Platons «Phaidon», op. cit., p. 86.

1 89b4-cl: (...) Abgov 81, €¢n, iowg, o Paldwv, Tag xakdg TOUTAS HOUOG
amoxeot). "Eowev, nv 8’ £yd, @ Zhnroates. Obx, &v ye ol meidn. A Ti; v & éyd.
Thuegov, Edn, xAym TAg EUAG #OL OV TAVTAS, EAVITEQ YE ULV O AOYOGS TEAEVTON ROl 1)
duvopeda avTov dvaplooaocdar.
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is more, mourning for the death of the AOyou at issue is much more urgent
than mourning for Socrates’ imminent death, for these AOyou (or rather,
the confidence Socrates’ companions have in them) are already dying. What
really matters now is to bring these AOyou (or rather, the confidence Socrates
companions have in them) to life again.

However, the power of arguments to attain a rational demonstration of
the immortality of the human soul should not be considered a value in itself.
Such arguments (in fact, all arguments) should not be deemed worthy of
being searched for, if they are to remain detached from a desirable impact on
the course of human life?. Socrates’ address to Phaedo in 89b4-c1 implies
that saving the power of arguments to rationally prove the immortality of the
human soul is more fundamental to human life as such than love for (and
the reputation of) each individual person — even if that person is Socrates.
Nevertheless, this does not mean that rational arguments for the immortality
of the human soul should be saved for their own sake. Instead, it means that
such rational arguments are more important than any given individual person,
because they should serve the lives of all currently existing human beings as
well as the lives of all human beings who might exist in the near or distant
future. To state it very briefly, the value of such arguments transcends the

2 In this light, Dalfen’s («Philologia und Vertrauen», art. cit., p. 39) distinction between the
pragmatic and the dramatic level of the Phaedo is too sharp: «Der Dialog hat eine pragmatische und
eine dramatische Ebene. Auf der pragmatischen liegt die Sache, die von den Personen gesprochen
wird, auf der dramatischen das Verhalten der Personen der Sache und den Gesprichspartnern
gegeniiber, ihre Aktionen und Interaktionen.» From our point of view, there would not have been
any discussion on the immortality of the human soul in the Phaedo, if there had not in the first
place been a personal relationship of the interlocutors in the dialogue to the subject of human soul’s
immortality. Woolf («<Misology and Truthy, art. cit., p. 10) rightly points out that enquiry into truth
must have a motivational basis in order to take place: «Truth as a merely formal end seems too thin
(from a psychological point of view) to get enquiry going. Aristotle tells us that we all desire to know.
But he would be happy to admit that most of us have no desire to know (for example) the exact
number of hairs on one’s head. Such cases suffice to indicate that “truth for its own sake” is, in itself,
a dubious motivation and may not be all there is to Socrates’ conception of being philosophical. To
care simply that one reaches truth, whatever it may be, is to be disinterested as to outcome. But what
motivates is something about the putative object of enquiry — some aspect (or perceived aspect) that
strikes us as fascinating, mysterious or noble. After all, in other parts of the Phaedo, not to mention
the Republic and elsewhere, being a philosopher is intimately connected with having and pursuing a
certain definite and purportedly inspiring, vision of reality.» However, Woolf’s conception of the kind
of truth one is motivated to search for is weak. In the Phaedo, Socrates and his companions are not
in search of a fascinating, mysterious or noble truth. Instead, they are looking for a meaning-giving
truth (and therefore a reassuring one). A few sentences later, Woolf (ibid., pp. 10-11) maintains that
«The truths one is motivated to seek for their own sake need not be ones whose discovery one expects
to welcome, but they must at minimum be ones whose content or subject-matter one has some
concern with.» However, he leaves the nature of that concern indeterminate. The problem is that
the identification of the nature of such concern is crucial to understanding what is fundamentally at

stake in the Phaedo.
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value of the life of every individual person; it is, so to speak, transindividual.
What is more, such arguments should be true; that is to say, they should be
developed according to the rules of rational argumentation?'. Therefore, the
transindividuality of the arguments at issue also has to do with the fact that
they should be true arguments. In other words, one should not adopt the
thesis about the question of the human soul’s immortality which best suits
one’s individual selfish interest, regardless of the truth value of that thesis and
of whether that thesis is the outcome of a rigorous rational procedure®.

Near the end of the section on puoohoyia (91b7-c6), Socrates insists on
this same idea of transindividuality, but in much more precise terms:

This then, Simmias and Cebes, is the baggage I bring with me when
approaching the argument. But as for you, if 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 I depart®.

In this passage Socrates explicitly says that dAf)0gia is what one should
really give thought to. Furthermore, Socrates refers to the procedure that
should be followed in order for one not to deceive oneself and others as to
the truth of the arguments for the human soul’s immortality. According to
Socrates, the right procedure to be applied to the discussion of the arguments
for the immortality of the human soul, assuring the rationality of this
discussion, consists in

i) the exposition of arguments for the immortality of the human soul,

ii) agreement with these arguments on the part of the interlocutors, if

they find the arguments at issue true,

or iii) resistance to these arguments on the part of the interlocutors, if

they find the arguments in question false.

2! For a summary of the rules rational argumentation should follow see Jacquette, «The
Moral Mischief of Misology», art. cit., p. 2.

22 On falseness and illusion as possible consequences of enquiries into truth which are
motivated by one’s individual selfish interest, see Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertraueny, art. cit., p.
38; Frede, Platons «Phaidon», op. cit., pp. 88-89.

¥ moQeoreVaoUEVOS 01, €01, ® Zppio te nol KéPng, ovtmol €oyopar ém tov
AOYoV- Vpelg pévrot, v épol melbnobe, ouxeov dpooviicavies ZoxredTtovg, Tig O
anBeiag ol pBAAOV, €0V PHEV TL DUV dond® AlnOes Aéyely, ouvopohoynoaTe, el O i),
VTl AOY@ avtiteivete, evAofolpevol Ommg ) €yam Vo mpobuulog duo pautov Te
%ol VUGG EEammathoag, GomeQ HEMTTA TO REVIQOV EYRATAMITOV OlYT)COUOLL.
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The dialogical preconditions for rationality and truth now expounded,
which should be complied with in order for the immortality of the human
soul to be adequately proved, constitute the preconditions for the rationality
and truth of Socrates” arguments against WoOAOYLQ, too.

As we have seen above, Socrates is in a peculiar situation. By arguing
in favour of the immortality of the human soul, Socrates is trying to make
sense of philosophy (his lifelong activity). However, to the extent that Socrates
is a sort of mentor for his companions, he feels himself responsible for them.
Socrates wishes his friends’ confidence in rational argumentation for the
human soul’s immortality does not die in their hearts. To understand in more
precise terms how Socrates conceives of his responsibility towards his friends
is decisive for our purpose here. For the way in which Socrates sees himself
as responsible for the meaningfulness of his friends’ lives will reveal what the
status of Socrates” statements against WOOAOY{0l towards the AOyoL for the
immortality of the human soul is and how Socrates’ friends should hear these
statements. The relevant passage in this respect is 91a3-b3:

For when they [sc. those who are fond of victory] 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. And I think that now I will differ from them only to this
extent: | won't strive to make what I say seem true to those who are present,
except as a by product, but instead to make it seem so as much as possible to
myself. For I reckon, my dear friend — see how ambitious I'm being — that if

what I'm saying is actually true, then it’s quite right to be convinced (...)*.

Socrates’ words in this passage are quite odd. For Socrates’ position here
seems to contradict what we said above about Socrates’ responsibility for the
meaningfulness of his companions’ lives. Socrates says, namely, that he is
worried only about convincing himself of the truth of his own statements. Of
course, it may happen that in the process of convincing himself Socrates also
convinces his friends that what he is saying is true — but, as Socrates himself

ol yoQ €xelvol [sc. ol ¢LX0VL%0L] dtav megi Tov auq)toﬁnrmow O pev Eyel egl
OV &v 6 Moyog 1) ol cb@ovu@ovaw Omwg ¢ O avtol £€0evto TabTa 0OEEL Toig magodov,
10010 MROOUODVTOL. noL EYm Hot dox® £V T( MAQOVIL TO0ODTOV HOVOV Exelvav
drologv: ov Y Ommg Toig nagoboty a eyoo Xsyu) 00EeL (xM]Gn glvol oo m]oopm el
) ein méipeeyov, Al dmwg adTd £pol ot udhoto 06EeL ovtwg Exewy. hoyiCopar ydo,
o ¢ile talpe — BE0OOL OGS TAEOVERTIRAC — €L UEV TUYYAVEL AANOT Ovia O Aéym, nOhdg
A1) gL to e van (...).
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indicates, this would be merely a by-product of his convincing himself about
the truth of his own statements. However, we should not take Socrates’ position
at face value. First, as readers of Plato’s dialogues, we should be well aware
that Socrates is most conscious of the limitations of direct communication.
Therefore, we should not expect Socrates to assume the responsibility for the
meaningfulness of his companions’ lives by directly communicating to them
perfect demonstrations of the immortality of the human soul and objective
rules of conduct against juooloyia. Secondly, we should bear in mind that
Socrates is responsible for the meaningfulness of his own life too — that is to say,
for demonstrating to himself that the human soul is immortal and woohoyia
is dangerous when it comes to conducting a meaningful human life. In this
connection, Socrates does not experience a problem of communication —
but rather of internal clarification of his own AOyoL for the immortality of
the human soul. If, on the one hand, direct communication to others with
respect to the immortality of the human soul and the dangers of poohoyia
is not possible, on the other hand, internal clarification of one’s own AdyoL
for the immortality of the human soul and against uoohoyio is difficult and
complex — but in principle possible. Therefore, there seems to be only one
way for Socrates to assume responsibility for both the meaningfulness of his
own life and the meaningfulness of his companions’ lives — namely, to devote
himself to the task of achieving internal clarification of his own Adyou for the
immortality of the soul and against puoohoyia, and to share the outcome of
this internal clarification with his companions by discussing the truth value of
its outcome with them. Socrates’ friends should in turn open themselves up
to Socrates’ argumentation and try to find out for themselves whether or not
Socrates” argumentation is true. For the only way for one to achieve rational
clarity in one’s own life and in one’s own existential situation is through either
an individual search for such clarity or the clarifying effect of a joint discussion
about one’s own personal life. In sum, Socrates assumes responsibility for
the meaningfulness of the lives of his companions by sharing and discussing
with them his arguments for the immortality of the human soul and against
wooAroyia. Socrates’ friends will in turn have the possibility of making sense
of their lives and protecting themselves against fuoohoyia, should they open
themselves critically to Socrates’ discussion of his arguments with them. In
the end, according to Socrates (or at least, according to Plato in the Phaedo)
to prove the immortality of the human soul and to fight against puooloyio
(in short, to make sense of one’s life) is always an individual enterprise.

The passage in 91a3-b3 is important in yet another respect. Socrates uses
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the notion of doxelv or 0L in it in two different senses:

i) doxelv or OOEa in the sense of «illusion» («appearance of something

being true, when in fact it is not»);

ii) Ooxelv or 0OEA in the sense of «truth insofar as it appears to one»

(«truth as a mode of being of what appears to one»)®.

The two different uses of doxelv or dOEa should not concern us here in
detail. We should like to point to one single aspect of donelv or 00Ea in the
second sense referred to above — namely, the fact that doxetv or d6Ea defines
the peculiarity of the human condition with respect to access to truth. The
notion of dOx€LV or O in the second sense (and to the extent that it defines
the human condition in terms of knowledge capacity) indicates that human
access to truth is always limited and partial — and therefore always perfectible.
As we shall see more clearly below, the notion of doxelv or dGEa in the second
sense plays a central role in terms of understanding the particular lack of Téxvn
concerning the very status of AOyol for the immortality of the human soul,
which Socrates deems the real cause of wooloyio. Furthermore, the notion
of doxelv or dOEa in the second sense characterises the knowledge limitations
(the knowledge partiality) both Socrates and his friends are suffering from
when they are discussing the immortality of the human soul and the dangers of
wooroyia. To state it very briefly, Socrates” and his friends’ AOyou about the
question of the immortality of the human soul and the perils of poohoyio
are not the final word on the matter. In sum, their AOyoL are perfectible — both
in the sense that they are able to achieve greater clarity on the matters at issue,
and in the sense that they are capable of better defending themselves against
objections which may call them into question in the future.

3. The Analogy between miooroyia and pieavlomnio. The Cause
of moavloommio. The Experience Involved in Both mpieoloyio and
ueavlommio. The Difference between pigoroyio and poavlommio:
The Cause of piooroyio

In 89cll-e3 Socrates draws an analogy between oohoylo and
mwoavopwatio (<hatred of argument» and «hatred of man»):

% On the positive sense of dO%eLV or 00Ea in the Phaedo, see Dalfen, «Philologia und
Vertrauen», art. cit., p. 50.
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«But first let’s make sure that a certain thing doesn’t happen to us.» «What
sort of thing?» I asked. «Becoming haters of arguments», he 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 thinking that there is nothing sound

in anyone at all»*.

According to Socrates, poohroyto and oavOowsia are born in
the same way. Socrates establishes an analogy between poohoyio and
woovOwrio in terms of their Yéveolg («generation» or «coming-to-be»).
First of all, Socrates tries to give an account of how oavOpwsia arises.
MuooavOpwaia — Socrates says — arises out of

i) an exaggerated, inexperienced belief in someone’s truthfulness and
trustworthiness;

ii) a subsequent revelation that it is in fact the exact opposite which is
true — that the person whose truthfulness and trustworthiness one
believed in is in fact a wicked and unworthy person;

iii) the frequency with which the belief in someone’s truthfulness and
trustworthiness changes into its exact opposite — into disbelief in
such person’s truthfulness and trustworthiness;

iv) the fact that this also happens with one’s closest friends;

v) a sort of induction — the result of which is that one ends up
hating everyone else for their supposedly false truthfulness and
trustworthiness (for their supposedly unsound nature and character).

Next, Socrates focuses on what he takes to be the real cause of

2 gAML TedTov ebhafnOdusy T mdog ) mabwpev. TO molov; Ny §° éyd. M1
vevoueda, | 8° 8¢, uodroyol, HomeQ ol IOoAVOQMIOL YLYVOUEVOL MG 0% E0TLV, €N,
Ot dv g petfov tottov raxov mabol i) Adyoug onoog. yiyvetar 8¢ éx tod avtod
TEOTOV JooLOYio TE Al oo vOomItia. 1] te YaQ uoaviomaia evdletal éx Tod odpodQa
TVl motedoal dvev Téxvng, %ol NyfoaoOol mavtdmaot ye dAnof elvor xal vyl kol
moTOV TOV GvOgmmov, Emerta OMyov Dotegov ebelv TODTOV TOVNQEOV TE ol AmoToV,
xal avoig €tegov: nal Gty TOVTO TOAAXLS TWAOT TS ®OL VIO TOVTWV PdAloTo oG GV
MNYNOALTO OIXELOTATOVG TE %al ETAUQOTATOVS, TEAEVTMV O1) OO TEOOXEOVWYV [UOEL TE
TAVTOG %Ol NYELTOL 0VOEVOS 0VOEV VYLES €LVOL TO TTALQATALY.

Filosofia. Revista da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto, 35-36 (2018-2019) 9-35 25



PAULO ALEXANDRE LIMA

woaviowstio. — the aitta that unleashes the whole process constituting
misanthropy referred to above:

«Now this is deplorable», he said, «and obviously someone like that
was trying to deal with people without having expertise in human qualities,
wasn't he? 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
and the very wicked are few in number, and that those in between are the most

numerous»?.

According to Socrates in this passage, the real cause of oovOowamia
consists in a lack of Té€xvn on the part of the wodvOewmOL — namely, a
TEYVN concerning TAVOQWIELQ (<human qualities» or «<human affairs»)*.
What kind of skill concerning human qualities or affairs is at stake here?
Socrates indicates that the lack of Téyvn at issue here corresponds to a lack
of insight into the nature and character of human beings — into how human
qualities are distributed among human beings. Men are liable to become
wodvOpwrtoL when they are unable to see the difference between the nature
and character of the great majority of human beings, on the one hand, and
the nature and character of a very little minority of human beings, on the
other. According to Socrates, only very few men can be adequately labelled
either very good or very wicked. The majority of men are — as Socrates states
— situated in between the very good and the very bad. Socrates’ words suggest
that the majority of men are both good and bad — that they have a mixed
nature or character. The misanthropist’s lack of Téyvr («skill» or «insight») has
to do with his mixing up what is a feature of only a very few men — namely,
extreme goodness — with the nature and character of mankind as such. Men
can become misanthropists because they attribute to all human beings what
is a characteristic of only a few — because all human beings appear to them to
be extremely good (when in fact they are not). To put it slightly differently,
men can become misanthropists because their perspective or point of view
is usually dominated by doxelv or 80Ea in the first sense (in the sense of

77 89¢6-90a2: Ovnodv, 1| 8 ¢, aioyeodv, nol dijhov dtL dvev Téyvne Thc megl
TavBodmela O ToloVTOog YENoBAL émeyelpel Tolg AvOQMMOLS; €l YAQ WOV UETA TEXVNG
gyofto, Gomep £yeL olTwg v MNYNOATO, TOVG UEV XONOTOVS XAl TOVIEOVS TpOdQN
OAiyoug etval Eratépoug, Toug 08 peto &y mheioTovg.

28 On the subject of lack of Téyvn in the misology section of the Phaedo, see Dorter,
Plato’s Phaedo, op. cit., p. 92; Ebert, Platon: Phaidon, op. cit., pp. 302-303; Woolf, «Misology
and Truthy, art. cic., p. 3.
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«illusion» or «appearance of something being true when in fact it is not) as to
what human nature or character as such is.

In 90b4-9, Socrates completes his analogy between ooloyia and
woavOowrtio:

«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»”.

In the passage quoted Socrates begins by pointing to the fact that a
difference exists between misology and misanthropy. Only after this does
Socrates finish his analogy between misology and misanthropy, which he
begins in 89d1. However, for the sake of convenience, we will proceed in
the reverse order. First of all, we will call attention to the similarities between
the process constituting Wwooloyia and that constituting poovOowia.
Thereafter, we will focus on the difference between the two phenomena,
which Socrates refers to at the beginning of 90b4-9.

Socrates’ account of the process constituting fjuoohoyia in the context
of the aforementioned analogy is not difficult to pin down in the light of what
we have already pointed out above with respect to the process constituting
woavOowmio. According to Socrates in 90b4-9, uoohoyia arises out of

i) a lack of Téyvn with respect to AOYOL;

ii) a switch from the belief that a given argument is true to the belief that

it is in fact false — due to the aforementioned lack of Téyvn;

iii) the fact that such a switch is sometimes justified and sometimes not;

iv) the frequency with which such a switch occurs — and on the basis of

which podhoyot form the conviction that no argument is trustful.

The several stages in the process constituting misology, which Socrates
points out in 90b4-9, are very similar to those which he already indicated
in 89cl1-e3 with respect to misanthropy. The only significant difference
between the two accounts is that in the case of the process constituting
misology the disbelief in the truth of the argument under scrutiny is only

? ahha Tord Ty PEv oy Spotot o AdyoL Toig avOemmoLs, GAAG 6o VuVOT mRodyovTOog
EYM EPeoTOUNV, OAL” €xelvn, 1), EmeldAV TIC MOTEVON AOYW Tl AANOel eivar dvev Thg
TeQL TOVG AOYoug TéY VNG, *dmeLta OAlyov Dotegov avtd dOEN Pevdi|g eivar, éviote pgv
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sometimes justified. However, the existence of this difference between the two
accounts does not mean that they are essentially different insofar as they are
accounts of the similarity between the experience of misanthropy and that of
misology. In both cases a transition occurs from a positive experience, which
is that of the truthfulness of a given person or the truth of a given argument,
to a negative experience, which is that of the untruthfulness of that same
person or the untruth of that same argument. In other words, both in the
case of misanthropy and in the case of misology, disbelief and disappointment
arise in one’s mind.

Now let us see what the difference between the two constituting processes
is. In the beginning of 90b4-9, Socrates stated that arguments are not like
people in a certain respect. According to Socrates, arguments do not have a
mixed nature or character. In other terms, they are not true and false at the
same time. Instead, they are either true or false®®. Socrates” statement implies
that the transition referred to above (that is, the transition from the positive
experience of belief in the truth of an argument to the negative experience of
disbelief in the truth of that same argument) is caused not by the argument
itself — for the argument is either always true or always false (not true and false
at the same time) — but by the very person who examines the truth or falseness
of the argument.

In 90b4-9 Socrates merely states that arguments differ from people —
although already suggesting that arguments are different from people because
they do not possess a mixed nature or character. Nevertheless, we have to wait
for the passage in 90c8-d7 in order to have access to Socrates’ full account of
the aitio of woohoyia:

«Now, Phaedo», he said, «it would be a lamentable fate if there really
were some true and firm argument that could be understood, and 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, 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 the rest of his life hating and belittling arguments, deprived of
both truth and knowledge about things»?!.

% The difference has already been pointed out by Phaedo scholars — see Ebert, Platon:
Phaidon, op. cit., p. 301; Frede, Platons «Phaidon», op. cit., pp. 85-86.
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In this passage Socrates describes the experience of transition illustrated
above, in quite the same terms as Phaedo and Echechrates in 88c1-7 and
88c8-d3 — namely, as an experience of hesitation, oscillation, confusion or
loss as to what the truth value of a given argument is. According to 90c8-d7,
the experience due to which one might become a misologist is the experience
both of a transition from the belief in the truth of a given argument to the
disbelief in the truth of that same argument and of a transition from the
disbelief in the truth of a given argument to the belief in the truth of that
same argument. In short, it is the experience of a back-and-forth movement
of perspective as to what the truth value of a given argument is. Therefore,
the experience because of which one might become a misologist is not the
experience of the universal falseness of arguments. Instead, it is the experience
of the instability of the way in which the truth value of arguments appears to
one. As we can see, the experience out of which puooloyia might arise has to
do with the fact that a human perspective is usually dominated by doxelv or
O0OEa — that is to say, by the fact that a human assessment of the truth value
of arguments is

i) always dependent upon how the truth value of arguments appears to

the human subject and

ii) always determined by the limitations or partiality of that appearance

in terms of adequate and full knowledge of the truth value of the
arguments which appear to a human subject.

Socrates’ account of the experience of the instability of the truth value of
arguments by means of the notion of doxelv or dOE makes clear that the
two different senses of doxelv or OOEM can be combined in a unified and
coherent explanation of the terms. For the experience of truth as appearance
(that is, as a limited and partial access to truth) may turn out to be the
experience of an illusion (that is, of the appearance of a given argument as
true, when in fact it is false — or vice versa).

According to Socrates in 90c8-d7, the real cause of oohoyio has to
do with the fact that a wodAoyog blames arguments — not himself — for
the instability of the way in which the truth value of arguments appears to
him. However, Socrates says that at the very heart of the coming-to-be of
wooroyia lies an error on the part of the podAoyog. A uodhoyog should

TL0L AOYOLG, TOIS aTolg TOTE eV doxodow dAnOEoty eivan, ToTE 88 i), W aVToV TIg
altl®To PUNde TV €outol dteyviav, GAAG TEAeVTOV i TO alyelv GOoUEVOG €Ml TOVG
AOYOUG A’ EauTOD TV altloy ATt ooLto xol 101 TOV AoLoV Flov IodvTe xal Aododv
TOoVG MOYoug dratehol, TV O¢ dviwv T AAndelog te nai Emotihung oteen0ein.

Filosofia. Revista da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto, 35-36 (2018-2019) 9-35 29



PAULO ALEXANDRE LIMA

blame himself — not arguments — for the instability of how the truth value
of arguments appears to him. Socrates adds that a [uoOLAOYOg makes this
mistake because he lacks té€yvn with respect to the nature and character of
arguments. A oOAoYog would know that arguments do not suffer from
instability as regards their real truth value, if he were a TeyviTng with respect
to the nature and character of arguments. In 90c8-d7 Socrates suggests that
a ooLoyog also lacks Téyvn with respect to the nature and character of
human knowledge. Socrates’ words in 90c8-d7 imply that if a uodroyog
were a TEYVITNG with respect to the nature and character of human knowledge,
he would be aware of the fact that it is human knowledge (to the extent that
it is usually impregnated with doxetv or 00Ea) which is in fact unstable.
Socrates’ advice is that human beings should strive to know not only the nature
and character of arguments, but also the nature and character of their own
knowledge capacity, in order to not become uodroyot. Given the intrinsic
correlation between the truth value of arguments and the human subject to
which the truth value of arguments appears, human beings cannot become
real TeyviTOL as regards the nature and character of arguments, without at the
same time becoming teyviTaL as regards the nature and character of human
knowledge, and vice versa.

4. The Nature of Socrates’ Advice. The Meaning of Gvdgeia
in the Context of Socrates’ Advice. A0Yyou As the ov €vexa of Life.
Conclusion: The Possibility of dvoia

Now that we have illustrated Socrates’ account of what the real cause of
moohoyia is, we should take a closer look into the nature of Socrates” advice
to his friends against uoohoyia. In 90d9-91al Socrates gives his companions
the following instructions:

«So first let'’s make sure we avoid this», he said, «and let’s not allow into
our soul the notion that there’s probably nothing sound in arguments. 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 I for the sake of my death considered in its own right

(.

2 [Tp®rov pev tolvuv, £pn, todto ebAafndduey, nal ui moolwuey eig Ty Yuynv
MG TOV AOYWV ®VOUVEDEL OVOEV VYLES ELVAL, GAAGL TTOAD pPAAAOV OTL T)pelg 0VTTm VYUDg
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Socrates” advice to his friends in this passage contains both a reference
to the content of the advice and a reference to the way in which Socrates’
friends should open themselves to his advice and follow it. As to the content
of Socrates’ advice, the passage quoted reminds us of

i) the need to avoid giving way to pwooloyio (that is, to the conviction
that there is nothing sound in arguments);

ii) the need to recognise that we (not the arguments) are the ones to blame
for the very arising of poohoyio — in other terms, that we and our
knowledge capacity (not the arguments themselves) are unsound;

iii) the fact that the meaning and purpose of one’s life and death depend
upon the recognition of the two previous points.

As to how Socrates’ companions should open themselves to his advice
and follow it, the passage in 90d10-91al calls our attention to two significant
points, which we have not dealt with here yet. First, it raises the question of
the right attitude to adopt against puoohoyia in terms of soundness of mind.
Secondly, it equates such an attitude with a courageous or manly effort to
achieve soundness of mind with respect to arguments. The fact that Socrates
is now presenting the question in this way means that he conceives of the need
to acquire T€YVN with respect to the nature and character of arguments and
human knowledge in terms of the preservation of one’s safeness in life (and
death). For the notion of Uyiela or Uyug involves both the idea of soundness
(in the sense that something is functioning well) and that of safeness (in
the sense of the state or condition in which one is free from the danger of
becoming at a loss or falling into despair). A close connection exists between
the two ideas involved in the notion of VYylela or VyWG — at least as far as
the Phaedo (in particular, the section on pooloyia) is concerned. To state
it briefly, the soundness of a man’s soul is that which is capable of preserving
that man’s safeness in life (and death). To state it in more precise terms, in
90d10-91al Socrates is pointing to the fact that to be aware of the nature of
arguments and human knowledge, and to strive to overcome the limitations
of human knowledge as regards the truth value of arguments — that is, to
become a teyviTNg (one who possesses a sound mind) in this respect — is
what is really capable of preserving life (and the soul’s afterlife) from despair.
According to Socrates in 90d10-91al, such soundness of mind and safeness
in life is what one should strive for in a courageous or manly fashion.

How should we understand Socrates’ reference to the notion of dvdpeia

Eyouev, AAG AvOOLOTEOY ROl TROOVINTEOV VYLAC EXELY, GOL UEV OVV %0l TOIC HAROLE %Ol
To¥ €merta Plov mavtog Evena, pol 0¢ avtod évera tod Bavatov (...).
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(cfr. 90e3: avdoLotéov)? What does avdpelon mean in 90d10-91al? If
one’s belief in arguments — especially, in Socrates’ arguments in favour
of the immortality of the soul and against pooloyia — depends upon
avopela («courage» or «manliness»), then it seems that one’s belief in these
arguments can only be restored by means of a sort of emotional response
against oohoyiol (not by means of rational argumentation). In this case,
the acceptance of Socrates’ entire argumentation in the Phaedo (and a fortiori
in the section on oohoyta) is dependent upon his companions’ emotional
response to his emotional incentive®. In short, it is all fundamentally a matter
of non-rational persuasion (on Socrates’ part) and non-rational choice (on the
part of Socrates’ companions)?.

Of course, this is one way of trying to answer the question about what
makes Socrates” persuasion of his companions possible. However, a problem
arises out of this conception, which in the final analysis depends upon a sort of
impossible communication between an emotional and a rational dimension
of man’s being. How can man’s emotional dimension communicate with his
rational dimension, if these two different dimensions are entirely independent
from one another in terms of their nature? There must be an essential link
between avopelo and AOyog for Socrates’ persuasion to be possible. To put
it a bit differently, the very constitution of avdpela must involve a AOYOG-
component — so that by means of an emotional incentive Socrates is able to
reach the very core of his companions’ rationality. By means of an emotional
incentive — of an appeal to his friends’ courage or manliness — Socrates touches
the logical dimension of the purposefulness of life (of both his life and the lives
of his friends). Because human life has a logically constituted purposefulness
and &vopeio involves a AOyog-component, Socrates” appeal to courage or
manliness might succeed in persuading his friends of the need for an internal
clarification of the logically constituted purposefulness of human life, and of
the need for a rational examination of the grounds of such purposefulness.
In sum, in spite of the fact that Socrates appeals to avoQela, his persuasion
depends on an internal transformation of AOYOG («reason») — on an entirely
logical eguarywyM (an entirely rational «revolution» of the mind)?.

3 For the thesis that in the Phaedo Socrates behaves in a subjective-emotional manner, see
Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertrauen», art. cit., p. 37.

3 Dalfen, ibid., pp. 51-53, makes a fairly comprehensive survey of the vocabulary of
emotional persuasion in the Phaedo.

% Jacquette, «The Moral Mischief of Misology», art. cit., p. 7, raises the question inaccurately:
«If we have already dissociated argument from truth, however, why should we care whether or not
it would be consistent to consider an argument to show that arguments generally are irrelevant
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The explanation given above of the possibility of Socrates’ persuasion of
his companions implies that the human perspective must be conceived of as
a pervasively rational totality, which possesses a life of its own and is capable
of carrying out a complex process of internal self-clarification®. Indeed, the
entire Phaedo (in particular, the whole section on puoohoyia) — o) Socrates’
first three arguments for the immortality of the human soul, ) Simmias’
and Cebes’ objections to Socrates’ first arguments, y) Socrates’ account of the
nature and cause of WooAoYia, 8) Socrates” advice to his friends against the
dangers of luooloyia, €) Socrates” appeal to Avopeia, ) the very idea of the
perfectibility of all the previous points (to the extent that they correspond to
AOYOL) — consists in a series of steps which reflect a particular putting into
practice of the above-mentioned process of self-clarification. In a word, it
consists in a particular staging of a drama, which is the internal life of reason.

At the end of 90d10-91al Socrates says that one should make an effort —
a manly effort — not to give in to poohoyia, and to keep oneself confident
in the power of AdyoL. Furthermore, Socrates says that this effort should be
made for the sake of one’s life and of one’s death. The difference between
making such an effort for the sake of one’s life and making it for the sake of
one’s death is not significant for our purpose here. In fact, it merely reflects
the difference between Socrates’ situation and that of his friends. However,
in the Phaedo death is conceived of as a continuation of life, as the moment
when life reaches perfection. What matters in Socrates’ words at the end of
90d10-91al is his indication of the reason why confidence in A6yoL should
be preserved for the sake of life and death. Confidence in Adyou should
be preserved because the 00 &vexa of life and death has a rational nature.
Therefore, according to Socrates, loss of confidence in AOyOL amounts to loss
of confidence in the 0U évexra itself of life and death. The most dangerous
consequence of poohoyia (the fundamental motivation of Socrates” apology
for discourse in the Phaedo) is the fact that hatred of AoyoL is identical with
hatred of the very notion of a purposefulness of life and death.

to the discovery of truth? Socrates might regard any argument against the knowledge amplifying
power of inference as self-defeating, if it is supposed to result in a truth about the nature and limits
of argument. Such a stance would at once make misology entirely a matter of emotion or the
passions, rather than reason.» We think there is no real dissociation between argument and truth
in the experience of Wwooloyta. For puoohoyio involves a thesis about Aoyou which is taken to
be true — namely, that LOyoL cannot be demonstrated to be true or false. Mioohoyia is, therefore,
totally a matter of reason. Indeed, it can be overcome only by means of a meguarywy"| within the
realm of AOYyoL.

36 On the internal self-clarification of AOyoOL, see Dorter, Platos Phaedo, op. cit., p. 97; Spinka,
«Katharsis katharseés», art. cit., p. 299; Woolf, «Misology and Truth», art. cit., p. 20.
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However, Socrates seems to be well aware of the fact that, although the
human perspective consists in a pervasively rational totality, it may well be
suffering from a peculiar kind of madness, insofar as its oV £vena — the
purposefulness of the entire domain human perspective amounts to — may
not be real. In 91b3-7, Socrates explicitly refers to the possibility that the
human perspective as a whole may suffer from dvoia («<madness» or «folly»):

«(...) if, on the other hand, there is nothing in store for one who has
died, at least in this period before I die I will be less of a mournful burden to
those who are with me, and this folly won't stay with me — that would have

been an evil — but will perish shortly»®.

According to this passage, the human perspective as a whole seems
liable to suffer from a sense of its own madness or folly, for it may become
aware of the possibility of its own absurdity — of the possibility of its internal
incoherence®® or a divergence between its perception of itself and its actual
being. In the passage quoted, Socrates’ persuasion strategy is to emphasise
the search for a valid argument in favour of the soul’s immortality in terms
of its immediate effects on his life and the lives of his companions. Socrates
maintains that the search for a rational demonstration of the immortality
of the soul keeps the soul safe from falling into despair — from the burden
of the conviction that life is absurd. In 91b3-7 Socrates clearly suggests that
the absurdity of life cannot be confirmed and must remain a possibility. For
life after death is what makes such a confirmation possible. If the soul has
no afterlife, then no confirmation of the absurdity of life is possible, since
no one will be there to confirm such an absurdity. Life after death is the
confirmation that the purposefulness of life is founded on solid ground, for
the confirmation of the existence of an afterlife is the confirmation of the
existence of the very ov évena of life, of the fact that the moment in which
life achieves its perfection is real. In 91b3-7 Socrates tries to make sense of the
search for a demonstration of the immortality of the soul by maintaining that
such a search keeps the human perspective in contact with the possibility of
the existence of a solid foundation for the purposefulness of life. According to

37(..) el 8¢ undév £om TehevTHOOVTL, AL 0DV TODTOV Ve TOV X0OVOV GUTOV TOV
7100 1O BaVATOU NTTOV TOIE RO DOLY AMdYg Eoopan ddVEOpEVOG, 1] 8¢ dvold ot ot
00 oVVOLOTENEL — RAROV YOQ OV NV — AAA’ OAlyov VoTegov dmoleltal.

3% On the question of incoherence, see Dalfen, «Philologia und Vertrauen», art. cit., p. 51;
Spinka, «Katharsis katharseds», art. cit., p. 301.
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Socrates, such a contact is in itself productive of soundness of mind and keeps
the human perspective safe from giving in to the illusory conviction that life
is actually meaningless. However, it is also true that life may be meaningless
or absurd (though this cannot be confirmed or verified). The problem is,
therefore, that the simple possibility of the absurdity or meaninglessness of
life affects life in such a way that life is always on the verge of being thrown
into a maddening territory — into the very territory of madness.
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