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ADVERTISEMENT.

COMPLETE in itself, this volume is yet but a
fragment of a larger undertaking. In the Oxford
series of Plato’s works, which commenced with
Mr. Poste’s edition of the Philebus in 1860, the
Apology, Crito, Pheedo, and Symposium were under-
taken by Mr. Riddell. Had he lived, all four would
probably have appeared together. The Digest of
Idioms, founded on an examination of all the
writings of Plato, which he had prepared to accom-
pany his edition of these dialogues, would not have
seemed out of proportion to the other contents of
such a volume. His death on the 14th of Septem-
ber, 1866, left the undertaking incomplete. The
preparations which he had made for the Crito,
Phaedo, and Symposium, though extensive and
valuable, had not received their final shape. But
~ the Apology seemed to be ready for the press. Its
text was settled, a critical and exegetical com-
mentary was written out fair, and a full introdue-
tion had been provided, together with an appendix
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on the dawudriov of Socrates. The Digest of Idioms
also, to which frequent reference was made in the
commentary, appeared to have been transcribed for
the printer, although a few pencil notes (which
have been printed in this volume at the foot of
the pages to which they belong) showed that addi-
tions would have been made to it, if the writer
had lived to print it himself, and perhaps in some
instances a different expression would have been
given to the views which it contains. Under these
circumstances it has been thought advisable to
publish the Apology and the Digest of Idioms by
themselves. My task has been only, in conducting
them through the press, to remove clerical errors
and to verify references.

It may be convenient to state that Plato is cited
in this volume according to the pages of Stephanus.
In reference to the Orators the sections of Baiter
and Sauppe’s Zurich edition have been given toge-
ther with the pages of Stephanus in the minor
Orators and Reiske in Demosthenes. In the Dra-
matists Dindorf’s numbers are followed as they
stand in the edition of the Poetse Scenici published
in 1830. With regard to quotations, the text of
the Zurich editions has been used both for Plato
and fur the Orators, the text of Dindorf (from the
edition of 1830) for the Dramatists. Wherever a
reading is quoted which is not found in these
editions, I have endeavoured to indicate the source
from which it has been derived.

ADVERTISEMENT. - ovil

The text of the Apology itself is in the main
that of C. F. Hermann. Even the punctuation is
his, Some of the brackets found in his edition
have been silently omitted: but, with this excep-
tion, every instance in which he has not been
followed is mentioned in the commentary.

EDWIN PALMER.

Barriorn Corrzer, OXrorp,
June 8, 1867.
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INTRODUCTION

PART L

THE TRIAL OF SOCRATES.

1. NATURE OF THE PROCEEDING.

THE trial of Socrates took place before a Heliastic court,
according to the forms of an ordinary ypady dquocia. The
indictment (¢yxAnua) is called dvroposia 19 B, 24 B, and dvri-
ypadiy 2% C,—terms which allude to the proceedings of the
avdxpiois before the Archon Basileus, before whom both the
indictment and the plea in answer to it were presented in
writing and confirmed severally by oath. And the terms
avriypady, dvreposia, proper at first to the defendant, came
to be used of the prosecutor, and even were transferred to
the indictment (¢yxAnua) itself, thus presented in writing and
sworn to.
2. THE AccUszgs.

The indictment was preferred by Meletus; see below the
form preserved by Diogenes Laertius, and compare Plato’s
Buthyphro 2 B. Hence it is Meletus who is called on by
Socrates to answer arguments as to its words and meaning in
the Apology. Hence again Socrates asks why did not Mele-
tus bring witnesses (34 A), and again observes (36 A) that the
penalty for not obtaining % of the votes would have fallen
on Meletus. Little account can be taken of the statement of
Maximus Tyrius, Disp. xxxix. p. 228, Mé\iros uév éypdyraro
"Avvros 8¢ elofyaye Avkov d¢ &dlwke. For authors vary on this
distinetion, and the continuation of the passage—«aredikaray
d¢ of ’Abnvator &noav 3¢ of Evdeka dmékTetve d¢ & Vmnpérys—
shows that these words are, as Stallbaum says, magis oratorie
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quam vere dicta. See Meier und Schomann, Der Attische
Process, p. 709.n. 1g.

Of Meletus, the ostensible prosecutor of Socrates, in reality
little more than the tool of Anytus, we only know that he was
a young tragic poet. He is characterised by Plato (Euthy-
phro 2 B) as véos Tis kal &yvds, and is ridiculed as a poet by
Aristophanes (Ran. 1302). The Meletus (Andoc. de Myst. 94.
p. 12) who was one of the four who arrested Leon (Apol. 32 C)
may have been this Meletus’ father, who bore the same name,
but there is nothing to show it.

Lycon, a rhetorician, is mentioned by Aristophanes (Vesp.
1301) with Antipho.

Anytus was by far the most considerable of the three
accusers, whence they are described (Apol. 18 B) as rovs dudpi
*Avvrov, and Socrates is called by Horace (Sat. IL.iv. 3) Anyti
reus. He was a leather-seller (Xen. Apol. Soc. 29), and had
been a rich man. As a sufferer and worker for the popular
cause he had earned a reputation second only to Thrasybulus.
With Thrasybulus he had fled from Attica, and the Thirty
had confiscated his estates and included him in the decree of
banishment (Xen. Hell. I1. iii. 42). He held a command in the
camp at Phyle (Lys. xiii. 78. p. 137), and at the restoration was
joint author with Thrasybulus of the Act of Amnesty (Isocr.
xviil. 23.p. 375). Plato (Meno go B) represents him as high in
popular favour. His was nevertheless (Athenzus XIL. p. 534 )
not a spotless character. Aristotle moreover (ace. to Harpo-
cration on the word dexd(ew) says that he was the first man
who bribed an Athenian court ; and Diodorus, who repeats this
(xiil. 64), adds that it was on his trial for treason (Zeller, Philos.
der Griech. IT. p. 142 n.). As Anytus was the most influential
accuser, so there is reason to think he was the most inflamed
against Socrates. Meletus and Liycon were actuated at most
by a class-prejudice,—if indeed we should not rather regard
them as mere tools of Anytus. All three however belonged to
classes ' which Socrates had offended by his incessant censure

1 Socrates is made by Plato (Apol.  dx8Suevos, Avuros d¢ dmép T@v dnpuovp-
23 E) to represent his three accusers y&v wal 7&v moherik®dy, Abkwy 8¢ dmep
as all actuated by class-feeling in their 7@y pyrépwy. The contrast which is
attack upon him. ’Ex 7obrwy xail Mé-  implied in this sentence between pn

AnTés pot éméfero kal *Avvros kai Ab-  Topes and mohrrikol shows that the
kwy, MéApTos ptv tmép 1@ mopTy  words severally denote definite classes
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of those who exercised professions of the principles of which
they could give no intelligent account. Nowhere is this cause
of offence traced more connectedly than in the Apology itself

of Athenian citizens. There seems no
ground for thinking with Wiggers
(Sokrates p. 97) and others, who have
followed in this view Petitus’ Com-
ment. in Legg. Attic. Lib. ITL. Tit. iii,
that there was any order of phropes,
teun in number, appointed yearly, and
deriving their origin from Solon. Any
such institution could not but have
interfered with the lonyopla which
even to the time of Demosthenes was
the cherished charter of Athenian
democracy. On the contrary, even
the precedence which was allowed by
Solon in the assembly to speakers
above the age of 50 seems to have
fallen into abeyance. But we find
that in the time of the Orators or
earlier (see the latter part of Cleon’s
speech in Thucyd. IIL. 40) these j9-
Topes had attained a mischievous im-
portance. Aischines speaks of them
(iil. 3. p. 54) as dwvagreias éavrols we-
pimrototvres, and in Aleib. II. 145 A it
is said that Soa &) more % wéAis mpar-
Te wpds dANY wéAw 7 adTy) kad abriy,
and s Tav pyrépwy LvpBovdis dravTa
yiyverar. To be a pprwp had become
a regular profession. A new art had
arisen, designated by the name py-
Topes), which is seen to have been
itself a new word from the way in
which it is used in the Gorgias (448
D)—tyv ralovpévny pyropuciy. In
their capacity of gurgyopo: the giropes
were brought into prominence (Hee-
ren, Polit. Hist, of Anc. Greece, c. 13.
p. 232 of Eng. Transl) by the fre-
quency of state trials in the time suc-
ceeding the Peloponnesian war. But
it was no less as ogbuBovAo: to the
Assembly that the phropes were in
requisition. In all questions of legis-
lation and of policy the debate was
mainly in their hands. The epoch of
this ascendancy is dated by Isocrates

(viil. 121. p. 183, where he calls it 7v
éml 70U Phuaros Svvagreiav) from the
Decelean war, or subsequent to Pericles
(ib. 126, p. 184). The two species, ovu-
BovAevriey and Suravuh, of Aristotle’s
triple division of py7opucyy in his trea~
tise correspond with this double scope
of the pfrwp’s profession. The wo-
Mrieol as a class must have emerged
at the same time as the gfg7ropes. In
itself woAirisds means no more than
‘Statesman’ in the sense in which
this term might have been applied to
Pericles. But an Athenian of Plato’s
time, speaking with reference to
Athens, would mean by moA«rurol that
class of men who made public busi-
ness their profession,—rods woAirikovs
Aeyopévovs, Plat. Politic. 303 C. Our
conception of the moAirwwol will be
best completed by comparing them
with the gfropes. Down to Pericles’
time there would be no distinction.
He united both characters like the
great men before him. But after-
wards the debates came into separate
hands, and the speakers in the As-
sembly were for the most part no
longer the great commanders in the
field and the bearers of the highest
offices. The fact and the reasons are
stated by Aristotle (Pol. V. v. %), viv
8¢ 77is pnroputis niEnuévys of Suvduevor
Aéyew dnpaywyolor uév 8 dmepiav d&
T@Y moAepukdy obx Emrifevrar. At the
same time, inasmuch as counsel as
well as action was needed for the
conduct of the state, those who were
engaged in the different branches of
this common work were not abso-
lutely contradistinguished: cf. Plato,
Gorg. 520 A, Phdr. 258 B, and the
general terms in which the pfropes
are described—e. g. by Lysias (xviii.
16. p. 150) as of 7a Ths woAews mpaT-
TOVTES.
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(21 C==22 C). Tllustrations occur also abundantly elsewhere.
We see from the Ion (533 E) how poets were brought under
this censure for parading inspiration as the substitute for
reason. The rhetoricians ? again as in the Gorgias were cen-
sured for producing persuasion without knowledge. Yet
stronger and yet more incessant was the denunciation of the
mischievousness and presumptuousness of undertaking politics
amd radroudrov (Xen. Mem. IV. ii. 3), or without knowledge
of principles (Alcib. I. 113 C). But Anytus was actuated, over
and above such a class-feeling, by personal animosity. One
ground of this has been said to have been his “ amor spretus
Aleibiadze 3:” so Luzac and Wiggers. Plato further (Meno g4
E) malkes him threaten Socrates with mischief in bewilderment
and mortification at being told, in effect, that in teaching * his
son the family business he had done nothing towards his real
education. These personal motives, however, remained in the
back-ground ; and so again, if he entertained yet another
grudge against Socrates as the teacher of Critias, the avowal
of it was incompatible with the Act of Amnesty. Therefore
he made the attack under cover of defending the democracy.
The émeixera of the restored people did not last long (Plat.
Epist. VIL. 325 B), and was naturally succeeded by a sensitive
and fanatical zeal for their revived popular institutions.

3. NUMBER OF THE JUDGES.

The statement of Wiggers (Sokrates p. 132 note), and of
Matthize (Miscell. Philol. vol.I.p.252.note 35), that the number
of the judges on Socrates’ trial was 556 or 557, has been re-
peated without question even by Mr. Grote (Hist. Gr. vol. VIIL.
p. 654, chap. 68). It is, however, as Dr. Cron ° remarks (in
his note on Apol. 36 A), merely an assumption from the false
reading rpets in this passage, taken in connection with the
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statement of Diogenes Laertius (II. v. 40), xaredikdafy Staxo-
alats Sydorjkovra wd mheloor Yrjdots T@y dmolvovsdr, whence
the numbers are supposed to have been 281 for condemnation,
275 for acquittal.

There is no reason (as Mr. Grote allows) for mistrusting the
precise statement of Diogenes, nor is there any more reason,
if we have regard to Greek habits of expression, for doubt
that the 281 represented the aggregate majority, not the
amount by which it exceeded the minority.

Hence, accepting the reading rpidrovra here, the whole
number cannot have been 556 or 557. An independent argu-
ment against such a number would be that it resembles no
other recorded numbers on trials. Those which we find, such
as 200 (Dem.1in Mid. 223. p. 585), 500 (frequently), 700 (Isocr.
xvill. 54. p. 381), 1000 (Dem. in Mid. 223. p. 585), 1500 (Plu-
tarch. Vit. Periclis, 72), 2000 (Lysias, xiii. 35. p. £33), 2500
(Din. in Dem. 52. p. 6}, 60co (Andoec. i. 17. p. 3), even if
they are only approximate, must stand for something near
multiples of 100.

Now Pollux (VIII. 48) mentions 401 and 201 as the num-
bers in two different cases of ¢dois, and elsewhere 1001 and
1501. This affords the clue to a conjecture of much pro-
bability (Meier und Schomann, Der Attische Process, p. 140),
that this was a provision not exceptionally but uniformly for
an odd number of judges, (frustrated sometimes, it would
appear, by the default of individuals at the last moment), but
that the common way of indicating the number was, for
brevity’s sake, to mention the variable constituent, omitting
the invariable 1. And Heffter (Athen. Gerichtsverfassung,
p- 55) clenches this by a passage from Ulpian’s ¢ Commentary
on Demosthenes’ oration against Timocrates : dia rofiro 8¢ 6 €ls
mpooerifero Gel Tols dikaorals Wa pi loa yévowro al Yijgot.
Thus a Heliastic court always consisted of some multiple of

i a2l

2 The enmity of the rhetoricians
extended itself after Socrates’ death
to the Socratists (Luzac de Dig. Socr.
Sect. IL § 4).

3 The story of this “amor Alci-
biadae ” rests on the testimony of Plu-
farch and of Satyrus apud Athenzum,
but is unlikely in itself, and because
Plato and Xenophon are whelly silent

about it.—Zeller IL. p. 141 note.

% COf. Xen. Apol. Soc. 29. “Avvros
amékrové pe ri adrdv Tdv peyloTaw
om0 Tijs woAews dfiovuevor ok EPnv
Xpivas TOv vidv mepl Bpoas mardevew.

5 Platon’s Ausgewithlte Schriften
erklirt von Christian Cron und Julius
Deuschle.—Teubner, 1865.

100, 1.

Accordingly, if we take the total number of Socrates’ judges

% [Ulpian’s note is on the words
ducaarnplo dvoly €ls &a ral xihiovs
&npropévar (Dem. c. Timoer. 9. p.
702) and stands as follows: & 7ois
peydrows kal éomovdacpévos mpdypac:
ouviyovTo ér o SucaaTnpley wA7-

podvres Apbudy yeMlwy ral &vés. &id
TobTo 8¢ & €ls mpooeTifeTo del Tols
Sikagrals wa pn lowy yevopuévwy Tiow
Unowy & lons anéborev of Swa(éperon
GAN’ ékelvos difn wikdv ¢ v { €is
mpoceTéln.)
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as 501 (which is also Heffter’s conclusion), and the number of
those for condemnation as 281, we have 220 for his acquittal.
Then 31 exactly, or 30 in round numbers, changing sides,
would have effected his acquittal. Cron, not allowing for the
odd 1, reckons 219 for acquittal.

4. Form oF INDICTMENT.

Plat. Apol. 24 B. Sexpdrns adikel Tovs Te véovs Siadbelpwy
kol Oeods obs 7 mohis vopilet od voullwy érepa d¢ darudvia kawd.

Diog. Laert. II. 40. % évrepocia tijs dikys eixe Todrov 7oV
Tpdmov* dvdketrar yap éru kal viv, ¢nol PaBwpives’, éy 7¢ My-
Tpde Tdde éypdyraro kal dvrepdoraro MéAnros MeAjrov [Tirfevs
Swkpdre. Soppoviorov 'ANwmeiifer "Adikel Swkpdrys ods pev 7
néhis vopiler Oeods ob vopilwv, érepa 8¢ kawd daiudna elonyod-
pevost adikel 8¢ kal Tovs véovs dadpfelpwy. Tiunua Odvaros.

5. Procepure ar THE TRIAL. ORDER OF THE PLEADINGS.

From schines (iil. 197. p. 82) we learn that in a ypa¢y
mapavduwy the time assigned for the trial was divided into
three equal lengths : éyxeirar 70 pev mpdrov Jdwp 7@ karnydpe
..... o 8¢ delrepov Pdwp 16 T ypadny Pedyort kal Tols els
abrd 10 mpaypa Aéyovet (i e. Tols ovrmydpois, not the witnesses
whose examination was extra to the time allowed for the
pleadings : cf. Lys. xxiil. 4, 8. pp. 166, 167, xal pov émikaf3e -:-6
Bd6p) + . .. TO Tplrov Tdwp Eyxelra T TLTEL kal T® ,ueye'@fL s
dpyfis Tiis tperépas (i. e. for the prosecutor to speak again on
the amount of penalty, and the defendant to reply, and the
judges to vote).

The second of these lengths then would be occupied by the
defence of the accused and his ovijyopor, represented by the
main part of the Apology, i.e. as far as 35 E. The Xeno-
phontean Apology says (22) that speeches were made vmd e
abrod kal Téy cvvayopeudvroy Ppwv air@, but the Platonie
manifestly would have us think of Socrates defending himself
alone.

Then would follow the taking of the votes of the judge‘s,
and the announcement of the result, by which the charge is

declared proven.
The third length then begins with the second speech of the

7 [Favorinus wrote a work on Socrates in the time of the Emperor Hadrian.]
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prosecutor in advocacy of the penalty he had named ; and the
remainder of it would be occupied by Socrates’ évririunous,
where the Apology again takes up the thread (35 E—38 C).
It was open to the prosecutor to ask now for a lighter penalty
than that which he had named in the indictment. It wasin
the defendant’s speech on the arrirfunois that he brought for-
ward his wife and children ad misericordiam.

Then would follow the voting of the judges upon the amount
of the penalty.

Here the formal trial would end, and the condemned person
would be led away by the officers of the Eleven (cf. Apol.
39 E). This is the moment, however, to which the concluding
portion of the Apology (from 38 C) belongs. Whether or not
the indulgence of such a concluding address was historically
conceded to Socrates, there must have existed sufficient pre-
cedent for it to give verisimilitude to the ascription of it to
him. The Xenophontean Apology (24) agrees here.

The raised platform, called Bfua, served for accuser and
accused in turn as well as for their witnesses, whence the
phrase éyo mapaxwpd, Apol. 34 A, and similarly Andoc. i. 26.
P- 4, kal olwnd kal mapaxwpd € Tis dvafalvewr BodAerar, and
Asch. 1. 165. p. 77, mapaxwpd oo Tod Briuatos Ews &v elmys.

6. PROCEDURE AT THE TRIAL. SPEECHES OF THE ACCUSERS.

We find that speeches were made by all the three. Com-
pare for Meletus Apol. 34 A, and for the other-two Apol. 36 B,
avéBn " Avvros kal Avkev. It is implied however that Meletus
spoke first.

Grote (VIIL. 647. c. 68) conjectures that they made a par-
tition of their topics, “ Meletus undertaking that which re-
lated to religion, while Anytus and Lycon would dwell on the
political grounds of attack.” More accurately, Meletus’ busi-
ness would be to support the indictment proper, while the
political charges and insinuations would be dwelt on by Anytus
as carrying with him 70y nioris in this topic, and by Lycon
as familiar with it in his capacity of fijrwp. The only citation
in Plato’s Apology which is referable to one accuser rather
than another is the saying ascribed to Anytus (29 C), € dia-
pedlerar Zwrpdrns, 10y &y Suby of viels emrpdedorres & Swrpdrys
Oiddoker wdvres mavrdmact Swapbapioovrar ) oby Y dpyiw otk
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Zoew Swkphrn dedpo eloeNdeiv ) émadi) elofilder oy ofdy 7€ éomi
70 p1 dwokTelva.

The other citations are general ; e.g. 17 A, xpi) pds edha-
Betobar iy tmd Swkpdrovs ébamarndire és dewod dvros Aéyew,
and 33 B, kal Tofrwy &b €ire Tis xpmoTos ylyveraw elre pij otk
3 Sukalws v alrlay Sméyoyu—an allusion to the alleged dete-
rioration by him of Critias and Alcibiades, which was made
much of by the prosecution according to Xenophon.

In the Memorabilia of Xenophon likewise the citations are
all ascribed in general terms to & xarfyopos. Mem. Lig,
AN i) Ala, 6 kariiyopos &gm, tmepopdv &moler TGV kabeardrmy
péuwy TOds cuvérTas, Aéyer os popdy € Tovs pEv Tiis molews
dpxovras &md Kudjpov KabloTAVGL. .. .. ToVs d& Towelrovs Adyous
énaipew &by Tos véovs katappovew tfis rafeotdons molirelas
ko) motely Bratovs. Ib. 12, Zexpdrer SuAnTa yevopéve Kpirlas
e kal "ANkeBiddns mhelota kakd Ty méAw Emomodrny. Ib. 49,
Sokpdrs. . . . Tobs TaTépas mporhakilew &didacke melbov pev
Tovs curdrras odT@ ToPwTEPOYS TolEl THY rarépov, packey d¢
kard vdpoy efeivar mapavolas éNévra kal TOV marépa dijoat, TekUN-
plw TOUT® Xpdpevos bs ov duabéoTepoy Imd Tod copeTépov Vi
pov €y dedéobar. Ib. 51, xal Tovs d\\ovs ovyyevels émoler év
dripia war mapl Tols alr@ ovvedat, Mywv s obre Tols Kkduvov-
ras obre Tovs dikalopévovs of avyyevels GPelolow AANL TOUS hEV
oi larpol Tovs d¢ of ouwdikely ¢mordpevor. g B¢ kal mepl TGV
Pidov alrdy Méyew, bs obdty Spelos ebvovs elvar €l Py Kal Ope-
Neiw dwpfjoovrar  pévovs d¢ pdokew abrov délovs €ivaL Tipfs TOUS
ciddras To dlovra kai Epunvedoar duvauévovs. dwameifovra 0dy TOUS
vlovs alroy Gs abrés €y copdrards Te kal GANovs ikavaTaTos
moficar codods, otrw darfévar Tods adr§ ovpdvras dote pmda-
pob map’ adrols Tods &Aovs elvau npds abrdp.  Th. 56, & &
avroy & karfyopos kal Tédv évdofordrav mouTéy ¢k\eydpevor T4
movypdrara kal TovTols paprvplots xppevoy diddokew Tovs oVl
Tas kaKoUpyovs Te €tvar kol Tupavvikods, ‘Howddov pev 70

"Epyov ' oddév Svewdos depyeln O¢ 7’ Gveidos’

robro o)) Aéyew abrov Gs 6 momTi)s keAedol undevds &pyov pare
adikov pire aloxpod améxesbar dAA kol Tabra molcly éml TP
képdeu. . . . .70 B¢ “Oprjpov €pn § katiyyopos moOANdkis abrov Néyew
i "Odvooevs

“Ovrwae ucv Boacihije k 7. A
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A sy s .
rabra 8 adrov fnyeiabar bs & momTys émawoin maleobai Tovs
dnudres kal wévnras.

v, ProcEDURE AT THE TRIAL. SocraTEs’ SPERCH,
(i) The defence.

Soerates speaks in presence of a large audience of Athenians
over and above his judges (cf. Apol. 24 E, where he speaks of
olde of drpoaral in pointed distinetion from of dwxacral), but he
is addressing professedly his judges alone® (cf. Apol. 17 C, «ls
duas eloévar, 18 A, dikaorod pév ydp airy dpery). It is there-
fore these alone who are designated by the dvdpes *Afnvatot
at the opening and throughout: Steinhart observes that the
appellation & dvdpes dikaoral is reserved until the final address
to be applied only to the judges who vote for acquittal. For
mention of such audiences cf. Liysias xil. 35. p. 123, woAAol kal
76V doréy xal 76v Evev frovow eloduevor Tive yrduny wepl Tov-
rov fere, /Rsch. 1. 117. p. 16, Spdy moAhovs ey TGV vewTépwy

8 The ducaoral were very animated
listeners. They answered speakers on
being appealed to: cf. Alsch. iii. 202,
p. 82; so Andoc. i. 33. p. 5, € piv
odv Gty Soxel {xavds wepl TovTwy dmo-
AeroyRobor SpAdoaTé por tva mpofuud-
Tepor mepl T@Y dAAwy dmodoywuar. Or
they stopped a speaker to put a ques-
tion : cf. Andoe. 1. Jo. p. 10, € Tis 7
buQv mobel Gvagrds tmopvnodrw, and
ABsch. ii. 7. p. 29. They used the in-
terpellation of kardfBar Aristoph. Vesp.
979. 1t seems to have been a common
practice not only of political but even
of judicial assemblies to express their
pleasure or displeasure at what was
said. The general word for such ex-
pressions of feeling was 6dpvBos. That
it was a word medie significationis
we see from Plato, Legg. 876 B, duka-
arhpa . .. . . 8rav pndé ory@vTa dAAG
GoplBov pesTd rabdmep Béarpa émar-
voivth Te Bofj wal Yéyovra T@v pyTé-
pwv éxbrepov év péper wpivy, and -
schines ii. §1. p. 34, GopuBnodvrawy én’
alTd 1@V piv s dewds Tis €in kal odv-
Topos Tév 8¢ wAabvwy bs movnpds Kal
¢ovepés.  The word occurs in an

unfavourable sense in Plato, Protag.
319 C, warayerdot kal GopuBolot, An-
docides ii. 15. p. 21, Lysias xii. 73. p.
126, 8opuBeire ds o moLRoOrTES TATTAR,
74. p. 127, €mev 87 of pédow adT@ TOD
duerépov BopbBov. It was unrestrained
in its nature: cf. Asch. i. 83, p. 11,
petd yéhwros 86pvBos, 164. p. 23, oA~
AY rpavyy mopd TGV SwasTdv adTd
Smavrhoeras, ili. 122.p. 70, kpavy) moR-
A%y kal 96pvBos, Tsocr. xv. 272, BopiBov
kal Bofjs Gmav éumAfonTe 16 dikacTh-
pov. On the other hand it expressed
applause unequivocally : ef. Isoer. xii.
264. p. 288, obr opiBnoav b wouelv
cldbacy Em Tols yapiévrws Sieheyué-
vous GAN dveBénoay ds dmepBarivrws
elpnréros. The 86puBos which Socrates
deprecates was of the unfavourable
kind. This is implied by his urging
that it is not his fault if the truth is
unpalatable. ©4pvBos would thus seem
to be confined to the dwwagral, not
joined in by the éxpoaral. The word
is applied to Meletus in Apol. 27 B
merely in the sense of interrupting
by making irrelevant remarks instead
of answering.
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mpooearTRdTAs TPOs TG dikacTnple wollovs 8¢ TdY wpeoPurépwy
ovk OAlyovs 8¢ ék tfis d\\ys ‘ENNddos ocvvetheyuévovs els v
dxpbaciy, i1, 5. p. 28, § Tév wlev mepieaTyrdTov (oxedor 8 of
nAeloToL T@Y TMONTGY wdpeiow) i) Ty dikaoTdr, 1il. 56. p. 61,
8oovs oldels mémore pépvnrar mpos dydra dnudolor Tapayevo-
p€vovs.

Production of witnesses.

It has been questioned by C. F. Hermann whether Plato
intended the reader of the Apology to imagine any introduc-
tion of witnesses to take place. It can hardly be doubted that
he did: it is part of the verisimilitude which characterises the
whole speech. At 19 D Socrates, wishing to appeal to the
Jjudges as witnesses, employs the common formula for doing so
—udprvpas & adrovs TuGy Tous moAhovs wapéxopar. Cf. Asch. 1.
122. P. 44, kol ToUTer Dpels of v Yijdor uéAdovres pépew éoré
por pdprupes.  Similarly, when at 21 A—«kal rodrev 7éor 6
&deAos Dply adTol ovTool paprvpioet, émedy éxelvos TerehelTnKe
—he uses the very circumstantial formula commonly in use in
such a case, he must intend us to go on to fill up the picture
with the actual production of the witness. And at 32 E «at
TodTwr Vuiv éoovrar woAlol pdprupes must mean that the pro-
duction of the witnesses is to follow, coming so near as it does
to the common formula rodrev & Suiv Tovs pdprvpas wapéfopar
(cf. e. g. Antipho v. 20. p. 131, and Lysias x. 5. p. 116). The
future consistently used in the two last cases (contrast the
present in the first case) would not suit the supposition of
mere reference to persons who are not to be produced. Again,
34 A, rodrov way Tobvavriov eSprjoere is very like an implied
promise to produce evidence. Lastly, the employment against
Meletus of the common topic (34 A)— Why did he not ecall
witnesses who if what he said was true could not have failed
to establish it?’—and the subjoining of the conventional chal-
lenge €l 0¢ rdre émehdfero viv mapacyéofo' Eyd mapayxwpd:
would be suicidal in a speaker who forbore to call witnesses
himself.

Interrogation of the accuser.

In accordance with the law (Demosth. c¢. Steph. B, 1o.
p- 1131, 7oty dvridlkow émdvaykes €lvar dmokplvacfar GANHAoLs
70 épwtdpevoy paprvpely ¢ i), and with the common practice
(cf. Lysias xiil, 30, 32. p. 132, where spaces are left for a

——ee———
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formal EPOTHZIZ, as for MAPTYPES elsewhere, and add
Lys. xii. 24, 25. p. 122, where a specimen is given at length),
Meletus is questioned by Socrates in 24 C and the following
paragraphs. In 25 D Socrates himself appeals to the law in
support of his right to put such questions—andcpwar, & *yadé
Kkal yap 6 vopos kekeves dmorplvesbar.

(ii.) “H drrirlunots.

In the Xenophontean Apology (23) it is denied that Socrates
made any dvririunois—otre aidrés Smeryujoaro oire Tods dihovs
elaoer GAAa xal é\eyev 81 70 Imomipacfar Spoloyovyros € adi-
xetv.  The Platonic dvrirfunais, both of the olrpous év TPUT A=
veip and of the 30 min, is (waiving the question of its being
historical or not) wholly ironical: there could be no serious
expectation that such an offer would be accepted. Diogenes
Laertius says that this &eririugois turned 8o more of the
judges against him—«al of 0dvaroy adrot karéyvwoay mpocdévres
dAas rjdovs dydorjrovra.

(iii.) The last words.
The latter part from 7ols 8¢ dmoympioauévois (29 B) we are
to imagine as spoken év § of &pxovres doxolav fyov, and only
those who chose would hear it (cf. wapapeivare Too0rov xpdvov,

ibid.).



PART IL
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE APOLOGY.

1. ITS ORATORICAL STRUCTURE.

i. Its employment of commonplaces (rémor).
ii. The “old accusers.”
iii. The Delphic response.
iv. The general arrangement of the defence properly so called.
v. Its dramatic framework.

2. HOW FAR CHARACTERISTIC OF SOCRATES.
3. ITS ADEQUACY AS A DEFENCE.

1. ORATORICAL STRUCTURE.

A close examination of the structure of the Apology resolves
the question how far it preserves to us the actual defence
made by Socrates. The criticism of Wiggers and Schleierma-
cher, that the Apology is the purest extant relic of Socrates,
falls to the ground before the internal evidence which the
Apology itself supplies. Xenophon (Mem. IV. viil. 5) tells us
that Socrates turned his thoughts away from the preparation
of any defence—joy mov émixeipoduros ¢ppovrivar Tijs wpos TOUS
dikaords dmohoylas ravmiddn 70 Sarudvior. Now the Apology
is artistic to the core, whether in respect of the recurrence of
received rémou of Attic pleaders, or of the arrangement and out-
ward dress of the arguments (observe especially the artifice of
“ the old accusers,” of which presently), or of the tripartite
dramatic arrangement of the whole. The art and the manner,
worthy as they assuredly are of Plato, are also distinctively
characteristic of him. The subtle rhetoric of this defence
would ill accord with the historical Socrates, even had the
defence of Socrates been as certainly as we know it not to
have been the offspring of stady and premeditation.
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{(i.) Employment of commonplaces.

‘We may trace this in detfail through the defence or the first
of the three parts of the oration.

The exordium may be completely paralleled, piece by piece,
from the Orators. The imputation of conjoint falsity and
plausibility, the denial of being dewos Adyew (cf. Lys. xix. 1, 2.
p- 152, Isous x. 1. p. 79), the asking pardon for Adyous mwoAd
6y elboudvor Nyeolar map’ tuir éfnMaypévovs (as Isocr. xv.
179 expresses it), the plea of unfamiliarity with law-courts
(Isocr. xv. 38. p. 318, olirws dméyouar Todrer &s ovdes dAhos
6y molurdr), the begging for an imparbial hearing (Lys. xix.
2, 3. p. 152), the deprecation of 8pvBos (cf. e. g. Asch. ii. 24.
p- 31, émawd els vmepBolny Puds, & dvdpes, 8ru olyp kol dikalws
Auéy drovere), the disclaiming a style unbefitting an old man
(cf. Isocr. xil. 3. p. 233, #yoluar yap obx dpudrrew),—these
topics, of which the exordium of the Apology is wholly made
ap, occur continually in the Orators.

Next, in meeting the judges’ prejudices, advantage 1s taken
of another common topic—allegation of the existence of dua-
Boal (cf. Lysias xix, 5. p. 152). The way in which the
charge of being a oco¢os is dealt with has many parallels:
cof. e. g. Isocr. xv, passim. No accusation was more indiseri-
minately launched than this, and the answers to 1t assumed
consequently, in great measure, the character of common-
places.

Socrates twits Meletus with having instituted the whole of
the proceedings for his own amusement (24 C); so Lysias xxiv.
18. p. 170; and again with presuming on the inadvertence
or obtuseness of the court; ef. Lys. xxvi. 5. p. 145, rabra xph
vmohapBhvay i) etifes adrg elvar dokijre.

Socrates alleges (32 A), though in a refined way, the meri-
torious acts of his past life ;—a common rdwos. Cf. Liys. xvi.
13, XXi. I. pp. 746, 161.

Compare again éyo 3¢ dddokalos pey odderds mémor éyevduny
(33 A) with, Isocr. xv. 85, éya 8¢ rdv uév iwrdy 0ddéva mdmore
pamjoopar mapakahéoas én duovtor Ty B¢ woMw SAny weipdpar
mwelfew rowlTos mpdypaciy émyepety &€ Gv alrol Te eddaruorr-
TOVOL K.T.A,

The answer to the charge about perverting the young is



XXIi INTRODUCTION.

paralleled by Isocr. xv. 240, Tovs marépas &v éwpare Tév cvroy-
ToY Nuiy kai Tovs oikelovs dyavakrobyras xal ypapouévovs.

The particular form of challenge is paralleled by Andoc.
1. 35. . 5, Tovrev Tolvuy TGV &vdpdy of pEv fkovol kal eloly &vfade
Téy 08 dmolavdyTwy €lol woAlel mpoaikovTest Gr Soris PBovAerat
ér 7@ Eug Ay dvafBds pe éheydro.

The argument (34 A) kal &d\\ovs ToAhods éyd Exw u elmely
Gv Twa épijy pdhiora iy & 1@ éavrod Adye wapacyéofar Ménn-
Tor paprvpa is a stock argument against an adversary who
does not produce witnesses. Cf. Arist. Rhet. I. xv. 17. The
avowal of disdaining to solicit compassion is to be compared
with Isoer. xv. 321. p. 345, and Lys. xviii. 24, xx. 35. pp- 151,
161.

The leaving the event to God (19 A), roro pev ire 8 76
06 pidov, and (35 D), duiv émrpénw kal 16 e xplvew mepl éuod
is not characteristic of Socrates, for it occurs in the typical
oration of Antipho (i. 20. p. 113, % &’ airfa...... ée [1a émiyepal,
éav vuels Te kal ol Oeol Oé\woiw,and ibid. 25, 31. p. 114), though
indeed sparingly in the Orators generally, The Gods are
invoked at the outset of Demosthenes’ speech on the Crown

(p- 225).

(11.) “The old dccusers.”

Aristotle in his Rhetoric (III. xv. 1.) remarks, mepi 8¢ dia-
Bolijs &v pev 16 £ bu dv Tis ImOAPYw duaxep dmordoairor odley
yap draéper, eire elmdvros Twwds, elre .

An artifice in the Apology which demands separate notice is
the way in which the prejudices of the judges are dealt with.
The attack on them is so carefully masked that its point might
be missed by a cursory reader. The strength of the prejudice
which existed against Socrates demanded that a substantive
and prominent portion of his defence should be directed
specially against it. He could not hope to combat the charges
of his prosecutors on their own merits in presence of a general
aversion which was in harmony with these charges. Worst
of all, this aversion was too well reflected by the Court itself.
It was matter of exigency, therefore, to deal with it at once,
and so we find it succeeding the exordium almost hurriedly.
But to this was joined the necessity of avoiding both the direct
imputation of it to the judges, which would have been to offend
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them further, and the designation of it at once as a vox populi,
which would have been to acknowledge its weight.

It is therefore introduced to the judges under a disguise.
Their attention is drawn to it not as the attitude of their own
minds, not as matter of common fame, but as emanating from
certain individuals who with time and perseverance have done
their work. The calumny, now so wide-spread and influential,
is all traceable to them. It is not possible to single them ouf
( except perhaps a certain play-writer ”); in default of which,
—the only fair method,—they are individualised in imagination.
They are marked off by a special designation,—¢ the original
accusers,”—and their calumny is made more tangible by
throwing it into the form of a technical indietment supposed
to be preferred by them and read before the Court.

Oi mpérot karfyopor ave but a figure for 5 7év oGy dia-
Bo\fj, and what makes the neutralising of this diaBo7 at once
so necessary and so delicate a matter is that it is that v dueis
&y mMOANG xpdve Eoxere. But these two identifications emerge
in one or two places only. Twice only is the reference to the
judges pointedly disclosed,—I hope, if possible, to convert
gou from a prejudice which you” (the repeated pronoun is
emphatic) “have so long harboured” (19 A, 24 A). Imme-
diately, however, after these disclosures, the argument re-
sumes its disguise. In like manner once only, considerably
later (28 A), when he notices the inferior importance of the
charges of Meletus, which he has just answered, to the older
charges, he acknowledges these as vox populi—7 76y moANGY
dtaBoly Te kal pfdvos.

The seriousness of tone which marks the answer to “the
old accusers,” the 40uci) wioris which is thrown into it, and the
absence of irony, contrast sharply with the banter with which
the charges of the real indictment are met immediately after-
wards. This earnestness and almost anxiety of tone, the
prominent position of this portion of the Apology, the irrele-
vance of its ostensible reference, the very technicality with
which it is drawn up, forbid a more literal acceptation of its
drift, and constrain us to find in it a signal exercise of rhe-
torical art.

(iii.) The Delphic response.

Again, as the objective prominence given to “the old
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accusers” is a rhetorical cloak for an attack on the prejudices
of the judges, so the prominence given to the Delphic responsc
{20 E sqq.) is a device of a semi-rhetorical character under
cover of which Socrates is enabled to avoid an avowal of the
real purpose which had animated him in his tour of exami-
nation,~which was to effect an intellectual revolution by sub-
stituting a sounder knowledge for the prevalent pretensions
to knowledge, of the hollowness of which he entertained the
deepest conviction, Such an explanation would, t6 say the
least, not have been appreciated. What is to be noticed is,
that he does not plead the oracle, (the authenticity of which
there is no ground for doubting), as an after excuse for his
necessarily unpopular mission,—which would have been natu-
ral enough. But he goes beyond this, and represents the
oracle as the cause of his engaging in that mission; whereas
(as Zeller observes) he must have already been committed to
this and already been a marked person, before any such ques-
tion as that put to the Pythia by Cherephon could have had
any point or elicited any such remarkable answer. The repre-
sentation of the oracle as giving him the f{irst suggestion of
his crusade against fictitious knowledge, as having through-
ont been the lodestar to which he shaped his course, and as
having sustained him in the thankless labour of years, is
unhistorical ; but Socrates employs it in the exposition of his
antecedents in a semi-rhetorical spirit, to bring the audience a
certain distance on their way withous the offence which a direct
avowal of his purpose would have aroused in their minds.

(iv.) The general arrangement of the defence properly
so called.

Every care has been taken to marshal the topics of the
defence to the best advantage. The answer to the indictment
itself ig placed in the middle of the speech, where least atten-
tion naturally falls upon it. The arrangement is the same as
that of Demosthenes’ speech on the Crown, but the reasons
are different in the two cases. In both the technical argu-
ment is Introduced, where it will least challenge attention;
but there because it is the weak point of Demosthenes’ case,
here because, though easily established, it is comparatively
immaterial to the issue. The real effort of the defence needed
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to be exerted first in combating the general prejudices which
affected Socrates as a veputed Philosopher and Sophist, and
secondly in offering a somewhat more particular personal jus-
tification of Socrates. Aeccordingly the portions of the defence
which are concerned with these two points, as they ave the
fullest and most earnest, are also the most conspicucus by
position. The first confronts us at the outset, and the other
engages us after Meletus has been dealt with,

(v.) Dramatic framework.

The customary procedure of an dyor ryumros has prompted
Plato to crown the Apology of Socrates with a further artistic
completeness. The oration becomes a drama. An action in
three stages passes before us; the tone changes with the
action ; there is even some change in the dramatis personz.
We take our stand among the listeners who crowd the court.
The first Act comprises the defence, with the dialogue between
Socrates and Meletus, the voting of the judges, and the decla-
ration of their verdiet. The second comprises the riunois of
the prosecutor, Socrates’ ironical dvrirfunois, the intervention
of Plato and other friends of Socrates, the first suspense, and
then the final verdict. In the third Act the judges appear
before us distinguished into two separate bodies, addressed
separately by Socrates, the one his friends, his true judges,
the other divested of the name and doomed to the comse-
quences of their unrighteous deed. The tone of apologetic
argument in the first Act is succeeded by dignified irony in
the second, and this again in the third by a strain of lofty
prophecy.

2. How FAR IS THE APOLOGY CHARACTERISTIC OF
SOCRATES ?

Zeller (I1. 134. note) insists that there is an absence in the
Apology of that free artistic handling which characterises the
Dialogues, and claims this as an evidence that Plato has bound
himself to follow the line actually taken by Socrates. Bub
the strength of this position is diminished by several con-
siderations. In the first place we have seen how great an
amount of art has found its way into the structure of the
Apology ; we have seen too how that same art has not heen
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restricted to the arrangement and outward dress of the speech,
but so penetrates its very substance, that even here it is im-
possible to ignore or definitively to limit the rhetorical element.
It is only with this considerable abatement that Zeller’s asser-
tion of the absence of free artistic handling can be admitted.
But, in the second place, so far as the fact remains,—and to a
certain extent it does,—t is referable to more obvious causes
than that of fidelity to the speech of Socrates. The con-
ditions which Plato had to fulfil were those of a speech in a
court of justice, pronounced on a definite historical occasion ;
he had to consult the exigencies of forensic verisimilitude, and
to embody a reply to the definite charges of a well-known
indictment. And although with him (as with Xenophon in the
Memorabilia, though in a different manner,) the main object
certainly was the ultimate one of presenting to the world a
serious and adequate justification of his adored teacher, yet
he was none the less under the necessity of adopting for his
framework the circumstances of the actual trial. In the third
place,——in presence of little or no independent testimony as to
what Socrates actually said,—we have the fact before us that
the Platonic Apology was not alone in the field as a professed
record of the great teacher’s defence. The Xenophontean
Apology, devoid as it is of authority, being perhaps a compi-
lation from Xenophon’s Memorabilia I.1, i1, IV. viii (see Stein-
hart’s Anmerkungen I. 2 in Platon’s Saimmtliche Werlke uber-
setzt von Hieronymus Miller, Leipzig 1851), is a case in
point. Had the Platonic Apology been a record of confessed
history, is it possible that the Xenophontean Apology should
have been so framed as to differ from it not only as to what
was said but as to what was done,—as for instance in the
statement (22) that Socrates’ friends spoke at the trial as
ovrijyopor, and again (23) that Socrates refused dmoriuaofas
altogether, both which statements conflict with the Platonic
representation ? But there were yet other Apologies extant
besides these, Aristotle in the Rhetoric (IT. xxiil. 13) quotes
from a Socratic Apology of Theodectes, as containing the fol-
lowing passage, els wotov {epov foéfBnke; rivas 0edv od Teriunker
obs 7 mdes vopile; and besides in the same chapter he quotes
the following passages without mention of their authors but
obviously from similar compositions; pé\here d¢ kplvewr ob
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wepl Swkpdrovs GAND mepl émundeduaros, € xp PpLhocopeiv (18),
and 10 dawdvior oddéy éomw EAN' 7 Oeds 7 Oeov Epyorr kalTot
8oris olerar Oead pyov elvar Tobrov dwdykn olecfai kal Ocods
eivar (8). Once more, it is probable enough, that the story® of
Lysias having offered Socrates for use on his trial a defence of
his own composing grew out of his having written an elaborate
posthumous Socratic Apology.

It is then too much of an assumption, though countenanced
by Zeller and Mr. Grote as well as by many older writers on
the subject, that we can rely on the Platonic Apology as a
substantial reproduction of the speech of Socrates. Inde-
pendently of Plato’s representation we know not what So-
crates said, or whether he said much or little, or how far he
concerned himself with a direct reply to the charges laid
against him; nor, when we have studied that representa-
tion, do we know these things any the better. Even if the
studied speech of Plato embodied authentic reminiscences’
of the unpremeditated utterances of his master, to disen-
gage the one from the other is more than we can assume
to do.

Notwithstanding, we can seek in the Apology a portrait of
Socrates before his judges and not be disappointed. Plato has
not laid before us a literal narrative of the proceedings and
bidden us thence form the conception for ourselves : rather he
has intended us to form it through the medium of his art.
The structure is his, the language is his, much of the sub-
stance may be his; notwithstanding, quite independently of
the literal truth of the means, he guarantees to us a true con-
ception of the scene and of the man. We see that ¢ liberam
contumaciam a magnitudine animi ductam non a superbia”
{Cic. Tusc. I. 29), and feel that it must be true to Socrates,
although with Cicero himself we have derived the conception
from Plato’s ideal and not from history. We hear Meletus
subjected to a questioning which, though it may not have been
the literal épdrnois of the trial, exhibits to us the great ques-
tioner in"his own element. We discover repeated instances
of the irony, which, uniting self-appreciation with a true and
unflattering estimate of others, declines to urge considerations

? Diog. Laert. II. 40, Cic. de Orat. 11, Valer. Max. VL iv, 2, Stob. Flor.
1. 54, Quintil. Inst. 1T, xv. 30, XI.i. VI 36.
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which lie beyond the intellectual or moral ken of the judges.
Here we have that singularity of ways and thoughts which
was half his offence obtruding itself to the very last in con-
tempt of consequences. Here we have that characteristic
assertion of private judgment against authority which declares
itself in the words éyo vuas, dvdpes *Alnvaior, domdlopar pev
kal GING, meloopar 3¢ paAov 7§ 0ed i) Puly (29 D). Here we
have also his disapproval of the existing democracy of Athens
which he rather parades than disguises. And lastly, the deep
religiousness which overshadowed all his character breathes
forth in the account he renders of his past life, in his antici-
pations of the future, and in his whole present demeanour.

Thus while the problem of the relation of the Apology to
what Socrates actually said must remain unsolved, there is no
doubt that it bodies forth a lifelike representation; a repre-
sentation of Socrates as Plato wished us to conceive of him,
yet at the same time as true to nature as the art of Plato could
render it.

3. TuE ADEQUACY O THE APOLOGY AS A DEFENCE.

That the Apology aims at much more than a refutation of
the indictment of Meletus is already sufficiently evident. We
have seen that the avowed answer to Meletus is that part of
the speech which by its position least challenges attention,
and which is least characterised by an air of serious concern,
The statement is besides repeatedly made, that the real
strength of the prosecution lies outside of the indictment, and
requires a commensurately wider effort to meet it.

The worth, then, of the Apology as a defence must be
measured, in the first instance, if we will, by its sufficiency as
an answer to Meletus, but chiefly and ultimately by its suffi-
cizney as a justification of Socrates” whole manner of life.

It will not much affect our estimate, whether we regard the
Apology as no more than a defence adapted to the historical
occasion of the trial and to judicial ears, or as a posthumous
Jjustification of the great master in the eyes of the Hellenic
world. Though the more comprehensive aim is doubtless the
real one, yet public opinion had undergone ! so little change

9 As a matter of fact, the Athe- death. The story of their passionate
nians never repented of Socrates’ remorse being evoked by the repre-
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in favour of Socrates since his death, that the justification
which was most calculated to satisfy it was identically that
which would have been most to the purpose at the trial.

First, then, what sort of an answer is offered to the indict-
ment of Meletus?

That indictment divides itself into two allegations, under
the heads respectively (as we should say) of religion and of
morality. The mischief to morality is the perversion of the
youth; the offence against religion is the setting forth of
strange gods in the place of those of the state.

Now though these are put into the form of specific charges
against Socrates, they are so (all but that of the rkawa dau-
uévia) in appearance alone ; they are really selected from the
string of imputations currently brought against Philosophers
and Sophists. The Philosophers, i. e. Physicists, were popu-
larly associated with atheism, the Sophists with perversion of
the youth. The allegations of “the old accusers,” to which
the Apology first addresses itself, are drawn from the same
repertory, and arraign Socrates in like manner under the two
heads of religion and morality as Philosopher and Sophist.
It is true that the particular complaints there expressed are
not the same; but it is not that the charges put forward here
are less general than those. They are only omitted there
because they were to come under consideration here. In the
Clouds both these and those are put forward against Socrates,
one after the other. And in the Apology itself (23 C—D)
“ the old accusers ” are represented as eventually appending
both ¢ perversion of the youth ” and “atheism ” to their other
charges.

The indictment therefore of Meletus contained no charge,
save that of dawudvia kawd, which would not be met (so far as
might be) by the explanation Socrates had rendered of the
deeper and wider and older prejudices, personified in ¢ the old
accusers,” or by the justification he might be able to offer of
the general method of his life.

sentation of Euripides’ Palamedes (41  whereas we find Xenophon, five years
B. n.) is fabulous. REuripides pre- after Socrates’ death, dealing with the
deceased Socrates by 7 years. Xeno-  allegations against Socrates as if still
phon and Plato would have made the  in full possession of the popular mind.
most of any such change of feeling:  See Zeller, IE. p. 138. note.
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Here therefore Scerates contents himself with a dialec.tical
victory over Meletus; instead of ente_ring into 1:,he merltsj, of
the question with him, he disposes of him summarily b'y a.ddln%'
him to the list of pretenders. If the charge of dawudvia Kawwd
is subjected to the same treatment,—a tr'eat.ment c'ha'ractensed
by Déllinger as little better than sophistical,—it s bec?use
that charge is itself a sophistical one. It wrests 7o 6¢.up.ovwv
into daiyudpia, the divine agency of which Socr_ates cons1sterftly
spoke into divine beings. Socrates therefore is only retu’rnmg
Meletus’ sophism upon himself, when he treats the 6aq.u.oma of
the indictment as if it had been daipudvia wpdypmara. His who}e
dealing with the question of heterodoxy has an obser?rable air
of carelessness. Though he explicitly disavows ath‘elsmi, and
calls the sun and moon gods, yet he nowhere commits himself
to a distinet recognition of the state gods, any more than he
repudiates belief in any others. But it must be remembered
that in those days few could have cast a stone at .Sgcrates for
such reficence : and that if a man’s practice was rellglous,’ there
was little enquiry into his opinions ; and that Socrate's cha?-
racter as a religious man, his strictness and frequency in reli-
gious observances, was beyond doubt and made pm?of super-
fluous,—though the Xenophontean Apology en?er‘s 1n.to it at
length. From the personal imputation of irreligion, in §horf;,
Socrates had little to fear, and he could afford to deal with it
lightly; whereas to that of perverting the 'youtl} h? addres?,es
himself twice elsewhere, in addition to the dialectical refutation
it here.
Of’;chuz what was really formidable in the indietmer}t of Me}e-
tus resolved itself into the more general imputations which
connected Socrates with those two suspeeted.elas‘ses ‘?f men,
the Philosophers and the Sophists ; and, keepm'g in view the
fact that the Apology addresses itself elsewhere in full to those
imputations, any fuller treatment of them under the head of
the indictment can be spared. ‘ .

The remainder of the defence is taken up with two 1}nes of
argument : the first, at the outset of thfa speech, deals with ‘.uhe
general prejudices, which existed against Socr.ates as Philo-
sopher (Physicist) and Sophist ; the other, ‘whleh'foll.ows ?;he
special reply to the indictment, offers a particular justification
for Socrates’ manner of life as a citizen,

|
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In the earlier portion Socrates does whai he can, first to
separate himself from those two suspected classes, and then to
explain how the prejudice arose in the public mind, and how it
became strengthened by personal animosity.

It is hardly necessary to show that the imputations of  the
old accusers ” contain nothing of an individual character, but
are (as Socrates alleges) mistakenly transferred from the popu-
lar notion of the Philosophers and the Sophists. The title
copos dvnp, which Socrates takes such pains to disclaim, is the
appellation originally bestowed on the Ionic philosophers, as
men whose speculations had fathomed the universe, and from
this association was matured that distinction between it and
¢dpdvipos which we find in Aristotle (Ethic. Nie. VL. vii. 5,
BOalijy kal Tovs Tow0bTOVS Todods iy poviovs & o acww elvai).
It was in connecting Socrates with a supposed class of specu-
lative men that the force and odiousness of the designation
godds avipp consisted. The imputation contained in the words
T peréwpa ppovtifwy or (yréw, 1. e. T4 olpduia, is equally gene-
ral. The Scholiast on Aristoph. Nub. 96 says, kowdr rév
Prhocipor drdvrov Eyxinua. In 431 B.c. Diopeithes, a fanatical
Rhetor, carried the law eloayyé\eclar tods T Ocia pn voul-
Covras i) Mdyovs mepl rév perapaior Siddokorras (Plutarch. Vit,
Pericl. 169 D, Aristoph. Vesp. 380). Eupolis (Fragm. Com. ed.
Meineke, II. p. 490) says of Protagoras, dalovederar ptw, dhi-
TijpLos, mepl TGY peredpov. Onee more, the reference in rov

im0 Abyov kpelrto mwouby Kkal dAhovs Taird rabra dddokwy is
palpably general. The earlier Sophists, as teachers of plead-
ing, first incurred and perhaps courted the imputation of rév
iTrw &7\, and from them the imputation was derived to
others. TIsocrates (xv. 15, P. 313) speaks of the charge being
made against himself, &s éy ods firrovs Adyovs kpefrrovs dtva-
poL moey, and again (30. p. 316), &s duapbeipw Tods vewrépovs
Aéyew Suddokey kal mapd O dlkawoy v Tols Ay®ot TAcovekrely.
Odium also attached to the profession™ of an instructor in

speaking, Hence Aschines’ designation (i. 94. p. 13) of De-

mosthenes as \oyoypdgos, and (117. p. 16) 6 Tas 6y Adywr

Téxvas karemayyeANduevos Tods véovs diddokeiw, crowned by the
W Abyar Téxuqy p) Siddokew (Xen.

Mem. I. ii. 31) was a law of the
Thirty Tyrants against liberty and

freedom of speech. How came the
suspicion of Adywr Téxwy to survive
the Tyranny !
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designation codroris (125. P- 17): of. il 165, ill. 173. PP- 59
78. Hence, weightier for its dispassionateness, a remark of
Thucydides (VIIL 68) about Antiphon tmdmras 7§ wAjfer did

36fay dewdmnros diakelpevos, rovs pévror Gywyilopévovs kai év

dukaotnple kal év due mAeloTa €ls dp, boois EvpBovhedoaird
71, Svvdpevos Odeheiv. This odium, in which the profession
was held, was akin to fear; Isocrates (xv. 230) explains
it thus, 5 mepi Tods Adyovs dewdrns mowel Tols aAhorplots émi-

Bovevew.

Thus the charges recited present us with nothing indi-
vidually characteristic of Socrates, but only (as he himself calls
them 23 D) ta kard mdvrov rév PrhosodolvTey TPOXELPa. These
were the materials for the popular representation of Socrates,
which accordingly (like the caricature in the Clouds) is a
compound of the conventional lineaments of the Philosopher

(Physicist), and of the Sophist.

The peréwpa ppovriwr is due

to the Philosopher, and the 7o fjrre Adyov k.r.A. to the Sophist,
while the title cogos avip stands' alike for the one and the

other.

To velieve himself from the yoke of these imputations
Socrates fairly draws attention to the want of connection be-
tween himself and these two suspected classes. Of those
speculative studies he'® denies any knowledge, and as to his
having ever discoursed on them to others he courts further
the testimony of his judges, of whom many had frequented

his society.

The line of argument which h

¢ takes in distinguishing him-

self from the Sophists seems less cogent than it might have

12 Plat. Apol, 20 A, Evenus is dvip
Mépos copds, Xen, Mem. 1L, i. 21,
Tipddiros 6 copés is mentioned; as on
the other hand gogioras is borrowed
to express Philosopher.

13 There is no want of harmony
between Socrates’ disclaimer here and
what he tells us in the Phedo of his
having taken up physical speculation
in early life. He had given it up
forthwith, on fnding no satisfaction
in ib; and he could truly say (Apol.
19 ©), &uol TovTaw 0lbty péreari. Nor
again is his disclaimer at variance

with the fact, that he used to call
attention to the evidence of design
in nature as a help to piety (Xen.
Mem. V1. iii. 3 sqq.), that he is in fact
(as Zeller remarks, IT. p. 1 17) the pa-
rent of the teleological idea which has
given unity and ideality to the study
of nature ever since his days. This
half-religious view of his had nothing
in common with those indemonstrable
hypotheses, which the Physical Phi-
losophers tried in turn to fit to the

universe.
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‘f)G‘CIL Te dwells on the most external difference alone. He
pou}ts to the Sophists giving courses of lectures on vuariéus
subjects, professing to turn out finished politicians, pleaders
debajserg and the like, pursuing this as a regular érade anci
flourishing by it ; he flatly disclaims any sue}bl eharacter,is‘;ics
(for e,ven these, it seems, had been attributed to him, € rwos
arnkdare KT 19 D), and so passes on. Here certainly was a
sufﬁem_ntly palpable dissimilitude, demanding no acuteness t;)
appreciate it; but why was it not worth wﬁile to clench the
argument by going more thoroughly into the contrast? We
miss the manifold and deep divergenée which might hav.e been
tm.ced_ between a system which relied on the Zttainment of
ob‘!egtwe certainty, and one which, while it questioned received
opinions, had no interest in cither substantiating these, or
establishing truer ones in their place; between a system W}’ﬁch
ope'ned out a method of truth-seeking investigation, and (;np
;vh}z;zh, ha'd it prevailed, would have made phi?osophgf thence:
orth an 1 ibility :
Which propoted {0 phas all i a0ion on o
neh action on an intelligible
prineiple, and one which professed to furnish the intellect Zﬂike
for any use, {'egardless of principles. All this and more could
have been pleaded in cvidence of the wide gulf which se 5‘
r?vted Socrates from the Sophists; we can oily suppose tlliat
she Court, or the people of Athens (to which ever we suppose
for the moment the justification to be directed), were incapible
of ap;}reciating the fundamental unlikeness , and tha‘g) the;
f‘-_roppmg of the subject here is at once truej to the Socratic
irony, and at the same time suggests that the real position of
Socrates was never understood by the mass of his country-
lg(f:z.t?l by their compendious representative the Heliastic
Th‘? sequel of this disclaimer of the popular identification is
a setting forth of the facts which were the occasion of it. A
man .who‘ himself exercised no practical profess}ton was .ever
sho“flng himself dissatisfied with received empirieal, rules and
maxims, and ever requiring from others a reason fortenets
wl?xeh they had never questioned, while in doing this }:e
tavmced matchless dialectical powers and forced a confession of
1gnorance from men kunown to be perfectly self-satisfied,—such
aman answered sufficiently well the description of PhiI;sop}lex'
D
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and Sophist when once Aristophanes' had given .the 'hmt-.
This was the naked explanation of the popular 1dent1ﬁca—,
tion, and this it is in fact which lies couched under So.era.tes
parables of the wisdom which consisted in knowing hl.S own
ignorance, the Delphic Response, and the tour of qlvlest,lomng
(Apol. 20 D—E, 23 A—B). And this aeem.mt, Whl(ﬂ} has all
the appearance of truth, must stand good, in our estimate of
the defence, as a plea which ought to have comm'anded a:tt.en-
tion. The speaker himself indeed despairs of its obtaming
entrance into minds preoccupied ; it was likely, he says (2'0 D),
to sound to them like a jest. But the cause for desp.a,}r lay
not in the insufficiency of the plea, but in the invincibility of
the prejudice to be combated. Nor has the whole strength of
that prejudice yet been indicated. Had Socrates been .rezﬂly
a Philosopher or a Sophist, there would have been nothing to
be added ; the supposed mischiefs of his teaching would have
been alone in the scale. But so far as popularity was con-
cerned, the difference between Socrates and Philosophers or
Sophists told against him and not in his favour. The moral
suspicion harboured against what he was supposed to be was
aggravated by personal animosity agal}xst what he was. The
ever busy talker, the merciless questioner, who :(Wf)wed th.e
exposure of self-deceived pretenders to b? ‘the mission of his
life, and pursued this mission uncompromlsmgly for a quarter
of a century and more in such a narrow society as was com-
prised within a Hellenic state, without ever even stu'rmg from
the midst of them, encountered enmities which never llgh‘?ed
on the head of Philosopher or Sophist ; a specimen of which
is the individual grudge which Anytus is said to have borne
Socrates. .

Tt is then a mistaken moral prejudice, intensified and quick-
ened by the actual smart of personal affronts,—the fornfxcr
refuted to no purpose, the latter absolutely intractable,—which
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aipf], o0 Méhnros obd¢ "Awvros, GAN % réy moANGY ooy} Te
kal ¢pbdvos.

On Socratic principles, a defence had discharged its office
when it had set before the Court not grounds of feeling but
rational grounds for its acceptance. Socrates has hitherto
disproved (as fully as the range of the popular mind admitted)
the mistaken 15 identification of him with Philosophers and
Sophists. He has given the explanation of the mistake, and
he has pointed out how that very explanation accounts for
the confirming of the mistake irrationally through personal
animosity.  He has exhausted his armoury; against this
animosity itself he has no weapons; if his judges or the public
will allow it to affect their verdict, it cannot be helped—rair’
éoTw Yuiv, & dvdpes *Alyvaior, TéAn0F, . . . . .. kai ot olda oxedov
bru Tols alrols dmexfdvopar (24 A).

Beyond the reply to Meletus’ indictment we find a fresh
branch of the defence before us. Socrates is no longer overtly
answering charges, old or recent, but rather directly justifying
the usefulness of his life. He takes a view of himsgelf, as it
were from further off, and reviews his whole attitude as a
citizen.

The question arises, how this part of the speech serves any
direct purpose of the defence.

Of the strong points on the side of the prosecution, one
has remained hitherto almost untouched : it is not one which
appears in the indictment proper, or in that of * the old
accusers;” nor again has it that stamp of inveteracy which
would have marked it had it been part of the Aristophanic
caricature. But it was the moving cause of the present in-
dictment being preferred at all.

¥ The mob who in 179t sacked  ““Philosophers! ‘Church and King for
Dr. Priestley’s house at Birmingham  “ever!’ And some persons, to escape

here threatens to overbear the defence. It is this aggravated

prejudice, the working of which is foreshadowed in those
~ & 3N ¢ 7/ 57

discerning words (28 A), kal Tod7’ eoriv O éue alpioel, éavmep

1 Zeller remarks that the fact of
the Aristophanic caricature having
stuck to Socrates to the end of his
life shows that Aristophanes hit the

popular conception. May we not ra-
ther suppose that he led it, and regard
the Apology here as elsewhere as true
to facts?

in consequence of his espousal of the
principles of the French Revolution,
of which the news had just reached
England, proceeded to threaten all
with whom Priestley had heen asso-
ciated not in politics or religion but
merely by a common devotion to
chemistry and invention. “A com-
“mon cry among the mob was, ‘ No

D2

“their fury, even painted ¢No Phi-
“losophers’ on the walls of their
“houses! . . . Boulton and Watt were
“not without apprehensions that an
“attack would be made on them, as
“the head and front of the ¢Philo~
“sophers’ of Birmingham.”—Smiles
Life of Boulton, ch. 2o,
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Tt is tolerably clear from the accounts of the speeches for
the prosecution that political charges entered freely into them.
See Xen. Mem. L. ii. 9, 12, &e. To Socrates was there aseribed
the evil done to their country by Critias the oligarch and
Alcibiades the demagogue; the strange doctrine that the
poorer private citizens were a fair mark for ill usage; the
unfriendly eriticism on election to offices by lot,—which was
probably made use of as a special ground in support of the
accusation of perverting the youth, since the ventilation of
such doctrines tended to make them disloyal or insubordinate.
A line of Hesiod was alleged to have been wrested by him to
a like purpose, as countenancing rapacity.

There were indeed independent and domestic proofs alleged
for perversion of the youth, but those which have been noticed
were political. All these topies had been employed by the
prosecution, and it is scarcely likely that in addition to them
Socrates’ abstinence from public affairs, his relations to Char-
mides, another of the Thirty, and to Xenophon, the friend of
Sparta, and under sentence of banishment at the time, and
perhaps his depreciating mention of the tradesmen in the
Heclesia (Xen. Mem. IIL. vil. 6), were not also brought up
against him. Such cbarges and insinuations as these were
indeed foreign to the indictment, but they were calculated to
have considerable weight with the Court.

For one characteristic of the moment was the keen feeling
with which since the restoration of the democracy the Athe-
nians cherished their particular conception of political loyalty.
That conception was somewhat narrow and exacting. The
primary requisite was not only °assent and consent,” but
enthusiasm towards the letter of the constitution; and second
only to this, as the natural reaction from the depression which
the usurpation had caused, was a devotion to the material
interests of the state, and the display of energy in amassing
wealth.

The prosecutors, or at least the leading spirit among them,
were no doubt actuated in their institution of the proceedings
by the same political sensitiveness which they sought to in-
spire in the judges and betrayed in their speeches. Anytus
was a man of strong political convictions; he had lost a for-
tune through his fidelity to the cause of freedom. And if he
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was partly animated by a personal grudge against Socrates,
he was none the less the person to take up a political grievance
against him.

There must have come to the surface some fresh element
for the old prejudice so to pronounce itself. As Sophist or
Philosopher, Socrates’ cup had long been full ; nor was there
any reason in that point of view for its overflowing now if it
had not before. Aristophanes?® had ceased to attack him.
As a mark for personal enmity " he had been more prominent
and defenceless either in connection with the Hermee trials or
after the battle of Arginuse. It would be a difficult problem,
why the extreme step was taken now and not till now, did we
not take into account the 'S political sensitiveness which, as
the offspring of the restored democracy, formed a new element
in public opinion as it affected Socrates.

‘We shall not be unprepared, then, to find that the remain-
ing part of the defence is in some sense political,——as much so,
as that of a non-political man could be. It is the defence ofa
reformer, though not of a political reformer. To ignore the
political charge altogether in the defence would have been
either a confession of weakness or a dangerous oversight, how-
ever fully the indictment might have been dispesed of. But,
moreover, political Insinuations had been pressed into the
service of the indictment itself in connection with the charge
of perverting the youth.

It is obvious, that Socrates was precluded from meeting
these charges in the way which would best have pleased his
judges. He could have said that he had never transgressed
the laws ; he could say (as in fact he does say) that he loved
his countrymen intensely; but for the existing constitution he
could profess no enthusiasm. Yet here we must observe, that
his coldness did not arise from frank political dislike of demo-
cracy, nor is his dissatisfaction to be measured by the one or
two well-known criticisms which he passed uponit. He cared

% [So Stallb, Prolegg. ad Plat. pation of the Thirty lasted from June
Sympos. p. 28. Zeller (II. p. 150) 404 B.0. to February 403. The Ar-
asgerts the contrary and appeals to  chonship of Euclides began in 403
Aristoph. Ran. 1491 sqq.] and ended in 402. In April 399 Any-

17 Cf., Zeller, IL p. 142. tus brought Socrates to trial.

18 Cf, Zeller, IL p. 152. The uswr-
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for politics only as involving the interests of the individual
(Xen. Mem. III. iv. 12), and it is to his view of individual well-
being that we must look, if we would understand the degree
or the significance of his reserved attitude towards the consti-
tution. Its faults connected themselves in his mind with other
faults at once further from the surface and far graver. To
him the alarming symptoms were such as these,—that this
system extolled as so perfect could coexist with an utter abey-
ance of principles; could be carried on by men, who, in know-
ledge of it, were mere empirical adventurers; that it neither
undertook nor directed education ; that much might be going
wrong within it, without its giving any check or warning ;
that morality might share the general wreck and not be
missed ;—and that, all this while, the Athenian mind should
throw itself without misgiving into such a system, and find all
its wants satisfied, and its self-complacency encouraged ; that,
while intolerance was stimulated, the belief in any unwritten
law of right beyond and above the positive enactments of the
state had all but died out, and a belief in divine sanctions was
scarcely felt (Apol. 35 D).

It was for these deeper reasons that Socrates was totally
out of harmony with the political optimism of his countrymen.
Here was the cause of the gravest manifestation of his irony.
The discord was the more complete, because it turned upon
considerations of the well-being of individuals rather than
upon political predilections and fancies. And out of those
considerations there rose up before his mind a clear vision
of a great need, and of the remedy which would remove it,
and of an obligation upon himself to be the applier of that
remedy.

The discord had jarred upon the sensitive ear of restored
democracy, and filled it with a feeling of offence which pre-
sently found interpreters in Anytus and others. The whole
deep disharmony did not strike them ; but, conscious of its
presence, they detected and treasured up superficial results of it,
such as the detached adverse criticisms upon the government,
and perhaps followed with a like jealousy the abstinence from
public life; and they added to these other irrational aggrava-
tions, such as the connection with Critias and Alcibiades, and
the well-known ery of perversion of the youth. It was the
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same offended sense which prompted the decisive step and
brought Socrates to trial; and which, while the charges
brought were the old and staple cries against the Philosophers
and Sophists, aggravated these with a new political stigma.

But it is time to return to Socrates, and to the part of the
Apology which still remains to be considered. We are now in
a position to judge of it as a political defence, if such it shall
turn out to be.

Of the particular political charges we find Socrates here
only touching upon one, and that allusively,—the charge of
being answerable for the misconduct of Critias and Alcibiades
and perhaps others (33 B). The line he mainly follows is
general.

‘We have analysed the attitude of Socrates towards the state
of which be was a citizen into the following parts ;—first, dis-
satisfaction, chiefly on moral grounds, with the prevalent state-
theory; secondly, conception of the remedy to be applied to
it; and, thirdly, conviction that the application devolved upon
himself. And in a full general justification of himself in a
political point of view, he would have had to expound all these
points seriatim. We find him however reticent as to the first
point : at most he only hints at it in the simile (30 E) of the
high-bred horse, whose greatness of frame makes him some-
what sluggish, and who needs some gadfly to stir his spirit,
and in the remark (31 A) that it is an extreme boon to be so
roused. He interweaves the second point with the third, yet
sparingly, and only in the way of explanation. It can hardly
be said that the conception of the remedial plan is completely
unfolded ; though we find notices of it in the doctrine (29 D
sqq.) that the care and improvement of the soul, and the pur-
suit of wisdom, truth, and virtue, are to be ranked infinitely
above the pursuit of riches; the doctrine (36 C) of the need
of consciously-possessed prineciples of individual and political
action, tested (29 E, also 38 A) by self-examination ; and the
doctrine (33 A) of the imperative duty of adhering to what is
Just, alike in public and in private life. It is the third point,
the assumption by himself of this mission, into which the
speaker throws his strength : with this he starts, and to this
he limits his justification. His first and paramount plea in this
Justification is that (28 B sqq. and 33 C) the work was under-
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taken in obedience to the above-mentioned divine eall . e. was
an indefeasible duty, and therefore to be performed without
respeet of consequences, or counter-indacements, or human in-
hibition (29 D),—the proof of the divine call, i. e. of the reality
of the obligation, being that nothing else would have sustained
him in such a course of self-sacrifice (31 B). His other plea
is that his assumption of this work was an incalculable benefit
to his countrymen. In what remains he sets forth, in answer
to supposed objections, first, that to have entered public life
in preference to dealing with individuals would have been
neither a practicable nor an effective method of pursuing this
mission (31 Csqq.); and, secondly, the innocent tendency of
his work (inculeating righteousness, not training for professions
or imparting knowledge, 33 A), excluding the suspicion of per-
verting the youth,—a suspicion which is also refuted inde-
pendently (33 C).

To have enlarged upon the first point would obviously have
stood Socrates in little stead. He could not have done so
without appearing to admit the political allegations of his
accusers in their entire force; and thus the vindication of
himself as a reformer lacks the support which it would have
gained from a premised statement of the need of reform.
But, to pass on from this first drawback to its effectiveness,
the actual vindication offered must in itself have seemed to
the majority of the Athenians partly paradoxical and partly
visionary. In representing himself as having done good
service by urging on them the care of their souls, by unswery-
ingly insisting on righteousness in them and in himself, Sc-
crates was traversing ground where they could not follow him.
These things had for them no meaning. They required devo-
tion to the letter of their constitution, they were on the verge
of a panic at the appearance of disaffection ; and this was their
righteousness. With this they were content, when the sub-
stance of the old religion and the old morality were really
departed from them. They were necessarily far from believing
that it could be any man’s duty or mission to set himself up
among them as a preacher of righteousness,——as he himself
says expressly in the dvririunois (37 E-—38 A). To us there
may seem to be nothing so far out of the common in the moral
work of which Socrates claims to be the sole promoter, as to
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elevate him to a position of singularity. But it was a novel
work enough to his contemporaries. It is a difficulty through-
out in the way of appreciating Socrates, that positions, which
ever since his time have been household words, not in moral
philosophy merely but in common life, were in his mouth, to
the men of his generation, original and novel ; and that the
simple principles he lays down here, so far from being commeon-
place to his audience, must have rather transcended their moral
apprehension.

Nor must it be forgotten that their old distrust of the Sophist
came in to the aid of their distaste for the reformer, So far
from believing in his principles of moral reformation, they were
confusedly identifying these with the old sophistical teaching.
Hence it 1s that the disclaimer éym diddoralos 0ddevds k. 7. A.
finds place here.

There were ample reasons, then, why this part of the de-
fence should fail. Socrates stood before his countrymen a
confessed reformer, and they were strangers to the idea of
reformation except in a political sense,—a sense in which the
Athens of the day had no room for reformers.

But the failure of the defence here urged by Socrates upon
his countrymen is to be laid not to his charge but to theirs.
The point upon which our whole judgment must turn is this.
Was the need of a reformation so urgent as Socrates supposed
it to be? If so, then Soerates was no less in the right, no less
a benefactor, because they failed to feel the need, and they in
crushing * him were no less guilty of a national hypocrisy.

There is no need to sum up at any length the results of our

¥ It is 2 poor sophism to urge that  step unwilling instruments of a legally
the stages of an dydw Tiunrés, or the  unavoidable catastrophe, is a plea
venality of Athenian jailors, made So-  which we never think of allowing to

crates’ death his own act,—an even-
tuality which his accusers themselves
never contemplated. This last as-
sumption (which Kéchly espouses) is
directly at variance with the Apo-
logy, which (29 C) makes Anytus
responsible for the argument that it
were better Socrates should never
have been tried, than that he should
escape with his life. To excuse the
judges as having been after the first

the eastern despot, who after betray-
ing his righteous minister  laboured
¢ till the going down of the sun to de-
“liver him.” The justice or injustice
of the catastrophe is involved in that
of the first step. The whole respon-
sibility fell upon the judges from the
moment when, in affirming the accu-~
sation Zwwpdrys ddikel x.TA, they
gave their voice against the truth.
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mquiry into the worth of the Apology as a defence. Its art is
consummate ; its statements are (as the exordium promised)
unalloyed truth; its reticences are condescensions to the
audience with whom it deals. It is exhaustive; it lays open
by turns 2° all the motives and influences which were at work
against Socrates; and the more pains we are at to represent
these to ourselves by means of an independent investigation,
the more reason we shall find to acknowledge that the true

clue lay all the while close to our hand in the Apology. ed.gée%h.

AIIOAOTTA ZQKPATOYS,
selves too much under the same susq p- 17.

picion with Socrates to have dared to' ~
of Socrates is clear. Anytus was the  inflame that suspicion. Cf. Zeller, IL§

enemy of Sophists. The Sophists had  p. 139.

no political influence, and were them- '

% That the Sophists had no hand
in bringing about the condemnation

1. 7O 7 wév dpeis, & dvdpes Abnvaior, wemoy-  A. The

P €\ A s A ’ s ?8 - S of Defence.
QTE UTO TWV €UV KATYYOP®Y, OUK 010a° €y & ody
! N3 N ey ff ~ s ,777 p, ’ s ,y o Exordium.
KaL aUTOS VT auUT@V 0ALyov epavtol eredalouny” obre
~ bg ! E ’ € 74 :] -~
milaves €Neyov.  kai Tor aAphés ye, Gs éros elmew, 5
> \ b r 7 3 -~ A E ] ’ -~
ovlev elpnkact. pdNore O0¢ abtiv v efavpaca Tov
TONAGV v épevoavro, TovTe év § EAeyor ds X
ABBREVIATIONS IN TEXTUAL COMMENTARY. ¢ A s A N e s s s a .
vpas evdaBeioOar, py Om éuod efamarndire, ds Set-
V =Vulgar text, settled originally by Stephanus. ~ ’ \ s -~ o >
B_;:kﬁi et setiied amgimaly ! bvov ovros Aeyew. 1o yap un aloxvvbnvo, o1t avrika
S =Stallbaum. U €pov eéfeAeyxlnoovra €pyw, émedar und orwo- 1o
Z = Zurich editors, A ; \ ’ ~ 7 B
H = Hermann. Tovr  Gawwpar Sewds Nyew, T00Té o €dofev
Oxon, =the Bodleian MS,. known as ¢ Codex Clarkianus.’ AUTOV o’wawxvvréra‘mu efucu, €l !L:’} O:ﬂa Sewor ka-
[Dr. Gaisford first published the readings of this MS. in 182.0. Mr. Riddell Novoty 057‘0L )\e’yew TE)V TOLA?]&"} Aéyovra‘ €l ,U,G\V }/dp
collated the Apology anew for this edition, and also the Crito, Pheeds, and -~ A€ . , P R \ ,
Symposium.] TOUTO A€YOVOtY, OfOAOYOMY Qv €ywye OV KaTo Tou-
- e ? \ K c/ \
TOUS €lvar puTwp.  oUTOL ey obv, OOTEP €y Aéyw, 5

5. s &ros elmeiv] This quali-
fies the otdev following, making
it equivalent to # ¢ % oddev
below.

8. up— e’ga'/ra‘rnﬁﬁre] This
sentence is not affected by the
tense of the main construction,
because the contingency it ex-
presses remains still future at
the moment of its being al-

luded to by the speaker. Digest
of Idioms, § go.

I4. ob xard] A thorough
litotes : “far above these:’ ‘a
far greater orator than they.
Cf. Hdt. i. 121, marépa kai pn-
Tépa elpioes, of kard Mirpadd-
v 7€ oy Bovkdlor kal Ty yu-
vaika auvtov,
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3, B > 3 s € ~ 3 i ~ 3 7
7 7L 7 00dév dAnbes eipnkaoiy’ vpels O €uov axov- p. 17

-~ \ > ’ > / \ ” Kl
cgeole magay v aAjfeav. ov pevtor pa AU, ©

3 3 ~ 4
dvdpes “Abnvaiot, KEKQANLETUEVOUS Ye AOYOUS, DTTEP

¢ e/ ’ sat
0l TOUTWY, pRuacl TE Kal OVOMOOLY, OUOE KEKOD [iT)-C

1.7 1§ oﬁBéu] This form
of expression we have from
Homer, Od. iv. 80, "AvSpav & #
kéy tis pov éplooerar, Né kai odki.
So Hdt. iil. 140, # 7is ) oddeis.
And Eurip. Dan. Fr. vi. Kpeio-
ooy yap obmis xpnudrev mepux
dvip, TN €l mis* Gares & ob7és
éoTwv oly Opd.

2, ob péroc] Opposed to
drovoeafe m, 7. dh.—You shall
have the truth entire, but not
drest up. This contrast is only
carried as far as dvduaoce after
which the idea of the contrast
between truth and falsehood
iz resumed (that is, mworelo
yap T, gives the rationale of
ducls  8'——a\jbear’) and con-
tinues to elowévai,—since mhdr-
rovri Adyous refers not to arti-
ficial language but to falsifi-
cation; a pepdxoy, to hide a
fault, uses falsehood and not
rhetoric.

3. domep oi] The nom. is
the regular construction, where
the noun brought into com-
parison can be made the sub-
ject of the clause introduced
by &omep. The attracted con-
struction, exemplified by domep
pepaxie below, is less common.
Dig. 176.

4. phpact . . . ovépaot] What
do these two terms mean here?
For in Sophist. 262 a, b, they
distinctly mean ‘verb’ and
‘noun,’ in Cratyl. 399 b, ¢, as
distinctly ¢ expression’ and
‘word’ (A ¢piros is the piuq,

Alpdos the dvopa). Now the
conjoint phrase seems to have
had a familiar rhetorical sig-
nification ; cf. Symp. 198 b, 76
& émt Tehevris ToU kdMAovs T@V
dvopdrey kal prudrev Tis odk &v
éfenhdyn dxobwy ; 199 b, dvépace
xal Géoe pppdrov, 221 e, Towaita
kal évépara kai ppara’ whence
we may conclude that the asso-
ciation here is similar. And
if we compare passages of rhe-
torical criticism in the Ora-
tors, where these words occur,
we shall find the meaning ap-
proaches to that in Cratyl. ra-
ther than that in Sophist. : cf.
Aschin. iil. 72, p. 64, ob yip
épn detv (rat yap 76 pipa pépvn-
par s elme, S Ty dndlay Tob
dvéparos) dmoppifar Tis elpivys
™ cuppaylav—where the pipa
is the whole expression, the 3vo-
pa is droppnfw. Further, as So-
crates could not speak without
‘expressions’ and ‘ words,” it is
the artistic use of them he here
disclaims ; which, in the case of
véuara, would consist in what
Aschines—il. 153, p. 48—calls
# rév dvopdrev oivbeois, and
also in tropes and other figures
of speech, and choice of un-
usual words, cf. Isocr. ix. g.
p: 190, pij pdvoy Tois Teraypévos
Svbpacw, A& T4 pév Eevols Ta
8¢ kawois & 8¢ peragopais® while
ghuara would extend to whole
expressions, cf. Aschines’ cari-
cature, iii. 166. p. 77, td maps
atrod kai dnifava pnpara.
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I > * 3 ’ ~ 7 ~
p- 17. pevovs, aAX akovoeole €ikj) Aeyopeva Tols €mirTv-

-~ s 7 . i ’ N ’ 5 a 'é
XOUOWw Gropady TigTev® yap Okaia €lvor @ Aéyw,

\ \ € ~ 3 3
kal pndels vudy mwpoodeknaare dAAws' oUde yap av

’ ’ 5 ¥ ~ ~ e ’ e
onmov mwpémor, & awdpes, THe TN NAkig woTEp peL-

7 4 ’ 3 ~
pakip TAGTTOVTL Aoyous €ls vuds eloévar.

A 7
Kol j€v=5

\ 7 T v ] ~ ~ ~
ToL kal Tavy, » drdpes " Afnvaiol, TobTo U@y Oéopa

\ ’ R 3\ \ ~ 3 ~ ’ s 4 7/
Kal Troaplepal”  eas 8[& TV AUTOV )\O)/(DV AKOUNTE

v s ’ Kl !
pov amoloyovuevov, 8. wvmep elwba Neéyew ol €v

> ~ 3N\ ~ ~ e € ~ \ 3 4
ayopa émi Tow Tpomelody, e VuGy ToANol aknkoadt,

dkai dAAofr, pnre Bavpalew pipre GopuBelv TovToy 1

7 37 A < ?
EVEKAL. EXEL Yyap OVTWOL.

-~ 3 A -~ 3 N\
vov €yw Tp@Tov €t Otk

4 3 4 ¥ S
ornpiov avaBelnka, érn yeyovws mhelw €BSounkovra,

12. 7Aelw] Hermann's note may satisfy us here: “IMelw vel
contra Oxon. cum VBS retinere quam cum Turicensibus omittere

4. domep—eigiévar]  Three
peculiarities ; 1. pepariep is at-
tracted into the case of mAdr-
rovre, cf. Dig. 176; 2. mhdr-
7ovre is attracted into the case
of j\ukig: and 3. the gender of
w\drropre notwithstanding fol-
lows the thought, cf. Dig. 184.

5. kal pévro] A stronger
form of kai—8¢. Dig. 145.

7. Tov adrdv )\o'-ywv} This
has respect primarily to the
conversation with Meletus,
which is prefaced by the re-
quest, 297 b, py OBopvBeiv éav év
¢ elwfdre Tpéme Tols Adyous
modpar.  But, as something
like this was recognised in
ordinary pleadings under the
name of éparyous (see Introd. p.
x.), the reference here probably
extends to- the conversations
rehearsed (20 a), alluded to
(21 ¢8qq., 23 c), and imagined
(28 b, 29 ¢), in the course of
the defence; perhaps also to
the castigation intermingled

with it (30 d, 31 ¢, 35 b, ¢).

9. dyopd xr.\.] The passage
of Xenophon (Mem. I. 1. 10) is
well known ;—ékeivds ye del pév
A év 1§ pavepd. mpwl Te yap els
ToVs mepurdTovs kal TG4 yuprdoiwa
e, kal whnbolons dyopds ket
pavepds v, kal T6 Nouwdy del Tis
nuépas Ay dmov mheloTors méNhot
cgvvécegbar.  For rpdmelar as
places of resort cf. Lysias ix.
5. P. 114, kduol wév T mpoelpn-
péva duelhexro éml T Pikiov Tpa-
wé{p' and shops generally, cf.

ys. xxiv. 20. p. 170,

Yudy moMkol| Yper is em-
phatic. As Stallb. remarks,
the frequenters of the rpdmefar
would be of the richer class.

10. GopuBeiv] See Introd. p.
Xvii. note 8.

11, éml Swkaoripiov] The prep.
has the notion of ‘presenting
oneself to’ the court. Cf. Iseeus,
Fr. vil, 1. L 15, MNyew énl Swca-
arplov. The dvaBéBnka refers
to the Bipa, cf. Introd. p. xv.
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s -~ % > ~ ’ , e
arexvis odv Eévos o Tis évfade Aéfews. wamepyp. 17.

v dv, €l T ovre Evos érvyxowov dv, Evveytyveo-
oy av, € TQ OUT s X s GUVEYLY

8 4 é 3 3 3 7 ~ ~ N ~ 8
OKETE ONTTOV OV [JLOL, €L €V EKEWYN TN (f)wvn T€ Ko T(t)p 10,

14 :/A s > T 3 H ’ \ 8\ \ ~
TPOTE EAeyov, €v olomep €Telpopuny, kal O kal vov
~ ~ 7 7 » 3 A Y ~ A AY
5 T60T0 VoY Oéopar Oikatov, @s Y €uol Sokd, TOV ey
’ -~ 4 s 3\ A 4 L4
Tpomov s Aéfews éqv lows pev yap Xelpov, loos
\ 14 X sf A by ~ ~ \ ’
0¢ BeATiwv av €y avro Oe ToUTO TKOWE KoU TOUT®
N\ -~ 14 > ’ I3 a " -~
TOV vovv mpooexew, € Olkaio ANéyw N w) StkaoTov
1 \ 4 > 7 €/ A 5 gﬁ 7
pev yap alry dpery, pyropos O¢ TaAndy Aéyew.
~ a ’ > ’
I1. Tlparov pev ol dikawos elur amoloynoacai,
3 s -~ \ N ~ 7 -
o avdpes  Abnvaiot, wpos To TPOTE pov \revdy koTn-

\ ’ > A
YOPNUEve. Kal TOUS TPOTOUS KOTNYOpOVS, €meiTo O€

\ N4 \ A < 4 > ~ \ A
TPOS T VOTEPA Kal TOUS VOTEPOUS. €OV Yap ToAAotb

7 ’ N ¢~ N 7 \ £y
KaTyopoL yeyovaot mpos VUAs Kal TaAatl moAAa 70y

3

N ) > DY 3 \ ~
trymen ge-15 €77 kal ovdev aAnlés Aéyovres, ovs €yw paAlov

nerally.

~ » A s \ 7 b4 \
¢poBotuor n Tovs apdt ~Avvrov, kaumep ovtas Kal

malui, quia doctius additamentum est quam quod ad interpolato-
rem referamus. Immo facile ejici poterat propter Criton. 52 e,
videturque jam Apollodoro ignotum fuisse, qui apud Diog. La. II.
§ 44. ipso septuagesimo ante mortem anno natum statuit ; at
duos ut minimum annos adjiciendos esse scite Boeckhius Corp.
Inscr. IT. p. 341 probavit, nosque mox comparato Synes. Calv.

Encom. ¢. 17 confirmavimus ; cf. de theor. Deliac. p. 7.7 Zeller
agrees, but makes 72 years the extreme limit.

5. Oikatov] ‘I request this
of you as a piece of justice.
Cf. 41 &, xpu . ... Tobro Oea-
voelofar d\nbés, Legg. 795 ¢,
Tadrdy &) 10T . . .. év Tols &\-
Nows maoe xp wpoodoxav 6pldv
“as the right thing.’

6. lows pév yap| The reason
urged is a general one. The
consideration of style, if al-
Towed at all, will be operative
just in those cases where it
is better or worse than the
case deserves,—just where it

will interfere with true judg-
ment.

9. aim] This represents
the preceding clause adro—i)
pir being in fact roiro, at-
tracted into the gender of
aper. Dig. 2o1.

14. «ai wéhat] This ai only
emphasises wd\a.. Dig. 133.
And in «kal oddév—Néyovres we
have the common kat after mox-
Noi.—It was 24 years since
the Clouds were represented :
Forster.

b 4 4 ’ ~
CTOV NTT® AOYOV KPETT®W TOLOV.
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’ ’ > s 3 A 4 7 b
p. 18. TouTOUS Sewous® aAN’ éxetvor Sewdrepol, & dvdpes, ol

L4 ~ \ Al 3 7 14
vpuwy Tous WOoANoUs €k maibwy TapalapSavovres
L4 n?’ \ 14 3 ~ ~ \
emeilfor Te Kol KaTNYOpPOVY €100 PAAAOY 0VOer aAnlés,
€ ¥ 4 \ 3 4 ’ 7
OS €0TL TIS ZWKPOTTS, 0OPOS avip, T& TE UETEWPX
M A Ao\ ~ 14 \
PpovTioTns Kkal Ta VTO yhs amavTa ave()THKGS Kals
odrol, & dvdpes
’AH ~ e ’ \ ’ 8 ; . H
nvaiot, oL TAUVTHY TNV Punr kaTaoKedoTavTes, o
’ 3 ! 7 4 \ 3 ’ € -~
Oewwol eloi pov Karnyepor o yap GKOVOVTES NyovvTaL

\ ~ o ~ 3l \ 5 v .
TOUS TauTa (provvtus ovde Oeovs vopi(ew. Emeara

—

£ < € 4 \ \ \ ’
€W OUTOL GL KQTTyopoL TOAAOL Koai TeAvy Xpovov
37 ’ 4 A\ \ b ’ -~ € 7
70y kaTyyopnkoTes, €Tt O kol €v TovTy TH YAkl
7 hY < ~ E " N /7 3 ’
Aéyovres wpos vuds, €27 av peMOTa €TOTEVCATE,
~ 37 3y > ¢ ~ -, ~
Taldes OvTes, €vior O VMOV Kol UELPAKLA, GTEXVOS
s 7 ~ 5 4 4 & A
EPNUNY KATYYOPOUYTES ATONOYOUUEVOY 0UOEvOs. O Of
3. pa\ov] BS omit: Z retain, and rightly; for the rhythm

would be intolerable without it, or without (which Hermann
would prefer) the three words pa\hov oddév dAndés.

2, 7tods moMovs|  Closely are two-edged, being borrowed

o}

a. Exist-
ence of
such pre-
judices,
and their
nature, viz.
that So-
crates was,
as a Phy-
sicist and
a Sophist,
a subverter
severally
of religion
and of mo-
rality.

with é& maidwv. They émeboy
all, but only most, not all, as
children. Cf. below ¢, maides dv-
Tes, évioe 8¢ Kk.T..

3. pa\lor] With érefor and
karnydpovr' just in the same
way as mo\d pahor [karny.] be-
low, e. Here it is intended to
balance the comparative Sews-
Tepor—-* were more busy in ac-
cusing me and trying to per-
suade you.’

4. copds—modv] This “ac-
cusation,” both as given here,
and as repeated with mock
formality 19 b, is nothing more
than a vivid way of represent-
ing, for a rhetorical purpose,
the popular prejudice, in which
the court shared. See Introd.
p. xxiii. The charges it contains

partly from the vulgar repre-
sentation of the Philosopher,
partly from that of the Sophist:
the peréwpa Ppovr. points to the
Philosopher, the rév—moior to
the Sophist. The title copos
avjp would at once be under-
stood as a class-appellation,—
cf. 23 a, 34 ¢; in it the mean-
ing and associations of Philo-
sopher are uppermost, yet not
so as distinctly to exclude those
of Sophist. See Introd. p. xxxil.
n 1z,

13. maides . . . . petpdkia] We
should have reversed the order,
and said, ‘when you were all
of you young, and most of you
mere children.’

14. 8 8¢—6r] This is not a
changed but an abbreviated
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7 2 7 4 LR X 3 14 4
TFOVTOY ANOYWOTATOV, OTL ov0e T OVOMATE 0i0V TEP. 18.

s o~ X\ A * -~ A S N
cvrey €dévou kal eimely, TANY € Tis Koppdomotos d
4 4 f A 4 N ~ ’
Tuyydver v door Se Ghovep «al dwBoly ypouevor

e~ s 7 € L A > N 7 37
vuds avémelfov, ol O¢ kal QUTOL TETELTUEVOL aAlovs

Ql ’ £ 4 R A
¢ melfovres, obroL wovres dmopéTarcl elow’ ovde yap

e/ s -~ ~ O
avafiBacacfar ooy 7 éoriy avrer évravdol 0vd
7 3 ~ 4
exéyan 00déva, GAN avaykn ATEXVES OTTED TKLA=
~ 5 ’ ’ NN Y

JOXEW GTONOYOUMEVOY TE KOl EAEYXEW pndevos amo-
7 7 5 € ~ 4 LY
kpwopcvov. afivoare ovv Kol VMELS, WOTEP €Y®

; A 4 / €
10 \éyw, OITTOUS [0V TOUS KOTIYOPOUS YEYOVeval €Té-

Ay 3, 7 t A
povs uiv Tods GpTi kaTyyopnaavTas, €Tépovs 8¢ Tovs
maAat, ods eye Aéyw, kai ondyre Selv mwpos Exelvovs e
-~ Ay < ~ 3
mpdToY pe dmoloynoacfur Kkal yep Upels éxelvov
Ay ~
TPOTEPOY NKOVTATE KATIYOPOUVT®Y, KAl TOAV MAANCY
2. koppdorods] VH ; keupdomoids BSZ with 2 MSS. B quotes
Fischer mistakenly asserting that at Phedo 70 ¢ all the MSS.
have kopgdor.; but this is untrue for Oxon. and 6 others.

Meeris’ assertion that kepedorowds is the Attic and the other
the common form does not bind us.

construction. In full it wonld Plato (Menex. 235 e, Euthyd.

be & 8¢ mavrov éoriv dhoyararov,
éori Todro, §mi. Dig. 247.

2. € ms| Avistophanes is
named below, 19 ¢, and is
doubtless chiefly meant, but
not exclusively. Eupolis had
sald (Meineke ii. p. 553), Mewod
8 éyd kal Sekpdryy, TOV TTOXOV
adoréoxny, * Os Ta\\a pev meppdv-
Tikey, milev 8¢ ravadpayelv €xor
Tobrov karquéprer. And a play
of Ameipsias, represented with
Aristophanes’ Clouds, was called
the Connos, and the Chorus
was of Phrontiste (Athen. v.
p. 218). It is likely enough
(Zeller, ii. p. 41. note 3), that
Ameilpsias introduced the same
fact, or the same fiction, as

2#2 c), and made the music-
master Connus Socrates’ in-
structor.

3. oor 8¢ includes all but
the & s that is, oo stands
for oot #hou. Cf. Theset. 159 b,
where mdvra & is equivalent to
mévra réa & This oor [n-
Xo] is then subdivided into
[of pér] Pbéve xpopevor and of
S¢—metfovres.  The of wpév is
supplied from of & by ana-
strophe; Dig. 241. The ax-
Novs meifovres is put in to make
the sense clear, but virtually
repeats the idea of dpds dvé-
melfor it does mnot affect the
regularity of the construction.
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A~ -~ 5 P
p- 18. 7 76vde TGY UoTepov. el amodoynTéoy &%, & dy-
3 ~ N 7 e A
P 19. Spes "Abnvalot, kol émiyerpyréor Suddy éEedéobar T

6&0{60)\7’ a K ~ s ~ 7 3 4
1, TV UMELS €V TOAAD XPOV( €TXETE, TOUTNY
> o 2N ’ ¢ | 5 A ~
€V 0UTws oAy xpove. BovAoiumy péy ol dv TobTo
</ # 3 3/ ~
0UTw yeveolau, € T duewov kal vpiy kol éuol, kols
gy ol i 4 4 7
Ay Ti e momoar awohoyovuevor' oluat O¢ avTo
PP _F 5N s ’ @
XeAemoy €lva, kel ov wovy pe Aovlaver otov éorw.
(4 - A} 3 o ~ -~ ~
Opws TOUTe pev iTw omy T e hidov, TG 8¢ vouw
, & 2
TELTTEOY Kal amoloynTEoy.
2 4 3 3 3 o~ V4 L4
Il AvadaBwper oty €§ apxns, Tis 1 KOTyo- 1o
I > 7 s ° € 3 3 \ s 3 M
pia cariv, €& fis 7 éun OaBoly yéyover, 7 & kol
’ Vi 7 3 £
miorevwr Méiyros pe éypafrato Ty ypa()bﬁy TaUTYY.
SN o A s 7
e’ i Oy Aéyovres OuéBadov ol Swafdilovres ;
7 ;; 7 A 3 I4 ~ ~
WOTER OVY KATHYOPWY TNV OVTOUOTIGY Ol avayve-
3 %:?‘XETSJ'BZH ; &ere V. The preposition é would be strange
with Zayere if the meaning were ‘ have entertained during so long
a time. év means rather ‘within the limits of ;” and so, with
respect to the further limit, ‘at the distance of’ Thus Zoyere
exac’tly falls into its place; ‘ye first came to have so long
ago.’ 4. & ofrws| Though this collocation is rarer than
oures ev oA, yet 1t occurs; e.g. below 24 a (where this passage

IS alluded to); Iseus vi. 33. p. 59, & mdww Shiye xpéve, Lysias,
XiX. 8. p. 152, & ofrw Sewd rabéorqrer. The rhythm probably

determines the order. There is no need for the otrwciv of V.

2. 7w SwBohjv] Not the
name of copis (cf. 20 d, 74 re
8vopa kal v SuaBodiy, and again
23 a); nor ‘calumny’ simply
(cf. below,  karqyopla . . . é& Fs
7 éun dwfohy)* but calumny
believed, i. e. ‘ prejudice.

7. ob wdw here as elsewhere
retains its meaning of ‘hardly,’
‘scarcely ;” but this is to be in-
terpreted as a litotes :—<I can
hardly say I do not know.
Dig. 139.

LI 7 8] The antecedent of
7 is dwPBory.  Cf. 28 a, kal Toir

éoriv b éué alpioe, . . . od Mé\y-
T0s, .. . GAN 7 TOY woANGY Owa-
BoA7.

13. 8iéBadoy oi 3LaBd)\)\ovres‘]
This fulness of expression is
common in Plato, and gives
the air of deliberateness. Dig.
262,

14. domep qualifies not only
karnydpor but also dvreposiay
and dvayvévar, They are quasi-
prosecutors ; it is a quasi-in-
dictment ; and Socrates makes
believe to read it.

du‘rwpmrfml] S() 24 b. Thlc



b. Refu-
tation of
them.
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3~ 4 3 ~ N\ 4 s
var avTdv' ZokpoTns kel Kol meptepyalerar (- pe 19.

~ ’ N~ \ > 7 NN ’
TGV Td Te UTO Y Kal 0Dpavta, Kal TOY NTT® Aoyov
I ~ \ 3/ 2\ ~ 4
KpelTT® TOLDY, KAl GAAOUS TOUTQ TOUTO. Odackwy.
4 3 ~ N 3 ~ \ 3 3
TOlUTY TiS €0TU TOUTA YOp €WpPATE Kol avTolL €V
~ 3 4 / 4 \ ~
577 ApoTopavovs kougOig, SWKPOTI) TLVG EKEL TEPL-
14 z 4 3> ~ \ 3/
(epopevov, packovta Te aepoPately kol GAANY TOA-
\ ~ ? s\ 3 QN 57 ’
Ay pAvapiay PAvapovrTa, WV €y® oV0év olUTe peyo
3 ’ o+ > < > ’ ’
offre pukpov mépt émalw. Kol ovX ®S aripalor Aéyw
\ 4 3 4 3 \ ~ 7
TNV TOLQUTNY €MITTNUNY, €L TIS TEPL TOV TOLUTWY
4 3 4 LI ¢\ 4 4
1000008 €0TL () TOS €y® UTO MeMyrov TooavTOs

2. kai odpdma] So Z; VBSH «ai 7a émovpdnea. 8. purpdv]
According to Meeris, opxpds is Attic. Yet in Aschin. and Isocr.
purpds occurs uniformly. Below, d, all the MSS. have ouupdr.
But to press uniformity would be arbitrary. See Lobeck, Pa-
thol. Pars II. De Orthogr. Gr. inconst. § 1, who instances pas-

sages in which both forms occur in close neighbourhood or even
in the same sentence ; Dem. Ol B. 14. p. 22, Arist. Hist, An. IT.
Xv. pp. 506, 307. He quotes from Apollonius (Pron. 63) the
general principle otk éfwpdhiorar & Tév SaNékToy kal pdlwoTa Ta
z6v *Arriav. Cf. Pheedo, go a. Rhythm must be in some degree

a guide.

term, like dvmiypadn 27 a, is
used to designate the &y
pa.  Both drreposia and dvri-
ypaph were properly said of
the defendant’s plea, presented
in writing and sworn to, in
the dvdkpious, or preliminary
proceeding before the Archon
Dasileus. Bt as the &rh\jua
was likewise then presented in
writing and sworn to, the same
words came to be applied to it
also. See Introd. p. ix.

7. &v éyd] The antecedent
of & must be the matters in
the dvropocia, not the imme-
diately preceding words.

obdéy ofire péyal] Accus. cog-
nate, not accus. of the object;
Dig. 6. ’Emalw is intransitive.

8. ai oty &s—éore] This is
well-marked irony. Socrates
declines here to pronounce,
before an audience who would
have welcomed it, a condem-
nation of studies against which
at other times he had freely
declared himself, on the double
ground (1) that Awman nature
ought to be studied first, Xen.
Mem. I. i. 12, and (2) that the
Physicists got involved in ques-
tions which were really beyond
the powers of the human mind,
ib. 11, and arrived moreover
at impotent conclusions, ib. IV.
vil. 6, 4.

10. rocavras | ¢ Upon so grave
a charge’ as that of pronounc-
ing upon things of which he

c
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p. 19. Otkas Quyoue adda yap éuol TouTwy, & dvdpes

d ’A\anocfm, 0\1’186\1/ péreoti.  paprvpas & abrovs Dudy
Tovs TOAAOUS Tapexouns, kal ¢Eid Yuds aAAflovs
Sibaokew Te kal Ppalew, oo éuod mdmore dicn-
koote Oadeyoudvov woAAol 8¢ Vudy oi Towirol eloy
ppalere odv aAljdots, € wéwOTE 7 THIKkPOY B péya
HKovaé Tis DUy ot epl TGV TowUTWY Seheyoué-
vov' kol €k TOUTOV Yrooedle &ri TowabT éoTl Kol
TaAa Tepl €oD @ oi ToAAol Aéyovaw.

IV. "AX\a yap odre Tovrwr 0ddév éorw, 0vdé y
€l Twos aknkoaTe G5 €y Tudeew émiyelpd avbpd-

\ 7’ ’ 3 -
€ TOoUS Kol XPMOTO TPOTTOMAL, 0V TOoUTO aAnfés,

> \ \ ~~ 7 ~ \ 5 R
€mel kal TOUTO Y€ pot Ookel kalov elvat, €l Tis 0i0s

> 3 ’ 3 ’ 4
7 en mwdevew avbpomovs oomep Topylas Te 6

. 3. 7obs] H. brackets. But if we read adrods just before, follow-
ing the weight of MSS,, rods is required by the Greek. O

was ignorant,—the fault he
himself so strongly reprobated
in others.

I. A& yap] ¢ But the truth
is” Dig. 147.

3. Tols moMads| A modest
way of saying ‘all of you.” Cf.
Isocr. xvil. 23. p. 363, 7{ & Suiv
7a moMa Aéyoyw; and Rep.
556 a, T woA\G Tév ékovalwy
ovpBolaley.

d@\Mhovs Suddokew e kal Ppd-
$ew] This is a hysteron pro-
teron: Dig. 308. With ¢pa-
{ew is to be supplied of course
@Afraes, dropped by an idiom
of abbreviation : Dig. 233.

_ 14. domep Topylas] Gorgias
is spoken of by Isocrates as
having made greater profits by
teaching than any other man
of his profession. Yet the sum
was but small: 6 8 mAelora
kTnodpevos &v nuels unuovelouey,

I‘.op'y[as 6 Aeovrivos, though a
single man and unburdened by
Liturgies, yeAlovs pévovs oraripas
karé\me, Isocr. xv. 155. p. 83.
The tmoxpiral, he says, ib. 157,
made much greater fortunes.
Nor indeed is Socrates saying
that the profits made by the
Sophists were great. The sum
which Socrates mentions below,
20 b, as Evenus’ price, 5 minz
(500 francs), seems to have
been above the average: Iso-
crates, xiil. 3. p. 291, speaks of
3 or 4 mine (3~400 fr.) as a
common price. Isocrates has
been said, it is true, to have
taken as much as 1o min® for
his rhetorical course; Gorgias
and Prodicus even roo. But
what made the frequenting of
Sophists’ courses expensive was
that people never thought they
had had enough of them. '

E 2
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Aecovrivos kai ITpoduwos 6 Kelos kal ‘Irrmrias o "Haelos.
robTov yop EkaoTos, & dvdpes, olos T éoTiy law
els ekdaTny TGV ToNewy TOVs véovs, ois éeatt TOV
Cavrdy TmoNTGY mpoike Euvelvaw ¢ v BovAwvral,
s rouTous melfovat Tas éxelvov Evvovalas dmolemovras
opior Evvetvar xpipara Sdovras kal XApLy wPoTeL=
Sdvar. émei kol dAAos avip €ore Idpios évfdde
coos, v éyo nofouny émbnuotvras  Eérvyov yap
wpooe oy avdpi os Teréexe YpnpoTo COoPITALS

B e 3/ ’ ~ e ’ .
omAel ) Evpavres ol aAdoy, Kaddig ¢ Irmovicov

~ % s ’ s 1 N 5 A ’ e s £
TOUTOY 0DV QVIPOUNY—ETTOV Yap QUTP OU0 Vite— 0
Kadla, v & éyd, e pév oov To viée molw 7
pOTXE éyevéaOny, elyopev Qv avrolv émoTarny Aa-
Bewv kal pobooacfou, os éueAdey aUT® KAAG TE Kol

\ ’ 3 /oo K v A
15 ayalo ToujoEw TNV TPOONKOVTQY apeETnV Y 0 av

? E ~ -~ A ~ -~ ~ >
obTos ) TOY ITWIKGY TIS 1) TOV YEWPYLKOY' YUY )
) ‘A 7 > /4 7 3 ~ s ~ ¥ 3
671'61877 anprCO €TTOV, TWO QUTOW €V V) EXELS €ETTL=

~ 7 ~ ’ > ~ ~ 3
oTarny Nefe; TIS TS TOLOUTI)S KPETIS, TN)S avfpw-
~ 3 4 > 7 5 \
Tivns T€ Kal WONTIKIS, EMOTHU®Y ETTLV ] OLYLaL Yap

14. ka\d 7e kal dyabd] So Oxon. It seems unnecessary to
introduce a synalepha.

5. rotrovs melfovor]  The
construction is changed from
the infin. to a finite verb. Dig.
277. The change of construe-
tion is not gratuitous, but ex-
presses (ironical) admiration.
The passage in Theages, 128 a,
is a reminiscence of this pas-
sage, including the change of
construction.

6. mpogedévar ]  The mpos
stands compounded in its ad-
verbial and not in its prepo-
sitional sense. Dig. 129.

#. éret kai] The connecting'

thought is—‘and at Athens

there is quite as good a field
for professed teachers as else-
where.’

8. bweydofiumy] Socrates im-
plies that he speaks from hear-
say when he states éoriv évfdade.

10. KaAMg] Cf. Cratyl. 391 b,
oi coduaral, olomep rai 6 adehpds
oov KalMas woN\& TeNéoas xp7-
para copds dokel elvar, “ Cal-
lias fuit omniam Atheniensium
suee eetatis non modo facile di-
tissimus, ita ut simpliciter ¢
mhotows diceretur, sed etiam
nequissimus  suique  peculi
maxime prodigus.’~—Fischer.

p. I9.

p- 20.

p- 20.
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oe éoxéplar S Ty THVY vidwy kTHoW.
épmr éyo, 7 oy Havw ye, 5 & &5, Tis, v & éyd,
kol modamos, kal mocov Sbdoker; Ednvos, ébn, &

oL IS,

E v H 7 / ~ . LY 3 1 \ E > A
wkpares, Llapios, wévre pvov kal éyw Tov Eugrov
s 4 3 € 3 -~ 3/ ’ A 7 X\
EMaKaplTa, € os aAndis €xer TavTyy THY TE(YNY KaLS
o 3 -~ 4 3\ 3 A LD s
oUTws Eupedos Oibaoker. €yo olv kal avros ekaAAv-
4 \ 2 I4 7 / ~
vouny Te kol nBpuvouny dv, € NTWOTAUNY TAUTW,
3 9 k] AY 7 T ~
aAX’ oV yap émioTopor, & avdpes ~Abnvalot.
¢ ’ A - ~ Y] s % s
V. YroraBor év odv 7is vudy lows aAX & Zo-
\ 3\ /3 -~ I'4 e 7
kpares, 70 cov Ti éoTL wpayua ; wobev al StaBolalro
[ I s Ay 4 -~ RENB
ToL abToL yeyovaow; ov yap Onmov ool ye ovew
S 3 ‘ 4 »

TOV GANQV TEPITTOTEPOV TrPUYMATEVOUEVOD ETETA
’ ’ A 4 / 4 7,
TOTAUTY (un TE Kal NOYos ye€yovey € un TL €rpar-
3 ~ N 4 7 3 €~ 7 5
Tes aldolov 7 oL TOANOLU A€ye oUv ULy, TL €0TW,

> A ~ ~ 2 4

tvo. pun nuets mept oot alrooyedwawper. TaVTL oL s

- 7 / € 14 S \ ¢ ~ 7

Ookel Sikaia Aéyeww 0 Aéywv, koy® VULV TELPRTOMAL

s S [ s o -~ a ’ ’

amodelfat, Tl woT €0TL TOUTO O €Ol TeETOIKE TO TE
6. éyd odv] So Oxon. and 2 other MSS. ¢ywye is not wanted

here:

9. “YmohdBow &v ofv | Here odv ¢ What is it, then, that yow

¢. Expo-
sition of
the verit-
able pecu-
liarities

in himself,
which

bhad been
mistaken
for those
of Phy-
sicist and
Sophist,~-
viz. his
conviction
of the hol-
lowness of
the preva~
lent pre-
tensions
to know-
ledge,

Socrates, though still ostensibly
occupied with ‘the old ac-
cusers, passes from the denial
of the imputations current
against him as a reputed oo-
¢pbs to an account of the per-
sonal dislike which had be-
fallen him individually. See
Introd. p. xxxiv.

10. mpaypa} In the sense of
pursuit, or plan of life or
study or the like. Cf. Crito
53 d, 79 7ob Swkparovs wpaypua,
Euthyd. 304 a, rodro 70d mpdy-
paros opdv, €, xapiey yé T wpayud
éorw 1) Pehovadla.

The order of the words in
this clause gives emphasis to

(since we are not to identify
you with the cogot) have been
about ¥’

13. ¢ wi—moo(] This clause
ig the double of oo ye—mpay-
parevopévov an instance of the
widely extended idiom which I
have ventured to call Binary
Structure: Dig. 20%. Very
parallel is Thue. V. 9%, ral 76
dopaNés nuv S 16 KkaraoTpacpij-
var dv wapdayoure . . . ., € i we-
pryévororle,—where el un mepryé-
vowfe repeats S 10 karacTpa-
piwar, Cf. also Hom. Od. ii. 246,
Elmep ydp & *Odugels k.., dANd
kev alrod dewéa wérpov Emiomor,
El mhedvea ot pdyotro.
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A\ 4
dvopo kol TRv OwBoAny.

3 ’ 4
akovere 01).

~ 14 5 ’ s/ ~ €t~
Ségw T Oudy Tallew, €0 uévtol loTe, TooAY VUL

v aljbear épi* éyo yap, @ dvdpes  Abnvaiot, 8¢

3 Y - Ny £
ovdév aAN’ 1) Sa oolay Twa TOUTO TO OVOUL ETYNKA.

’ 4 > \ s/ 3
smolav &) copiav TavTyy; Tmep 0T iows avfpw-

’ 7
iy godia.

~ ’ s 5
TQ vt yap kwdvvebo TavTyy elvar

P ’ A 5 37 7 2
ooos: odror B¢ Tay dv, ols dpri EAeyov, pei(w Two.

\ €l N 3 3 7
7 kot avbpomor coplav codol elev, 7 ovk éxw T

7 S \ N 3 N > /7 ’AA’ 4
Aéyw* oV yap On eywye ovTnY €mioTRL, O ooTLS

o

DR RN ~ ~ 0y A 7 7
ot Yevderal Te kol émi OiafBory) T €uy Aéyer.  kal

pot, & avdpes *Abnvaio,, piy Bopvfriaonte, und éov

’ €~ /7 / . > \ s N 3 o~ 2\
305@ TL ULy péyo Aéyew' ov yop €MOV €pw TOV

I. 8vopa] Of copds. See note
on gopds, 18 b.

5. imep k] ¢ My wisdom
is precisely (mep) that only wis-
dom, as I believe (iows), which
is possible to man:’ namely
(21 d, 23 b), knowledge of his
own ignorance. Socrates speaks
of this as knowledge because it
implies two things ;—(1) the
possession of a standard or
ideal of knowledge, with the
conception of a method for at-
taining it; and (2) self-know-
ledge, such as would result
from the Socratic system of
self-examination (cf. 52 a,note),
revealing the amount of actual
short-coming. This is know-
ledge until the positive know-
ledge is attained, and if that
never can be, then this is the
only knowledge. Socrates’ faith,
however, in the partial attain-
ableness of positive knowledge
never wavered, and his mis-
giving here must be restricted
to the possibility of complete
attainment.

8. % olxk o T{ Re"yco] ‘Or
some wisdom that—I know
not how to characterise it Tt
is some predicate, alternative
with peilw 3 kar” vbpemov, which
Socrates affects to be at a loss
for. The idiom is an expe-
dient for abbreviation; the
sentence is hurried to its con-
clusion after its point has been
expressed, by a clause super-
seding the enumeration of fur-
ther particulars: cf. Dig. 257,
where the present passage is
especially compared with Gorg.
494 d, (A) Pnui Tov Kkvdpevor
70éws by Rdva.  (B) Ildrepov e
™Y kepakijy pdvov kvnaid, 7 T
i o€ épuTd

12. ob yap éudv] Cf. Symp.
177 a, n pév pou dpxn Tob Adyou
éori kara Ty Edpuridov Melavinm-
mpt ob yip éuds 6 pibos dAAa
®alSpov Totde. Cf. also Ale. L.
113 e. The verse in the Me-
lanippe was Olx éuds 6 pibos
G\’ épfjs pnrpos wdpa.  So Eur.
Hel. 513, Adyos ydp éorw ol
éuds, coddr § €ros.

4 1
kol ows pey P- 20.

S—
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4 b A 3 Y €
P- 20. Aoyow, ov av Aéyw, aAN’ els afibxpewr vuiy Tov
Ié Ed 14 ~ \ 3 ~ 3 4 4 3 14
A€yovta avolow. Tis yap éuijs, € O 1is éoTi cola
\ L4 ’ e -~ \ \ \
Kal ola, paptupe vuiv mapéfouar Tov Oeov TOV €y
-~ ~ A 3 <
Aergpois.  Xawpepdvra yap lore wov. obros éuds Te

p- 21.

[3 -~ 7 > ’ U PN -~ ’ I3 -~ 7
ETQUPOS TV €K veov, kal vuwy Te wAnbel €Taipos Tes

kil Evvedvye v vy ravryy kal ueld vudy ko~
TI\0e.  kal leTe 8y oios T Xapepav, os apodpos

23 o 2 U
e(l) o Tt Op/JJ]O'ELE.

kal 8y more kal eis AeApovs

3> N s -~ 7
€Xdwv érolunoe ToiTo uavTeloacbor kal, Omep

Aéyw, uy Bopufeire, & dvdpes* pero yap O, € TisI0

3 -~ s Ve E) ~ > I3
€uov et gopaTepos. avether ody 7 Hvble undéve

3. pdprvpa—~Aekgois| “ There
is no need (says Zeller, Phil.
der Griechen IL. p. 45. note 2),
to deny the authenticity of the
oracle, but we cannot regard
it as having given the primary
impulse to Socrates’ tour of
enquiry. Socrates must have
been already a known per-
sonage for Cheerephon to have
put his question to the Pythia,
or for her to have taken it up.”
It is therefore semi-rhetorically
that the oracle is here repre-
sented as the cause of Socrates’
eccentric and unpopular pro-
ceeding. The Tambic form,—
agodos Sogpokhijs &c.—in which
the' response appears in Diog.
IT. 37, and Suid. cogpds, is a
later invention—an expansion
of the Pythia’s simple negative
recited here.

6. xal tpdv—rariade] This
allusion to Cheerephon’s ante-
cedents is added not without
purpose,—to dispose the court
to hear more indulgently the
story which is to follow.

In detail :—The full point
of the phrase #\bec éraipos is

to be found in the contrast of
the adherents of the Thirty;
more especially the éraipor of
the oligarchical clubs, and the
body of gooo hoplites organ-
ised by the Thirty from their
partisans.  uyw refers to the
subsequent expulsion of all
not included in the 3000 from
Athens, and their withdrawal
presently after (when they
found no safety in Attica) to
Thebes, Megara, Oropus, Chal-
cis, Argos, &c. This flight, as
an event still vividly remem-
bered, is called ratryy, ¢the re-
cent.” So Isocr. matches it with
the old troubles under the Pi-
sistratides j—riv Sppokpariay . .
8is 0y karahvbeioay, kal Tés Puyds
Tas émi Téy TUpdwyev kal Tas éml
TéY Tpuirovra yevouévas, Viil. 123.
P. 184. With kariiAbe cf. Lysias,
X. 4. P. 116, é£ drov duels Kkare-
MMfarer it is the recognised
description of the restoration of
democracy and end of the eight
months’ reign of the Thirty,
signalised by the solemn return
of Thrasybulus and the exiles
from Pirseus to Athens.

(attested
by the
enigmati-
cal re-
sponse
from
Delphi),
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4 3 \ ’ ’ e o 3 L
copéTepoy elvar. kel TouTwY wépe O adehpos vuiv p. 2T
~ i AY 7 b \ ~ 7
aired oUTOGL jiopTUpTOEt, €meldny €xeivos TeTeAev-

TYKED.
and the V1. Z«épacbe 8¢ dv &vexa Tabra Aéyw' példe b
course of e - ,e o . I -~
experi- 5 yap vpas Sdafew, ofev pot 1) Siafoln yeyove. TavTa
ments by s v s ’ s ’ ¢ ’ ’ ’
whidhle  yap €y® aKOVTRs Evefupovpuny ovTeal TL TWOTE AéyeL
aa con-

¢ 14 AY ’ 7 s\ N A 57
firmed that O 00§, KOl TL TOTE QUVITTETOL; €YD Yap S ovTe
conviction ; ’ > R 7 s - N of ;5

MEYO. QUTE TULKPOV évvozSa EMOUTE GOPOS Gy Ti VY
4 s 7 FERY ; 5 5 A
TOTE AEYel (Qackmy eue gopwTaTor ewar; ov yap
o Simov Yedderal ye ob yap Ous aird xal woAD
mirov \evoeral ye' ov yap Geuls aure’ Kol oAUV
Y 4 4 14 7 7 % 14
pev  ypovoy YIOPoVY, TL TOTE NEYEL érrerra [AOYLS
-’ 3 N 4 3 ~ 4 A s ¥
TOVY €Tt {nrnﬁw QUTOU TOLOUTNY TIVO. €TPOTCMY Y.
5 s 7 ~ 2 ~ 3 €
WAfoy emt TR TOV doxovrTey codov evai, ©s ¢
Ed ~N E 7 N 7 N -~ A 2
evTaviiol, €L TE WOV, e)\eygaw TO JMOVTELOY KOL QOG-
~ ~ ~ e « 13 ~ e 14 3
15 pavor T@ YPNOUP OTL OUTOOL €OV TOPOTEPIS € TL,
A\ 2 3 A ! 2 3 ~ Ny ~ 5 14
o0 & éue épnolba. SiagKoTY OVY TOUTOV—-OVOUOTE
A 3 QR 7 / 5 ; -~ ~
yap o0dév Séopor Aéyew, my O¢ Tis TOY TOMTIKGY,
N & LI ~ e~ 7 L4 5
TPOS OV €YW TKOTW®Y TOOUTOV Ti érabov, & aVSpeg
~ ? s o~ 5 7 @
*Afnvoior—kal Oideyoperos aure, €00EE 200 0UTOS
e \ ~ \ <3 A > ~
206 dunp Oowelv pev elvar oodos oAXels Te mwoAAois
1. adengds ] Cheerecrates: mean by moheruot that class of
Xen. Mem. IT. ii. 1. men who made public business
2. (mp'rvpﬁcret:' The paprvpla 2 profession,—vovs  wohirikovs
is to be supposed to follow at  Aeyopévovs (Politic. 303 ¢). As
once. Introd. p. xviil. distinguished from the piropes,
10. ot yap Odus adrd] Cf.  they were men who sought
Pind. Pyth. ix. 42, 7o o feu- appointments to public offices,
; y > ’ F PP i ¥
7ov redder Buyeiv. while the pAropes were pro-
17, év molerkav] In itself fessional speakers in the He-

this word means no more than clesia. Cf. 23 ¢, and see Introd.
‘statesman,” in the sense in  p. x. note 1.
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3 ’ A 7 e ~ 3 t] EYs 37
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~ ~ ’ 3 5 N s 3 s A s
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% 14 4 At -~ £ 7 s\ ’
yilopny ote TovTou pev ToU arbpwmov éyw codw-
’ s 8 7 4 3 ¢ A S A LR
Tepos elpt' kiwduvever pev yop nuwv ovdéTepos ovdev
N s \ ’ s @ \
kadov kayalov eidévat, GAN obTos uev oleTal Ti €lde-
> z LI ’ 4 > 3
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4 4 3 4 A M TQ > an £
TOUT® GopwTepos elai, 0Tt & py o0ido oude olopar
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’, ~ / e -~
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p. 22. Kai vn) TOV Kuva, & Gvlpes  Alnvaior et yap apos

¢ - > ~ 7 . 3 \ s N ’ ~
vuas TaAnbn Aéyew' v uny €yw érabov i TowTOY
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20. vy 7ov kiva] What was mouth of Socrates. In Ari-

which it might have been ap-
plied to Pericles, and is applied,
Legg. 693 a, to the old law-
givers and settlers of Hellas.
But an Athenian of Plato’s
time speaking of Athens would

19. Swheydpevos adrg, €ofé
pot] This inversion of govern-
ment i1s of common occurrence
among the forms of changed
construction : Dig. 271. #ofe
is ‘1 came to think, as 32 b,

meant by this oath is clear
from Corg. 482 b, pd rov «iva
7ov Alyvrriov fedv,—that is, the
dog-headed or, more correctly,
jackal-headed Anubis. In Plato
this oath is only found in the

stoph. Vesp. 83, a slave, Sosias,
uses the same oath.

23. 700 wAeloTov s’v@esfrll Cf.
Euthyd. 292 ¢, 7ot lrov suiv
&vdet §) ére whelovos,

o

-

5
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\ \ \ 3 > N\ \ hy ’ ’ o e e
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A O V Tovs Tov OlfvpauBewr kol Tovs b [ kal vop 0P / : X Ko
TGV Tpayedidy Kal TOUS TOV PO, o s xpnopedols kol yap obTor Aéyovat peév moAda kai

37 L4 2 ~ 3 > 3 7 7
dAovs, @s évradfo én avrodwpe karaAmjropevos
3 N > 7’ 3 7/ 37 3 b
seuavroy aualéorTepoy ekelvwv ovra. avelaufBavev
3> ~ 4 ) 3 14 7
00y aUTGY TR TOMUOTA, G (0L €OOKEL MANOTO Tre-
-~ 3 ~ 4 A 3 AN 7/ Id
mpayparetafar avrols, SmpoTwY AV QUTOUS Ti A€~
4 4 3 > A 7
yowev, W dua Tt kal pavlavoiu Tap avTOY. @ioXU-

5 e A s A 3 > > ~, o 1
vopar ody Vuly eimelv, & avdpes, TaAndn® opws Oe

3 ’ e ¥ Y S Y/ 5~ o
10 pNTEOY. S €TOS YyOp ETew O/\L‘)/OU QUTWY QATAVTES

4 4 A 4 54 DY > N
oL mapovTes ay BEATIOV EAEYOV TrEpL WY QUTOL ETETOL-
4 b 5 ~ -~ 3 3y 7/
NKegay. €yvov olv Kal TEPL TRV TOUTOY €V 0ALYQ®

I. kai dvéheykros| H’s conjecture xdv éleyxréds (1) is mere con-
jecture ; (2) would not give the sense he wishes, since éeyxkros
is not ¢ contradicted ’ but ¢ admitting contradiction ;” and (3) if it
did, would spoil the general meaning, since Socrates’ leading
principle throughout is that the oracle must be érue, and that
the proof of this would come out simultaneously with the true
sense, 12. év S\iye | H’s conjecture évi Aéye is needless. For
év SMye means the same, viz. ‘in short, not ‘in a short time;’
just like év Bpayei, Symp. 217 a, év éhayiore, Isocr. i 40. p. II.
Of course é&i Mye occurs also, e. g. Lysias, xiil. 38. p. 133; and
H might have argued something from the variation of reading

4 o A 3 Y T Id ~ 7 ’
koAd, loaot O¢ ovdév v Aéyovor. TowLTOV T poL
1 ’ 4 \ e \ 14 . A4
epornoav mabos kal ol womTal wewovfoTes Kol aues
5 ’ 5 A \ \ ’ H 4 \ 3
nobouny avrer O THv TOMO W OloMEVEOY Kal TAANe

’ 5 3 ’/ aQ 3 3 ~ 5
goPurdrwr evar awlpoTwr, a ovk Noav. amrne by
N -~ ~ RN s 7 ’ ?
kol €vTebfev T QUTH 0IOJEVOS TeEPLyeyOVEVaL, Cmep

KOl TOV TONTIKOY.

VIII. Teevrov odv éml Tovs xeporéxvas 7o 1o

d s -~ \ g ,8 98\ b 4 A 37
,e,u,av'r(t) Yep VVHoely  ovoey E7TLO'T(Z/.I.EI/CL(), WS €708

s ~ ’ A Y o ¢ 7 A \
elmely, TouTOUS O€ Y 70ew OTL evpnooluL TOAAQ Kal
\ 5 7 \ 4 1 > 3 ’
KOAG €TLOTOUEVOVS. Kal TOUTOU [ev ovk €revalny,
AN ymrioT % €y OVK NTLOTOp [ )
aAX 7 AUTO & €Y@ OVK NTIOTAUNY KOL fLOV TOUTY
4 K3 3 2 5 b -~ E)
coparepor noav. aAX, » avdpes *Abnvaiol, TavToy 15
3/ 3 < 7 174 \ e ’ AY
pot €8ofav €xew apopTnue, OTEP Kol OL TONTAL, KXl
) 0 N 8 7, 8 N N A 7 A'\ >
oi ayabfol Snuiovpyol” O TO THY Téxymy KaAws €&ep-
’ & > .t \ 3 \ ’
yoaeaOa ékaoros nélov kal TaAda Ta péywora Go-

4 3 3 A [ € 4 > [
doraros elvat, kai GUTOY aUTY 1 TARUUENEL Ekeny

1 / 3> 7 e/ 3 3 A > b 9
between xar’ éAlyov and kard Aéyov, Thue. vi. 34. med. erny O-O(wa ATOKPUTTTELY® WOT €LE EMUAVTOV QVEP®= 20

1. Wa por— yévorro] ¢ With
the object of finding positively
unimpeachable proof of the
divine declaration.” A double
meaning is wrapped up in poe,
—it is both ‘by my agency’
and ‘for my satisfaction.” «ai
signifies the superaddition of
demonstration, which all the
world must accept, to the cer-
tainty which had been in So-
crates an exercise of faith.
pavrela signifies (1) the process
by which oracles are obtained,
or (2), as here, and 29 a, the
fact oracularly communicated.
This signification still remains

distinet from that of pavreiov,
which was the form of words
in which the oracle was given ;
pavrela is the meaning of the
pavreior' a distinction to feel
which we have only to remem-
ber that to get at the meaning
from the words was in the
case of oracles a process in-
volving exactly that degree of
difficulty which suited the god
or his prophet.

II.0f ﬁapévffs] With Stallb.
and against Wolf, we must
take this to mean those pre-
sent at each several time, and
not ‘the present audience’

20. dmoxpimrew] This is the reading of one MS. @. The
dominant reading of the MSS. (including Oxon.) is dmokpimres,
The editors have espoused dmékpvmrer but such a text would
not account for such a variant as dmoxkpimre: in the best MSS.
*Amoxpimrer itself is scarcely possible (on the principle of mempay-

The wusage of the orators
proves this; cf. Antipho ii. A.
a 9. p. 116, and (esp.) 7. 5.
p. 118, oddels yap Soris Tdv map-
Svrwv otk &v Skimpdrepos . . . . .
Lysias uses in the same mean-
ing, but without the same pos-
sibility of question, of wapaye-
vépevor. 'The expressions used,
whether for the audience or
for the court, are different;

e. g. Antipho vi. 14. p. 143,
moN\ol TRV TepledThdTOY TolTwWY
taita wdvra depiBas émioravrar,
Andoc.1.139.p. 18,008 dpav rav "
kabnpévov oddeis v émurpéyrece.

16, €ofav] The nom. is «kai
of dyaboi dnuiovpyol. The force
of the aor. is, as in 21 ¢, &ofe,
‘I came to see.

18. & péyora] Politics are
especially meant.



which
experi-
ments fur-
ther sup-
plied the
key to the
intensity
of the

prejudice Ioo’oqﬁ(\)g elve. , m S
radra avror cwar ooov, & dv dAAov eée/\ezl.fwl 70
8¢ kwdvvever, @ dvdpes, T vt 6 eos o'ogb(os" elva,
kal év TG YpouG TOUTE TOUTO f\e’y\ew, \gn’ 7 oiuoﬂpw-\
wlvy copla OAlyov Twos afla €oTl kal ov3evos‘n Kal

15 aiverar ToUT 0v Aéyew T(\)V’zwlfpd,?"ﬂ, W,(foakexpyaﬁaz
8E TG €U OropaTe, EE TapadEryjua TOLOULEVOS, WOTEP b

D e ~ 5 Y 7 14
Qv el elror 6Tt 0bTOS VGV, © cvbpemol, copoTaTos

againgt
Socrates
individu-
ally, in the
personal
enmities
which
they had
excited ;
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Tav Umep TOD Xpnopmod, morepa Sefaiuny &V’ob”m)s p- 22.
cg(m'ep éxw e, ppTe TL goos @y THv ,ekewm:}
coplay pire auebys ™y auadiov, n o’c;;LqSoref)a oi
amekpwauny 6ty EuauTg Kol

s~ b o
EKELVOL EXOUO'LV EXELY,

574 XPNoU®D, 0Tt pot AvotTeAol cffcmre/p éxew é’)gew,;

IX. "Ex ravrpol 8y tijs éferavews, o auSpes:
*Alnvaiot, moddal pév améyfeal f,wz 'yeyéva‘m Kol P- 23 c
ol YoAemoToTOL KOl Bapvrarat, wore woAas S~

~ 3 \ ~ Id
Bolas am avTdy yeyovévar, ovoua O¢ TobTo Aéyeala,

IMAATQONOZ

3 ’ 4 7
O’L/O]/T(XL ‘}’Cl,p JAE EKOTTOTE OL TOPOVYTES

o Ve b4 ¢/ 3 N\
€oTw, GOTIS OOTEP ZWKPATNS E€YVWKEY OTL ovdevos

~ ’ “ 7 ~ 5 3 PR
afws éare T ahnbely mpos codlav., TAUT OV €Yw

udrevpar, dmeipnra, Phedo 99 d, spd 1b 98 b); but ﬁo;jl?ts t’?a:gz,
xptmrew, which is to be governed by &oée understood from é :
which gives also the best sense. ] /
6. ravrnai] The —i is not always strictly Set,xnxo':{). ) Path
Pars IL.p. 230, “ Sepe Oratores, etiamsi de ab.selntl us Aloquuro u,
quos modo designarunt et auditoribus quasi spectandos proy

éxwv PAvapes, &C.)
Edd. xal rév gévar.

Lob. Path.

6 €moyr.

jecture of Hermann,

nunt, iota demonstrativo utuntur, et sepius etiam negligunt, si

resentibus.”  Cf. rovl, 37 e We
;1(;3“}36‘:;01]' and 3 other MSS. In reading &ews, which is the result

of an old contraction misread.

of F. A, Wolf we must needs adopt for rovrov of the MSS.

0. 8wopa dé—eivar] Lit. ‘and
I am ealled by this name, that
I am wise.” The subject of Aé-
yeofar is [s’ps‘], not Hvop,a.' And
copds elvar is by attraction for
[7‘1‘)_] elval pe Goov.

éferdoens| We cannot fol- 4. Umd rabrys] Later, 31 ¢,

15. Todr” ov] This conjecture abstaining from public life.

6. & mevig wopla] Cf. Legg.
677 ¢, the beautiful expression
mvplay Twa $oBeply épnpiav, Rep.
520 ¢, uvpio Belriwy,

For the fact, with respect
to Socrates, cof. with Stallbaum
Xen. (Eeon. ii. 3.

1. kal abroi—éferdfes| For-

11. 75 8] Accus. of pronoun
neuter, standing for the whole
sentence immediately follow-
ing: Dig. 19. o

14. xaiobdevés” ¢ or nothing :
the xat 18 digjunctive.

ATIOAOI'TA =ZQKPATOYS.,

hY b4 N ~ 1 ~ ~
P- 23 prev €rL Kot vov mwepuwv (T kol pevvdd
! AY ~ 3 ~ \ d ¥ af \
Beov, kal 6 doTev kel Evey dy Twa olwpat copoy
3 . = A\ 3 I A ~ ~ -~ ~ 3 Y
€wor kol emewday por py Sokp, 7@ O Bonbov év-
4 54 > b4
Oelkvvpar 0T 0vK EoTL aogos.

. peév &] Oxon. gives pév o o,
storer, and not on the traces of the old letters,
represents éxwv as the reading.

he gives a second reason for

s 7 hY > N , > A ~ . 5 3
avbponwy, kai abrol wol\dxis €ME LMOUVTOL  €lT
3 -~ 37 3 /;4 . y 3 °
EmLXepovoy  addovs eferalew KOTeITo, olpat, €v-
/ 2 3 ’ 3 7/ M Q7
piokovar woddny adboviav olopévwr uév €idévar T
’ 4 A A 4 ~ 3
avBpdrov, eidiror 8¢ OAbya 3 000év. évretlev ody
e 3 5 A 3 ., LY
ol VT avrdy éferaldpevor éuot opyilovrar, aAN ody
< -~ Id ’
avrols, kal Aéyovas s Zwkparys Tis éoTi AL pe-
\ 4 \ / \ 3 4
d 7aros kol OwapBelper Tovs véovs' kal rediy L

but in the hand of a re-
(Gaisf. wrongly
éwr would be redundant, like

2. «kai £évor] So Oxon, and 3 other MSS.
But the variation is in the spirit of Plato:
cf. Dig. 237, and add Pheedo 85

3 \ o
Q, avry) ij Te dpdow kal yehidéw kat

11, ppotrrar] So Oxon. &e. pepolpevor 18 a con-

ster compares Rep. 539 b, of
pewpaioko, dray 7 mpéror Adywv
vebwrrar, dbs madid abrols kara-
Xpovrat, det els dvri\oylay Xpd=
pevot, kal pepolpevor Tods éfeé-
yXorras adtol dNovs ENéyyovo

<o . Kal ék TolTwy & adrol Te
Kkal 70 8hoy phogopias wépL els
ToUs dA\\ovs SwaBéBrnyrar,

éué pupotvra] By practising
upon each other,

61

\ \
KaTto 10OV

A ’ ~
Kal UTO TaUTRS THs
E) ’ 5 -~ -~ ’ ~ 7 N\
aoXoAlas 0UTe TL TGV TS ToAews mpa&al por axohys
7 b4 4 37 ~ E I4 3 y s ’
yeyover afwov Adyov oire 1w Otkelwr, aAA’ €v Tevig
4 y N \ AS ~ -~ 14
Mpia el Swa iy Tob Beot AaTpeiav,
N\ A ’ 14 ~
X. IIpos 8¢ rovrois oi véor pou emaxolovbobyres,
e ’ rd ~ e
ols paAiora TXOA) éoTw, oi TOV TAVTIWTAT WY,
3 4 14 /
QUTOMATOL XOLPOUTLY GKOUOVTES

and
moreover
gave a pre-
text for

3 - Id ~
GgﬁT(XéO/AGVCl)I) TV 10 fagtening

on Socrates
individu-
ally the
imputation
(previously
only a
clags-impu-
tation) of
perverting
15 the youth;



and lastly,
in com-
bination
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3 \ > ~ o ~ \ ’ »
auTols €pwTd, O TL TOLOY K&l O Tt didagkewv, éxovat Pp- 23.

\ LR ) -~ 3 L ~ 4 \ \ ~
peév oddev elmely, AAX ayvoovow, wa 8¢ uy dokwow
~ \ 3 ’ ~ ’ ’
gmopeiv, T Kare wavTeY TGOV GilocodovyTer mpo-
~ ’ 4 \ ’ \ \ e\
X€ipa TadTa A€yovo, OTi TG METEWPR Kal Td UTO

~ \ \ \ ! \ N\ < 7
syns, kal Geovs um vouiew, kal TOV NTT® Aoyov

14 ~ \ \ ,/\ 6* 35 > N :0/

KpelTTw TolEy. Ta yap aAngn, olpat, OVK av eve-

4 7 ’

Aoter Néyew, ort karadnAor yiyvovraL mTPOCTOLOU=-
\ ,8 I4 ’8 7 8\ !8 ’ [ 3 s

JLEVOL LEV €ELOEVQL, €L00TES O€ OUQEV. OTE QUVs OLMOL,

PuAdripor Bures kal oodpol kal moAAol, kol Evvre-

Ié A -~ / . S -~ s 4
1o TAYPEVws Kal Tilavds A€YOVTES TEPL ELLOV, EUTTETAY)-

4 -~ ki I4 ~

kaow VuGy Th OTe kal meAa kol gPodpds O~
3 ’ 3 7,

BdMhovres. ék TovTaw kol Ményros pov émébero kal

9. Evyreraypévos| So BSZ. H with two MSS. fwrerapéves.
But furrerayp. means ‘in set array:’ cf. Zschin. i 74. P 37,

. Y
oi vvrerayuévor pyropes.

4. 'raﬁm] Latin ista; idio-
matically expressive of con-
tempt, Dig. 318.

drv 4 peréwpa] Understand
{rd or the like, by com-
parison of 19 b.

12. é robrev] ‘It is upon
this footing’—namely that of
an old general prejudice, ag-
gravated by supervening per-
sonal animosity,—that I am
now attacked by’ &c. The
meaning ‘in consequence of’
would be too strong, both for
the sense here, and for the
idiomatic use of the phrase;
of. Dig. 116: the meaning
‘upon the strength of’ would
also exceed the warrant of the
Greek, though not of the sense,
of. 19 a, 7 O xat morelor Mé-
Anros k.T.A.

kal Mgros — prrépwr] For
an account of Socrates’ three
accusers and their motives,

and of the classes of per-
sons called here mo\iriol and
phropes, see Introd. p. X
note T.

The Sypioupyol are here joined
with the moherikol, because Any-
tus represented a trade himself,
and herein was but one of many
instances of the same conjunc-
tion of pursuits in those times
at Athens. Socrates was wont
to speak slightingly of mechan-
ical arts (Xen. (Econ. iv. 3),
—a view which would seem to
connect itself with his praise
of oxony (Diog. ii. 31, AL Var.
x. 14): and a conversation, in
which he pressed an uncom-
mercial view of education upon
Anytus himself with reference
to his son, seems to have been
among the causes of Anytus’
personal batred of Socrates.
(See again Introd. p. xii.)
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.23. YAy 1 Av 4 U U S 5
p- 23 vITOs* Kouﬂ Avkwrv, MéAyros uev UTTEp TRV TomTHOY “ifith the
5 e R R o eneral
a;sﬁo,u,evos-, Avvros Oe umep  TOV  Snuiovpydy kol prejﬁdiceff,aL
. 24. TOV TONTIK®D ) ¢ UTED TRV OnTé : p
p- 24 7 oA @V, 1}v<<co1’/ O¢ vmép Téw PUTOPOY* GoTE,  spired tthe
3 , 5 - rese
omep apXOuevos eyw eAeyov, Gavualo dv € oids T Igroiegu-
tion,

€y €yw Vudy TavTyY THY SaBorny éferéaBar évs
(J),{frcos 0Ny xpove olrw TOAAGY yeyovviav. Tavr
éotw Uulv, & dvdpes AbBnvaiol, TaAndy, Kkai UVuds
olTe péya olTe ouikpoy dmokpurauevos Yo Aéyw
ovd’ UmogTet\apevos. kal Tor 0ida oxedov i Tois
avrols amexfovopar & kel Tekunpov S10 GARBH Ayw 1o
b kol 61v alry éoTiv 3 SwaBolyy 7 €U Kal Ta altia
TalTE €0Ti.  Kkal édv Te viv édv Te adbis Gyronre
TaUTR, 0UTWS EVPYOETE.
XI. Tlepl pév odv v oi mpdrol pov KaTiyopor  Second

’ o b ¢ A part of
KATNYO0pOvY auTy €0TW KOV OL7TO)\O‘}/L’a ’/Tp(\)S‘ ﬁ,u&s" 15 Defence;—

mpos de Mé\yrov Tov ayalov re kai Promodw, s Homafhim-
$noL, kal Tovs voTépous pera Tabre Tepdoopma :g:ii; the
(in'o)\oyefoﬂac. adbis yap O, domwep érépwr TovTwY e et
ovT@y KaTyopwy, Adfwuer ad Ty TovTwr dvrouo- E?ﬁ'}sffa

olav. ée & mos e Zwrpdry ¢no ddikel Tovs 20

e véous Sabeipovra kai Geovs ods 7 wéNis vouile
¢ ov voullovra, érepa 8¢ daudvma xouvd. TO puév O

éykAnpa TowiTéy ot TovTou 8 TOD éyKNjuarTos

1. imép] We are to under-
stand, npt that the accusers
were acting on behalf of their
respective classes, but merely ¢This is’—i.e. ‘i i

—lL.e. ‘in this con-
that they were to be regarded sists— the prejudice o ai‘r)llslt
as representatives of the feel- me.’ 8

ings of those bodies. 16. dyadév] ‘Public bene-

charges.
. T1. 7 dwfols) ) éuj] Empha-
sis is of course on 8uBors.

q 9. Tois az’;;ro?s‘] Lit. “through factor.’
le same things:’ that is, in 20, et 8¢ &
stating the facts T am virtu’aHy trod. p.eX;iLv.e ros bl Bee In-

reiterating and attesting the
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8 Porver- &V EKOOTOV berdooper. (ol yap Oy Tovs véous P- 24
iﬁﬁlﬁf B Gdued pe SapBelpovra. éyo 8¢, S dvdpes Abnvaior,
aduely  ¢uil Méygrov, ore omoud)) yapuevtilerat,
padlws els dydvas kabioras avfpwmovs, mepl mpay-
5 poTwy TpooTolovuevos omovdale kal kndeabac, OV
008y TovTe mhmoTe éuédnger. s 8¢ ToiTo oUTwS

7 s e~ > ~
€XEL, TELPROOMOL KOL VLY E’ITLSELgatu

~ 35 7 £ 7
Two an- XII Kal pot Sebpo, & Ményre, eimé' aldo 1t
swers (both N . - g . , . ,
dialecti- ) TePL TONAOU TOLEL, OTWS WS BeAtiworor oL vewrepor d
cal); 3 s/ s 3 ~ s X ’ 14 3
L ihe  10éoovrar; "Eyeye. 10t On viv eure Tovtots, Tis av-
hypocrisy N - - N 5 , ,
of the rovs Belriovs wowel; OnAov yap ori olola, pedov ye
charge;

N A \ 4 b 7 € 4
cor.  Tov pév yap Swpbelpovta éfevpwv, os Pys,
> A 3 ’ A N ~ . \ A 2
dué eodyets TouTowol Kol karnyopelss Tov 8¢ On [Bel-

~ 7 b \ £ > ~ ’ S
rlovs ToloUrTe 0L €lTTE KOt VUC OV QUTOLS, TIS ETTLY.
e~ 3 4 4 ~ Y 3 ¥ s -~ ’

15 0pas, @ MeAnTe, 0TL OLygs Kot OUK €Xels elmew; Kol
7 ~ 5 Y 7
7ot 0UK aloypov ool QOKeL €lval Kal IKavOVy TEKUTPLOV
G \ \ ’/ 4 sl 4 5 b 4
0b O éyd> Aéyw, oL goL ovder pepeAnrer; GAN el
3 ’ A /. -~ 4 3 3
& "yalé, Tis avTovs auelvovs mwouel ; Qi vopor. "AXN e
s -~ ~ £l 7 3 \ ’ 2/
o0 TovTo épwtd, & PéNToTE, alda Tis avfpwmos,
o ~ N ~ 5 \ 14
2000TIs TPATOY Kal QUTO TOUTO 0(O€, TOUS VOJAOVS.

Ofror. @& Sdrpares, oi Owkaoral. Ilds Aéyes, @
5 P 5 5

3. omoudjj xapuevriferar] Oxy-  though it naturally affords
movon : ‘is playing off a jest scope for exhibiting Socrates’
ander solemn forms’ The characteristic talent, is legally
machinery of the law, with all ~ speaking the customary épo-
its solemmnity of circumstance o, to which either party
and all its serious consequences, was bound to submit at the
is set in motion by him for his  requisition of the other. In-
mere amusement. Cf. xaperri-  trod. p. xviii.

{dpevos in the same sense 27 18. dpelvovs| ¢ Better citi-
a, where it is explained by zens,’—Dbetter toward others:
aailovros, whereas fBehriovs above means,

8. Kai pow k7.A] The ex- strictly speaking, Dbetter in
amination of Meletus by So-  themselves.
crates, which now follows,

AIIOAOTIA SQKPATOYS. 6‘3

0. 24. MiéAnTe: 0i8e 707 ’ 0
P 24. Ményre; oife rads veous madedew ofol +¢ €lot kol
BeAriovs mowobare ¢ o
| wovoe; Malor i1 v 7
; a. Ilore :
ot gl/ ar} 5 ¢y o PO’f e 7
I3 Twv, 0L 0 ov; "Amavres. B ye vy mw

< 7 b 3 >
Hpav Néyeis, kai moray apboviav Tév dperovy-

25 Tow. - 887 o [ \
P 25 Tov. 7L 8¢ On; oide ol axponTal BeAriovs rowtow, 5
9

5 owovror. Ti Oe ot Bovhevral 5 Kai oi Bou-

A‘\EU} al. £ k/\A 9 7? 5 M (3 77
K Ao, W IVEG/ Te 7 T €KK {9
p 3 \\ ;7 oL €p / )\ LC{’?

0L €kkInTioTal, Siapleipovo: Tovs vewrépovs 3 7
kaketvor Bedriovs woobow amavres 3 Kdreivor. Hscéu»
Tes dpa, ws Eowkev, Abyaiol karods kayaBovs mwowbat 1o
wA éuot, éym 8¢ udvos dapleipw.  oire Aéyes ;
I:Idz/v opédpa Taita Ayw. oAy o éuob KOCTj
yvokas dvoruyiar.  kal pou dmokpwar ) ol Tepi

b frmovs olrw oo Sokel éxew' ol pév Pedriovs o
curTes abTovs mavres dvfpwmor o, s O ris 015
Siepbelpov; 3 vavriov rovrov way €ls pév Tis 6
BeAriovs olos 7 &y wowety 3 wdvy oAlyor, oi imrmikol:
ot ¢ moAol édvmrep Ewdo kai ypdvrar trmois, Sua-
Ef)@ez’poww; ovx olrws éxe, & Méryre, kai mepl
(TTGY KAl TGV dANwY dmdyrop {wow; mdvres §7-z0
woV, €dv Te U kel TAvvros ob $ire éav e dipre
7{0)\)\?7 Yop Gv Tis ebdaipovia €y wept Tode véovs, €
€18 eV povos avrovs SiacpBelper, oi & dAhou a’;gz’56=

. ) .,

¢ éovm;’/i aAAe yap, & MéNyre, ikavbs émdelivvoa
OTL oUdeTrdbmrore Eppovrigas Thr véww, Kol Tapos 25
amoaivers Ty cavred duleiar, dri 00y Tor HEpE
Ajke wepl Gy ué elcayers. '

24. dANG ydp] ¢ ’ : i
ot q,bo'?*/ p] ¢ But the truth  play upon words is doubtless
14,? as above 19 ¢, &e. Dig. intended; see several instances
7. in Plato collected Dig
26. @ et ery] i 8324
o a?m/(fawsw dpihew] Be-  In this case the probabili%r is
en apeheww and Méhpre a strengthened by the constant
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stupidity
of it.
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XII1. "Ere 8¢ vuiv elré & mpos Aos Mé)\nre, - 25.

TOTEPOY ETTWY OLKELY auewou & moAlraus XpnoTois 7
woynpots 3 & Tow, a7r0prou oUdév yap Tou xa)\emw
ép TO. ovx oL v m)vnpm ooy Tt épyalovTos ToUS
sqe éyyvrdre €avT@y GvTas, ol & ayaﬁm aya@ou TS
Hdvv ye. “Eorw oty Goris Bov)\erou vmo oy Ev-
YoVTOV B?\aﬂ'Teo*é’aL Ma/\koy 7 opereiocbou s amroxpt- d
vau, & yabé- kal yap 6 vopos keAever amoxpiveslat.
eod boTis Bov)\erou B?\aﬂ"reo*@m, Ov onra. (1)6,05
10 8, TOTEPOV éue ewayew detipo ws ()La(pﬁetpovra TOUS
VewTEPoUS Kal TOYNPOTENOVS TOLOVVTE ékovTa 3 akowa,
‘Exovra &yoye. Tl dnro, & Ménnre ; TocovTor OV
e/uov Uo(j)wrﬂpos‘ €l Tn?\LKovTov ovToSs 'ray)\moab‘e oV,
@OTE TV eV eyuwxas* 70 0f by Kakol KGKOV Tt €pya-
15 CovTaL ael TOUs p.a)\wr'ra TANTlov €avT®OY, ot 8¢ aya- e
Bol aya&ou eyw 8¢ 377 els TogovTov dpabias an,
GoTE Kal TOUT Gyvod, OTL, €4V Ta poxOnpov 7rouyow
TGOV évvourwv, KWSVYEVG® KaKOV Tl /\aﬁew ar av-
T0b, doTe TOUTO TO TOCOUTOV KOKOY €KOV TOLD, ©F

zo(l)ﬂ9 oU; TabTo €y® oot o0 melbopat, & Me)\nre,

olpos O¢ ovde dAAov av@pwwwv o0dévar aAXN 7 ov D- 26

Swapbeipw, 7 € 8wcq§9apw, dkav, GoTe TV Yye KoT
a,u(j)orepa \[/evé‘et €l O¢ drov BLagb@ezpw, TGV TOLOU-
Ty Kol akovaloy GuapTyudToY 0v devpo vépos eloa-
25 VELW €oTiv, AN t&q AaBovra Sibackew kot vovBerew:

’ 3 LIS S
recurrence of the juxtaposi- —olet, & mpos Aus, v & éyb, and
tion; see 24 ¢ above, and 26 e below.
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P- 26. SnAov yap 6t éav pabeo, TOVOOpAL & Ye dKwY ToLp.

ov 8¢ LvyyevéoOor pév por kal Sbaar Epuyes ka
0vk H0éAnaas, Seipo 8¢ elodyes, of vopos éoriy elgd-
Yew Tovs koAdoews Seoudvous, AAN oD uabnoews.
XIV. "Axra yap, & avdpes 'Abnvaior, TodTo uévs
b dndov 78y éotiv, & éye> éeyov, r. MeXjre TovTwy
olTe péya olire opukpor woTOTE EuéNaEer Sums 8¢
Oy Aéye nuiv, wds e ¢ns SuapOeiperv, & Ménre,
Tovs vewreépovs ; 7 SnAov Oy St ket 7'7\71/ pagbnu
nw eypa\//w, Geovs diddokovra uy vo;uz(ew oDs 7 TOALs 10
vopiet, Erepa 8¢ Sarpbvia kauvd 3 o Tabra Aéyets &ri
Sibaokwr Sadbeipew ; Mavv uéy odw opodpa Tadra
Aéyo. pos adréw tolvwr, & Meéxyre, Tovrwr Téw

6 ~ G -~ I3 ’ 3 ’ L N 4 \
€WV, WY Yvv 0 )\0}/05‘ ETTLY, €LTTE €TL 0'a¢60'7'€,0011 Kol

3 \ \ ~ k) 4 7 3 N\ \ 3 ’
C €0l Kal Tols avdpact TovTowl. €yw yap ov Suvopos1s

R , / , 5
pabetv, motepov Aéyers Siddokew e vopilew eival
’ \ 3\ 3/ / ) ’ \
Twas Geovs, kal avros dpa voullw ewar Oeovs, kel
3 > A\ A\ ’ L4 3 QN 4 3 ~ 3
ovk ey To mapamay abeos ovde Tavty adikd, ob
4 7 < ’ 3 b e 7 \ ~ 9
MeEvTOL 0VOTEp ye 1) ToMs, aAN €Tépovs, Kol TOUT
b 54 3 ~ 4 4 N ’
€TTLV O MOL EYKOAELS, OTL €TEPOVS' 7) TavTamao( e 20
3\ y 2N\ / \ 4 ¥y ~
¢Pns olre avrov vouilew Beovs Tovs Te dANovs TavTa

’ -~ 4 N ’ /
Sbaokew. Tabra Aéyw, ds 70 mapdray ob voullets

2. &puyes| ¢ Didst decline.’
Cf. Ar. Ach, 717, Kaéehabvew
XPn 70 Nowwdy, «dv plyn ms (- gument at present concerns :
wmotv,  With Plato, however, cqulvwlent to obs Aéyoper as
this meaning of the word is distinguished from mept &v Né-
more common in the com- yoper.— Stallb., 11gh‘dy Cf.
pound Swagpedyew. Cf, Symp.  Soph. 263 a, ooy Ep'yov 51] (j)pa_

nom. to s’yé?\r]a’sv Dig. 6.
14. &v viv] * Whom the ar-

26 b below. 8. 6 vopos| See note, 24 c.

t. eimé — Méngre] The ad-
dress & Mépre has suffered
tmesis by the interlacing of
e mpos Aws with it: Dig.
288. See also Rep. 332 ¢ 7

13. mAwdode] Meletus was
a very young man: cf. Eu-
thyph. 2 b, ¢, and below 26 ¢
extr.—Stallb.

174 a. &uyes and odk 7.
form a hysteron proteron,
though not a strongly marked
one.

7. ou're—crmkpou] Accus.
cognate after éuépoer, not

F

lew mepi o 7 éori kal Srov
N p
]:o )\o-yos], Legg. 678 a, mokews
\ s 7 N ,
Kat wol\wrelas wépe kal vop.o@e(nas‘,
v viv 6 )\oyos nuty wapéorkey,
. priuny elvac,

2

b. Dis-
belief of
established
gods, and
setting
forth of
strange
spiritual
agencies—
answered
by redac-
ing Mele-
tus to a
contra-~
diction.
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3 ~ 3 ~
p- 20. €k TNs opxnoTPas TPLOUEVOVS ZwKpETOUS kaToyeAqy,

3\ ~ 4 -~ 3 3 \ (24
€ay 7rp00‘7mt777‘at EAVTOV €val, OL/\)\COS‘ TE KAl OUTwWS
5 >
GTOTTA. OVTA.

s ’ o/ /7 ~ 14 .

Oeovs. Q) Gavpdoe Mélyre, va 7L TowTo Aéyew ;p. 26.
3/ ! N 3 o _
08¢ Hhov 08¢ aehuny dpa voui{w Oeovs elvar, wo

/ @A & mpos Aws, obreal dor Sokd,
4 . N 14 5 aL
mep oi dANot dvfpwmor; Ma AL, & dvdpes Skaoral,

Q7 14 Ay 5 s N ”» 3 Q)
ovdéva vopilew Geov elvar; O pévros po A ovd
(3 -~ 3 ’ 3 5 5 4 N\ ~
omooTovy.  “Amorés ¥ e, & Mélyre, kai ravras

’ € s ~ ~ Ay ~ L4 I
pevTol, s epol Ookels, cavtd. éuol yap Sokel ovrog,
3 3/ 8 )AH ~ s 5 e Al AY > !
o avdpes nvawol, wavy elvar vPpaTRS Kol ako-

\ 3 ~ 1 A} A
AaoTos, kel arexvis Ty ypadny Tadrgy HB8pet Tw

A 5 ’ ’ ’ 3
D 27. kel akodaoig kai veornre ypayracOu. Eouke yap

émel Tov uév Aoy Moy ¢moiy elva, nTT‘]I/ ¢ o‘e?\ﬁwp}
syqv. Avafayopov oler karyopew, & ’gb[)fe 1\/[6)}1’)76,
kal o¥re KaTappovels TGYOE Kal ole avTOUS OTELPOUS
Y POULUAT OV elvat, ®OTE OUK eib‘e’um’. oTt T&, ’Avafil—
yopou BifNia Tov Kialopeviov 'ye/ua, 'fov‘fwy 'rw,v
Adyov; kot 8 kal ol véo: TOUTA TAP €40V povBa-

a ! ’ - 9 oYUTS € , . .
10 YOVO Y, & €€€UTW éviote, €l Tarv TOAAOY, ap XM 4. vopilew] Oxon. alone has vouiw, which, though anacoluthic
after doxd, has a vividness of its own, and certainly points to the

3. M& A’} Understand od
vopilet.

5. "Avaaydpov] Xen. Mem.
IV. vil. 7, makes Socrates re-
fute the alleged opinion of
Anaxagoras, Tov Aoy ?\L,eoli
Sudmvpor  eiva Anaxagoras
formula was uiddpor dedmupov,
which others took to mean &
mass of iron. Of the moon
he asserted that it had olcjoes,
Aépovs, ddpayyas, whence that
he believed it to be y7 was an
inference.

8. Bifnia] “Is secundum
Taert. IL iil. 8, et Clem.
Alex. ibi ab interpp. lauda-
tum, philosophorum px*imu.s.
BiBNiov éEédane va-ypaqu]s,‘ Z.z-
brum a se scriptum edidit.
Hoc tamen de Amnaximandro
alii, alii de Pherecyde Syro
dicunt.”—Forst. .

0. xai &) xai] TIronical :
“and so then.

10, d—mnpuapévovs] The doc-
trines, not the books. évlore
that is, if they should happen
to see a play in which these
doctrines are promulgated, as
in Eurip. Orest. 982, udloyu
74y obpavod péoov xblovis Te TeTa-

pévay clopipast wérpay (17\150‘6(3'1,
xpvoéaiat, Gepopévay 3L’vaz'(n, Ba-
Aoy é§ 'OMipmov. Dacier, as
Stallbaum observes, curiously
mistook the sense of this pas-
sage, and imagined that a
volume of Anaxagoras might
be bought at that time for a
drachima. But in fact the
price of paper itself was then
excessive at Athens. Eml}e
Egger, in a letter to Firmin
Didot (Revue Contemporaine
du 15 Septembre, 1856), men-
tions fragments of an account
rendered by certain Athenian
officers in 407 B.C., in which
the price of sheets of paper
(xdprar), for writing copies of
these accounts (dvriypaga) upon,
was 1 drachma and z obols
each, i, e. 1 fr. 20 cent.—a sum
which, according to Boeckh’s
computation, accepted by Eg-
ger, would be equivalent to
4 fr. 8o cent. now.

el wdvy wo)\?\oﬁ] At the
most:’ the same expression
occurs Alcib. 1. 123 ¢, &fos
pyéy mevrirovra €l wdvy moN\ov,
Gorg. 511 d, éay mdpmodv, . . .
8o Spaxuds émpdfaro. The ut-

right way of understanding the sentence as an instance of binary

structure : see Commentary.

But we cannot claim acceptance

for wopife with such preponderating authority in favour of

vouilew.

most the fearpdrys could de-
mand for any place was a
drachma ; the price for an or-
dinary place was two oboli.
See Boeckh, Public Economy
of Athens, translated by G. C.
Lewis, p. 223. n. 315 of 2nd
edition.

2. &M\os Te Ka\c] Which the
youths must know are not
mine, ‘to say nothing of their
singularity,” which would make
the theft still more glaring.
Steinhart has well observed
that the meaning of droma is
not ‘absurd,” but ‘uncommon’
or ‘peculiar;’ etymologically,
what cannot be assigned to
any known place or origin,
He further remarks that nei-
ther Socrates nor Plato would
have rcjected these notions as
‘absurd”  Cf. the striking
passage in Legg. 886 d, where
Platg declines to controvert
these positions although he

would uphold the gods.

3. oﬂrwo[—efvac] The two
sentences ofrwo! oot Soxéd and
ovdéva—eivar are both descrip-
tions of the same fact, the re-
statement being the more pre-
cise 5 obrwai oor Joxd stands by
a sort of attraction for odrwo(
oot Boxel mepl épod, of which the
filling up in the re-statement
would have been éué oddéva—
evar.  Dig. 204, 208,

5. "Amwrds k. n.\.] The ques-
tion Meletus had answered
affirmatively was, not whether
Socrates was an atheist, but
whether it was his opinion that
Socrates was an atheist,—otrwei
oo Jokd; Socrates’ comment
on this is ‘Very well ; nobody
else will believe that, and T
am pretty sure you do not
yourself,’ i.e. T am pretty sure

you are saying what you know
to be untrue,
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aomep aiviypa Evvriférme Siumelpopéve, apa yrooe- p. 2.
rar Swkparys 6 copos O éuod xaptevTi{opévov Kal
évavrl’ éuavre Aéyovros, 7 éEamariow avtov Kol
rods GANous Tovs drovovras; obros yap €mol Pal-
sverar T Cvavtla Aéyew abros éavtd €v T Ypady,
womep av el elmor  adicel Swkparys Geovs ov vo-
pilov, aAha Oeovs vopilwv.
waiovros.
XV. Evvemokéjacbe o7, & avdoes, ) pot Pai-
1o veTau TabTa Aéyew' ov 0¢ nuly amokpwot, & Méyre:
Dpels O€, Omep KaT ApxXas VUAS TAPYTNTOUNY, HEUVT = b
a0é pou py OopuBeiv, éow év 7 elwbort TPOT® TOVS
orw Soris dvbpdmev, & Médyre,

3/ / 1 N ’ I3
P- 27. aldows TOUTOWTL.  @AAa TO €Tl TOUTQ YE amoKpwaL*
L4 s 14 A 7 L4 L] 5 ’
¢ €0 ooris Soupovia pev vouiler mpaypar elval, dai-
\ 3 / 3 4 14
povas 8¢ ov vouiler; Ovk éoTw. Qs evyoas, ot
’ 5 ’ RN ’ ~
HOYLS GTEKPIV® VIO TOUTwVL avayka(Ouevos. o0vKODY
14 A 7 \ 7 \ ’ 3 s
Oarprovia pev s pe kai voullew kol Siddokew, € s
5 \ ! o 5 7
oUv kawe ere madawd® oAX obv dapovia ye vouilw
’ ~_r 2 \ \ \ 7 ~ , ~
KoL TOL TOUTO €0Tt KaTo Tov oov Aoyov, kal TaUTa kol Olwpoow €v 1)
B -~ 1 4 I3 4
avtiypady. el 8¢ dapovia voullw, kol Saipovas 8-
A 3 ’ 7 / 3> > (¥4
mov TOoAAY avayky voullew pé éorw: ovX OUTmS
37 . 3/ D, / 4 < ~ > \
€xeL; exet o Tifpue yap oe opoAoyobyra, émed o
> > ’ \ A ’ 3\ ¥ ’
d ovk amoxpiver.  Tous O¢ dalmovas ovyl 7ol Geovs ye
e 7 N ~ ~ Ay ~ e
nyovpebo 7 Oewv mwaidas; ¢ns ) ov; ILldww ye.
. 3 ~ / 14 < ~ hY
Ovkoty etmep daipovas nyodual, os av s, € v

06 7 / 3 13 3 14 ~ 3 R £ Ry * £ 7
Ol TIWES Loy OL OQLUOVES, TOUT OV €l 0 €Yw (}377/“

14 ~
Aoyovs mToLmUoL.
’ s 7 3 4 1
avfpdsmea peév vopier mpaypar eval, avfpamovs O¢
) f X ‘5w, & avd L aAdae ko
500 vouiler; amokpwéobw, @ avopes, Kat i) o
4 A > 7
A e OopvBelrar €06 0oTis Ummovs e oV vouilet
) 4 A 3 5 \ \ > /7
elvou, imTKo, O¢ TPEYUOTA 5 1) QUANTOS UEV OV voullet,

s 4 5 5 ~
oUAYTIKD, 08 TPOYpaTO 3 OUK €TLY, (O APLOTE avdpodv

’ 7/ s I \
o€ awirrecfa kar xopievriCeobai, Geods ody rjyou- 15
’ 3N 4 N 5t~ ’ 3 7

pevor Qavar epe Geovs ab yyeiclar waw, éreldnmep

8 7/ . ¢ ;\ N L) 3’ 35 ¢ 8 ¥ ~ ~ ’
Y€ Oalpovas nyovuo € O ab ol Salpoves ey maides
2 A A 3 -~ N G
€l volot Twes n éx vvuddr 3 ék Twwr AoV, v
\ , » 7 PR \ ’ \ - Ry N ’ ’ A ~ -~
el ) ov Bovder amoxplvacat, €y® aol Aéy® KoL TOLS Oy kai Neéyovray, Tis dv avGpidmev Oedv pév maidas
S 5 \ \ 7 i ’ \ A /
nyotro elvat, Oeovs 3¢ i) 5 opolws yap dv dromov €ly, 20

. . . . LS 4 A b4 o A -~ < ~ - N\
tioning, it is not so limited. C OOTEP QY €L TIS LTV ey TaLdAS NY0LTO ) KAl Ovwy

1. Swurepopévo] ‘He is

like one, who, by framing a
mock-riddle, is trying (as he
says to himself) whether will
Socrates, &c. We have here
one participial clause (&omep
—fvyrif.) within another (Sia-
mep.); as Rep. 555 e, Tov del
Imelkovra éviévres dpydplov TiTpd-
okovres. Notice, that it is &o-
wep almypa, ‘a mock-riddle,
onc which has no answer.

2. éuot xapievrid.] The use
of the genitive, after verbs of
knowing, seeing, and shewing,
secms to be limited in Attic
Greek to a noun joined with a
participle. After verbs of men-

Dig. 26. Cf. Tiobeck on Soph.
Aj. 136. o

15, dAa kel @Aa] Siwmilar
expressions are—Euthyd. 273,
Mgy kai @Ay dmofBNémovres,
Phdr. 235 a, ds oids e dv, Tab-
T4 érépos T kal érépos Aéyov,
duporépas elmely dpiora, 271 d,
Zoriw odv €ldy Tdoa kal Téoa, kal
Toia kal Tola, Liegg. 721 b, xp1-
page pév téoos kai Tégols, Tj
xai T 8¢ drplg, Phileb. 24 d,
76 €ls adlis Te xai abus.

16. éopvBeirw] Merely by
making irrelevant remarks in-
stead of answering;—brawl-
ing, as we might say.

6. Sapénd ye] To make
the reasoning sound, Saudvia
here and dwudma mpdypara
above ought to mean the
same ; which it must be ac-
knowledged they do not. It
must be observed, however,
that the original perversion
lay with Meletus, whose charge
of dapdma xawd was based sim-
ply on Socrates’ 7¢ Satudyiov.
Now by this Socrates meant
a divine agency, but Meletus
had wrested it into the sense
of a divine being. So that here

the equivocation of Meletus is
simply returned upon himself.
Contrast, where Socrates is
speaking uncontroversially of
his monitor, the distinetly ad-
jectival eidv v kal Saudviov 31
¢. Sce Appendix A, on o
Satpdpiov.

8. dvrrypagpi] The &hnua
is s0 called, as 1t has been al-
ready called dvroposia.  See
19 b note.

18. & Twer ey Eau] That
18, ¢ A \wr & Twaev.



Third part 10

of Defence;
—dJ ustifi-
cation of
the pursuit
in which
his life had
been spent,
viz., that
of a moral
reformer,
interwoven
with no-
tices of
the reform-
atory doc-
trine itself.
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[Tovs nuovovs], frmovs 8¢ kal Gvovs uy nyotro elvar. p. 27.
3 4 4 A ~ LAY
aAX, & Meéryre, ovk éorw Omws ov TalTa ovyl
3 I's e -~ 3 s A A 7
aromeipduevos Nudy ypape [y ypodny Toav-
b 3 ~ 54 3 N AT > N\ 5 ,\ 38/ .
T | B amopdy & Tt éykadols éuol alnbes adlxnuo
¢/ / N o A -
somos 8¢ ov Twe welflors v kai  oukpov voby
34 3 ~ 3 ~ 3 Y Y
éxovra  avBpdmwv, ©s ov ToD alrod €oTi Kal
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Soupovia. kol Beta nyeicbor, kai al ToU avTol unTE

Salpovas pnre Deovs unre npwas, - o0Seula pnyxavy p. 28,

éoTiv.
XVI. "AXxa yap, &

5 . A U 7 o > -~
éye ovx adud kara Ty Medyrov ypadniy, ov moAAys

dvdpes " AbGnpvaior, ws pev

~ ) > /7 3 3 e N AN -~ . EN

por Sokel elval amoAoylas, alAN ikave Kol TEUTR' G

Ay Ay 3 ~ 37 7. 54 N 4 3 Id

O¢ kol €v Tois €umposlev eheyow, oTL WOAAY pot amwé-

I3 2 A ’ 53 L4 3 ’

xlewa ye€yove kai mwpos molAovs, eV ioTe 6TL aAnfes

~ 9 EE T ; s 4 e o~ 2

Kel TOUT €OTW 0 €€ QIPNTEL, COVTED alpT), OV

3 \ of 3 s ° -~ ~ - Y

Mérnroe ovde " Avvras, oAX 3 Tér moAlor SwxBoly

’ N A A 3/ 3

re xal (Qlovos. a On woldovs kal aAAovs kol ayo-
6 A 3o 4 3 8\ by e - 36\ 8\ b

oUs avopas NPNKEY, olpal O Kal aipnoew ovoey ¢

Y N s 2 \ ~ Sf 3N > 3! .
Jewoy un ev €pol 0Ty, lows & av odv elmol Tis

supposed to affect the speaker
and his hearers, as interested
in the contingency under dis-
cussion. So here Socrates is
speaking half ironically, in-
teresting himself, as it were,
for the rule, against himself.
orj is also idiomatically used,
as a quasi-impersonal ;—that
is, a vague nominative, such as
‘the course of events,” is un-
derstood. See Dig. 97 ; where
among other parallels is given
Ax. Eth, Nic. VI. ix. 9, org-
orjj is literally
Stallb.

6. meifois dv by ob] The od
is not simply pleonastic, as in
the case of two negatives in
the same clause, but it is irra-
tional. It is a confused anti-
cipation of the coming negative
odepla. Dig. 264.

18. otdev—orj] ‘The rule
is in no danger of breaking
down in my case’ This use
of oddéy Sewdv iz idiomatic :
of. Gorg. 520 d, oddér dewdw
abrd un adundsj, ‘we need not
apprehend for him any injury,
Pheedo 84 b, oddy Sewdv u3
GoBnby, ‘we need not appre-
hend that the soul will have
to fear.” The ‘apprehension’ is

oeraL yap Kakel.
‘come to a stand-still’
is wrong here.
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> A 3/ ’ ’ \ ’ c/
avrov oter (povricouw Qavarov kai kwdvvov:; otre
\ ¥ 5 ¥ s ~ -~ ’ ?
vap exel, & avdpes Abnvaior, T4 aAnbeig ob av Tis
e N\ / N € 7 7 ) N\ € L
cavrov Taly ) nynoduevos BéATioTov eivau n o ap-
3 2 ~ ~ e ~
XovTos Taxvn, evravbo Jei, s €uol Sokel, uevovTa 2

4. Umodoyileofu] See be- iliustration is used Symp. 179
low, d note. . e. The reference in what fol-
5. 6tov i kal opwkpov] ‘A lows is to Hon. T1. xviii. 90.
man of any worth at all.” ~ This 23. of avmus krX.] The for-
idiomatic concurrence of kal mer # in this sentence is hy-
with ouwpdy 0 is frequent : perbatically postponed to éav-
Dig. 132. Tov Tdép, which in sense is in-
10. s ©éndos] Thesame cluded under it. Dig. 290*.

a. That
first and
foremost it
was under-
taken in
obedience
to the
already
mentioned
divine call.
and there-
fore to be
performed
without
respect of
conse-
quences

or counter-
induce-
ments.
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kuwdvvevew, pndéy vmoroyopevoy pire Qavarov e p. 28.
dA\o pmdév mpo ToU aloxpov.. o
XVIL. "Eye odv dewa v ey elpyaopevos, o
dvdpes * Abnvaior, €l, oTe uév pe ol dpyovres é{rar'foiz, e
s0ds vueis elheafe dpxew pov, Kol év Horidaia th €v
"Apguroder kol éml AnAie, ToTE j1év 0D ‘E,KfZVOL ’e-ra'r—
rov uevor Gomep kal GANos TiS Kol ekLyOuvevor
emobavety, Tob 8¢ eod TdTTOVTOS, WS €Y cbéﬁﬁ,nu 7;6
xal vméhaBov, Pplogopoivra e Sew Giv kal éerd-
ro{ovra épouvTov kol Tovs dAAovs, évtavfa J¢ \(j)oB:zﬂeis‘ P- 29.
3 Odvarov ) GAAo O0TLODY TPAYME N',7r’oq:t T?]v\'raffw.
Sewov pévr dv €y, kol s AANIOS TOT OV JE ?LKanl.a)S‘
eloayor Tis €ls SucacTiplov, OTL m)/ vouilw ?eozis: elvae
amelféy T povrely kai dedvs favaTov Kol owuevos

3

15T0(os elvar ovk G 70 yo{p ToL c?dvarozi 368:6’1}(15 @
av8pes, ovdev aAlo €oTiv 1 Ookew qo(f)oi/ elvon {I;Y]
Surar Sokelw yap €ldévar éoTiv @ ouk oldev. OLOf
pév yap ovdels Tov Odvarov o0vd el Tv‘;jxc{ta ,"rc,p
arfpdme TavTwy péyiaToy ov TGV o’c):ai%iv, ?e&aaf

o8 G5 b €ldoTes oTL péyloTOr TGOV KaKGY €0TL. Kat b

o A > ’ e
roiro wods ovk auabla éoTiv alTy 7 €émoveldiTTOS,

bravery, Delium, 424 B.C,

srohoyi(Suevoy ¢ Giving -
1. bmoay ] 5 witnessed his famous vetreat,

o . 5
any countervailing weight to;

literally, ‘reckoning per con-
tra;  The omd conveys no
image of subtraction, according
to our notion of the operation,
but the signification 9f meet-
ing from an opposite direction :
e Dig. 131.
" 5. I%ong)a[c‘l—An}ftg] At Poti-
dea (see Charm. init., Symp.
219, 220) between 432 and 429
B.C., Socrates rescued' Alcibi-
ades but resigned in his favour
his claim to the reward of

(Symp. 221 a, b, Lach. 181 b).
Of his campaign before Am-
phipolis, 422 B.C., we know
less.

ro. évradfa 8¢) évraifa repeats
700 Geod rdrrovros K.T.N.— O¢
marks the apodosis.

20. kal Tovro . . . . avry] Not
pleonastic ; but ‘what is this
but that very same reprehen-
sible ignorance !’ rob olesfar
which follows is a genitive
epexegetic of duabia. Dig. 24.

R
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-~ 3 3 I o s 35 EIAY ’ 35 37
p- 29. Tov oo €ildévar @ ovk oidev; €yw 8¢ & avdpes,
e s ~ Y] ; - -~ 7
T0UTY ki evTavfa lows Sapépe TGV ToOAGY dvbpd-
\ ) 8/ 7’ 14 ’ 35 ’
Twv, Kal € 07 Te copaTepos Tov Pamy elvar, TobTE
> 24 > st . ~ Ay ~ 3 < of
dv, 0Tt ovk €ilws ikavids wepl Tov €v "Aov ofirw
\ 5 s/ . | v ~ N 3 ~
Kal otopar Ovk €l0evor’ TO 06 adwkely kol amelDely s
-~ 7 \ ~ s 7 4 \
T BeAtiovy, kai Gk kol avbpome, ot Kaxor Kol
’ 3 5 < ~ ~ ~ P 5
aloxpov €oTw olda. wpo o0y TOY Kakdy, Gv 0ida
154 ’ E] A T s 3 AY k74 ’
0Tt Koko €0Tw, @ py obe € ayabo ovra Tvyyave

ovdemrore oPnaopar ovde Pevopar dare ovd €l pe

~ < ~ 3 / 3 4 > 7 A 37 S \
¢ vy vpels alere "Avure amomicavres, o5 € ) THY 10 or human

A 3 ~ A ~ 3 B ~ 4 A} ~
apxny ov Oelv éué devpo elceAbeiv 7, éredy eigHA -
B Y 5 . - ~ 7
Gov, obx oiov Te elvar To uy dmokreival e, Aéyoww

\ € ~ 4 > 5 G 7 3/6 e k4 ~ 4 €~
TPOS VMOS @S, €L taﬁevé’ot,unv, 70N OV VOV 0L VIELS

inhibi-

tion ;—

2. Tovre kai k7N ] ‘In this
province also [of the unseen]
I believe T am distinguished
from the mass of mankind
herein, and if I were to say
I was wiser in any point than
any other person, I should say
it was herein, that’ &c. The
former as well as the latter
Tovre both relate to the came
fact, to the same &r,—upon
which a strong emphasis is
thus made to converge. Cf.
Gorg. 484 e, haumpds 7 éoriv
o y 3 ’ 3 N A~ > ’
€EKQTTOS €V TOUT(P, Kamwt TOuT €meLl-
yerar, Népwr 76 mhelorov fuépas
Toire pépos, IV abris abrod Tuy-
Xxdver Béirioros dv. The sup-
pression after roire av is a
graceful evasion of self-asser-
tion. Sée Dig. 255.

10. dmorhoarres | ¢ Disbeliev-
ing’ the representation urged
by Anytus as the reason why
Socrates should die; not ‘re-
fusing to follow Anytus’ coun-
sel” to put Socrates to death.

It is therefore to be connected,
not with the words imme-
diately following (8s épny—dmox-
reival pe), but with those next
to them ()\éyml/—&ad)@dpﬁoou—
rar).  Stallb. differs.

13. 78y &v] The construction
of the fut. indic. with & is
abundantly established. &» here
belongs to Swpbapjoorrar, and
to rvefer it to the part. émrp-
Oetovres is 'a shift which will
not apply to other passages
(Dig. 58), and dislocates this.
Observe, as to Swudbaphoovra
itself, that its not being affect-
ed by the Oratio Obliqua is to
be accounted for regularly; it
is because the event it denotes
is still in the future at the
moment of its being alluded
to by Socrates. Plato is never
arbitrarily irregular in this
class of constructions : Dig. go.
It might be sald here, that
dapevfoiuny denotes an event
equally in the future. But



76 HAATONGZ

3 4 A ’ ’ 7 rd
émrndevovres o Swkparns Odacker mwavTES TAVTA- D. 29.
’ / \ ~ 4 >
mact SwpOapnoorTar,—el poL mPOs TOUTA EITOITE ©
~ I 3 7 3 S 14
Sdkpares, vov pev  Avite ov weaooueda, aAX api-
’ 3\ ’ ’ y 1y T ’ > 4
€Ul o€, €L TOUT® WEVTOL, €] OTE UNKETL €V TaUTy
~ ’ 7 \ -~ 3\ A ~
sy (yroer SwarpiBew unbe Puogoger éav de ahps
’ ~ . - > , >
&L ToiTo mparTwv, amodavel: €. o0V e, Omep €imov, d
’ ¢ 7/ 7 LI c  ~ 74 3\ € ~ 5
éml TOUTOLS a(loLTe, ELTOLL GV DMLY OTL €ym UUAS, ©

)/ ~ 4 h N~ i
cvdpes *AbOnvaior, aomalopar pev kal Ghw, mTeicopat

A ~ -~ ~ N\ e~ N N 2 7 N\
the plan O¢ paddov T Qe 1 VUL, KOl €OTTEP OV EUTVED Kol
being, to o 3 s \ ’ ~ . € ~
teach the 100L0§ T€ @, 0V M7 TAVOWpal PAocomdy kai vuLy
paramount ‘ ' NS ’ o A LR
value of TUPOKENEVOLEVOS TE Kal €VOELKVUMLEVOS OT® Qv ael
the SOUl, s ’ L. ’ e 5f 174 3 ¥
and the EvTUYXav® UudY, Aéywy olamep elwbo, 0TL © aploTe
duty of s ~ s ~ 57 ’ ~ ’ N
caring for ~ avOpodv, ~Abfnvaios v, ToNews TNS UEYLTTNS Kol
it, and the s ’ N ’, N ’ - .
noed of EVOOKLUMTATT)S €ls TOPlay Kol LTXVV, XPNMATOY [ey

consci- 5 s ’ s ’ o P e ~
ously-pos- 15 OUK OUOXUVEL €T LUEAOUEVOS, OTTWS T0L EGTAL S TAE-
sessed

prineiples
of action.

s a \
oTa, kal Gofns kal Tuuns, Ppovnoewns O kal aly-e
14 \ ~ ~ o 4 14 3/ 3
Oclos kol TRS Yuxns, oTws s [BEATIOTN €0TAL, OUK
s -~ 5 o\ 75+ N ¢ A E
emupelel 0vde Ppovrilets 5 kal €y TIS VUGY auplo-

~ N ~ ~ > LS s 5 AN

Bnrn kat ¢y empedetobar, ovk evbus apnoe avrow
> A b 2 b > 7 3 N\ \ > 4 AY
20000 dmeput, AN épnoopar avTov kol €ferdow Kal

3y S S N 37/ \ ~ ~ E) ’ ’
eAEyLw, kol éav pot un Ook]) kekTobor aperny, pavar

then it is not an event which transference affects both: it is
is assumed as about to happen not that ¢\a already expresses
at all. a feeling, and thus gives the

4. ép Gre .. ... phocodeir]  turn to domdlopar their coor-
For constructions of relative dination in the phrase requires

pronouns and adverbs with the
infinitive, see Dig. 79.

8. aomdfopar kai (j)z?\c?)] “Aomd-
{eobar est aliquem salutare ita,
ut eum amplectaris; ¢eiv
ita, ut eum osculeris.”——Stallh.
Here of course both words are
used, by transference, for the
feclings which those actions
betoken. Note too, that the

that they should enter into it
homogeneously.

vrsicrop.at—{);ﬁv] The parallel
is striking to the declaration
of the holy apostles, Acts v. 29,
metlfapyety 8¢t Oed pdlhov 9 dv-
Opdmous.

14. loxiv] Stallb., after Fis-
cher, “de animi magnitudine
et fortitudine.”
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’ 3 ~ ~ \ /
p. 30. 0, ovedid Ot Ta mAeloTou dfta Tep éAaxloToy
~ oAt z - ~
TolETaL, Ta O¢ (havAorepa mepL TAelovos.  TavTO Kl
7 \ 7 14 A 3 ’ ,
vewTepo Kol TPEBuTEP®, 0TQ AV EVTUYXAV®, TOT®,
A ’ A ~ ~ \ -~ 3 ~ o
kal Eeve kal aoT®, paAlov 8¢ Tois doTols, 0T Hov
LA ’ > A ’ - \ ’ I ’ 2
EYYUTEP®W €UTE yever. TavTa yop keAever 0 Beos, €05
E4 A s\ 3 > 4 ¢~ A~ i AY
oTe, Kol €yw ciopow ovler Tw vuw upeillov ayabov
[ 3 -~ ’ EY \ FRRERN - ~ e ’
yeveoOou €v Ty woher i T éuny TQ Gep virnpeoiov.
’8\ N 3/)\)\ ’ o\ ’ - 14
0UGEY Yap AAAC TPATTwY €yw TeplepXopucs 1 melbwy
A ~ \ Id \ A 7
VUV KoL VEWTEPOVS Kol 7PedBUTEPOUS UTe TOUATWY
b s . /\ ~ 6 ’ s ’ \ o
emiperewbor punyre YpnuaTwr mwpotepoy unde oUT® 1o
0§8dpn G5 Tiis Yuxiis, bras s dpiory dorat, N
Qoopa s TNS YUXNT, OTWS WS APIOTY €Tl Aeywy
4 )' 3 ’ 3 \ 7 3 2 » ~
OTL OUK €K XPIMAT@V apeTt) ylyverai, aAXN €& aperis
4 \ 3 3 \ - > q ’ [4
Xppate kol TaAAa ayada Tols av@pwmols amovra
kol 0l kal O (0. €l pév od Jra A€ 0
0. Kl ONuogiq. €L pey ovy TauTa Aéywy Oua-
4 A 7 ~ % A Y ’ V4 ’
Qletpw Tovs véovs, Tavt av ely BraBepor €l O Tis ué 15
3 Ié N -~ >\ ’ \ -~
Pnow adda Neyew 7 TavTa, ovder Afye. wpos TaiTa,
’ 37 T ~ N 7 s ’ N 4
bamp av, &’ Abnvaion, 7) melbeale "AviTe 3 py, kal
» 3 ’ A \ 3 14 L4 b ~ * N 4
N aplere 7 un adiete, w5 €UOD OVK Qv TOLHTOVTOS
L4 > QY / ’
¢ aAda, ovd €l uéAAw moAlakis Tefvava.

XVIII. My bopvBeire, avdpes *Abnvaior, aAX zob. That it

was of vital

3 7 ’ T 3 4 4 ~ \ -~ 3 49 T
éupeivaré pow ots €0enbny vudr, puy GopuPBely € ois  use to his
A ’ > 5 ’ N ’ e Y 5 s 7 country-
av Aéyw, 0AX" akovew' Kal yap, @s €yw Oljial, Ovy)- men,—a
s ’ ’ \ 5 ” e A s o~ divine
oealle akovovtes. pEAN® yop oDy ArTe Uuiy €pelv  blessing
to them,

\ b4 3,9 ° 3 4 \ ~
kot aAla, €p ois iocws Bonoeclfe aAla pundapos
-~ -~ 5 \ >
TOLELTE TOUTO. €D Yop loTe, €av éue amokTelvyre ToL- 25

~ 1% B s N ’ o
olTov 0vTa, olov €yw Aéyw, ovk €ue pellw PBAdere

15. Tadr’ & ely| ‘If preaching
virtue is perversion, then in-
deed T am a mischievous per-
son; for I never rest from
preaching it  The radra is not
identical with the ratira of the
line before, but is more com-

prehensive ; it stands for the
whole clause referred to in the
phrase raira Néywr, and means
‘this practice of mine.

24. Bonoesbe] A stronger ex-
pression of feeling than Gopu-

Bew.
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» A ’
3 uds avrovs' éué pév yap ovdev dv BAajeer P-

30.

3Ql N A I4 ./
ovre Mé\yros ovre "Avvros: o0de yap av Suvauros d

B \ s \ 3 5 7 > 8"\ ¢\ /—
oU yap olopow OeuTor €lvar apelvovt avopl vTo Xel
14 / N 4 N3
povos BAdrredfai.  amoktelvere pévt av lows 7 €fe-
3 \ ~ Gl b4 3/
5 AdO€lery 7) GTIRATEEY” aAAa TalTa 00TOS l0ws OleTal
7 ré 5 N\ 9 3 4
kol GANOS TiS ToU peydlo Kaka, €yw 6 Ovk olojal,
~ ~ B Gl A ~ 3
A& oAU MAAAOY ol @ 0UTOS VUYL TOLEL, avripa
~ ’ -~ 3 5 ¥
adikws émixepely amokTwrivar. vov odv, & dvdpes
~ ~ 3 \ L4 \ 3 ~ : -
"AOnvaior, ToAAoD Oéw €yw UTEp €uavTOD GmTOAO
~ 4 N 3 3 s € \ e ~ 14
woyeioclat, @s TiIs av 0l0LTo, AN UTEP UpOY, un T
\ ~ ~ ’ ¢ ~ 3 ~
éapaprnre wepl T Tob feob Joow UuLy €mov karo-
Ay 3 7 3 € 7
Ynuoauevor.  €av yap €ué dmokTelvnTe, 0U padlos
~ € 4 3 ~ s \ 4
GAAAOY TOLODTOV EVPNTETE, ATEXV®S, €L KAl YEAOLOTEQOY
~ 7 L4 \ ~ ~ (74
elmely, mwpookelpevoy Ty woNeL Vo ToU Beov, woTep
It 1 ¢ ) (e, DT Bovs O¢ vowle-
15 [T EYAAP LeEV KAl Yervaip, Umo ueyedovs o€ v
14 € \ 7 ’ .
oTépw kal Oeouévey €Eyeipecfar vmo pvwmos Twos
3
T ~ ¢t \ > A\ ~ 7 ’
otoy 87 pot Soket 6 Oeos €ue ) wOoAeL mpooTedeevar
~ & ~ 3 / \ 14 \ 3 -
TOLODTOY Twa, 0s Vuds €yelpov kal mellwv kol ovel
\ ’ AY € 14 </
8ilwv &va ékaoTov ovdev mavopar THY Muepav oAy
~ Co ~ > 3y ? e
20 mavTOX0D TPoTKkabiey. TOLUTGS ovY 0ANOS OV pg-
~ 3 / 3 3 N 3 AN I4
dlws Duiv yevnoeray, & dvdpes, aAX éav cuol mei-
/7 / N € ~ 8’ s /7 3 Y s 06-
Onale, peloealdé pov' vuets lows Tay av oy
’ 3 ’ 4
pevoL, damep of YuaTA(OVTES EYELPOUEVOL, KPOUTOVTES

5. drpdoeer] H substitutes a conjecture of his own, drudoece,
quite needlessly ; for drpdle, though it properly means to treat
or regard as driwos, while driude is to make dripos, yet als\o I’)as
this technical sense: cf. Legg. 762 d, mepi ras év véww dpxas fmi-
pdobe wdoas. 23. kpoboavres| Another unhappy conjectural
substitution of H occurs here,~dpotoarres, because (he says)

which follows them.

13. € kai yshobrepor refers . .
23. kpovoarres| ¢ With a sin-

not to the words immediately
succeeding, namely, mpookeipe-
but to the simile plwy.

vov—Geod,

gle tap,—as you would a

p- 3L

p- 31

.
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3 14 s ’ 13 F N 3 I3
av ue, metopevor *Avire, padiws dv QT OKTEVaLTE,
5 \ A Y 7’ 7 ~ 3
e Tov Aowrov fBlov kafevdovres Swarehoir v, e
4 4 (3 A Y € ~ 3 Vé I4
L) Twa aldov o Beos vuiv emiméurete  kndouevos
4 ~ 4 '] 3 \ 7 N ~ 3 L4
vuoy. ort § €ym Tvyxavw @v ToLDTOS, 0l0s U0
~ A~ -~ 7 14 3 7 N 4
ToU Ocov 1y moder SedooBal, évdévde av karavogaire:
£ \ 7 7 \ 3\ ~ A -~
ov yap wlporive ke TO éué TGV ey €1avTOD
€ 4 3 4 s 7 ~
amavTwy NueAnkever kol avéxealar TV olkelwy due-
7 -~ 4 L \ AN ’ rd
Aovuevwr Tocavta 7Oy €y, To O¢ UMETEPOY TrpaTTEY
s 7 ;8/ € 7’ 7 4 4 » )8 )\ \
aet, LOLQ €EKQTTEQ TPOTLOVTA WOTTEP TATEPQ 7] AOEAPOY
7 7 3 ~ 3 ~ \ 3
mpeaButepov, melbovra émiuereiofau aperns.  Kal €l
’ 3 \ 7 ] ! \ \ 4
MevTOL TL amo TouTwy amelavoy kol malov AeuSd-
- 7 35 f ~
VOV TOUTO TaPEKEAEVOUTY, €LXOV GV Two. AOYoy* viv
6\ PPN AN N s 7 e 4 5 ’
€ opaTe On kol avTol, OTL 0L KaTYYOpoL TGANa TAVTA
2 4 4 -~ 4 3 ? 7
QVOUTXUVT®S OUT® KATYYOpOLYTES TODTG ye ovy olol
3 ’ 3 ~ !/ 4
T€ EYEVOUTO QITOVQULTXVVTTTOL TTapPOT XOUEVOL APTVPA,
4 3 7 7 ) 3 ’ AN N 3
ws €y® mwore Twa 1) empafouny mabov 7 nryoo.
[ 4 \ ’ 3 b \ V4 A Y e
Kavow yap, oljiat, €y® Tapexopal Tov pdpTUpa, cAnoT
7 AY
s Aéyw, Ty Teviav.

XIX. "Tows v odv dofeer dromov elvar, ore O

kpovoavres is ‘debile pulsandi verbum.” Such a word however
is just what was wanted.

10. kal €l pévroe 7| H drops the rot, probably for want of con-
sidering that the collocation is hyperbatical for xai wévror € 7.

Cf. 41 e.

14. odx oioi 7¢] They would
doubtless make the assertion,
cf. 19 d: but what they did
not find it practicable to do
was to bring evidence in sup-
port of it.  That is, gram-
matically speaking, the pri-
mary intention of the sentence
dravauoyvrriocar — paprvpa  lies
in the participial clause, and
not in the verb dravaioyvrri-
See Dig. 303.

aat,

19. "Iows &v ody] The domi-
nant reason of Socrates’ absti-
nence from public affairs was
not so much the impossibility
of maintaining himself in a
public position without sacri-
fice of principle or of life ; but
rather, that he felt his mission
to be a moral and an indi-
vidual one, and that from his
point of view it was infinitely
less important to rectify a

5

as its sin-
gularity
alone
might suf-
fice to
shew.

c. (In an-
swer to a



supposed
objection)
that to
have en-
tered pub-
lic life, in
preference
to dealing
with indi-
viduals,
was not

& method
practically
possible
for a
righteous
man,

~7 Y 7 ) Vs -
5 Aoy o0 AéyovTos, §re wot Ociov T¢ kol Satpoveor ylyve
Aoy v

5 7
15 ELOVTON,
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v L &y TaD oAU~ p. 31,
éye Bl pév Tavra LupPovAcve wepuwy kot w P-3

’ \ 3 ~ 3 7 s T(\)
2 : TOMLGD avefawwy €S
Toaypovd, Snuoaie e ov po v 5/ ,
wAnfos T0 vucrepoy EvpfovAevew T TONEL. TOUTOU
) ~ s 3 7 -
8¢ alriby éoTw b Dpels épob TOANGKLS GKNKOATE TOA

-~ 7
7, 0 O Kkal év T - n € dwv MeAn-
Tai Qavy, 0 O kal év T ypady émucapgdiy Mekn
-~ 9 2 Ay 3 -
Tos €yparparos €uol 0¢ TOUT 0TIV €k moudos aploue
14 A < Id 3\ s .
vov Qv Tis yryvopév, i otay yéamTol, el amo

& By Vs s 7 8\
UTO O G érel O
',rpf'ﬂ‘u [LE TOUTO © GV U€AA® TPATTELW, TPOTP

N
~ ¥ o s A, N Ko
io O’:’/’TFGTé' 7'OUT, ETTIY O JOL EVOVTIOV TOL TO TONT

) ¢ 3 T évavtiovoGar
TPATTEW. KOl TOYKOAWS Y€ pot dokel ev

5 3 ~ 3 > A / 3 -

D yop loTe, & dvdpes  Abnvaior, € ey TaNAL €TE
A N 4 7 N

Xelpnoo. TPATTEW Ta WOMTLKE TPUYLRTE, TaAal aw
R ¢ - 5 ; 5 ot R
amoAdAny Kol oUT Gy Vpds opeAnky ovdev oUT av

kel pou py dxGeafe Ayovri Taknbn ov

5. yiyverar pavh] All MSS. have this ¢pery, and all edd. leTeIt)t
. 1 1 AT P
V brackes it. Needlessly; Fischer points out the parallel to
A ~
the next sentence, roir éorly é madds dpdpevor (j:qu Tis Yyro
pévn 9. Tovro b dv] Edd. prefer rofrov. But dmorpémer mpdr-
: ' M > 7 v
rew Tobro is a construction borne out by Theeet. 151 I?, éviots ;:;
76 yryropevéy pov Sacpéyiov dmorpérmei gvyewat,, {Dem’.]‘ roCeT. 1
P. 1431, deifas & 7ore Hudpreve, viv dmorpéye TaiTa ﬂ'a@ew,g and
‘ ? ’ . - . . 5
analogous constructions such as }xen: Arll. 111, 11'. 20, ?ogté“;a“iz% -é
) 3 suas. Tovro here is the reading o s MSS.
émuriea karéxovow Nuas. § g of five A
besides Oxon. It is moreover less likely to have been Env?nted
than rotre 15, kal por py] H alters this into kai pn po,
comparing Pheedo 105 b. But «al pot is a common commence-

ment of a sentence in the Orators.

particularpolicy, than bylaying
hold of individuals and making
statesmen of them to raise the
standard of statesmanship.

2. dvafaiver] To the Pnyx;
as in the famous mds 6 dnuos
e rabijro, Dem. de Cor. 169.
p. 285.

. 5. 56€Idu e xal Sapdveov]  See
Appendix A, on 6 dacpdviov.
6. é&v 1 ‘ypagb[)] When he

spoke of the érepa kawa Sarpd-
yu,—a perversion of the tl‘}lth
which Socrates characterises
as a caricature by his use of
the word émkopeddyv, which
geems to mean ‘selecting for
caricature.” So okénrew is to
mock at, émoxonrew to ll}oc](
at some particular trait in a
person.

d

[¢]
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1. dpa «dv] This is Ast’s conjecture. MSS. are chiefly divided
between dpe «at dua dv {which Oxon. eXhibi’ts)_, dpa kal dmwololuny,
and d\\& kat du’ & dm. OFf the edd., VSZ have dua xal du’ o,
By v émodolpny, B &’ b kal dmohotunr. It seems vain fo find
more than & shadowy justification for dpa kal dua.  The variants
may easily have come from dua xdv, in the form dua xai dv. My
friend Mr. Campbell ingeniously proposes #\la rai &N v am.,
‘should be ready to meet death in sundry forms:’ cof Soph.
O.T. 661, § 1 wtparoy dholuar. 12. Suwanikd| H conjecturally
prefixes of, observing “ quis credat, Socratem, qui statim a prin-
cipio se &ves Exew s ébdde Méfews professus est, nune judicialia
verba promittere ?”  But equally how then should Socrates know
that what he was going to say was not Swand ! Besides, the
speech in point of fact betrays abundant knowledge of techni-
calities ; cf. 34 a, e 8¢ rére k7. See Cemamentary below.

8. b—¥ya] ‘What your practice Lysias, xii. 38. p. 123,

body is wont to appreciate
highly, the actions of a life.
dpeis (says Socrates),—not as
individuals, but as represent-
ing Athenians generally, when
acting as judges in the Ecclesia,
or the Heliza, — ‘you parti-
cularly are susceptible to such
appeals.’

Here appears, in a refined
form, the common +dmos of
rehearsing a man’s past ser-
vices in his defence ; of which

G

says, év thde tf wéher elfiopévoy
éorl, mpds péy T4 karpyopnuéva
pndéy dmohoyeiobar, mept 0¢ opaw
alTéy . . .. bs orparidrac dyafdof
eloe xr . Whence again So-
crates says just below, he is
‘about to employ a topic of
vulgar use, and one that sa-
vours of the law-courts.’

I1. i Omelcawy Bé] ¢ But would
be ready to perish at once as
the price of not yielding.’

Poprikd kai Swavicd] poprucd

(41

as expe-
rience on
two occa~
sions of
his life had

shewn him.
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7. Spiv is retained, in deference to weight of MSS., and with
all the edd., against Oxon. and 2 other MSS. : although évur-
rwica does not require a dative of reference, especially in a

description of formal procecding}'s,

stands here in 1its simple
meaning of ‘vulgar’ in the
sense of ‘common, —not as
implying (as Fischer and others
think) self-assertion or bad
taste; a meaning which (1)
would make épod tuiv sound
blunt even to harshness; (2)
does not harmonise with Sewa-
nkd, for an arrogant tone is
not characteristic of persons
addressing their judges; and
(3) does not suit the parallel
passage CGorg. 482 e, els Towaira
dyets Ppopricd kai dnpnyopikd, . . . 4
pioe pév olix éom kakd, vépe .
dueavixa is likewise a colourless
word ; —not ‘lawyerlike’ in
the sense of ‘dry, mnor yet
‘streitstichtig’ (Steinhart), but
simply ‘characterisﬁcrof speak-
ers in courts of justice.” |

3. Tovs Oéka] Strictly /onlyJ
eight ; for Conon wgs not in-
cluded, and another of the ten
was dead. Xenophon, in one
of his accounts (Melex. I.1.18),
speaks with more definite in-
accuracy of évvéa orparnyots.

5. mapavdpws, In two re-
spects; (1) that they were tried
#Bpoau (see Thirlwall, Hist. Gr.

vol. IV. App. 2, where it is
shewn that this right of sepa-
rate trial is not to be traced
to the decree of Canmnonus);
and (2) that they were not
heard in their own defence;
for in the assembly in which
the charge was brought first in-
formally, they only (Xen. Hell.
I. vil. 5) Bpaxéa ékagros dmeho-
ynoaro, ot yap zpolrédn 0([)[er
Aéyos karda Tov vémor: and Iin
that in which they were con-
demmned they were not heard
at all.

n. qaridbyy . . . évavria én-
¢uodpny] What iis the precise
reference of these expressions?
Was fvavriobyy a refusal to pub
the question ? This is left for
uncertain by Mr. Grote, whe
says that upon Xenophon’s
shewing it can hardly be ac-
counted certain that Socrates
was Epistates.” (Hist. Gr. ch.
64.) Again, to what act does
évavria épnproduny refer 1

Tt may be well to give the
other accounts of this occur-
rence at length :—

(2) Xen. Mem. 1. i. 18, Bov-

T
Aedoas yap more, . . . £MLOTATNS €V
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76 dnue yevduevos, émbupnoarros
ToU dnpov mapd Tols wépovs évvéa
arparnyots m@ Yride dmokreivar
wdvras, otk pléhnoer émfmopioa,
Spyrlopévov pév adré Tob Sfuov
moA\@y 8¢ kal Suvardy dmetholy-
TOV.

(b)Y Ib. IV, iv. 2, émordrys
yevépevos obk émérpeyre 16 Sue
mapa Tovs  wdpovs Ypileaba,
a\A& odv Tols wipois fravriebdy
TotalTy Spui Tod Snuov k.TA.

(c) Xen. Hell. I. vii. g-15,
évretber éxxhnoiay émolovw, els Hy
7 Bovhy) eloveyke Ty éavris yvdr-
pnv, Kal\idévov elmdvros, Thvde
e .. T@U 06 mpuTdvewy TRV ob
dackdvrev wpobicew Ty Suar-
¢uow wapa Tovs wluovs, adles
KaM\ifevos dvaBis xarpydper ad-
TV Td adrd. of O¢ éBdowv kahely
Tovs ob Ppdakovras. of 8¢ wpurd-
veis pofnbévres Hduokdyovy mdvres
mpobnaew, w\jy Sexpdrovs Tod
Soppovigrov® ofros & odk Py,
A\’ 3 kaTd vépov Torjoew.

(d) Axiochus, 368 d..... of
mpony Oéka orparpyols 7 éyd
pev o0k émnpduny Ty ywduny ob
vap édaiverd por oepvdv pawo-
péve  Sue  ocuvefdpyew of 8¢
mepl  Onpapény  kai Kal\ifevov
i Vorepaig mpoédpovs Eykabérous
Upévres kateyepordvpoay Tdv dv-
dpév dxpirov bdvarov. The word
éyrdferou is explained by Asch.
iii. 3. p. 54, xal 7Tatra Zrepol
Twes T4 ymplopara  émafrmpifov-
ow, olk €k Tol Siukatordrov Tpd-
mov Naydwres mpoedpeter, dAN ék
mrapaokevys kabe(duevor,

(e) Gorg. 474 a, mépvar Pov-
Aebew Naydv, émady 1 ¢uNy) émpu-
Tdveve kal €8t pe émnfmpilew,
Yyéwta wapeiyov kai odk HmioTd-
pv émympilew. For this, as
Luzac aptly remarks, is the

14 \ 3 Vé 3 ’ \ e ’ 3
P- 32. vopovs kai evavtia émpirauny, kal €roluwy dvrwy

historical fact before us dis-
guised by Socratic irony.

That Socrates was Epistates
is at least a probable conclu-
sion from (a), (b), and (d), to
say nothing of (e); in further
support of which, (b) and (d)
imply that he carried his point,
which he could not have done
but as Epistates.

The reference of Fvavribbny
must therefore be to Socrates’
refusal to put the question,
which resulted, as (d) credibly
relates, in the adjournment of
proceedings to the next day,
when a more pliable Epistates
presided.

The other clause, évavria
&mo., is, equally with jvay-
oy, in connection with wé-
vos Tdv mpurdveov' the struc-
ture of the sentence points to
this inevitably. Now against
referring this to the eventual
voting in the assembly is
(1) the unlikelihood that So-
crates should be the only one
of the prytanes who voted in
the minority, when several of
them had come to see that the
bill was illegal. And (2) what
if he had been the only one?
it was no marked distinction :
the minority was large, and
he and the rest of the prytanes
would merely vote as indi-
viduals. So likewise to refer
it to the stages immediately
preceding that final voting,
would be in contradiction with
the mention made in the ac-
counts of the opposition of
others beside Socrates. To
refer it, again, to the debate
on the bill in the council,
before it was adopted as a

G 2
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mpoBoihevpa, would be to lay
the scene of it too far from that
of ravridfpy tpiv with which
it is coupled, and would make
pdvos Téy mpurdaveov flat, since
the mpurdvers had no prominent
functions in the council. The
remaining alternative, and this
is in itself a plausible one, is
to refer it to the first stage of
proceedings in the assembly,
where, preparatorily to the mpo-
Bovhevua being read out by the
khpvé, 1t was handed to the
proedri, who with the nomo-
thetee had to promounce whe-
ther it contravened any exist-
ing law. Here was the precise
moment at which legal pro-
vision had been made for enter-
taining the very cbjection taken
by Socrates. We may then,
with at least some probability,
vefer évavria &mpioduny to So-
crates’ condemning the bill as
illegal when it was referred in
due course to the joint con-
sideration of the proedri and
nomothetze. The hysteron
proteron is on Greek prin-
ciples natural : fravriofpy—vd-
povs precedes, because it, and
not the earlier opposition, was
the conspicuous and crowning
act in Socrates’ whole proceed-
ing; Dig. 308.

With Socrates’ more glo-
rious refusal to put the ques-
tion may be compared the
conduct contemptuously attri-
buted to Demosthenes by As-
chines, ii. 84. p. 40, dvayvocbév-
Tos TOU mploparos, dvacris ék
TéY mpoédpwy Anpoabéms olk Edy
76 Ydiopa émpmpier Bowvrov
8¢ Tpdv kal Tods mpoédpovs émi
70 Bijpa kar dvopa kakovvrwy,

olrws dkovros adrod o Yipiopa
émernpiodn.

The series of checks which
the forms of the Eeclesia im-
posed on bills in progress,
with a view to guard existing
laws, was as follows :—1. The
mpoBoidevpa was handed to the
proedri, who after conferring
with the nomothetze pro-
nounced whether or not it
contravened existing laws ; and,
if they passed it, it was read
out by the xjpvé. 2. After
this, it was open to any citizen
to stop it by lodging an drw-
pooia in earnest of his inten-
tion to bring against its author
a ypady mapadpwv. 3. Or the
Epistates might refuse to put
the question—under lability,
of course, to &debis if he re-
fused improperly. 4. Or the
rest of the proedri (by a ma-
jority, we may suppose,) might
in like manner vefuse their
consent. See Asch. ii. 65, il
39. pp- 36, 59.—Schomann de
Com. Ath. ch. x1.

1. édewvivar kal drdyew] < To
procure my suspension or ar-
rest” The processes of &dages
and dmayeyy are often men-
tioned in conjunction, as here,
and Dem. e. Timocr. 146. p.
745, Lept. 156. p. 594, Anti-
pho v. 8, 9. p. 130, &c., and
in the BovAevrids pros as it
stood after the amnesty. Amid
several divergent accounts of
these processes, the best is
Heffter's (Ath. Gerichtsverf.
P- 195). "Evdeifis might be in-
stituted, among other cases,
against any who should hold
an office while he owed pub-
lic money; or (a luculent

ATIOACTTIA ZQKPATOYZ. 85

7 7 \ -~ 14 \ -~
P- 32. KeEAevovTwV Kat (B00vTey, peTa TOU VOMOU KOl TOU

7 3/ ~ 4 ~ , ’ B >
¢ Qwealov @uny paAAoy pe et Swuxwdvvevew 7) ped

vuey yevéoBar py Slkoua BovAevoudvwv, holnbevra

N 2 » \ - \ 5 5
Oeopov 7 Bavarov. kol TadTe pev Y €rt dnuokpo-

4 ~ 14 . 3 A A hd s 3 7
ToUpEYys THs ToAews' emedy O¢ oltyapyin €yevero,

7 2 s ’ 7 RN
Ol TPUGKOVTO QU METATEUQLEVOL [E TEUTTOY QUTOY

L 14 < ~ ~
els v Gohov mpooéralov ayayew ek Zalaulvos

’ A 4 o 2 3 4 . < A Y
Néovra tov Zaleplviov, W amoBavor ola On Kai

~ ~ h ’ 4
aAdots €xelvor wolAols wOANo TpooerarTov, [30vAo-

¢ 14 ~ ~ 4 /
HEVOL @S TAELOTOVS QUamAnoar oiTIOV" TOTE MEVTOL

3 \ 3 7 3~ 3 37
deyw ov Aoyw ald epyw

instance) against any prytanis
or proedrus who in discharge
of his function in an assembly
of the people should depart
from the form of proceeding
prescribed by law (Dem. e.
Timocr. zz. p. 707). In the
latter case, offenders were liable
to a fine, and to &deakis, which
évdafis was not only an expe-
dient for levying the fine, but
had the immediate effect of
suspending them from office
autil the fine was paid. The
Thesmothetee had exclusive
cognisance of @dafis.  The
statement of Pollux, that it
pertained to the Avchon Basi-
leus, is unsupported ; likewise
his definition of &delis, on
which some writers rely,—that
it was duoloyoupévou dduiparos,
o0 kplrews ARG Tipoplas Oeo-
pévov,—Iis called by Helfter ‘a
mere jingle of words’ ’Amu-
yoyn was of wider application
than  &deafis.  Moreover, its
object was the Dbringing the
offender into custody, which
in &dabis was not the rule,

3 5’ 8 F, 4 > A\
oy €le etga;,my, oTL €EJMO0L

&detbts was an  interdictory
procedure, draywy) a proce-
dure of summary arrest. To
be liable to it, a person must
be taken én’ alroddpe, in per-
petration of an illicit act. The
body which had cognisance in
érayoy) was the FEleven, who
registered (Heffter p. z10) the
apprehension of the criminal
and the cause of arrest (Liys.
xiii. 86. p. 138), and who fur-
ther, supposing the arrested
person to be already under
sentence of law, had charge of
the execution of this sentence.

7. 6é\ov] The building where
the prytanes, and while they
lasted the Thirty, daily ban-
queted and sacrificed. It was
near the council-chamber.

10. dvaihjra ] This word, like
implere in Latin, is used idio-
matically of communicating
pollution ; whence here ‘im-
plicate.” See for example Phee-
do 67 a; and cf. especially with
the present passage Antipho,
. Al a 10. P. I16, TUYRAT AT 4=
mhdvar Tovs aveutiovs,

o



d. (In an-
swer to a
supposed
objection)
that the

innocent

tendency
of the re-
formatory
doctrine,

which was 15 OU

simply to
teach un-
compro-
mising ad-
herence to
righteotis-
ness, and
not to
train for
professions
or impart
knowledge,
excluded
the sus-
picion of
perverting
the youth,
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9. tuiv] So MSS. and edd. generally. udv is a conjecture of IL.,

9. udprupes] The papruplar ave  Aelofar Nicias™ son, Laches 208
supposed to follow here. In- d. What he sought to impart

’ 3 N\ \ Ay ~ 14 £
Sels. aAX €yo Sua mavros Tov Blov Snuoaiy Te, € p. 33.

trod. p. xviil,

20. Ouddokalos otdevds| He
means (see b below) that he
imparted no pdfnpa,—no pro-
fessional knowledge; even of
kakoxayalia he never iméoyero
dtddokalos evar Xen. Mem. 1.
il. 3. Cf. his declining émpe-

was rather a habit of mind;
“not to dispense ready-made
truth like so much coin, but
to awaken the sense of truth
and virtue; not to force his
own convictions on others, but
to test theirs.,”—Zeller.
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11. elmov’]  So Stallbaum, rightly. efmor, Hermann. See
Commentary.

2. kal édv mis] This is a soft
way of saying, ‘And T am ready
to question him, if he chooses.’

12. 8ru drotovres | Stallb. right-
ly joins this with d\\& dwa 7(—
diarpiBovres 5 the dxnkdare—eimor

being interjected. Then é&r is
‘because.” See the examples
which Stallb. quotes—Euthy-
phro 3 b, Rep. 1. 332 a, IIL
402 €, 410 d.
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Tobde mwurp ért Avripdy 6 Knguoweds ovrooi,
"Emcyévovs warip dAdot Tolvuv oror, Gv ol adeldol
> Id ~ - 14 7 e
&v Tavry 7y Starpif3y yeyovao, Nikeorparos, o Seo-
< ; \ ~ ’ 5 ;
{oridov, adeApos Oeodorov—rkal 6 uév edSoros

2. kai ripopeiofa]| BS om.; VZ vetain; H brackets. The
likelihood is not great that the words have been inserted from
the end of the former sentence (H brackets them there, by
mistake) ; the rhythm almost requires them; and there is point
in attributing the same vindictive feeling to the kinsmen as te
the youths themselves. The repetition iz like Brutus’ repe-
tition of ‘for him have I offended, in Shakespeare’s Jul. Cees.
Act TIT. Scene ii.

4. Kpurofoidov &c.] With
Critobulus Socrates holds con-
versation in Xen. Mem. I. iii,
IL vi. Heis mentioned also in
Athen. V. zz20a, with Aschines,
distinguished from others of
the name as é Sexparwds, the
son of Lysanias (see Diog.
Laert. 11, 60), who afterwards
became o teacher for monsy
of the Socratic doctrines, and
wrote Socratic dialogues (Schol.
in Menex.). He was at vari-
ance with Aristippus (Lmazac
de Dig. Soc. sect. IL § 2), and
there is a fragment of an in-
vective written against him by
Lysias, illustrating the enmity
of the Orators against the So-
cratists: he is of the company
named in the Phedo (59 b).
Epigenes is mentioned Xen.
Mew, TIT, xii, 1, and Phade
59 b: his father Antipho is
not otherwise known. Demo-

docus, the father of Paralus
and Theages, is an interlocutor
in the Theages. Of Theages it
is said, Rep. 496 b, ¢l & & xai
6 70U muerépov éraipov Oedyuvs
xahiwds ofos karaocyeiv' ral vip
eEd'}/GL 7& ‘U:€‘V a}\Aa FdI’Ta ',‘TUPE"
okevaoTar wpbs To Ekmeuely Pudo-
coplus, 17 8¢ ToU caparos voso-
Tpoia dmeipyovea alrdy TéY wo-
Nurikdy karéyer.  Adimantus is
an interlocutor in the Rep.
(357368, 548). Apollodorus
appears in the Phxdo (50 a,
117 d) as passionately attached
to Socrates, and in the Symp.
says of himself (172 e), éya
Sokpdrer ouvdarpiBe kal émpenés
menolnpar éxdorns npépas eldévas
& v dv Nyn 9 mparry, and is
said (173 d) to have got =
érwvuplay 16 pavicds  kaheloBat,
Nicostratus, Theodotus, Para-
lus, and Aantodorus are only
nientioned herve.

e

i 7 o 4 e
Bcayns adeddos 68e d¢ *Adelpavros, 6 ' Aplorwvos,
R . . , M
ot abehpos ovrooi IIAdrwy, kel Alavrodwpos, ob
’ ’ 7 \
"Amoddodwpos Gde alehos. kol dAlovs moAAovs s
3 A 3. -~ ~ ° AN ~ ’ AY 3
éyw éxw Vply elmely, Gy Twa éxpiv pdAwTe pév év
> €auTob Ao ‘ol MEX : :
TQ eavrov Aoy mapacyéofour Méiyrov peprvpa
> A 7 3 s -~ rd 3 \
€l 8¢ ToTe €melabero, viv mepaocxrlw, éye mwopa-
~ \ ’ 37 37 - 5 Ay ’
X@PpO, Kol Neyéro, €l Tt €xel TowovTOr.  AAAA TOUTOU
~ k3 3 # 3
wav Tovwavrlov edpioere, & dvdpes, movras éuolto
~ € 7 ~ 14 ~ A >
Bonbeiv éroipovs T Swpbelpovrt, T4 ke épyalo-
i A > 7 3~ 4 ’ 2
peve Tous oikelovs auTdy, o5 Gace Méryros kal
s LI A \ e ’ o5 A
Avvros.  avrol pév yap ol Owbapuévor Tay' av
’ ¥y -~ A A
Aoyov éxoter Bonbovvrest ol de aduaplopror, mpeor-
4 37 4 7
Burepor 10y dvdpes, ol TovTev wpogijkovres, Tive 13
7 > 4 ~ N 3
aMdoy Eovar Aoyovr Bonlotvres éuot adX 3 Tov
> 4 N ’ er. / 4 A
optorv Te kal Sikawov, 611 Evvicaot Meljre pév ev-
7 A 4
dopevep, éuot ¢ aAnBedovrs ;

XXIIL. Elev 89, & dvdpess a pév éyw oy’ Conclu-

A ~ r ~ 4 4
av amoloyelobar, oxedov éort Taire kol dAAa lrws o
-~ ’ 7 ~ 4
TOWUTR.  TaXO O GV TIS VMOV QYOVUKTCELEY Gpo-
[3 ~ 1 7 A -
pmolels éaurol, € 6 uév kol éNdTT® TOUTOUL TOO
3 ~ 5 ~ 3 7 > ’ A e 7
aywvos ayova cywovlopucvos €0endn Te kal ikérevae
% \ \ ~ ’ 7
Tovs SwaoTas pera moAlGv dakpiwyv, madle Te
~ /7 e & ’ 3 ’
avrod avefiBacauevos, tva & i pioTe éNenfeln,
) ~ 7 A\ 7 ’ 3 \ \
Kol dAAovs TGy olkelwy kal Gidov moAoUs, éyw S
1. Kamﬁené’efn] The «xara—  Biparos, éws dv elmps.  Note by
implies absence of all reserve the way, that the examination
or modification : here in a bad  of witunesses was extra to the
sense it expresses an unprin-  time allowed for the pleadings;
cipled act. Dig. 122. of. Lysias xxiil. 4, 8. pp. 166,
8. éyo Wapaxcop&)] The full 164, cal pot érilade vo tdwp.

expression occurs Aschin. iii, 26. éyd 8¢ dpa] ‘And then
165. p. 74, mwapaxwep® oot rov  finds that 1.
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ovdév dpa ToUTWY movjow, kel TavTo Kwdvvevwy, p. 34. D- 35 avfpdmev. €l ody dudy oi doxovvres Sadépew cire
os av Sofouut, Tov éryarov klvbvvov. Tay odv Tis co(ig eite avdpelg €iTe dANY NTWLODY APETY TOLODTOL
TavTa évwonoas avfadéoTepoy av mpos pe axoln, érovra, aloxpov dv ey olovamep éym TOANGKLS
kol Opyolels avrols TouTols Beiro dv per opyis édpakd Twas, drav kplvovral, Soxolvras uév Tu elval,
sty Ymdov. € O Tis Dudy obTws éxel,—ovk aftd d Oavudaia 8¢ épyalopévovs, s Oewov T olopévovs s
pév yap éywye' €l & ody, émewr) dv por Soxd Fpos meloerfou €l amofavotvray, domep abavarov éoopé-
TobTor Myew Néywv &ri épol, & dpuore, elol pév vov, éav Ducls adTovs pn dmokTelvnTe' ol €uol Gokov-
TOU TWes Kal OIKELOL' Kal ‘)/0\6,0 ToiTOo AUTO TO TOD at aiaxﬁmyy Tf] ToNeL WGpLOE?TTELL’, GOT v Two Kol

3 7 sy 3 © 3\ \ s 3 N 7’ ’
Opnpov, 008 éyw amo Spuos ovd amo TeTpns mwe- I

o

T0v Eévov Trolafely Gri ol Owpépovres ' Abnvaiwy

10 huka, aAX’ €€ avl, OTOY, WOTE KAL OiKelol Mol €lot 2 ety obe airet Sy 2 SN N
) P > { e : €ls apeTnv, 005 aUTOL €QUTGV €V TE Tals QPXGLS KOl 1o

N c ~ 5 ¥ H ~ ~ Q‘ AY 7 - y ~ - ~
Kkal viels, & dvOpes ~Abnvaiot, Tpels, €is pev pepaxiov Tuls dAAas Tads mpoxplvovoy, ofTor yvvawkdy

> ’ 1 7. s > o s/ > A -~ R L - N
718y, Svo 8¢ moudle AAN Ouws oVdey’ avrdy Oetpo ovdev Swapépovar. Taira yap, & dvdpes 'Abnvaio,

waPBacd, Senaopar vudy aroympicaciu. Ti Ire S \ - ) - NP S
AVaPIPATOEVOS 0ENTOUAL VWY amoymploaovat.  Ti oUTe vpas xpny Tolly TOUS O0KOUYTAS KOl OTLOUV

\ 5 s o ’ ’ . > B ’ . N A ~ ~ ~ ’ \
& ody obder ToUTwv moujow; ovk avbadi{ouevos, e €lvat, OUT , Qv WUELS TOLDUEY, VMAS ETLTPETEWw, aAAn

5 ¥ Y ~ Sy € A~ > ’ ) s s Y - ~
1565 dvdpes "Afnvaiot, 008 pds aryalor, AN €l pev 70070 awTo €vdelkvvobar, 6t TOANU pAAAoy kaTanm- 15

Qapparéns éyw éxw mpos Oavarov 3 i, dAdos
against both this and rov Swxpdry stands the consideration, that
the meaning would be ¢ people have made up their minds that
Socrates is to differ;” it is the form of a resolution which s ¢o
take effect; whereas the meaning required is ‘they have made
Vs s s « s s R o ns 3 , up their minds that Socrates differs’ now. 7¢ Swxpdrer leaves
20 €T OVV a/\T]QES‘ €T ovY \IIEUBOS" aAA’ ovv 8660}’#@/01’ this clear. Tt is the reading of Oxon. and three other MSS.;
and in accepting it we follow Bernbardy (Syntax. p. 94), who
i supports it with parallels. See Dig. 183.
i 2. dvdpelg] Oxon. here has dwdpiq, but is not consistent.
Dindorf (on Ar. Nub. 510) says dvdpeia alone is the true form,
—as proved (1) by the Ionic disevesis dvdpnin® (2) by the fact
that in poetry it never occurs where the metre would require
dvdpia (except in Eur. Herc. F. 445, mamjp énipyov, péya gppovéy
ér’ dvdpla, which Elmsley has emended edardpia) ; (3) by the testi-
mony of Etym. M. p. 461. 53, that the traditional orthography

}\' N 8’ 3 3’ NN o~ \ e/\
OYOS‘, 7'1'[)05‘z oy ogow Kot €0t Kot v Kol 0+ 2’]
~ ’ E74 ~ \ 3 s\ ’ QN
7'L7] 7TO/\EL ov Mot BOKEL KaAOV €ELVOL €E TOUTWY OUBEV

~ \ 4 b4 \ ~ 3/ b4
TOoLELY Kol TT}A[KOVSE oYTOL KOL TOUTO TOUVOMQ €XOVTA,

~ 4 ~ ~
yé éori ¢ Zwkparer Sadépew Twi TGV TOAADY

21. v¢ Sexpdre] VBS rév Swxpdm, ZH 76 Sexpdrn, both with
some MS. authority. The last is worst ; for such an emphatic
use of the name Socrates palpably requires the article. And

2. &s v ddfayn] Refers to 11. efs pév]  Lamprocles

kivduvov, not to éoyarov'—* dan-
ger, as ke would think it’

5. obx k@ pév yép]| yép
refers to e'—{‘I say #/,] for
though I do not expect it of
you, yet [making the suppo-
sition,] 4/ 1t should be so.’

6. émewi] ¢ Conciliatory.’

9. ‘Opfpov] Odyss. xix. 163.

(Xen. Mem. IL il 1). 8o
Sophroniscus and Menexenus
(Pheedo 116 b).

15. el pév] ‘ Whether I can
look death in the face or not.
—Whewell.

19. totwoua| The name of
gopdst cf. 20 d, and below, eire
copig elre k1.,

was ddpeia till Apollonius invented dvdplar (4) by the prepon-
derating adherence of the MSS. to dvdpeia. 3. ofire tuis]
VH dpas, BSZ (following 2 M3S.) #uds. H says “dpds com-
modum sensum praebet; nec plebem, modo aliquo loco haberi
velit, facere, nec si singuli faciant, permittere debere.”

3. Zoovrac] ‘If we are to given a different turn to the
have such conduct on the part meaning.
of those,” &c. elev would have
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~ ~ N ~ 7 b ’
¢reiofe To0 Ta éXeewa Tavra Opapara eloayovros P. 35.

N\ ’ ~ N ~ i3
kel koaTayé\agTovy TRV TOAWw Tow0lrTOS §) TOD TOU-
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g 1 ~ 4 5 bd Sl
XXIV. Xopis 8¢ s dofns, & dvdpes, ovde
~ 5 ~ -~ ~ EE B
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7 [N -
o0 yop éml ToUTe kabnrow 6 StkaoTis, éml TG KaT-
-~y o .
xapileabor ta Sikaia, cAN éml 7 kplvew TobTOL
\ 3 4 3 ~ T Py 3 ~ 3 -~ ’AA‘
Kol opwpoker ov xapictoBar ois av Soky aiTd, alAa
\ \ 4 4 \ £ € -~
10 SIKATEW KATA TOUS VOMOUS. OUKOUY Xp1) 0UTE 7jUas
’ ~ - 7 1P ~ 5n7 . 3 Q2
édilew vuds émopretv, ot dpas é0ileabar  o0vdé-
X ~ > ~ A 5 > ~
TepoL yap av fudv evoeBotev. py odv afloire ue,
5 s ~ ~ ~ N e A ’
& avdpes Abnvaioy, TowavTa ety wpos vuas wparTew,
< ~ \ 7 4 4 7 4
o pnre nyodpar kelo evar pqre Sikoue prnTe o,
4 \ 7 4 \ 3 4 ’
15 0AAws Te pévror vy Ala mavrws kol aoefelas pev-
e\ 4 o, ~ \ b s
yovra. vmo MeAgrov Tovrovi. capss yap av, e
~ ~ ~ 7’ 3 14
mel@oyrt vuas kol 7¢ Setobu Puafoluny opwpokoras,
by \ -~ ~ 5 \
Beods av Owaokoyu py myeiclar pds elvor, kol

3 -~ 9 ’ s N b ~ €
ATEXV WS 0C7TO/\O‘)/OU#€VOS‘ KaTnyopoiny oV €UOUTOV O

9. 6;1&)/101(61}] Part of the
judge’s oath was 7 ujv duolws
drpodoecbar  TdYy  KkarnyopolyTey
kal TOVY dmoloyovuévar'  Isocr.
XV, 21.P. 314.

xapeioba] “That he will
not favour whomsoever he feels
inclined to favour.

10. fpis| Defendants in
general.

11. éifecfa] ¢ Allow your-
selves to be habituated;’ an
instance of the semi-middle
sense. Dig. 88.

15. d\ws—«kal] ‘But, by
Zeus, especially, when I am on
my trial at Meletus’ instance
for impiety.” A remarkable

hyperbaton. The phrase #os
e mdvTws kal 1S rent asunder to
admit the pévror vy Afa (which
is also a familiar sequence,
Phzedo 65 d, 68 b, 73 d, Rep.
332 a), which could have found
no other convenient place.
‘What makes such a tmesis
possible, without prejudice to
perspicuity, is the very fact
that d\ws 1e mwdvres kai is a
sufficiently familiar phrase to
admit of this dismemberment
and yet be recognised : Diu.
294. Thus Bekker, in reading
arbitrarily &\es re wavros vy
Ala pd\iora pévroe kal, is wide
of the mark.

p- 35. Beovs ob vouilw.
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AN ~ ~ /
alda woAAoD Sel oirws Exew” vo-
’ ’ 5 ~ ~
pilw e ydp, & dvdpes *Abyvaioy, o5 o00dels OV
3 -~ 7 \ e A~ s 7 N\ ~ o
CLOV  KaTNYopwy, Kai Vply €mTpéne kal 1¢ Oep
~ \ ’ ~ o ’ 5 I L4 3
kpwar Tepl €uov omy uéAAer €uol Te dpoTa elvor
\ L4 -~
Kol Uuiv.

N\ Al A > -~ 5 4
XXV. To pév py dyavaxrev, & dvdpes “Abn-
-~ 3 N 4 -~ 4 < 4
VOUOL, €TTL TOUTG T YeYovoTL, 0Tt pov kaTeynpioadde,
3/ Id A 7’ 14
alda € por moAAa EvpBaAderar, kal odk avédTioToY
/ A A ~ A Y ~
HOL y€yove TO yeyovos ToUTO, @AM TOAD MAAAOY
4 < /7 ~ ’ \ 14
Gavpalo ékarépov 1Y Aoy Tov yeyovéra apld-
14 3 N 3 7 / 3 3 s L4
HOV. 0V yop ouny eywye oUTw wap ollyov éoreafat,
3 \ A 7, ~ 4 € b 3 -
adda wepa woAU wviv &, os €OLKEV, €L TPLOKOVTA

12. rpuixovra] So ZH ; wpeis VBS. Of MSS,, Oxon. with five
others has rpuikorrer which also approves itself independently.

5. kal tuiv] The defence of point of the sentence : Dig.
Socrates, which would occupy 258. It is incorrect to sup-
the second division of the ply, as Stallbaum does, xai [o%
pleadings, being thus con- kai roiro ér] obk, xrA.  Ra-
cluded, there would follow here ther there is a substitution of
the voting of the judges, and a shorter form of expression,
the announcement of their complete in itself, but not

verdict, declaring the charge
proven. Then would begin the
third division of the pleadings,
consisting firstly of a speech
on the side of the prosecution
in advocacy of the penalty
named, and secondly of So-
crates’ dvruriunows, where the
Apology again takes up the
thread. Introd. pp. vi, xi, xvii.

8. kal olk—roiro] The halt-
ing connegtion (grammatically
speaking) between this clause
and the preceding part of the
sentence is idiomatic. The
shortest way is taken to arrive
at the particular which is the

agreeing with the plan on
which the sentence set out.

11. otre wap’ d\iyov] Hyper-
batical for wap’ ofrws S\yow:
Dig. 298. Lit. ‘up to so lit-
tle’ difference from the other
quantity compared: i.e. ‘so
close.” Dig. 124.

12. rpudkovra] The number
of condemning votes was 281,
out of a court of 501: 50 30
in round numbers, or 31 ex-
actly, changing sides, would
have effected an acquittal. See,
for the fuller discussion of this
point, Introd. p. xii sqq.

Ic

B. The
Counter-
assessment
of the
Penalty,
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povar perémeaor 1oV o, aroredevyn av. Me- p. 36.
\ 3 ~ ~ é
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4 ) A s 7 s \ 7 7
ye, o1ty €& wy avéBn” Avvros kal Avkov karnyopn-
~ A 3 ’ E]
5 covTes €uob, kav GPAe yhias Opayuas, ov perado- b
\ N 14 ~ 4
Bwv 0 wéumTov pépos Tav Ympov.
~ 5 AY 4
2. Proposal XXVI. Twarae § odv por 0 avnp Bavarov.
on the 3 \ VLo ~ 5
footing of  €lev’ €y®d 8¢ O Tlvos Uuly dvrTiriunoopal, ® avdpes
full justice, ~ A Qn o nAssr /5 ; vt
Ziremical. " A@nvaior; ) SHAov G s dflas y T oy 7L abios
F, L 96" X 3 -~ 24 9\ 3 ~ B’(,O 013
oelut mabety ) amorioat, 0 TL pabov ev TO Pip ovy
< 14 3> 3 7 7 14
novylay Ayov, AN due\oas wvmep oi wONAOL
-~ ~ Y
XPIHATIOMOD T€ Kal OlKovoplas Kal OTPaTNYLOV KoL

Spuyoptdy Kol TGV GANwY GpxGY Kal SVreposlov

The implication in pdvar that the majority was small would
recommend the corruption of rpuikorra into rpeis. In Andoe.
iil. 4. p. 23, mevrikorra is a necessary emendation for mévre. Cf.
Taylor, Lectt. Lys. cap. vi.

2. dmorépevya] Half in jest, p. 529, érov & karayvd % nhwala,
in allusion to his accusers updre wepl alrod wapaxpiua, éTov

(=
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A} 4 ~ 3 ~ 14 °
P- 36. kot oTAGEHY TGOV €v T Mol YLyvopcvev, nynod-

C JLEVOS. €QOVTOY TG OVTL EmiEéoTepoy €var 3) woTe
els Ta0T iovra od(eobat, évratfa udv ok na, of
s -

ei\&wu WTe Dply wte éuavtd uellor pundev d¢peAos
ewat, éri 8¢ ro idlg EkaoTov lov edepyerciy T s
peylomy  edepyeiov, os éyd ¢, évraiba Nar,
emixepdy ékaotor Dudy melfew TpoTEPOr piTE
TOV €avrob pndevds émpeXeirbu, wpiv éavrod émi-
pednbeln, Sros s BéATioTos kal ppoviuoTaros
€ooro, wire TGV Tis mWoXews, TPl adris THs w6- 10
Aews, TGV T€ dAAwY oUTw KAt TOU AUTOV Tpomov
empereioBar T( odv elul afws mabeiv Towdros Gy
ayaov Ti, & dvdpes *Abnvaior, € Sei ve kare TV
afiav 7§ arnbely Tipgobar kel Taird ye ayabov
TowbTov, 6 TL Av mpémor éuol. T odv mpémer Gwdpins
mémTL evepyern, Seopuévey dyew axolpy éml Th Dpe-
Tépg Tapakelevoe ; otk é0d § Ti pEAdoy, & dvdpes
"Abnvaio, Tpémer obTws, s TOv TobTow avdpa év

’ -~ ’ ~ 5 ~
TpuTaveip aurelgol, oAU ye udAdov 7 €6 Tis Dudy

being three to one, Socrates
represents the majority as
obtained by the joint influence
of the three: supposing then
each accuser represented by
one-third of the majority, Me-
letus gets less than 100, i.e.
less than one-fifth of the whole.
The indictment stood in Me-
letns’ name, but the really
formidable accuser was Any-
tus : see again Introd. p. x.

6. 70 méumror p.] Not ‘a
fifth, but ‘the’ indispensable
< fifth.

10. mafely ) dmoricar] A tech-
nical legal expression ; droricar
applies to a pecuniary penalty,
mabeiv to death, imprisonment,
or the like. So Dem. Mid. 47.

dv Sok dios elvar wabeiv 4 dmo-
mioar (part of the vépos UBpeaws),
in Timocrat. 105. p- 733-

8 7 pafév] For having
taken it into my head, in
the disposal of my life, to
deny myself rest” év is not
¢ during.

13. @\ev] Here is the idio-
matic use of &\hos for ‘be-
sides :” Dig. 46. & Mov agrees
with all three genitives follow-
ing: ‘and what not besides,—
magistracies, clubs, and fac-
tions.’

gwwopooidv] These associa-
tions were as rife at Athens
under the Thirty as in the
Peloponnesian war.

2/71_77_(1) N g /8 A ’ I3 b ’
0 7 Evvwpide 7 {evyer veviknkey OAdvprriagw. 20

5. énl 8é—edepyeaiav] This
clause is repeated in the word
évraiba, and governed by fa:
and the lov with edepyereiv is a
redundancy. (At the same
time probably another clause
is confusing itself with this in
the speaker’s mind, to which
iov would be essential, namely,
ot d¢ dlg ékaorov uekov Iow
ebepyereiv, 1. e, of 8¢ v Euelloy
idig ékaorov edepy.)

14. mpdoba] “ That T should
lay the penalty.’

16. edepyéry] Stallbaum cites
Xen. de Vectig. iii. 11, Lys.

XX. 19. p. 159. Add Dem. F.
L. 330. p. 446, i 8; Solyr’
v év mpuravely olrow 3 Ay
Twa dwpedv, als Tydre Tods eb-
€pyeTas ;

7. pallov mpémer olrws bs|
This is the form of comparison
with &s, complicated by the
redundant insertion of ofrws.
Dig. 164.

20. {ebye] Here this word
plainly stands for three or
four horses. Hesychius in voe.
says Kkal érl TPy kal Teoodpwy
€ETAoC ooV,



b. Com-
promise,—
ironical
also.
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/ \ N ! ~ -~
s cobar.  memewpévos Oy éye pmdéva adikely woANOU
7 4 hd ~ s ~ s
Séw éuavroy ye ddukoew Kel Kot EuavTol €peLy av-
4 o 7 ~ I4 ’
705, 5 GEL0S €lpl TOU KaKkoy kal Tipnoeafai TOLOUTOV
8 £ ~ 4 8 ’ o 5 S\ ’9{ o <
Twos Euavrd, Ti Oecloass n pn wabo TOUTO, OV
~ 7 /4 57 %
Ménrds por TipdTal, 0 ru ovk €ldévar oUT €l
9 \ 3y 9 s 14 5 5 Y 4 b3 o
20ayafov oUr €l KakOy €TTW; GVTL TOVTOU Oy Eropa
e s 5 ,- ~ > ’ s
Sy ed 0l Tt Kok®y OVT®Y, TOUTOU TLUTTGUEVOS ;
) S 5. kel Tl pe Ot (v év 8 [, ¢
wérepoy Seopuol s Kol T pe OeL Ny € OETUOTNPLY,
7 ~ L AN 7 3 ~ -~ /4
SovAevovra T aei kafoTauery apxn, TOLS évdeka s
> AN ’ ’ o B 5 ’ 3 \
GNAG XppdToY, kol Sedeofar €ws Oy EKTLO® 5 aAla

finite instead of a participial
construction: Dig. 279.

23. Tois &dexa) eis dgp’ éxdo-
s PuNjs éylyvero, kal ypajpe-
Tevs (‘secretary’) abrots  cuv-
nptfpeiro’ Poll. viii. 1o2. They
had charge of the prisons, as
well as of the execution of
sentences.

1z. &ows dvpdmos] The
Lacedzemonians, for instance.
See Thueyd. i. 132.

21. Gv—3rev| Cenitive of
a noun with participle after
verbs of knowing, &c.: Dig.
26. The clause however is
complicated by the presence
of &r, indicative of a mo-
mentary intention to adopt a
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s
p- 37. TaUTOY ,,uof oy, bmep viv Oy éheyors ob yap éore
ot X,my;z’oz'ra, omofer ékricw. arda O Quyis T~
, ,
Uﬂ?ﬂfﬁj lows yap dv por Tovrov Tywjoaire.  wOANT
;iem’ v pue f1>z)\o¢rvx[a éxot, €l olrws GGy Tés €,
mm:e ;;/u; Svvacta: hoyileaor, dri Sueis péy buress
1 7roiumz\ pov ovy ofol e éyévecbe éveykelv ras énas
d &’arpzﬁag kol Tovs Aéyovs, aAN Suiy Bapvrépar ye-
yovaa Kal émpovisrepar, dore {(preire aljrgﬁv vovi
araddaynvar  aAdor 8¢ dpa abras oloover pudlws
71;0,\)%;02) ;yéf dety & "Abyvaior. kaXos odv dy ﬂO(j é Bios 1o
:Z)\ E;ge?\,(favn 7,-77)\“(.(98% &vﬂga’%n‘@ Ay €€ dAdys
\ w Ff))\fws apeBopere xai efehavvouéve Gy, b
yap o ori, mor dv éNbw, Aéyovros g,uéﬁ ;’ci(pocém
O‘ovlrou ot véo womep évfider kdy pév rovrous dme-
Aavvw, olroc éué abroi éfeddor, melbovres Tove g
e mzea’,@urefoovs“ éav 8¢ uny amehodve, of Tovrey wa-
Tepes Te Kal olkeiow 8 adrods TovTovs.
, X?{;V%/[L ’if?'cog oy g Tis €lwor ouydw 8¢ xal
?,]U’UXM\CV wywv, © Zoxpates, oy oids T &re Muiv
féiAﬁ(:)y Gvs Tourt 8% éore mwavrew XOAET&TATOY 20
oL Twas Vudy.  éaw T yap Néyw bt TG Bedd
arelely Toir dori kol S Tour dﬁ?;uaroz/ ﬁob“v i;?:
P 38. dyew, ov weloeoé por s elpwvevoudve édy 7'>’< ad
/ ¢
/\egfw 6r¢ kel Toyydver péyioTor o’cyaﬁc\wé v avdpdme
ToiTo, exaaTns Nuépas mept aperis Tods Advovs 77'0:— 25
cirbar kol Tev dAAwv, mepl Gv Duels e’/w;} aKkoveTe

N .
zo, rourt] Cf. textual note on ravryot, 22 e.

2. & o9] Introduces the
last of a sevies of suppositions.
Dig. 142.

9. &Dow 8¢ &pa] TIromical,

I e’fe?\Gdyﬂ] ‘If T quit the
city ;" as below e, ééeNdaw G,
_ 20 :ruv-ri] Namely, ér ody
olds ve €oopat,
H

—
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/ N\ 5/
Sixheyopévov kal épavrov kal dAlovs éferalovtos, 0p. 38,

¢ dvebéragros Bios ob Buoros awbpdme, TabTe §

1. & dvebéractos — dvbpime)]
The interrogatory discipline
which Socrates thus extols
was that to which he sought
to Lring all with whom he
conversed. ]

The subject, about which
the answerer was questioned,
was himself : which is the rea-
son why Socrates always iden-
tified the process with the
carrying out of the Delphic
precept, Twafe oeavrdr. The
branches of enquiry to which
it led were manifold :—

(1) knowledge of one’s own
natural endowments and posi-
tion, with a view to living for
the greatest good of oneself
and others :(—¢ éavrov émiowe-
Yrduevos Smoids Tls éaTe mpds THY
dvbperimy xpelav kN, Xen.
Mem. IV, ii. 25:

(2) review of the actual use
to which one has been and is
putting one’s life—Laches 187
8, 8:ddvar mepl abrod Ndyov, Svrwa
rpémoy v e (j kal Svriva TOV
wapehqhvféra  xpdvov  BeBloker:
and below 39 ¢, 8uddvar éNeyxor
rov Blov*

(3) examination of one’s
cpinions, — their  coherence,
their consistency, the history
of their formation; of which
the results are—consciousness
of one’s own ignorance, and
consciousness of the grounds
of one’s knowledge : Xen. Mem.
111 ix. 6, Soph. 230 b—d:

(4) investigation of the prin-
ciples of human life and action
(for which the knowledge of
one’s own nature is a pre-
requisite : Ale, I. 133 ¢, &’ odv

p) yyvbokovres Hpds atrovs . . .
Svvalus® &y eldévar T& fuérepa
airév kakd te kai dyald ;)—Xen.
Mem. L. i. 16, wepi év avbpo-
melov del Siehéyero oromdv Tl
edoelés, Tl doeBés, T Kkahdy, Ti
aloxpdy, i dlkarov, Tl dducov, i
coppogivy, Tl pavia, ti Wdpeia,
r{ Seia, { mwokis, TL mOMTWKES,
i dpxh dvfpemer, Ti dpxukis av-
bpémov, kal mepl Tav dAlev, &
Tovs pév eiddras tyeiro kalovs
kdyafobs elvar, Tovs § ayvooirras
dvdpamododes &y Sikalws kexhi)-
ofar  and here (just above)
Tuyxdver péywwrov dyabov v dv-
Opdme Tovro, ékdoTys Tpépas mepl
dperijs Tovs Adyovs mouciobar.

But this examination was
not a mere discipline ending
in itself, but a preparation to
qualify a man for receiving
culture and improvement (Ale.
I. 124 d, Zmpeleias debpeba,
Laches 188 b, déwivra pavla-
vew éoomep dv (7)), for attaining
connectedness of knowledge
and rational method in action,
and for doing the best by him-
self and the state.

Socrates seems to have em-
ployed the strongest terms he
could find to assert the indis-
pensableness of this discipline:
—Xen. Mem. L. i. 16 (quoted
above), III. ix. 6, 70 dyvoeiv
éavrdy, kal & p7 olde Sofdlew Te
kai otecBar yryvookew, éyyvtdte
pavias é\oyilero elvar, Soph. 230
d, 7oy & dvéheykrov ab vomoréov,
dv kai Tvyydvy Bacieds & péyas
dv, & péyiora dxabaprov dvra,
draldevrdy Te kal aloypdy k...,
Hip. Ma. 304 e, 76 kakov dyvodr®
kai- émore olrw dudketoar, oler g0
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L ? 7
p- 38. erv 7rrov welgeaO€ por Aéyovrt.

\ A
Ta 8¢ €xer pev

4 < 3 7 5 ¥
oUTws, ws €yw Pyut, & dvdpes, melfew 8¢ ov padiov.
L

Kaz 3 \ ¢ > 3 3/ 3 hY 3 -~ -~ >
eyw ap ovk elfopar €povroy afloly kakod ov-

7 5 -
Oevos. €l pév yap 7w

ot Xpﬁ,uoara, eTLpunTduny

B ’ 14 b4

b av xpnuarer ooa éueNdov ékricew: ovdév yap dvs
3 ’ . ~ \ > A 9 > o
eBAafny: viv 8¢ ov yap éoTw, € wy dpa Soov dv

b N 7 3 ~ ’
eyw Ouvaiuny éktioat, TooovTov BovAealé por Tiud-

[«

gol.

7 ’ % ~
YUPLOV® TOTOUTOV 0DV TLUWLOL.

s 8’ A 8 ’ 3 ~ e~ ~ >
lgws av QUVaLuMY €KTiool vy pvay ap-

IMAarwv 8¢ 68¢, &

3/ ] ~ A\
avdpes "Abnvaioy, kal Kplrov kal KpirdBovAos kal o

b 14 7
AmoArobwpos kehevovol pe TplakovTe pvéy Tuur)-

> \ I ~ ~ 5
ogagor, avrol O €yyvaclar Tipduar odv TogovTov,

3 \ \d e~ ¥ ~ ?
eyyunral & vplv égovtar Tob apyvplov obror afio-

Xpe@-

kpeirrov elvar (v p@\Nov 3 rebud-
var; and in the passage be-
fore us.

And was there not a cause ?
The current opinions, drawn
from men’s practical exigen-
cles, imperfect observation,
and debased morality, were
no sounder than their sources.
It was abhorrence of this mass
of error and conventionality
(which meanwhile the Sophists
were accepting as the material
of their system), which impelled
Socrates to seek to reconstruct
human opinion on a basis of
‘reasoned truth.

3. at éyd dw’] A supple-
mentary reason;—‘ Were si-
lence possible, it would be no
less a xaxdr which therefore
I should decline imposing on
myself.

6. viv 8¢ o yap]| This com-
bination of particles occurs
always in setting aside a hy-

pothetical case which is the
opposite of the existing state
of the case. The & and the
vap enter simultaneously into
the combination, where there
is no cilipse mor aposiopesis.
Dig. 140.

12. éyyvacba] Governed by
an equivalent of ‘they say’
contained in «kehelovar.  Cf.
Symp. 213 a, mdvras ody . . .
keheDew elowévar kal karak\iveg=
Oar, kal tov ’Aydfova ka\elv ad-
mév. Dig. 245.

13. d&wypep.] The third and
last division of the pleadings
being thus concluded, there
would follow first the final
voting and then the final ver-
dict of the judges: by which
the formal trial would be con-
cluded.

After this, however, some
‘last words’ are still conceded
to Socrates, who continues to
address those of his judges

o2



C. Last
reflections,
addressed
to the
judges :

a. to those
who had
voted for
his con-

demnation;
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XXIX., 00 morkod ¥ &vexa xpovov, & dvipes

~ 37 Ly’ b € Ay ~
’A@nvazoz, ovo,ua fere Kal airloy vmo Tov [BovAo-
pévoy Ty TOAW /\0L30peu, o5 SwKPATY) GTEKTOVATE,
avdpa Uogbou Prioovot yap &) pe copov elvat, €

sKal pun €lul, ol BovAduevor v/u,w ovaldifew. e o

mepiejuelvare GAlyoy Xpovov, Grd TOD avTopdTOV AV
v,uw Toiro éyéveror opire yap & v ni\ucww, ot
Toppw 77577 ori Tob Blov, Bavarov O¢ E’}/)IUS‘. Aéyw

8¢ To0T0 0D WPOS TAVTES VRIS, arAa Wpos TOUS e,u.ov

10 KaTa\[mqbta'a/Levovs Gavarov.
lows  pe meo’ﬁe, @ avdpes,

’Z’OUS‘ OiUTOUS‘ ‘TOUTOUS‘.,

07r0pLa /\oycou calwkival

Aéyw 8¢ kol T68€ wpos

rowvTey, ols v vp.as'

E7T€L0'0L EL w,u 14 BELV (ZTTOCV/OL 7TO£€LV Ka(, 2\6 (379 (OO"T€
] T} 7

a'iroq’)vyew T“/)IJ Slkny.  mwoANoD ye Bel.  GAN amopla

15 UtV EGADKD, 0V pévToL Aoywv, GANG 70)\#?)9 Kol avai~

UXUVTLC!S‘ kol 700 €0éhew Aéyew 7rpos‘ v;u,ccs TOLRUT O,

0f Qv vty T N GROVELV, Qp?yuovz}:ros‘ 7€ pov kol

6dupopévov kal dANa TroteivTos Kol ?\fyovms‘ rOAA

kal avafia éuot, s éyd Pur oin O xai €tfiole

20 UELS TGV dANDY GKOVELD.

who choose to remain and hear
him,

Whether such a concession
was actually made to Socrates,
or whether it was only a buf-
ﬁcmntly common practice to
give verisimilitude to the fic-
tion, is a question which can
hardly be determined. See
Introd. p. xv.

1. od mohhod ¥’ vexa Xpoyov]
Socrates is telling the Athe-
nians that they would not have
had to wait long to be saved
the reproach of pat‘mno him to
death, by letting nature take
her own courge. ‘1t was but

GAN odTe ToOTE wnﬁnv

a brief space after all, by fore-
stalling which they were en-
t‘l]hllb on themselves the re-
proach.  évexa marlks here the
efficient not the ﬁml cause ;
the meaning is not ‘you will
ineur 1eproa,ch for the sake of
taking from me a brief re-
mainder of life,—but ‘a brief
space will be the cause of
your mculmw it The  brief
space, a,ccordmr»ly, is not that
between the present moment
and his execution, but that be-
tween his execution and the
moment when he would have
died in the course of nature.

p- 38.

[¢]
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. ~ L4 ~ -~
p- 38. Oeww évexa 10D kwdvwov Tpafar ovdev cveAebepov,

57 ~ / [4
0UTE VDY ot peToueNer 0UTWS ATONOYNTauEVE, dANG

\ ~ e ~ G
oAV paAdov aipotipat ®de aroloynaauevos Telrava

N 5 7 ~_ 3 A 3 ’ 3 £ 3
7 éxewos (Nv* olre yap év Sikn ol év moréup oUT

> 8 7 9 4 3N/ ~ ~ ~
p- 39- €€ oUT dAXov 0bdéva Sei TovTo pnYawdcla, dmewss

3 7 ~ ~ Y
a'/roqﬁevferat way wowwy BGavoarov.

\ AY s -~
Kol yop €v Tols

4 7 -~
poxats moAAGxks SnAov yiyverar oti 70 ye dmrolavely

S/ 3 4 N o b 3
av Tis ekPuyot kal omAa adels kal € ikerelay Tpa-

7 ~ 7
TOUEVOS TOV OLWKOVTWY"

AN 3/
kol GMAow pmyoval moAAal

b 3 < k4 -~ ’
elow év éxaoTols Tois Kkwdvvols, GoTe Sapevyew io

E s 7 ~ ~ ~
Oavatov, éav Tis ToAUG TV Tl Kal A€yew.

aAAe

5 > A 5 ’ 5 9 ’ ~
M ov TelT 7 xahemow, & avlpes, QovaTov ckpuyety,
3 \ Al ’ ~
aAda wodv yademoTepov wormplav: Barrov yap Oo-

7’ )
b varov Get.

\ ~ 3 \ 3 ’ B
kal viv éyo pév dre Ppadvs av kal

T GO‘B(;T ¢ l; \ -~ 8 ’ e 7 ¢ ) 3 \
P ns vme Tov Ppadurépov €aAwr, ot O €uolis

!/ k4 \ \ 3 ~ 4 ~
KoTnyyopoL ate 3€LVOL Kot 056(5‘ (’)VTES‘ lr)ﬂ"(\) TOU (9(1,7"

TOVOS, TN)S Kakios.

N Ay oy ~
KOl VUV €Y eV QTreLfuL lj(p, lj,lL(DV

’ 4 37 ? € ~
Bavarov Sikny SpAwv, odTor & Umo ThHs aAnfelas

) 7. 76 ye &n"oeavefx'/ v TLS‘] Before & VH have paor BSZ reject
it. H errs in thinking that pgor exists in Oxon.—no doubt
misled by Gaisf, Liectt. Plat., in whom “p. 39 a 3 paior” must be

an erratum for “paior om.”

4. ékeivos] Understand dmo-
Aoynoapevos again.

12. 4y . .. 7] Aninstance of
the presumptive variety of the
deliberative conjunctive. It
is confined to negative sen-
tences. Dig. 59 note.

13. arrov yap 6. 6ei] This
refers to the reflex effect of
wickedness on the evildoer’s
soul, which it degrades and
ruins. Cf. Crito 47 e, d\\&
pe-r ékelvou (sc. the Soul) apa
7w Buror depbapuévov, IP 70

dduwoy NoBarae k. 7.N.; Gorg.
509 a, uéytoTor TAY KAKAY 0T
7 ddwia ¢ ddwovrr, Between
danger and death there is many
a chance of escape, as Socrates
has just before said; but none
between the evil deed and its
internal consequences. Stallb.’s
quotation of Odyss. viil. 329,
Ok dperd kaka €pya’ kixdver ol
Bpadis drvr* is not to the point.

18. ﬁwb—d)rj))\nxdres] ‘Sen-
tenced by Truth to receive the
penalty of.’—Whewell.
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14 ! > 7
opAnkores poxOnpiav kai adwiov.
, ® ~ ’ /
TYNRaTL éuuévew Kol 00TOL TalTe WMEy TOovU 0o

I 7 ~ 3 3\ 7 /
oUTw Kkal €deL aXely, Kal oluaL avTa UETPLOS EXEL.
N \ \ \ ~ > ~ € A
XXX. To 8¢ oy pera Tovto embupd vuw xpn-
~ 7 ’/ I4 . \ ’ s
sopedioalr, & Keraym@ioauevol pov Kkal yop el
3/ 3 ~ 3 ° z sy ¥ ~
70y évraiba, év @ pakior dvBpwmor xpnopedodow,
N \ 7 5 £
Pnul yap, & avdpes,
by >\ 3 4 4 e~ c/é: 30\ \
ol éué amexkTovare, Tiuwplay Vuly nEew evlus peta

4 4 ~
otav péAwow amobfoveiolar.

Y » N 7 AY I A 7y N 4
Tov €uov Bovarov woAv yaAerwrépay vy A 7 olav
A 4 ~ \ ~ 7 7
10€ué amekTovaTe" viv yap TovTo elpyacacte olopevo

amadrafeaOar Tov Sibovar ENeyxov Tob Plov, TO Jé

10. olduevor] After oiduevor H inserts conjecturally uév, taking
this to be suggested by oiduerol pe of some MSS., and by an
erased blank in Oxon. The erasure in Oxon. was probably pue,
for an accent has been erased also from —o«. This however
may have been an erasure by the original seribe ; such as for in-
stance must have been that at Crito 53 d, where stands & ¢pdépav
with an erasure between—>upfépar being plainly the true reading.

T, é&yd 7e. .. kal obror] ‘I
as well as they.” éyo has the
stress, and stands (in accord-
ance with Greek arrangement)
first for that reason. Dig. 307.

6. év g—xpnopwdodow] The
opinion, which connects pro-
phetic enlightenment with the
approach of death, has main-

illud est Calani, de quo ante
dixi, et Homerici Hectoris qui
moriens propinquam Achilli
mortem denuntiat. So Shak-
speare, Rich. IT. Act II. Se. i
(Gaunt) “Methinks, T am a
prophet new inspir’d; And
thus, expiring, do foretell of
him.” And Sir H. Davy (“ Re-

N\ 3 7 ~
Kol €y® TE T@ P. 39,

tained its hold upon mankind
in all ages. Patroclus foretells
Hector's death, Il. xvi. 8351,
and Hector the death of Achil-
les, Il xxii. 358 : instances to
which classical writers often
appeal ; thus Xen. Apol. 30,
Gvélnke pév kai "Ounpos éoTw ols
rév év karalboer Tob Plov mwpo-
yryvbokew @ péllovra, Bollouat
8¢ kal éyd xpnopedieal T, Cle.
De Div. 1. 30, Facilius evenit
appropinquante morte ut animi
futura augurentur ; ex quo et

mains,” p. 311) speaks of him-
self as “looking into futurity
with the prophetic aspirations
belonging to the last moments
of existence”—in a letter dated
just two months before his
death,

9. oiaw] Se. rpwplav. A vir-
tual cognate accusative after
drexrévare. Dig. 1.

11. 0uddvae gkeyxoy] Namely,
under the process of é&éraois.
cf. 38 a note, and esp. Laches
187 e there quoted.

P- 39-
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c ~ \ 3 b r ’ 4
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0'\ 8 ~ . > 7 b '] 14 € > A} 3
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7 AY 3 7 3 4
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V4 (4 ¥ e Vs -~
mrapackevalew Omws €oTaw s BEATIOTOS.  TaUTATO
\ 5 ~ ~ 7 Ve
Mev odv Duiv Tols KaTampioauévols pavTevaaucvos
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0i éNGovra pe Oel Tebvavor. aAda poi, & avdpes,
’ -~ 4 £ \ \ !/
TOPAUEVATE TOTOUTOY XPOVOV' ovler yap KwAvel
~ 7’ 4 ¥, ¢ A~
SiapvbBodoynaar wpos arAnAovs, €ws egea"rw. ym7
e 5 -~ s/ \ 14
y&,o s gb[/\otg oty e’mﬁaéac éfédw TO vuvl pot
AN 7 ~ 3 N 7 ”‘ £
gvuﬁeﬁnkos TL TOTE VOEL. €MOL VAP, @ avOpes Otko- 20
[ € ~ \ \ -~ 3 ~ » !/
oral—uvpds yap Owaoras KoAGy opbws ov kadoiny
7’ ’ Y4 ¢ \ 9 -~/
— Qavpaoior 1L yéyover. 7 yop elwbuie por pov-
\ ¢ ~ ’ 3 \ ~ 14 7 \
Tk 1) Tob Oatuoviov év pev T¢p Tpoo ey Xpove mTavTi

’ \ 3 ’ b N\ ~ i
TOVY TUKYY) G€l NV Kol TOVY €Tl OfUKPOLS €VaVTIov=

pén, € T péoyue wy opfds mpafew: wvowl O

15. of dpyorres] That is, of
&deka.

20. Swaoral] Steinhart re-
marks that up to this point,
where first the true and false
judges are separated, the form
of the address used has been
& dvdpes *Abnyaiow,

22. § elwbvia] ‘The direction
I am wont to receive from the
divine voice.” See App. A, on
76 datudviov.

24. mavy émi o-p.LKpoIs] émi sepa-
rates wdw from opikpols, to

which it belongs : Dig. 298.
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Y TV Tpalw Ut € epwo ovderl oUT €v Aoyp
3 ; 7 4 K} € 14
Drovriorel pot. Ti oDy alriov evar vmolopfave ;
5 AY e ~ S ~ 7 4 AN ?— AY
eyw vuw épe’ kwlvvever yap upor 10 EvpBeBnkes
- 3 \ 7 N s » R ° ~
TovTo ayaboy yeyovevo, kal ovk €0l omws Tueis
b3 ~ € 7 & s 7 Y '; A
oplie vmolopSBavouey, door olopeda rakov evor To
4 4 7 ’ 7 Ed
Tedvavan.  peyo jLOL TEKUNPLOY TOUTOV YEYOVEY' ov
A 3/ Xl 74 s 3 e 37 AY 3 A
yap €06 omws ovk nrarTiofy av pot 1o eiwbos
- 1) 7 3 s X 2 A ’
ooy, € i) Tt EueAloy o ayabov mpalew.
% b3 4 N b ~ < A
KAXKEL "Bwonoouer 82 kal m)0e, o5 moAAy
s s 5 N 5 v 5 ~ 3 , ’
Exmls éoTw ayae‘/’oy auTo evor.  Svow yap (%zrepov
3 \
éare To TeBvavor 7 ya,o olov ,u 70ey elvar ,11.373 alo (977-
ow undeplay undevos éxew Tov TedvedTa, ) KkKoTe TR
¢ o ’ 5 N ’
Aeyopeveo peraf3orn Tis TUYXaveL 000 Kol pETOIKNOLS

5. pédhovr! 7] This acenrately represents the reading of Oxon.,
il

which stands pé\\ovri (i bemg prima manu) importing that 7
should follow wpéMhovre, (aisford here is inexact in his repre-
sentation. 7. rabrpr] So VBH; abrip SZ. It is impossible
to find a clear meaning for adrjv, which is the reading of Oxon.
and five other MSS. Cf. Phedo 60 a, where Oxon. (alone) has

’ 3 ’
ravrny for adriv.

& ye O p. 4o,

4. évravdor éml T Sw.] An
emphasised equivalent of émi
réde 76 due.  Cf. Legg. 67¢ d,
kard mé\ew pévor abrov, equi-
valent to kar’ adriy pévov T
iz, Thueyd. vil. 16, Tév adrot
éxel 8o mpoehovro, Vili. 28, xal
és Ty Milgrov alrod @i\urmor
kabioract.

18. ofor] ‘As it were” Pa-
renthetical to the construction.
The words which it qualifies
are undév eva. (The subject
of updév elvar is Tov Tebvedra).
Dig. 16. Cf. below, olov Tmvos,
and again e, oloy dmodnuijoar.

19. TG ?\eyo’,u,eva] In the popu-
lar religious teaching.
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-~ o~ -~ ’ ~ 3 2 S L4 I4
p. 40. 71 Yvyxn TOU Tomov 7ob €vlevde eis dAAov TomOV.

AN of ’ 3 3 a (4
d kol €@ ye unlepia alobnols éorw, alX’ ciov Umvos,

P 41.

5 ’ 7 s o [y e -~ ,
emeldaw Tis kebevdwr und dvap undev opd, Goevpe-
4 8 | o L 3 N 3 A €l of
ooV képdos av ein o Gavaros. €yw yap av oLl €l
> 4 J'd 7 N 4 3 < 14
Two ékhelauevoy Séor TavTny TNy vukTa, v 1) oUT®s
12
IS f 4 - A 4
kareédoplev, wore pnd Svap idev, kai Tas dAlas
7 € 7 3\ ~ ~ € ~ »
VUKTGS TE Kob nuépas Tas ToD fBlov ToU équTol owTi-
7 ; ~ 7 ’ 2 ~
mwoapalévra. TaUTy TN VUKTL 0oL Tkefraueroy elmely,
7 7 4 / 4 4
TOOQS GEWOY Kal OOV TUEPOS Kal VUKTOS TaUTNS
~ i ’ > ~ ¢ ~ ’ 3 A 2
775 vukTos Befimkey v T equTov [Biw, oot Gy umn 1o
N/ ’ \ A 7
bre Wiy Twe, adda Tov péyay Paciién evapifun-
EY ° ~ FRERN » N N 57 e s N
TOUS QU EVPELY QUTOV TAUTAS TPOS TAS AAAAS uépas Kol
z sy 5 - ’ 7 ’ v
vUKTOS. €l 00 TowovTov 0 Bavaros €oTl, KEPOOS €ywye
7/ . A A 3 QN I4 e -~ ’ ’
Aéyw® kol yep ovler mAeiwv o mwas Ypovos Palverar
I [T A ’ ’ SNSRI 2 - /
oUrw O elvar ) pia vof. el § ab olov amodnunoalss
< y 7 > ’ 7 ~
éorw o Gavaros evbévde els dAlov Tomov, kai alndn
S A N 4 e 3/ 3 A~ 5 N (4 2
€TTL TA AEYOUEVa, ©S ZpG €Kel eloly amavTes oL Ted~
~ 7 ~ 5 \ 4 £ 3/ 5 3
vedTes, T{ pet{ov ayabov Tovrov ein dv, & dvdpes
N ’ 9 s 3 ’ s ¢ S
dwkaoral ; el yap Tis adukopevos els " Aubov, aral-
4 ~ ~ 5 7
Aoyels TOUTOY TV PaokovTor OKaoTOY €lval, €VpN- ac
\ < ] ~ ’ o N ’
oet Tovs ws alndds Swaoras, olwep kel Aéyovra
~ ’ ’ \ e ’ N A
éxet dixalew, Mivws 7e¢ kal ‘Padapavbus xai Alaxos
21. ds] So VBS; ZH omit. Oxon. has it above the line hut
in first hand. The &s is constantly added where it is a popular
appellation of which the propriety 1s recognised, and is frequently

found after the article, as Phdr. 256 b, rév ds d\pfés "Ohvumiakdy,
Rep. 345 e, rovs s dAnfés dpyovras, &ec., &c.

1. 7 Yuxi] An intensified
form of the dative of reference,
equivalent nearly to a genitive:
Dig. 28.

12. adrév] A resumption of
Buorny rwd and Baginéa, after
the intervention of edapifu. v
evpeiv,

22. Mivws re—idMoi] These
nouns are in the nominative
by attraction to the interposed
relative clause, as the nearest
comstruction : Dig. 19z,

Nowhere else does Triptole-
mus occur as judge of the
dead (though in Hom. Hymn.
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\ 4 /- 4 ~ < 4 ’ \ ~
kal Tpurrodepos kal dANow o000t TdY Nudéwy Oikaior D- 41. p. 41. Novtt Ta éuavrod waln wpos Ta ékelvov, ws Eyw
s /0 T0 > CB é(] ~ IBL’Q) 3 ¢a /A A 5! < 0’;‘ 3 A > 8\ 3 Y 8\ \ /“ \
éyévovro év 1) éovrdv Pip, apa avdy av €n 7 o, ovk av andes €. kal &) TO p€ytoTov, TOUS
’ A 3 ~ ’ s A ’ ~ o .
amodnuio ; 3 ab Opper Evyyeveabour kai Movoaie ékel eferalovta kal épevvovra domep Tovs €vtavfa
¢ 14 A€ 7 > N\ ’ 37 / > N ’ ? 3 A ’ 3 \ 7 3 ’
kot ‘Howdg kal “Ounpe érl wooe av Tis défaur av Owryew, Tis avTOV 0O0POS €0TL Kkal Tis oleTar wév,
< ~ > \ \ \ 4 3 /- 4 b4 ‘] 14 35 3
sUudY; éyw uev yop wordakis €fédw Tebvaval, €l éore 8 oU. eéml moop & av Tis, & dvdpes SikaoTal,s
~ 3 \ > ~ > N ¥ \ 3 A N / ’ \
TavT 0T aAnfy émel éuorye kal avre GovuaoTn 8éfairo e eracar Tov émi Tpolaw dyovra )y oAy
By ! 3 AY > 7 [ I4 3 7 14 \ X N b
av € 1 SwarpyBy avroly, omore évruyoys Tladaunde b ¢ arpariov 3 Obvooén 3 Zlovpov, 7 dAAovs pvplovs
\ 3/ ~ ~ \ 14 L4 ~ S/ 3 \ '3 \ ~ < 5 ~
kol Alavre 7@ Tehapwvos kat € Tis aAdlos Twv av Tis eror kal ovdpas Kal yvvalkos; ols €kel O~
~ \ ’ 5 ) > ’ 7 ~ 3
mahoudy e kplow dadikov TéOvnkev, avTimapoSaA- AéyeaOar kai Evvewou kai eferalew apmyavov av ey

)8 7 ’ 3 4 ’ 174 e
EVOALUOVIAS . ToVTWS 0OU 87777'01) TOUTOU Y€ €VEKA Ol10o

. . . . cos N 3 ~ 3 7 7 A\
Demet. 153 hesits in judgment  Bk. iii. p. 175. The same ac €KEL ATOKTEVOUTL TO TE Yap A eﬁBaL,uOVE,(TTepoc,

on earth). Also Plato is the count may be assumed to hold

only Greek who styles Afacus
judge of the dead, here and
Gorg. 523 e; though many Ro-
rans mention him thus. But
the same principle accounts for
the ascription of such a sub-
terranean preeminence to these
two, and to the remaining two
more widely recognised judi-
cial personages named here.
All four were connected with
the secret rites, or mysteries,
of their native places; Minos
with the Cretan mysteries,
which through the Orphic in-
fluence were widely known.
Rhadamanthus, his assessor, is
his countryman. Alacus was
the hero of MKgina, where there
were (Pausan, IL. 3o, Origen
adv. Cels. vi. 290. ¢. 22, Lu-
cian, Navig. 15) mysteries of
Orphic origin. And Triptole-
mus was connected, of course,
with Eleusis. These judges
are an instance of the fact that
certain features of the Greek
mythology were first the pro-
duct of the mystery-worship,
and thence made their way
into the popular mind.—Dil-
linger, Gent. and Jew, Vol. L

of the dow rév nubéor, who
are subjoined to these four;
for very many places had
mystery-rites. Rhadamanthus
is mentioned in Homer, (Od.
vii. 323), and therefore ante-
cedently to mysteries, as a
judge, but on earth and not
in the nether world.

6. uorye xal ai’;r@] Le ‘1
should have a pleasure pecu-
liarly my own.

7. 8warpy3y ] Cf. Euthyphro sub
init., Legg. L. 625 a.

6mére—réfynkev| This depends
upon drrimapaBaAlovre,  The
whole sentence smére—dndés iy
is a re-statement more at length
of Bavpasry &v € 7 Swarpify,
which it follows asyndetically,
—an instance of Binary Struec-
ture: Dig. 207.

9. (’zvﬂnapa{:id?\?\ovn] Socrates’
comparison of himself with
Palamedes recalls the fable of
the representation of the Pa-
lamedes of Euripides soon after
Socrates’ death, when, at the
words ékdvere ékdvere TOV Ty~
copov, & Aavaol, Tav obdev dA-
yivovoay  dnddva Movear, Tév
‘ENAdver 7ov dpuorov, the whole

3 € > -~ ~ > / N 3/ N \ 14
€low ol €kel TOY evBade, kal 1707 TOY NouTov Xpovoy

abavarol elow, etwep ye Ta Aeyoueva aindy éoriv.
XXXIIL. A kal duds xpy, & dvdpes duo-

7 3 7 3 \ \ 7’ \ L4
oTal, €véATidas ewar mwpos Tov Cavarov, kal €v TL1s

~ ~ /7 3 ~
Tovro Oavoeiocbou alnbés, ot otk éoTw avdpl ayadp

\ ’8‘ 5 ~ 5 ’ say
KOKOV OVO€V oUTeE §COVTL OUTE TEAEUT'I]O'GVTL, OU(()‘E ofLE~

~ e A\ ~ \ 4 4 \
Aetrae Um0 Becdv Ta TouTOU TpaypaTa 0VOE T éua

~ N\ ~ 3 4 / 3 4 ~ 14
YOV amo TOD aUTOMATOV YEYovey, aAAa ot Snlov

3 ~ 4 L4 4 \ 3 /,
€07t TOUTO, 0Tt 0N Te@vavar kol amnAlaxBor wpay- 20

6. c’z"yowa] Edd. dyaydvra.

But there is strong syntactical

justification (besides the weight of Oxon. and five other MSS.)

for &yovra. See Commentary.

audience, reminded of Socrates,
burst into tears. Cf. Introd.
p- xxviil. note 1o.

6. d&yovra] Participle of the
imperfect, which gives greater
{ullness and vividness than the
aorist would have given. Cf.
Liegg. 635 a, kabdmep pdvris dmov
Tis 7ére Owavolas 70U Tibévros
abré  (meaning Lycurgus or
Minos), 677 ¢, ©Odpev &) tas év
mwedip mwohews . .. dpdyy v TG TéTE

xp6ve Buapeiperfar (meaning ab
the Deluge).

7. % @Xovs—elmor] The de-
sire for brevity in the summing
up of the enumeration breaks
off the legitimate plan of the
sentence : Dig. 257.

16. d\pbés| ¢ As a verity)
See 18 a, note.

20. mwpaypdrov] The wants
and hardships of old age. Cf.
Xen. Apol. 32, éuol pév ody doket
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4 s 3 \ -~ A :8 -~
paTov BéAtiov N pot. O TOUTO Kal €ue OUOAUOV
b 7 2 ~ . ~
amerpere TO OMuelor, Kol €ywye Tols KaTaympiora-
7 ~ 14 3 L4 4
HEVOLS [AOU KO TOLS KATNYOPOLS OV TOWU XANETOLV®.
7 3 4 ~ 4 ! 7 N
kairor o0 Tavry T Owawole kareympilovro pov kol
14 3 3 s/ 4 . -~ s ~
5 KaTYY0povy, aAX olopevor BAATTEWw' TOUTO QUTOLS
/ I4 7 7 3 A
afwv péudecfar.  Tooovde Oéopar pévror avrov

Al ¢~ ~ 3 8\ 3 ’ 7 0 k3
TOUS viEls MOV, emeldar nPnowot, Tipwpnoocle, ©
S LI ~ -~ 4 3 O\ e A a}\l
avdpes, TAUTQ TOUTO AUTODVTES, OTTEP €Y@ UUAS €AU=

2\ €~ -~ A 7 A 3
TOUY, €Qv UMY OOK@TW 7 XPNMAT®Y 1) aAAOU TOU
4 3 ~ A 3 ~ N3N 8 ~ 7
10 TPOTEPOY €mipeelobaL 1) apeTns, Kol €av OOKDTL Tt
5 A\ 3/ d ’ > ~ 4 s\ L
elvoaw pndév dvres, ovedilere avrols, Gomep €Yo VY,
4 > 3 ~ < ~ \ s/ 4 3 b4
0T OUK ETLUEAODYTAL OV O€L, KOL OLOVTOL TU €ELVOL OUTES
3 N S \ b ~ ~ ’
ovdevos dfwou.  Kkal éav TaUTa TOUITE, Oikoua TETOV-
A s AN S/ € 3 L4 ~ b 14 N L4 e ~
Ows €yw éoopar VY UMDY QUTOS TE KAl OL ULELS.
WAAe yap 70 Gpa amévar, éuol ey amobfavovuéve
15 aAAa yap 707 ope omieval, €Ol L HEVQ,
€ ~ \ ’ o ¢ 14 \ ¢ ~ 3 3 N\
vpiy 8¢ Puooopevors' omoTepoL O qudy EpYOVTAL €L
5/ ~ :18 )\ \ A\ N ~ g C:)
QULELVOY TPAYIG, GONAOY TavTL TANY 1 T Geg.

6. déopar pévroc abréy| Edd. pévrei abrdv déopar, and so all MSS.
except Oxon. But which collocation most exactly suggests the
emphasis required ? The position of uévrov has often to be referred
to a subtle ear. Cf. 31 b, kai el pévrov 7, and Dig. 294.  17. 7]

So edd., rightly. The weight of Oxon. with four other MSS,,
giving e, is diminished by the itacism.

17. whjv ] This combination

is exactly parallel to ax 4.
The two particles enter the

Beopihobis polpas Tervymkévar Tod
pev yap Blov 70  xakemdraroy
améhure kTN

3. ob mdww]| Here, as else-
where, o0 waww marks only a
bare denial: Dig. 139. So-
crates is satisfied with saying,
‘I have no sufficient cause to
be displeased.” His elpwveia
would in no case have suffered
him to say, ‘I am far from
being displeased.’

8. radrd radra hvmotvres] By
plying them unweariedly with
warning and remonstrance.

combination coordinately, in-
troducing the exception to the
preceding universal negative in
their own several ways. mAjw
implies ‘it is known to none,—
saving that [in contradiction
to this] it is known to God;’
#, less harshly, ‘it is known
to none, or however [only] to
God.” SeeDig. 148, and cf. Ar.
Nub. 360, 00 yap &v @ke y im-
akoboapey . . TINgy §j Hpodike.

p- 41.

e

p- 42.

APPENDIX A

To dawuéviov.

TuE word Safpwy was used to denote either deds or a spiritual
being inferior to feds. Its distinctive meaning as applied to either
class is that it denotes such a being in his dealings with men.
From Homer to Plato Suipwr is persistently marked by this mean-
ing’. Aawdwios therefore denotes a connection with divine agency;
and 76 Sayudvior denotes sometimes such an agency, and sometimes
the agent itself. So Aristotle (Rhet. II. xxiii. 8), o Sayudmor 0ddéy
€orw AN ) Beds § * Beod &pyov, and for this distinction we may com-
pare Plato (Phdr. 242 €), & & Zorw domep odv Eore Oeds % i Geloy &
"Epws.  When we read in Xenophon (Mem. I. i. 2), derefpidyro ds
Gain Zoxpdrns 10 dapdviov éavrg onpalverw Sfev 8 kai pdhiord ot
Sokovow altdy alrdoacbar xawd dawudvia elopépew, both senses of the
word are exemplified. Socrates meant by & Sapduor a divine
agency ; Meletus wrested this into the sense of a divine being. In
the Apology Socrates marks the position as a caricature by the
expression érwawpwdoy, and then gives the interpretation consistent
with his own meaning—viz. dawdma mpdyuara. That Socrates is
not speaking of a being is clear from other passages also, as when
be says (Apol. 31 ¢), ér pou Geidy 7u kal Sayudmov yiyverar, or (Phdr.
242 b), 70 Sapdndy Te xal 75 elwbos anpeiov yiyvesbai, or (Euthyd.
2772 ), 70 elwbds anueiov 16 daudmor, or (Theaet. 151 a), 70 yryrduerdy
pov darpdmov.  Nor does Plato, who recognises the common notion

! In Plat. Symp. 202 d — 203 a,
this view of Saiuwr appears very dis-
tinctly, though there, ag the doctrine
held is that 0eds dvfpdmy od uplyvvra,
all pavren is the province of the

daluwy.

? Whence the phrase of Aschines
(ii. 117. p. 70) lows 8¢ kal dawpoviov
Twis éapopréver adTdy mpoaryouévou
is indeterminate,
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of a personal attendant daipwv (Legg. 730 a, Tim. 9o a), evelr,'/ gillve
this name to the phenomenon in question. Even The,ages (a(s Je ex\'
remarks, I1. 65. n. 2) gives no personality to o Batp.’ouw!/. . H dovy
% rob dawpoviov (Theag. 128 e) is ambiguous. Platf)s use is S-OHE:_
times adjectival (e. g. 70 datpdvior onpeiov), and sometnn.es elhptlca,l y
substantival. Grammatically, Xenophon ccfnﬁnes h;.m'self to the
latter use only,—still merely in the signification of a’ d1v1nf>, agency.
Zeller notices that the interpretation of S.ocmtes 3aL;Lo'mov .asba.
being remained peculiar to his accusers (('Bxcero t}"a‘nslatmg‘v 1f3 flr
divinum quiddam, Divin. I. 54, not by genms‘) }m‘ml it was revive
by Plutarch, the Neo-Platonists, and the Christian Fathers.

. . , - 9
What then were the nature and function of this datpdvioy gyueiov t
T.et us first consult Xenophon, in whom the chief passages are

these :
\ .

Mem. L. 1. 2-5, dwrefpidyro yip @s aiy Emkpéi-y]s,-ro Batl.wmon‘l
éavr$ onpalvew’ 8fev 8y kai pdheord pot Bo:ioﬁ,o-w aﬁriw T;;\aa'aa;ea;xa::f
Sapdna elopépew. 6 8¢ 00déy kawdrepoy eloépepe TEY fl v, :)(Tg If
Ty vopilovres olovols Te xpovras kal ¢rpats ’Ka:i. o-v‘,u[ﬁ:)?\ms‘ “K(IL u?;;z’:;
ofroi Te yip dmohapfdvovaw ob Tols I)’pme?g ovﬁ‘e ror;s a'l'raurwu,raf €l "
7& guppéporra Tols pavrevopévols, G\ Tous Beots dud rovrciv 4fu7f1 o -

P -
vew, Kkdxelvos 8¢ oltws évémler. a\N OL',LLEV w):sta'rot fj)av;v Tm’oz T€ 1; '
Spvibav kal T&v dmavrévrey dmorpémectal Te ’l«u WP?TPS:TGO' ac ,pr,aKZ 2
8¢, bomep éylyvookey, oUrws E\eye. TO Batyoiwv ?fap‘egb:y o‘np.:lwefv ¢
oN\ols 7@y Euvévrev mporydpeve T4 pév wowly, Ta B¢ p 7l'j)L€U/, ws"rm.i
Savroviov mpoonuaivovros. ai rois pév mefouévois AT ouvéepe, Tols B¢
pay mebopévots perépehe, ) , )
- /

IV. iii. 12-13, Sol &, &bn, & Zékpares, ¢olkuoww enﬁ gbt?\mmreeou 7]’
Mhaws xpiobar [ol Beol], €& ye pnde E’Trepwrd);jcyolt ) \oov,wiooq;’x;ntléovit
ot & e xpi mowel kal & pf), "OTu ¢ ye a\nbn )\eyio J:ai, m:, (:) )Ev uhrw. :
yvéooy, &v pi dvapévys Eos av tas poppis TEV G’emy 8ps, dAN é€apkj oo
74 pya alrdv opdvre 0éBeobar kal Typdy Tovs Beovs. '

V. viil. 1, pdoxovros adrod o Saiudviov éavrd mpoonualvew & e déow
kel & py 8éo moreiv dmd Tév dikaoTéy kareyvoaln Oavaros. )

1V, viil. 56, "ANA& vy 7ov Ala, Pdvac abréy, & 'Ep;’;éyezzes‘, 7310\77 yov:’
miyepotvros Bpovricar Tis wpds Tols Bz,xaa'n\ts‘d'rro),\o'yms rj’vavnwﬁr{ 70
Satudviov, kai adrds elmev, Oavpactd Néyets, Tov O, Oavpdfets, Ppavar,
el 76 Ocgp Sokel BéhTiov elvar épé TeNevrgy Tov Biov #07 ; )

1V. viil, 11, edoeBis olres doTe pndév dvev Tijs Tév Oeby yyopns Toiew.

Symp. viil. 5, Toré pév 70 Sawpbyior mpopaci{ipevos ob dakéyer poi

Toré & d\\ov Tob éiépevos.
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To which must be added still from the Memorabilia, I. i. 19,
Swkpdrys fryeiro mdvra péy Geods eldévar, 7d e Neydpeva kai mwparrdueva kal
74 ovyf Bovhevdueva, mavraxod O¢ mapelvar kal onpaivew rois dvlpdmwors
mepl Téy dvbpomelowy wdvrov,

Thus we see that Xenophon tells us nothing as to the nature of
Socrates’ Smudmov, save that it was the instrument through which
divine intimations reached him unsolicitedly, He adheres (unless
we admit as his the feod por povy dalverar in § 12 of the Xeno-
phontean Apology) to the expression oquaivew 6 Saudvion, meaning
by this expression (as already said) that rd Sawdmon is but the
instrument, while it is the gods who-are the agents, whence in
other passages we have as equivalent expressions [6eot] mpoanuaivova
(Mem, IV. iii. 12), 75 8¢ Sokei (ib. viii. 6), fedv ywdun (ib. 11). Its
intimations differ from those obtained by pavrucy in being given
spontaneously. Sccrates is represented as having thought himself
singular, as a matter of fact, in possessing this gift. He did not
urge others to seek for a similar sign.  Although he believed (Mem.
L 1. 19) mdvra pév Geods eldévac . . . . mavraxod 8¢ mapeivar kal onuaivew
Tols avbpomois wept TdY dvfpwrnelor mdvrev, he seems either to have
directed others to pmvriy (Mem. 1. i. 6), or the oracle (Cic. de Divin,
i. 54), or to have given them the benefit of his own divine intima-
tions (Mem. I i. 4). He however believed that if others had not
this gift, it was by their own fault (Mem. IV. iii. 13).

‘Wihat its function was according to Xenophon, we gather from
the identification of its province with that of wavrs, which is
defined in Mem. L. 1. 6—9, d\Ad pijv émoler kal rdde mpds Tobs émirpdelovst
Ta pév yap dvaykaia ovveBolileve kal mpdrrew bs evduler dpiot dv mpayi-
var wepl 0¢ 7@y admev Smws dmofjoorro pavTevToucrovs Emeumey € mor=
nréa’ kal rovs pé\hovras olkous Te xal mwékeis kahds olkfoew pavrikis &hn
mpoodeiofa Texrovikoy pév yip §) xahkevrikdy # yewpywdy i dwlpbdrwy
dpxudv 7} &y Towbroy épywy éferaotikdy § NoytaTikdy i} olkovopixdy aTpa-
Trydy yevéoOa, mdvra ta Towira pabiupara xkal dvlpdmov yrbup aiperds
évbiler elvar 1& 8¢ péyiora tév & tolrois ¢y Tobds Beods éavrois kara-
Nelmeafar, by oldév Sijhov elvar Tols dvbpdmots . . . Epy ¢ Seiv & pév pabiv-
Tas mwowly Eokav of feol, pavbivew, & 8¢ py Si\a rols dvbpdmos éori,
wewdofa Our pavrikijs mapa téy Gedv muvbdvesfarr rods Beods yap ols
dv dow hew onpalvew,

This accords with Plato, Apol. 40 a, # elwbvid po papTiky ) TOD
Sdapoviov. It was no such guide in the matter of right and wrong
as conscience is; nor yet an universal oracle to reveal truths of
science or of futurity. Its function was on the one hand practical
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——to pronounce upon & proposed course of action, of whic%x Socrabes
had c;)gnisance, either as himself a party to it or in the mterest.of
his friends—-,on the other hand it pronounced *not on the morality
Lut on the expedicney (in the Socratic sense of what was really f:or
the best) of the proposed course. This would not. exclude fr_om itg
decision moral questions, where the obligation either was obscure
or mainly depended on the consequences. It was not a mere pre-
sontiment, a forehoding of chance misfortune or of chance success,
the mere reflection of a man’s own feelings of happiness or gloom
while in spite of them he carries out his course of action.. It sta.r-npe&.
in Socrates’ belief o definite character of expediency or inexpediency
on the course intended, and he never disobeyed it.

Tn Plato the notable passages are these :—Apol. 31 ¢~d, rotrov
8¢ alridy dory & Dpels épod moNhdxis dunkdare moAhaxod Aéyorros, 87t pot
Ocidy 71 wal datudyioy ylyverar Govy, & 8y «al v Ty ypadn s’mlcmp:n?)&w
WMhyros éypdraro,  éuol 8 roir’ doriv éx mados &pgé}m,yov, gi)mi/lq Tis
yeyvopévn, §) dray yémrat del dmorpémet pe TovTo, O ‘au pekka\) wpr:“r'rew,
mporpémes O¢ oUmoTe, roir Forw § por évavriovTar Ta 7roN\."ru<aA wpa-x:'rew,
40 a=b, 1 yip elofvid po pavriky 7 rod datpoviov év pev TG "n'poc;@eu
xpove warti mdvy wukvy del By Kal wdvy éml gpuKpols éva:)'z‘iovy.ev‘:), t-iz 1',1,
pélhoye pi) Spdds mpafew. vuvi 8¢ EupBéBnré po, dmep Op;lTé K(ll; ax‘)rm{
ravri, & ye &Y olneln v mus kal vopilerar oxara rakdv ewaz.' fpoz,Sle
otire &byt Ewbev olkofev fyavridly T6 T0b feod anpetov, olire r,]Vu(a a,ve-
Bawwoy vravfol énl 7o Swacripiov, otir’ é T$ Néyw oz’;Ba,u[oﬁ péNhorri 1:L
pely kalrow & dNhots Néyous molhayob & pe éméoye )\e‘yovza, flc‘ra,gv.
vuvi 8¢ oddapod mept TalTyy TIv mpagw ot év épyo oldevt ovT “’,)‘07‘{’
fravrioral pot.—Buthyd. 272 e, xard fedv ydp Twa %”rvxov)xaeﬂr)pjuog
vravba, obmep ol pe <les, év T dmoSurnple udvos, kat 70N €v vé fLXOV
dvagrivar  dmorapévov 8 pov éyévero 1O elolds onpeior 76 dawudvio,
i\ ody ékafelopp.—Phdr. 242 b, fviK Euehhoy, &yabé, Tév morapdy
SiaBaivew, 76 Sayubndy Te kal 7o elodos onpeidy pou ylyveoBar éyévero—
del O¢ pe énloyer b &v péMo mpdrrew—, kal Twa Poviy éofa alriber
Grodoar, 7 pe otk €4 dmiévar mpv dv adosiwoepar, S 7L npaprmkdéTa els
+o Ociov.—Alcib. T, init. 103 a~b, robrov 8¢ 75 alrioy yéyover ovk dvfpd-
mewow, ANNG ¢ Sayudriov évavriopa, of o T Stvapw kat Uorepov melae.
yiov 8 émedy) odkére dvavriobrat, olre mposehihvba.  elehmis 8¢ elpt kal 76

s, N I
Nourdw pi) évarriboeofar adrd—Thewet. 151 a, évios pev 70 yiyvipevdy

s Wiggers and Zeller have noticed  Athenian people—is thrown on the
¢his. Remark the contrast in the  divine mission (28 e), the ma.f:t?r of
Apology. The matter of duty—not judgment—to abstain from politics—
4o desert the post of preacher to the  is attributed to the Sawpbrioy (31d),
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por Sdapdrior doxwhie §uveivas dviows & da.~Rep. 496 ¢, 75 & fuérspor
ol dfwov Nyew, 70 dapdviov onpeior § ydp wod T EWhe 3 obdevi vov
&umposfer yéyove. The passages in the Theages consist in part of
parrot-like repetitions of descriptions of the phenomenon culled
from various dialogues, in part of inventions founded on these.

The account in these passages exhibits some additions and varia-
tions as compared with that of Xenophon.

As to the nature of the phenomenon, it is explained to be a sign,
which consists of articulate words, and the use of which corresponds
to the parrcy of other men., If is vepresented as 2 gift almost
peculiar to Socrates, though by him possessed from his childhood
upwards.

Tts function seems somewhat heterogeneous, compared with what
we have found it in Xenophon. Besides giving warnings as to an
intended course of action, it veminds of a duty unperformed (Phdr.);
or an advantage accrues from obeying it, which has no vational
connection whatever with the obedience (Euthyd.). The tales of
the Theages dwell on the marvel exclusively ; yet, while they leave
the ¢ary unconnected with any act of the judgment, they leave
room for supplying such a connection. Plato further tells us that
its function was a negative one-—del dmorpémer mporpérer 8¢ offmore
(Apol). The importance of this limitation shall be considered
presently.

From these data we may now seek to arrive at a conclusion for
ourselves. According to both Xenophon and Plato the fact itself,
which Socrates accounted for by the Saypduior onucior, was a sudden
sense, immediately before carrying a purpose into effect, of the
expediency of abandoning it,—or, Xenophon would add, of prose-
cuting it. Meanwhile we are not bound to accept Socrates’ account
of the cause of this sudden feeling ; first, because he was no psy-
chologist, and, while in his own belief he was merely describing his
own consciousness,—or, as Xenophon says, dawep éylyvooker olire kai

#eye,—he was really importing into his description an inference
of his own; secondly, because he rather diminishes the weight of
his own testimony for us, not merely by his attention to dreams
{Pheedo 6o e), but more by his absolute faith in pavry and its use
in obtaining for others the same divine guidance which he obtained
unasked through the onueior ; and, thirdly, because while he believed
himself to have detected divine agency here, he was perfectly un-
conscious of it in its more ordinary province, as the author of «all
holy desires, all good counsels, and all just works.” If, then,
I
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declining Socrates’ account, we are disposed to refer the pheno-
menon to ordinary psychological causes, we can do so satisfactorily,
provided we confine our attention to Xenophon’s account alone.
All Xenophon’s motices of it encourage the view, that it was a
quick exercise of a judgment informed by knowledge of the sub-
ject, trained by experience, and inferring from cause to effect
without consciousness of the process. In a mind so purified by
temperance and self-knowledge, so single of purpose and unper-
turbed by lower aims, endowed with such powerful natural faculties,
especially those of observation and of causality, the ability to fore-
cast and forejudge might become almost an immediate sense. But
it must be confessed that some of the features in Plato’s account
are a little embarrassing to this view. The singularity ascribed by
Plato (Rep. 496 c¢) to the gift need not rank among these diffi-
culties, since Xenophon mentions it as a singular characteristic of
Socrates (Mem. IV. viil. 11) that he was ¢pdupos bore ) Stapap-
rdvew kplvoy 74 Bekrio kal & xelpo, pndé dov wpoadeicbar AN atrdp-
kys elvar mpds iy Tobrev yvdow, which is the rationalised description
of this very phenomenon. But the statement that Socrates enjoyed
the gift from his earliest days is not fully consistent with the
explanation just put forward,—with any consideration, that is, of
the effect of observation, experience, moral training, or habit of
mind. Again, as we have seen, two of the instances of the occur-
rence of the onueior which are related in Plato preclude the expla-
nation of an act of judgment. It is no judgment, however pene-
trating, which recalls Socrates from the stream he had purposed
crossing and brings him back to Pheedrus, or which forbids him to
leave his seat just before the fortuitous entrance of Euthydemus
and his companions. If we are to accept these features as his-
torical, we must give up all attempt to rationalise the phenomenon
at all, and fall back upon Socrates’ own account as final. But, first,
we have seen that there are reasons against accepting his account,
and, secondly, against the historical probability of these two instances
stands the fact that, thoughparalleled in Plutarch, they are unlike
any other instances given by Xenophon and Plato; for (setting
aside the Theages as apocryphal) in all the other instances it is
implied that the course of action forbidden by the warning is pre-
judicial, not through its fortuitous consequences, but through some-
thing amiss in itself, and that the course upon which the agent is
thrown back leads to the good result by a chain of means and not
by a chain of accidents.
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‘We must therefore adopt the alternative which involves less
considerable difficulties, and regard Plato as less faithful than Xeno-
phon in his illustration of the phenomenon. It is not difficult to
suppose that by tracing it back to Socrates’ boyhood nothing more
may be intended than that his memory did not serve him to indi-
cate the first beginning of those habits of observation and that
moral and mental training from which the faculty grew. And as
to the heterogeneous instances of warnings given by it, since as
individual instances they are certainly inventions, part of the
machinery of the dialogues in which they stand, it is doing no
violence to Plato’s genius to suppose, that as an inventor he has
not scrupled to travesty the character which belonged to the actual
and serious use of the gift, and to extend its operation playfuily
into the domain of chance.

There remains to be noticed in Plato’s account the well-known
restriction of ré daudvior to negative functions. In describing the
sign as a voice, Plato adds (Apol. 31d), dei dmorpémer pe roiro & dv péNe
wpdrrew mporpémes 8¢ otmore.  One difficulty lies in the nature of the
case. What kind of divine communication or what kind of judg-
ment could that be which yielded only negative utterances? Cer-
tainly no act of judgment could be such: the same penetration
which could discern the inexpediency of a course of action would
serve for the discerning of the more expedient alternative. A divine
communication might be imagined under any self-imposed restric-
tion; still the restriction would, in proportion to its arbitrariness,
discredit yet more this hypothesis, which we have already seen
reason to abandon. Another difficulty lies in the conflict of testi-
mony as to this peculiarity. Xenophon attributes to the sign an
approving as well as disapproving force (Mem. IV. viii. 1, ¢doxovros
abrod 7o Saybvior éavr§ mpoonpalvew & Te Séov kai & py déor mowelv: cf.
1. 1. 4, as quoted above). Cicero (De Divin. i. 54) simply echoes
Plato. Plutarch (De Socr. Deem. c. 11. p.1015), agreeing with
Xenophon, represents the sign as kwAfov §) kehetov,

These are the two difficulties which have to be met. No attempt
has been made to meet the first: the second has been met by
swallowing the first whole, and supposing Xenophon to be in error in
not distinguishing the actual communication made by the sign, and
the inference which Socrates made from it, and which might (as in
Apol. 40 a) be positive. But we shall meet both difficulties by
some such explanation as the following. As to the reconcilement
of authorities, when Plato makes Socrates say del dmorpéme: pe, he

I2
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describes it by its most perceptible act, for its coincidence with an
existing purpose would be superfluous and little noticeable. It was
only when the presentiment ran counter to his will that Socrates
became distinctly conscious of it. An illustration of this oversight
occurs in the statement of some moderns concerning conscience,
that it has only a negative function,——as if there were no such
thing as “ an approving conscience.” In this case also the origin of
the misstatement is the same, the more acute and marked cha-
racter of the negative function. Thus it is the statement of Plato
which needs to be supplemented, while that of Xenophon, so far
from needing qualification, is alone commensurate with the common
sense of the case. As to the fact to which Plato’s notice points,
the words mporpéme: 8¢ otmore would seem not to be an idle tautology,
a reiteration of what we have seen to be a defective statement, but
to mark another feature in the case. The Voice was no impulse ;
it did not speak to the will, but had a critical or reflexive function ;
it did not contribute to form a purpose, but pronounced judgment
on a purpose already in being. Motives, on the other hand, impel
the will always in some direction; they cannot be negative. Thus
the setting forth the first part of the statement on the negative side
only is justified in a way by the antithesis. And the meaning of
the two clauses together is, that the Voice is a reflexive judgment on
purposed actions, but does not supply motives of action’

The fact which 7o daudmor represented was an unanalysed act of
judgment,—not on a principle, but on a particular course of action
already projected; not-on the morality of this, but on its expe-
diency in the Socratic sense of the term. It was xperich, Dot ém-
rakrwch.  Whatever connection it might really have with the springs
of the will would certainly be left out of the statement by one who
could identify virtue with knowledge. It was Socrates’ substitute
for pavruch. This implies that in the province where men are wont
to supplement the failure of penetration by external preternatural
aids, Socrates refused, for himself, such irrational expedients, and
found, in many instances at least, a guide within himself. But to
this guide, being (as we have seen) the outcome of an assemblage of
unanalysed processes of thought and judgment, he in all good faith
gave a religious name. His mental acts, so far as he could unravel
them, were his own, were human ; beyond his ken they were divine ;
and what really was of the nature of an immediate critical sense
seemed to him an immediate inspiration.

No Christian would be startled by a view which recognised every
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part of his mental processes as performed in dependence on God,—
nor on the other hand would he be shocked to hear them spoken
of as independently and properly his own. So long as each view
reached the whole way, he would be satisfied with it, and would
comprehend it. What Socrates did was to halve each of these
views, and to speak of his mental processes as human up to the
point where he could still follow them,—beyond that as divine.



