
Reasoning in the Crito 

There are two kinds of reasoning in the Crito: Explanation and argumentation.  

An explanation tells us why something that we already know is so, and an argument asserts a conclusion that 
we do not yet have grounds for believing but supplies premises in support of believing the conclusion.  

An example of an explanation in the Crito is:  SOCRATES explains why he was sleeping peacefully.   

Explanation:  It is not fitting at my age to resent that I must die, (despite the fact that most others in old 
age do resist or resent it (worry over it)).  This explanation is relevant because it shows that Socrates is 
facing his death differently and the arguments to follow in the Crito are in support of why A) he should 
undergo the lawful verdict and B) why he should not be afraid to do so and should be much more afraid to 
injure the laws. 

However, the rest of the dialogue is not explanation but rather argumentation:  

The Crito is a dialogue between Socrates and his dear friend, Crito, before the execution of Socrates. Crito 
makes one last effort to persuade Socrates to escape Athens to foreign country, and all arrangements for this 
plan have been made, but Socrates refuse to escape, and he gives his reasons for his refusal. 

 

(44b-46a) Crito speaks with eagerness in an attempt to persuade Socrates to escape from Athens   as he files 
reason after reason. First Crito, in a fear of disgrace in his reputation by the majority, asks Socrates to hear the 
voice of the majority: “the majority will not believe that you yourself were not willing to leave the prison 
while we were eager for you to do so.” Then, Crito emphasizes the importance of the opinion of the majority: 
“one must pay attention to the opinion of the Majority. … the majority can inflict not the least but pretty well 
the greatest evils if one is slandered among them.” This can be construed as an argument: 

Premise: The majority wants Socrates to live on and will think poorly of Crito if he does not save Socrates 
(see the summary of the arguments below) 

Premise: The opinion of the majority has the power to inflict evils among them. 

Sub-conclusion: One must pay attention to the opinion of the majority. 

Premise: Socrates must follow the opinion of the majority. 

Conclusion: Socrates must live on by escaping Athens.  

Second Crito do not thinks what Socrates is doing is not right: “I do not think that what you are doing is right, 
to give up your life when you can save it, and hasten you fate as your enemies would hasten it.” Crito supports 
his thought that Socrates has a responsibility as a father to his sons. If Socrates refuses to escape, he becomes a 
bad father who leaves his sons as orphans: “I think you are betraying your sons by going away and leaving 
them, when you could bring them up and educate them.” This can be construed as an argument: 

Premise: Crito says what Socrates is doing is not right. 

Premise: If Socrates refuses to escape, his sons become orphans with no education and care. 

Sub-conclusion: A good father would not leave his children when he can nurture them.  

Comment [DP1]: Give an example such as the 
one that follows here 



Premise: If Socrates is doing right, he would not leave his children as orphans. 

Conclusion: Socrates is doing what is not right. 

(46b-46d) Socrates explains that we should examine whether to act this way or not. Socrates points out that he 
is prepared to listen only if the argument is appropriate and right: “I am the kind of man who listens only to the 
argument that on reflection seems best to me.” Without examing the argument for its appropriateness, they 
cannot verify whether conclusion is appropriate to follow. 

(46e-49a) Socrates refutes the arguments Crito previously provided by presenting files of reason. First Socates 
differentiates the good opinion from bad one that one should value good opinion higher than the bad one. Then 
he presents a trainer as an example: “Should a man professionally engaged in physical training pay attention to 
the praise and blame and opinion of any man, or to those of one man only, namely a doctor or trainer?” A man 
physically engaged in physical training fears the opinion of the majority, and therefore he followed the opinion 
of many rather than that of the trainer. As he disobeys and does not follow what the professional one instructs 
him to do, he suffers harm to his body. So a man should fear the opinion of the one instead of many. With 
reason after reason, he proves that the good opinion comes from the professional one, not from the majority. 
He extends his argument to his situation. This can be construed as an argument: 

Premise: One man, a trainer, has knowledge of the physical performance. 

Premise: An athlete should follow the instruction from the trainer for the sake of his body improvement. 

1) Conclusion / Premise: To the athlete, the trainer provides the good opinion. 

Premise: Many are less educated to know about the physical performance. 

Premise: An athlete should not fear the blame and welcome of majority to avoid the harm to his body. 

2) Conclusion / Premise: To the athlete, the majority provides the bad opinion. 

Premise: One should value the good opinions, and not the bad ones. 

Final Conclusion: An athlete should follow the instruction from trainer and ignore the opinion of many. 

 

Premise: If we do not follow the opinions of those who know about the physical health, the body is corrupted. 

Premise: A life is not worth living with a body that is corrupted and in bad condition. 

1) Conclusion / Premise: The life is not worth living if we harm our health by not following the opinions of 
those who know about the physical health. 

2) Premise: If we do not follow the direction from the one, who understands justice and injustice, we shall 
harm and corrupt the part of ourselves with injustice. 

3) Sub-conclusion: The part that is concerned with justice and injustice is more valuable than the body. 

Final Implied Conclusion: If we do not follow the direction from one, who understands justice and injustice, 
our lives is not worth living. 



Premise: One should listen to the good opinions, and not the bad ones. 

Overall Conclusion: We should not think so much of what majority will say, but what a wise man will say 
who understands justice and injustice. 

(49a-50a) Next Socrates examines the action of wrong doing in return. He first asserts that one should never 
willingly do wrong; for the reason, he emphasizes that we harm ourselves by harming our souls, and we harm 
our souls by doing wrong: “wrong doing is in every way harmful and shameful to the wrongdoer.” To clarify 
the wrong doing to Crito he presents a connection between injuring people and doing wrong – Injury is unjust 
harming of another. Socrates says, “Neither to do wrong or to return wrong is every right, not even to injure in 
return for an injury received.” Socrates concludes that what is wrong is doing injustice in return for an 
injustice done to you. This can be construed as an argument: 

Premise: Doing wrong is in every way harmful and shameful to the wrongdoer. 

Premise: Doing wrong is an action of injustice. 

Premise: An action of injustice harms the part of ourselves that is more valuable. 

1) Conclusion / Premise: One must never do wrong. 

Premise: One should never injure anyone. 

Premise: Even if one is oneself injured, it is never right to inflict an injury in return. 

2) Implied Conclusion: One should never injure in return. 

3) Premise: Injuring people is no different from wrong doing. 

Final Conclusion: One should never do wrong in return. 

(50a-54d) Socrates further stretch the consequence of wrong doing to his situation that escaping will establish 
an attempt to injure the laws. Socrates speaks, “one must not give way or retreat or leave one’s post, but both 
in war and in courts and everywhere else, one must obey the commands of one’s city and country or persuade 
it as to the nature of justice.” An action of escaping is neither obeying the commands nor persuading the nature 
of justice; therefore his escaping would be violating the law of Athens, a governing justice, to which what is 
right. Because both already agreed that one must not return injury for injury, Socrates must not escape in order 
to not injure the laws and, ultimately, citizens. This can be construed as an argument: 

Premise: If one stands before the trial, one must either obey or persuade a just agreement in order to maintain 
the justice. 

Premise: If one neither obeys nor persuades a just agreement, one is breaking the just agreement that 
maintains the justice. 

 Premise: An action of escaping is neither that of obeying nor persuading. 

Implied Conclusion: An action of escaping is violating a just agreement. 

Premise: To violate a just agreement is to do injury 



Conclusion / Premise: If Socrates escapes from the decision under the law of Athens, he is injuring the just 
agreement among the citizens living under the law of Athens. 

Premise: One must not return injury for injury. 

Final Conclusion: Socrates should not escape in order to not injure the law of Athens and its followers. 
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GRADE: B+/A- 

I read through but did not comment.  Below you can read the summary of many of the arguments in the 
Crito.  You got many of these right, but missed or did not properly organize others.   

CRITO: 
Premise: The fleet will arrive today (assumed: there is a sacred moratorium against putting anyone to death 
when the fleet is out).   
Conclusion: Therefore, Socrates will die tomorrow. 
 
Premise:  If you die, I will lose an irreplaceable friend.  
Therefore, it will be a misfortune for me.    
 
No one will believe you would not escape if possible to do so. 
If you die, people will think I would not pay to help you escape and valued money more than a friend. 
If they think I valued money more than a friend, that will ruin my reputation. 
Therefore, if you die, it will ruin my reputation. 
Conclusion: Escape. 
 
SOCRATES: 
Premise: We should believe what is reasonable to believe (pay attention to good reasoning) 

Conclusion: We should not care about what the majority thinks. 
Premise: the Majority are foolish (unwise, not reasonable) 

 
CRITO: Premise: the Majority can inflict the greatest of evils  

Conclusion: We should heed the many 
Assumed Premise: We should avoid great evil  

 
SOCRATES:   
If the majority could inflict the greatest evils, they could also bestow the greatest good. 

Therefore, they cannot inflict the greatest harm or bestow the greatest good. 
They cannot make a man wise.  They cannot make a man foolish. 

Therefore, we need not heed the majority 
 
CRITO: 
If we will gladly take the risk of loss of property or fines for helping you escape, then this should not affect 
your decision and prevent you from escaping. 

Therefore: Fear of this outcome should not affect your decision and prevent you from escaping. 
We will gladly take the risk of loss of property or fines for helping you escape. 

 
If we have enough money to free you, you should escape 

Therefore you should Escape 
We have enough.  

 
If you escape, then you will not know what to do, where to go. 

Therefore, you should Escape 
Many places would welcome you. (You WOULD know what to do or where to go) 



 
If you die, you would be helping your enemies get their way. 

Therefore, you should not die (should escape) 
You should not help your enemies do this bad thing. 

 
Either one should not have children or one should bring them up and educate them. 

You should bring them up and educate them (have an obligation to do so). 
You have children 

 
You have an obligation to raise your sons 

Therefore: You must escape in order to carry out your obligation. 
You must carry out your obligations 

 
If a person is courageous, he would not take the easier path of escaping responsibility. 

Therefore, you must escape death to not take the easier path of escaping responsibility. 
You should be courageous 

 
If you die, you would not be alive to bring up and educate your sons. 

Conclusion: If you die, you would betray your obligation to your sons 
If you do not educate and bring up your sons, you would be betraying your obligation to your sons. 

Conclusion: Escape (do not die) 
You should not betray your obligation to your sons 

 
If you do not live and bring them up, they will be orphans. 

If you do not live and bring them up, they will have a bad fate 
If they are orphans, they will have a bad fate. 

You should escape 
Assumed Prem: You do not want them to have a bad fate. 

 
If you can save your life, it is wrong to give up your life. 

Therefore it is wrong to give up your life (It is right to escape) 
You can save your life. 

 
You have claimed throughout your life, that it is better to do what is right 

Therefore, you must do what is right and escape 
It is not right to give up your life (from above). 

 
(Assumed) If you should never have been brought to trial and if the trial was badly handled, then you should 
not have to suffer death. 
You should never have been brought to trial. 

You should not have to die. 
The trial was badly handled by the court. 

 
if we do not save you (if you die), we will be thought to be cowards 

You must escape 
(assumed) We do not want to be thought to be cowards. 

 
To not save you when you and we could do so is evil/wrong. 
To not save you when you and we could do so is shameful. 

You must escape 
We should not do evil or shameful things 

 
We must act now, or it will be too late. 

You must escape now. 
We do not want to miss our chance. 

 
SOCRATES 
If you do not have the right aim, then your eagerness is not worth much and will make this difficult to deal 
with.  
Therefore, we must determine if the premise: “your eagerness has the right goal” is true. 
 
(It will turn out that: Crito does not have the right aim, so to complete this argument: 
If not the right aim, then your eagerness is not worth much and will make it difficult to deal with. 



Your eagerness (and argumentation) is not worth much.  
You do not have the right aim. 

 
Premise: I previously argued that it is right to follow good reasoning, not the mere (unreasoned or poorly 
reasoned) opinions of men.   
This is no less true now than before I was facing death.  (Circumstances have no bearing on this, if it is true.) 
Premise: If there are no better arguments than the ones I have lived by, then I will follow the ones I have 
always found to be the best. 
(Socrates will show there are no better arguments) 
Conclusion:  I will not escape 
 
We should value some opinions and not others. 
We should value good opinions, not bad ones. 
Good opinions are those of wise people.  Bad ones are of the foolish. 
 
Argument by Analogy:  We should pay attention to wise opinions about physical training from one qualified 
such as a doctor or trainer, not the many.  
To follow the opinions of the many will lead to harm to the body. 
 
With regard to justice, what is shameful, what is beautiful, we should follow the advice of those wise in these 
things. 
To not do this is to corrupt and harm that part of ourselves that is improved by just actions and destroyed by 
unjust actions. 
To follow the opinions of the many will lead to harm to our capacity for goodness. 

Conclusion: We will not follow the opinions of the many   
We do not want to corrupt ourselves 

 
Argument by analogy: 
A life is not worth living if the body is ruined. 
Conclusion: We should only follow advice of those wise in such matters of the body 
A life is not worth living if one’s goodness is ruined 
Conclusion: We should only follow the advice of those wise in such matters of virtue/wisdom 
The many are not wise in such matters 
Conclusion: we should not be concerned with the opinions of the many (This argument does get repeated 
several times) 
 
The part of us that is concerned with justice is superior to the body. 
Therefore it is more important to choose wisely regarding matters of one’s virtue 
We should be concerned with what someone with wisdom would say, not with the many. 
 
Conclusion from a previous argument at the trial:  The most important thing is not life, but the good life. 
 
Is it just to escape when the Athenians have not acquitted me? 
All the arguments you have made thus far about money, reputation, upbringing of children, belong to the 
many, not to those who are wise about justice. (are about consequences, not what is right) 
 
As an argument:   
We fear consequences that we don’t want.   

Therefore, mere consequences are not a consideration in what is just, unless they are governed by justice. 
Justice is not a matter of what we want. 

 
You may want me to escape, but that may not be just.  If it is not just, then I must not do it, regardless of all 
the appeals to consequences. 
(all the next set of arguments show that it is NOT just to escape, so the conclusion is I must not escape, 
regardless what we may want or feel about it.) 
 
If we are acting unjustly in escaping, then we have no need to take into account whether we shall have to die, 
rather than do wrong.  (in other words, mere consequences have no place in and of themselves, but only as 
they bear on justice. 
 
49b 
Premise: Wrongdoing is in every way harmful and shameful to the wrongdoer. 
(assumed premise) One must always avoid doing what is harmful and shameful 



Conclusion:  One must never do wrong willingly. 

Conclusion: The many are wrong and unjust 
The many believe that it is right when wronged to inflict wrong in return. 

 

Injuring another is wrong. Two wrongs do not make right. 49d 
If one makes an agreement that is just, one must keep it. 49e 
If I escape, I am both injuring others and breaking an agreement. 
Therefore, I must not escape  
 
 
If I remained in Athens and benefitted from its laws, then I have agreed to either persuade or obey 
I must keep my agreements (it is wrong not to.  Without this, there is no civil society). 
I chose to stay in Athens for seventy years and benefit from its laws. 
Therefore, I agreed not only in word but in deeds to live in accordance with the laws 
Therefore, I must either persuade the city and its laws to be better or obey the laws 
 
I had my opportunity to persuade. 
I had my opportunity to set punishment as exile or fine. 
I chose death over exhile. 
To not follow the laws is to destroy them. 
To destroy the laws would be unjust 
Therefore, I must obey 
 

Socrates appeal to consequences: 

If I commit such a wrong by escaping, then: 

A) Friends will be in danger 
B) Because I am a destroyer of laws, I will be an enemy to any city because they are governed by laws  
C) The convicting jury will be more convinced of Socrates wrong doing for which he was brought to trial. 
D) I have argued that virtue and justice are man’s most precious possession.  To go against the laws will 

ruin my goodness. 
E) I will only live a short time anyway.  It is not worth giving up my virtue for this short additional life. 
F) I will not be able to carry on my most prized discussion about virtue and justice. 
G) My children will be worse off if I live and take them with me or leave them here.   
H) My friends will look after them whether I live and run away or die. 
I) I will not be welcomed into other cities of this world or into the underworld     

 

Socrates appeal to Justice:  

Premises: 
Do not value anything more than goodness. 
Never return harm for harm. 
The laws did not harm me.  I was harmed by men.   
To escape is disobey the laws. 
To disobey the laws is to harm the laws. (to put yourself above the law as a law unto yourself by only doing 
what you want as a separate individual, is to destroy law) 
An individual is not on equal footing with the collective and its laws. 
To harm the laws only harms me myself, my friends, my city state, and the laws. 

Therefore, do not escape 

 

 


