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(1) The method of hypothesis in the Final Argument (100a3-c7)

QAN odv 81 tadTy ye dpunoa, kai Omobépevog
¢xdoTote AOyov Ov v kpive éppwpevésTatov eival,
a pEV &v por doKf TOUTE GULHEWVELV TONHL KOG
aAnbn ovta, kol mepl aitiog kol mept TOV GAAWY
amdvtov, & & av uf, ©g ovk aAndn. PodAopon &¢
OOl CaPEGTEPOV elTelV & AéYw- olpo Yép e vOV oD
povBavely.

OU pa tov Ala, Epn 0 KéPng, o opddpar.

AMN, 1) & 8g, e Aéyw, 008V kouvov, dAN duep
ael Te aAlote kol év T mapeAnAvBoTL Aoy 00dEV
mémovpoL AEywv. Epyopor yop Or Emyelp®dv oot
¢mdetfacBon thg adtiog o e180g 6 mempaypdTevpal,
kol elpt mEAW € éxelvar T moAvBpOAnta kol
dpxopon &’ ékeivov, Orobépevog elval TL KaAov
adTO Kol aOTod Kol dyafov kal péya kal tdAAa
névtoe & el pot 8idwg Te kol cuyywpElg elvon TadTa,
EATTilw ool €k TovTWV TNV aitiav émdeibev kol
avevproey og abdvatov 1 Yux.

AN prv, €on 0 KéPng, og diddvtog ool ovk v
@Ba&volg mepaivwv.

SxomeL 81, €pn, Ta EERG Ekelvolg €&v oL GLVOOKT
Oomep €pol.  @oivetar yap poi, €l Ti €0tV GAAo
KOAOV ATV a0TO TO KOXAOV, 005€ U €V GANO KOAOV
elvon 1) S10TL petéyel éxelvov Tod kahoD: kal mévTa
O1 obtwg Aéyw. Tf) Towdde aitiq cLYXWPEIS;

“This is how I started out: On each occasion I hy-
pothesize whatever claim I deem strongest, and I set
down as true whatever I think harmonizes with it,
both about cause and about everything else — and
set down as false whatever does not. But I want to
tell you more clearly what I mean. I think that at the
moment you don’t understand.”

“Indeed I don’t,” said Cebes, “not entirely”

“It is this: nothing new, but what I've always been
saying, both elsewhere and in the argument thus far.
I am proceeding onward in my attempt to demon-
strate to you the kind of cause I've occupied myself
with. T’ll go back again to those much-spoken-of
things and start from them, (i) hypothesizing that
there is a Beautiful itself by itself, and a Good, and
a Big, and all the rest. If you grant me these things
and accept that they exist, then I hope, from these
things, (ii) to demonstrate to you the cause, and (iii)
to discover that the soul is immortal”

“Then I grant you them,” said Cebes, “so hasten to
your conclusion”

“Consider, then,” he said, “if your share my opin-
ion of what follows. It seems to me that if anything
other than the Beautiful itself is beautiful, then it is
beautiful for no other reason than that it shares in
that Beautiful; and I say this for all things. Do you
agree to this sort of cause?”*

The (basic) tripartite structure of a hypothetical argument

(i) mypoTHESsIS: whatever claim is deemed “strongest”

(ii) INTERMEDIARY: a claim which “harmonizes” with the HYPOTHESIS

(iii) conNcLusIoN: the claim you wish to prove

"Translations of the Phaedo are those of Sedley and Long (2010), with minor modifications.
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The tripartite hypothetical structure of the Final Argument

HYPOTHESIS INTERMEDIARY

CONCLUSION

there are Forms

(something about) the cause

the soul is immortal

A puzzle about the Final Argument’s method of hypothesis

The Final Argument’s INTERMEDIARY is, apparently, that Forms are causes / that all F things are

F by the F itself (cf. 100c4-7)

How, then, does this relate to the Final Argument’s HYPOTHESIS? Two proposed interpretations:

JusT FOrRMS

Forms PLUS

the Final Argument’s HYPOTHESIS = there are Forms®

the Final Argument’s HYPOTHESIS = there are Forms + Forms are causes®

(r2) The initial hypothesis of the Recollection Argument (74a9—b1)

SxomeL 89, 1 & 8¢, el TadTa obTwg Exel. popév ol TL
elvon ioov, 00 E0AOV Aéyw EOA® 008E Aibov A{Bw o0&
GAAO TGV TOLOUTWV 00OV, GAAX TTapd TaDTO TTAVTAL
£1epov 1, adTO TO loov- POPEV TL elvon § undév;

“Consider then whether this is the case. We say, I
suppose, that there is ‘an Equal’ — by which I mean,
not a stick equal to another stick, nor a stone equal
to another stone, nor anything else of this sort, but
something else besides all these, the Equal itself.
Should we say that there is such a thing or not?”

(r3) The full hypothesis of the Recollection Argument (75c10—d2)

o0 yap mept 10D loov vOV 0 Adyog NV pEAAOVY TL T}
Kol Tepl 0ToD ToD KohoD kol adTol Tod dryofod kol
Sukaiov kal dctov kad, bmep Aéyw, mepl ATdvTwy oig
émo@poyllOopeda T0 “adto 0 ot

“Our present argument is no more about the Equal
than it is about the Beautiful itself, the Good itself,
the Just, and the Pious, and, as I've been saying,
about everything to which we affix the label ‘what

39

it is’’

(t4) The Recollection Argument described as a hypothetical argument (92d6—e2)

0 8¢ mepl ThG Qvapvrioewg Kol pobnoewg Adyog
S boBéoewg akiag amodééocOan eipntar. ¢ppnon
Yép oL 00TWg ROV elvon 1) YuxT kol Tpiv eig cHp
apucéaBal, domep adTig €Ty 1) oboin Exovoa Trv
énwvupiav v to0 ‘0 éotv” €ymd 8¢ tadtnv, ©g
gparLTOV TElBW, Lkavdg Te Kol OpOdS drodédeypat.

“The argument about recollection and learning, on
the other hand, has been provided by means of a hy-
pothesis worthy of acceptance. Because it was said
I think that it is as certain that (iii) our soul existed
even before it entered a body as that (i) there ex-
ists in its own right the being that bears the label
‘what it is’. And I have accepted that hypothesis, or
so I convince myself, on both sufficient and correct
grounds.”

*Cf. van Eck (1994, 29), van Eck (1996), Kanayama (2000, 51-60), Benson (2015, 194 ff.)
*Cf. Gallop (1975, 179), Bostock (1986, 163), Rowe (1993, 52—53), Rowe (1996), Frede (1999, 122)
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(t5) The method of hypothesis in the Recollection Argument (76d7-e5)

Ap obv obtwg Exel, £on, Mupv, o Swypie; el
pév €otwv & Bpuloldpev ael, koAOv T TU KOl
ayoBov kol mdoa 1) TowwbTn ovoia, kol €l
TadTNV T €K TOV aloBfoewv TAVTO AVOPEPOpEY,
OITaPYOLOOV TPOTEPOV AVELPIOKOVTEG THETEPAV
oboav, kol Tadto £keivy dmek&lopey, dvaykoiov,
oUTWG Gomep Kol TadTto 0TV, OUTWG KoL TrV
furetépav Yuxnv etvon kol Tpiv yeyovévor Npag: el 8¢
un #oTt TadTa, dANwe &v 6 Adyog obtog eipnuévog
ein;

“So is this how things stand for us, Simmias? (i) If
those things we are always going on about exist — a
Beautiful and a Good and every such being — and (ii)
if we refer everything originating from our senses
back to this being, discovering what was previously
ours, and compare them to it, then (i) just as these
[Forms] exist, (iii) so too must our soul exist even
before we are born. And if they don’t exist, then
wouldn’t this argument turn out to have been made
in vain?”

(t6) The motivation for the Recollection Argument (72e1-73a6)

Kali prv, €gn 6 Képng dmorafov, kai kat' éxeivov
ye TOV AOyov, & Jwkpateg, &b GAndig éotiv, Ov
oV glwbag Bapo Aéyewv, 0Tl Nuiv 1 pabnoig ovx
dAlo TL | Gvépvnolg TuyxGvel odoa, Kail Kot
TOOTOV QVAYKT OV NUAS €V TTPOTEPW TLVL XPOVR
pepodniévor & vov avopyvnokopedo.  todto 8¢
advvartov, el pur) v ov v 1) Yoyt mpiv év T(Hde
@ avBpwmivey €idel yevécBou dote xal tavty
aO&vatov 1) Yoy TL Eotkev elva.

AM\G, & KéBng, Een O Jypiag Omolafov, molo
To0TwV ol damodeifelg; OTMOPVNOoOV per o0 yop
o@OdpaL €V TG TAPOVTL PEPVIHLOLL.

“Indeed, Socrates,” Cebes replied, “[that the souls of
the dead exist somewhere] is the case also accord-
ing to that theory - if it’s true — which you are so
fond of propounding, that (ii) learning for us is in
fact nothing other than recollection. According to
this theory, we must have learned at some previous
time what we presently recollect. And this would be
impossible (iii) if our soul did not exist somewhere
before it came to be in this human form. And so, in
this way, too, the soul seems to be something im-
mortal”

“But Cebes,” Simmias replied, “what are the proofs
for this? Remind me, because I don’t quite remem-
ber at the moment”

The tripartite hypothetical structure of the Recollection Argument

HYPOTHESIS INTERMEDIARY

CONCLUSION

there are Forms learning is recollection

our soul exists before we are born

The (detailed) tripartite structure of a hypothetical argument

(i) mypoTHESIs: a claim which supports / gives credence to / makes plausible the INTERMEDIARY, and

which is itself more certain than it

(ii) INTERMEDIARY: a claim which, if true, would entail the coNcLUsION, but which is itself not certain

(iii) concLusIoN: the claim you wish to prove
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(r7) The method of hypothesis in the Cyclical Argument (70c4—d5)

Skepopedo ¢ avTod TOE M), €T &par v Adov eioiv
al Yuyol teAevTnodvTev TV AvBpoTwy gite kol ob.
Tododg pév obv #oTL Tig Adyog ol pepviueda, &g
elolv évOEVe apikopeval ékel, kKol ALY ye dedpo
apucvobvton kal ylyvovtar €k t@dv Tebvedtwv:
kol el Todf' obtwg E€xel, mhAw yiyvesOal éx tdHV
dmobavovtov Tovg {odvtag, dAlo Tu 1) elev &v ol
Yuxal NUGV ékel; o yap Gv mov TaALY €yiyvovto
pn oboau, kal ToOTO IKavOV Tekprplov Tod TadT'
glvon, el TQ vt pavepdv yiyvorto dtL 008apudbev
aAroBev yiyvovtou ol {@dvteg 1) €k TOV TeBvedTOV:
el 8¢ pn) €otL TodTO, AAAOL &V ToL déoL Adyou.

[évo pév ovv, éen 6 Képne.

Mn toivov kat' avBpodrwv, 1) 8' 8g, ckdmEL povov
o070, €l fovAeL pov poabeiv, GAAd kol kot {Hwv
TAVTOV Kol QUTOV, Kol cLAANPONV doamep Exel
yéveow mepl mhvtwv dwpev &p' odTwol yiyveton
TAVTO, 00K GAA0DEV 1] €k TGV évavtinv Ta EvavTia,
doolg TuyYGvEL BV TOLODTOV TL, OOV TO KAAOV
T aloxpd évavtiov mov kol dikawov adike, Kol
dAAa 81 popio odtwg Exel. ToOTO 00V oKEYMuUEDQ,
dpa dvaykaiov doolg Tl TL évavtiov, undopuddev
aAroBev adto yiyveoBou 1) €k 10D adTd évavtiov.

“Let’s consider it in the following sort of way. Let’s
see whether or not it turns out (iii) that when people
have died their souls exist in Hades. Now there is an
ancient saying which comes to mind, (ii) that souls
exist there when they have come from here, and that
they come back here and come to be from dead peo-
ple. Now, if this is so — (ii) that living people come
to be again from those who have died - surely (iii)
our souls would exist there? For, I take it, the souls
would not come to be again, if they did not exist.
And so it would be evidence enough of the truth of
(iii) this, should it really come to be clear (ii) that
living people come to be from nowhere other than
from the dead. But if this is not true, we would need
some other argument””

“Quite so,” said Cebes.

“Well then,” he said, “if you want to understand more
easily, don’t consider this with regard to humans
only, but in relation to all animals and plants too. In
short, concerning everything that has a coming-to-
be, let us see whether (i) they all come to be in this
way: the opposites from nowhere other than their
opposites — all those, that is, that actually have an
opposite, as for example the beautiful is surely op-
posite to the ugly, and just to unjust, and there are
countless others like this. So let’s consider whether
everything that has an opposite necessarily comes
to be from nowhere other than from its opposite”

The tripartite hypothetical structure of the Cyclical Argument

HYPOTHESIS INTERMEDIARY

CONCLUSION

all opposite things come
to be from their opposite

the living come to be from the dead

the souls of the dead exist in Hades

(r8) The motivation for the Final Argument (95bg9—c1, 95e8—96a1)

a€roig emderyOfvou UV v Yoxrnv avorebpov te
kol &Bévatov odoav...
00 @adlov mpaypa, #en, o KéPne, {nteig 6Awg
yap Oel mepl yevécewg kol @Bopdg thv aitiav
dmpaypatedoacHal.

“You think it must be demonstrated that our soul is
both imperishable and immortal..”

“What you’re seeking is no small matter, Cebes; we
must study thoroughly the cause of coming-to-be
and ceasing-to-be in general”
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(T9) The final proof of the immortality of the soul (105c9—€7)

O av Tt éyyévnron copartt Lov Eotal;

Quav Yoy, Een.

Ovkodv ael TodTo 0bTWG EXEL;

[dg yop ovyi; 1 &' 8.

Poyr &pa OtL &y abTn Kothoy, ael fiket €' €xeivo
pé¢povoa (wnv;

“Hxel pévrot, €.

[Totepov &' €oti TL L) évavtiov 1) 00EV;

"Eotwv, €gn.

Ti;

Od&varog.

OvKobV Yuxn) 0 évavtiov ¢ adth émpépel del od
pf wote Sé€ntoan, wg €k TV TPdobev wpoldynTow;

Kai péro opodpa, Epn 6 Képng.

Elev- 6 & v O&vartov pr déxnron Tt koahoOpev;

AbBdvarov, Egn.

Ovkobv Yuyr) ob déxeton Bavatov;
Ob.

AB&vatov dpo Yox.

AB&vatov.

“What is it that, when it comes to be present in any

body, makes the body alive?”

“It is soul”
“Now is this always the case?”
“Yes, of course.”

“In that case, whenever soul occupies anything, does
soul always come to it bringing life?”

“Yes, it does”

“Does life have an opposite or not?”
“It does.”

“What?”

“Death”

“So will soul never admit the opposite of what it it-
self always imports, as has been agreed from what
was said earlier?”

“Very much so”

“Very well. What do we call anything that does not
admit death?”

“Immortal”

“Now soul does not admit death, does it?”
“No”

“In that case, soul is immortal.”

“Yes, immortal”

The tripartite hypothetical structure of the Final Argument (proper)

HYPOTHESIS INTERMEDIARY

CONCLUSION

there are Forms (which
are causes)

a cause of F-ness cannot itself be un-F

the soul is immortal
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