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PREFACE.

HE present edition of the Euthyphro is intended to

be uniform with my editions of the Apology and
the Crito. I have tried to shew in the Introduction
that a thorough examination of the Euthyphro forms an
excellent training for the study of Plato’s more profound
and complex dialogues: and with this end in view, I
have spared no effort to make my exposition of Plato’s
style and doctrine as complete as possible.

The text is based on Schanz’s collation of B and T,
the few cases where I have departed from these manu-
scripts being noted in the commentary. In writing the
notes, I have derived considerable help from the anno-
tated editions of Fritzsche and Wohlrab, but above all
from that of Schanz, whose work in this department
proves him as great in exegesis as he is patient and
trustworthy in collating manuscripts. For the Introduc-
tion, Fritzsche’s Prolegomena and Bonitz’s Platonische
Studien have been of the greatest service. I hope
however to have contributed a good deal that is new
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in the interpretation both of the text and subject matter ‘
of the dialogue. - ) '
I am indebted to my friends Mr Neil of Pembroke, |
Mr Platt of Trinity, and Mr Headlam of Trinity Hall, (
for kindly reading through the sheets and contributing ‘
many valuable suggestions. l
|
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EMMANUEL COLLEGE,
CAMBRIDGE,
Fanuary 21, 1892,




INTRODUCTION.

§ 1. On the leading motsve of the Euthyphro.

IN the well-known passage of the Pbaedrus?,
where Plato weighs the rival claims of spoken and
written discourse, it is said that the philosopher will
write books for amusement (radids xdpw), as well as
to provide a treasury of memories and suggestions
for himself when he shall have reached “oblivion’s
old age”, and for all who follow the same trail.
Generally however, even a single dialogue of Plato
shews a great complexity of motive. Playful person- ntermix-
alities, veiled eulogies on his master Socrates, logical :’l‘: "rg; i
inquiries, ethical and metaphysical doctrine, are fused Piato’s
into one whole by his unsurpassed dramatic skill, #%a/ogues-
Regarding as he did written discourse as thé image of
words spO en (rov Tob elddros Adyov Aéyers {@vra xal
éuyruxov, ov b yeypappévos eldwlov av e Aéyorro Sikalws®),
Plato end!.;woured to communicate to the image
something of the variety and vivacity of actual conver-
sation: 8etv wdvra Adyov domwep {Gov cuvestdvar odpd
7L &ovra alrdv alrol, dore prre dxépalov elvar prfre

1a276D. ? Phaedr. 276 A.
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amovy, dAAG uéoa Te éxaw xal dxpa, wpérovr' dAAjAos
xal 7 GAg yeypappéva'.

The dialogue called ‘Euthyphro’ was intended
less for amusement, than as a finger-post to point the
way mavri 1 Tavrov ixvos perwvr.. Though by no
means deficient in character-drawing and general
dramatic vivacity, it is in this respect inferior to

The com-  dialogues like the Phaedrus or Euthydemus. The ac-
‘fz;;;;':;}, cessories of scene and setting are very simple: as in
of the the Crito, only two actors appear upon the stage. But
Euthyphro . . . .
yenders it the very simplicity of its structure renders the work
valuable as all the more suitable as an introduction to the more
;cht,:",', serious study of Plato. For while the artistic unity
Platonic  and brilliant colouring of the most finished dialogues
study, frequently make it difficult to discover the germ of
positive teaching which lies latent in them, in the
Euthyphro, on the other hand, it is comparatively
easy to see what Plato meant to say: in spite of more
than one false start, and much wandering through
QM"}' " ‘devious byways, we come at last within clear view of
the summit, though it still remains unscaled. The
lesson learned in unravelling the Euthyphro may be
afterwards made use of to disentangle the more
complex dialogues. And besides this training in
method, the careful student of the Euthyphro will be
) introduced to many logical problems that continually
;?ff%{ reappear in the more elaborate dialogues of Plato:
shadows while even more clearly than in any other of the
Zl;e[{z;z'y Socratic dialogues, he will see the doctrine of Adyot
andis  transforming itself into the theory of ldeas. If we
thoroushly add to this, that the diction of the Euthyphro pos-
in style. sesses all the marks of Plato’s style in dialogue,

1 Phaedr. 264 c.
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except that it is simpler, we shall admit that a
thorough examination of the dialogue will form a
fitting preparation for a more comprehensive study
of Plato’s style and doctrine'.

It will facilitate the proper apprehension of the
meaning of the Euthyphro to describe as clearly as
possible the progress of the dialogue.

Socrates, going to the King’s Porch in connection Argument
with the indictment preferred against him by Meletus, ;fz;l’z‘gm_
is met by Euthyphro. In reply to Euthyphro’s
wondering question as to why he had so far left his
usual haunts, Socrates rapidly describes the accusa- 7. intro-
tion and alludes to his accuser in no flattering terms, dwtion-
His resentment is shared by Euthyphro, who sees in
the prosecution something of the same spirit of
secularism that leads the Athenian assembly to deride
his own deliverances on things divine. ‘Just so’, says
Socrates: ‘you they deride, but me they prosecute: I
suppose because I teach my wisdom, whereas you
keep yours to yourself’. Euthyphro hopes that all
will end well with Socrates’ trial as he thinks it will
with his own (Chapters I—III).

It is now the turn of Socrates to ask and of
Euthyphro to answer. In reply to Socrates’ questions,
Euthyphro says that he is about to prosecute his own
father for manslaughter. Socrates is horrified, or

" 11 am glad to see that Dr Franz Lauczizsky (in the Zeit-
schrift fiir osterreichische Gymnasien Vol. XL 3. p. 274) also
regards the Euthyphro as ‘eine fruchtbare und lohnende Schul-
lectiire’, chiefly on account of the <lear and emphatic way in
which the Socratic doctrine of concepts is presented and illus-
trated. Wohlrab’s Euthyphro for schools has now reached a
third edition (1887).
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pretends to be: and his horror is not lessened when
Euthyphro narrates the circumstances on which the
charge rests. A day-labourer, in a paroxysm of
drunken rage, had killed a slave belonging to Euthy-
phro’s father. He was put in chains and thrown into
a pit, till directions as to his treatment should come
from Athens. In the meantime he died. Euthyphro
Is so confident in the correctness of his views of
holiness_ and unholiness that heedless of the remon-
strances of his family he resolves to prosecute his
father (Chapter IV). As one who is himself accused
of impiety, Socrates professes himself eager to be
taught by Euthyphro the true nature of holiness and
its opposite, so as either to prove to Meletus that he
is not guilty of impiety, or to induce him to attack
Euthyphro the teacher first (Chapter V).

What, asks Socrates, is holiness and unholiness?
Euthyphro answers (1): Holiness is to do what 1
am_doing _now: unholiness is not so to do. See
how Zeus treated his guilty father Cronus! But

Socrates expresses his disbelief in such legends as

dishonourable to the gods, hinting that perhaps that
is why he is put upon his trial (Chapter VI).
Postponing the inquiry into the truth of such tales,
Socrates directs his attack upon the definition given
by Euthyphro and has no difficulty in shewing that it

errs by putting one special instance in place of the .

general quality. Perceiving the mistake, Euthyphro
offers an amended definition (2): what is

definition. the gods is holy, what is not dear, unholy (Chapter

VII).
In assailing this definition, Socrates points out
that there are gods and gods: and as in the allusion
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to Zeus and Cronus it has already been admitted
that they have differences, different gods will differ
from each other just on those points on which men
differ among themselves, viz. on such questions as
what is honourable and what is just: and since they
will love what they think honourable, it follows that
they will love different things, so that one and the =
same thing will be both holy and unholy (Chapter
VIII). For example, the conduct of Euthyphro in
prosecuting his father may commend itself to one god, -
and not to another: in which case it will be unholy .
no less than holy. To Euthyphro’s objection that
all the gods will agree in thinking that the doer of
unrighteous manslaughter should be punished, Socrates
replies that the point at issue in such a case, with gods
as well as with men, will be ‘Is the manslaughter
righteous or not?’ So that they will still differ none
the less (Chapter IX). How can Euthyphro shew that
all the gods hold the manslaughter committed by his
father to be unrighteous? Euthyphro pretends that he
could give the proof if time allowed: the judges shall
have it, if they will but hear him (Chapter X). After
Euthyphro has thus for the first time shirked the
issue, he is allowed by Socrates to restate his second
definition in the corrected form which the inquiry has
shewn to be necessary. “Holiness”, he now says, Zhird
“is (3) what a// the gods love, unholiness what all the %/t
gods hate™. With this ends Chapter XI.

The third definition is refuted in the course of
the two following chapters. Socrates proves that it
is only an accident of piety to be beloved of the gods:
whereas a definition should state, not the accident,
but the essence of a notion. A brief interlude follows,
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in which Euthyphro complains of the unsettling
character of Socrates’ dialectic.

Presently, with a view to attaining a more satis-
factory definition, Socrates himself puts forward a
suggestion: Is all that is right holy, or is all that is
holy right, but only part of that which is right holy?
Euthyphro is unable to catch the meaning of the
question, until by an exercise in the conversion of
propositions it is made clear to him (Chapters XII—
XIII). '

The question still remains what part of that which
is right is to be identified with holiness? Euthyphro’s
solution is (4): “ Piety and Holiness are that part-of.

rectltude _which_is concerned with. the.case—of-the -
~ (Chapter XIV).

In criticising this definition, the first object of
Socrates is to determine what meaning is to be assigned
to the word ‘care’. That it is not the care which
results in benefit to the gods, making them better, he
agrees: it is rather such care as is shewn by slaves to
their masters—imyperuaj mis epameia (Chapter XIII).

But even now the definition is not clear. Servants, .

working under their masters, produce some definite
result: what result does the pious man produce,
working under the gods? What do the gods produce,
when they make use of us as their servants? To this
question Euthyphro returns only the vague reply
“many beautiful things”, thus for the second time
shirking the issue: when further pressed, he evades
the point and declares (5) that “if one knows how

to say and do what js_ acceptabBlE35-the gods in-<

a course of conduct is the salvatlon both of private
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—_homes and public communities: whereas the opposite

of what is acceptable to the gods is impious, and
. overthrows and Tuins €verything “ (Chapter XVI).

Socrates first points-out that Euthyphro has evaded
the issue: afterwards, taking his definition as equiva-
lent to the notion that “holiness is the knowledge of
how to sacrifice and how to pray”, he interprets this
as ‘“the knowledge of how to ask from the gods
and give to the gods aright” (Chapter XVII). In
other words, Holiness is the art of merchandise
exercised between gods and men. What benefit, then,
do the gods derive from the gifts we give them? In
Euthyphro’s opinion, none: our gifts to the gods are
acceptable to them, nothing more. And Euthyphro
admits that if acceptable, they must be dear, thus
reverting to the second definition, which has already
been refuted (Chapter XVIII).

In the two remaining chapters, Socrates twits
Euthyphro with even greater unsteadiness in argument
than himself, and parts from him with an expression
of deep regret that one so wise should be so niggardly
of his wisdom.

From this analysis of the dialogue, it is clear that
the Euthyphro falls into three parts, the two first of
which are followed by a kind of transitional episode,
and the last by a sort of valediction.

The structure of the dialogue is therefore as Zéume.
follows:

t

I. Introduction, with transitional chapter: I—V.

1I. Suggestions coming from Euthyphro, followed
by an interlude on the bewildering nature of
the Socratic method: VI—middle of XIII.
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III. A suggestion by Socrates, and its dialecti-
cal development, with two concluding chap-
ters: XIII—XX. .

Without going so far as to assert that there can be
no positive teaching in the second division of the
dialogue, we can hardly be wrong in looking for the
most valuable result in the last section, seeing that it
is introduced by Socrates. In the Theaetetus (184 B
foll.), one of the most important doctrines of the
whole dialogue, the power of the soul to cognize things
by herself, independently of the senses, is introduced
by Socrates and not by Theaetetus. Nevertheless,
on a first inspection of this part of the dialogue,
it may seem that there is no definite result attained
even here: and, as we shall see later, Schleiermacher,
in company with other critics, has taken this view.
But on a closer examination, we shall find at least one
question of the first importance to which Euthyphro
returns no precise answer, and if we can find in our
dialogue some unrefuted hints of the true answer, we
shall be justified in regarding these as the key to the
conception of piety contained in the Euthyphro.
The principle of interpretation, that whatever remains
unrefuted in a Platonic dialogue contains the key to its
Dositive teaching, a principle consistently-applied by
Bonitz in his Platonische Studien, would seem to
have the countenance of Plato himself in the Gorgias
where he sums up the teaching of the dialogue in
these words (527 B): otk xere amodeifar s Sei dAAov

. -~ v ~
Twa Blov Gjv 1 Todrov Somep kai keioe Paiverar ovppé-

pov, AN’ &v TodovTots Adyots TGV GAAwy éNeyxo-
rd 4 ° > ~ ¢ ’ ¢ /

pévov pdvos oltos Npepet o Adyos, ws edlafnréov

éore 70 adikelv paAhov 4 70 ddikeiofas, kai wavros paAlov
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dvdpl pelernréov ob 70 Soxelv elvar ayafov aAAd 7o elvar,
xai i8lp xal dnuoois. Applying this canon to the
Euthyphro, we have first to note what questions are
left partly or entirely unanswered in our dialogue.
There is only one, but that of first-rate importance,
the question in 13 E: elmt &) mpos Aus, 7{ woré
éorw éxelvo 10 wayxkalov &pyov, & ol feol dwepydfovrar
uiv vmpérars xpopevor; The question is presently °
repeated in 14 A: 7{ 8¢ &) rdv woMGV Kxal kaAdv
& oi feol dwepydlovrar; T{ 70 KkepdAawy éoTe Tis
épyacias; Once more Euthyphro evades the point:
and, as if to make it clear beyond dispute that
in the answer to this question lies the true con-
ception of Holiness, Socrates in 14 B—c reproaches
Euthyphro in these words: dAAd ydp od mpdfupos
pe € dddfar- Sjlos el+ xal ydp viv émedy éx’
adr@ foba, dwerpdmov: & el dmexplve, ikavdgs
v 89 mapd cod Tyv oodtyra épepalbiiy. It
may be added that as early as 1820 Socher (iiber
Platons Schriften p. 62) saw that in this unanswered
question lies the key to our dialogue: among more
recent writers, Bonitz', Lechthaler’, Fritzsche?®, and
with some modifications, Wohlrab*, hold the same
view. ’

It is much more difficult to discover how Plato
would himself have answered the question here ad-

1 Platonische Studien?® pp. 227—242.

3 Die doibrys (Frommigkeit) bei Platon mit Riicksicht auf
Schaarschmidt’s Athetese des Dialogs Euthyphron (pp. 46—47).
Meran 1879.

3 Prolegomena ad Euthyphronem p. 147.

¢ Platons Euthyphron fiir den Schulgebrauch. erklirt p. g.

In the third and last edition (1887) Wohlrab accepts Bonitz’s
view unreservedly.

A. EU. 2



The
unrefuled
statemenls
in the Eu-
thyphro.

xiv INTRODUCTION.

dressed to Euthyphro. If we confine ourselves in the
first instance to indications contained in the Euthy-
phro, we shall attain only to the conception of piety
as a mweﬂ%m&fpm-
ductive of somea} ifafTesult rdyxalov
épyov 13 E). In the same view Socrates in 14 E
remarks that we have no good thing, which does not
come from the gods (od8ev ydp juiv éorw dyabov, &
dv pn éelvor 86ow). Viewing these passages in con-
nection with Socrates’ emphatic rejection of legends
imputing wicked conduct to the gods (6 a foll.), we
may take it as established that whatever the joint

_&yov of gods and men_mayhi&; it will be comething—

altogether good. Farther than this, there seems to be
no- hint-in- the Euthyphro of the true answer to
Socrates’ question. Wohlrab' can hardly be right in
supposing that 14 B contains the secret: for, although
Socrates does not refute the statement that holiness
‘conserves private houses and public communities’,
yet he does refute the notion (upon which this remark
of Euthyphro’s depends) that piety is the knowledge
of how to sacrifice and how to pray.

"The Thost that can be elicited from the Euthyphro
in the way of positive teaching as to piety is that piety

cowmwnwf
sqme good result not specified. I say ‘under God’,
because there seems to_be an underlying note of
mopotheism jn Socratesurefusal to.allow that gods can
quarrel among themselves, Throughout the argument
in 7 A—8 A, Socrates is most careful to shew that the
hypothesis of differences in opinion between gods and
gods, on which he refutes the definition of Euthyphro,
1 Lc. p. 9 (edition of 1880).

’ N
! -
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-is Euthyphro’s own hypothesis: he is refuting Euthy-

L

phro upon his own ground.

It was no small achievement to have brought
the investigation even so far as to have asked the
one vital question: & 8¢ Tols evmopiicar Bovlouévors
wpodpyov 70 damopficar kalds, as Aristotle says'. But
unless we regard every dialogue of Plato as in itself
a whole, to be studied quite apart from the others,
it becomes our duty to inquire whether Plato has 7kes are
furnished any answer to the problem in any other "iz’:ﬁ%y
dialogues. The conception of man as the dpyavov of in otker
the gods is far from rare in Plato®: but it is less easy #/a/gwes-
to discover what precise result the gods and pious
men produce in common. Bonitz has correctly solved
the question as follows. Reminding us that Plato in
all his dialogues invariably ascribes perfect goodness —
to God? and comparing passages of such a tenor with
the slight indications of the nature of the &yov given
in the Euthyphro itself, he infers that the true Platonic
definition of Piety, as sketched in the Euthyphro, and
filled in elsewhere, is ‘perfect morality, only % suck
a form, that man 5 conscious of Oeing thereby l/lt]
auxiliary organ of ke divine wo?kmg”.—ﬁ other
words, Piety is conceived of as a virtue that transcends
and ng
virtues. It is the knowledge of the good or God
translated /into_the field of action: and_is not_to be
sepw, as expressed in ouoi-
wots 0§ xard 70 Swvarov (Theaetetus 176 B), érecla

fep and the like.

. 1 Met. B. 1 9952 27.
? See note on 13 D.
8 Rep. 11 379 B. Timaeus 29 E et al.
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This conception of piety suggests two reflections.

Two refic-  In the first place it is equivalent to an asser:
tionsom the tion of

view of the unity of the virtues. Piety includes all
Picty pre- other_virtues because it is the knowledge of the
;;’:’qu’l’;y gommm the
phro. It knowledge of good and evil, is represented as iden-
;;’el’f:";t(;) tical with the whole of virtue'. And besides many
of virtucin particular hints throughout the Euthyphro of the
kmowledge: ypity of virtue in knowledge, it is implied in the

dramatic setting of the dialogue that, being know-

ledge, piety may be taught by Euthyphro to Socrates.

(2) the In the second place, the notion of man’s working
communily

o God "~ In commay with Dod has lts root In the ruly Grpek
and man. idea wﬂlﬂy. As is
pointed out in the notes, this 1dea runs throughout a
considerable part of the argument of our dialogue.
In arguing that if gods differ among themselves, they
will differ exactly on those points which arouse dis-
* sension among men (7 D), and again, when Socrates
clears up Euthyphro’s confusion about the precise
point on which the gods join issue in discussing a case
of manslaughter, the latent major premise might be
expressed in the words which Lucian® puts into the
mouth of Heraclitus®: 7{ 8ai oi @vfpwmor; feol Gvyrol.
7{ 8al ol Oeol; dvfpwmor dbdvaro.. Only -in respect
of immortality and superior power are the gods
different from mankind: they will work together as
members of one household, whether we regard them
as standing to one another in the relation of master

1 Laches 199 E: cf. Charmides 174 D, Alcibiades 11 146 E
foll. ’
# Vitarum Auctio § 14.
8 Cf. Her. Frag. 67 (ed. Bywater).
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and slave’, or children of a common stock, as
Hesiod " does or Pindar®, when he sings & avdpav, &
Oedv yévos: éx pids 8¢ wvéopev patpos appdrepot.

§2. TZhe d-eﬁnition.r of Piety contained in the
Euthyphro.

Besides the leading conception of holiness as a
co-working with God, it is worth while to direct some
attention to the minor definitions. For the interlo- Special
cutors in Plato are for the most part types both of his ;}’7,::””"
contemporaries and of men in general: what they refuted
say is intended to represent a certain attitude of “nH#ons:
mind. .

The first definition advanced by Euthyphro need 7%e first,
not in itself detain us, since it is in reality no defini-
tion, any more than Theaetetus’ account of knowledge
as mathematics, shoemaking etc. (Theaet. 146 c—b),
or the other abortive attempts at defining which meet
us in the Hippias Major, Laches and elsewhere®*,

But it is important from the manner in which Euthy-
phro supports his view. He appeals to Zeus, who
himself put his own father in chains for wrongfully
devouring his offspring: and in this appeal he finds
a sanction for his own conduct. Now it would seem
that these and similar legends were in Plato’s time

1 Euthyphro 13 D.

? Works and Days 108. Compare also Frag. 187 (ed.
Gottling): éwval ydp Té7e daires Eoav, Evvol 8¢ Bbwiol dfavdroiae
Oeotor xarabrrols 7' dvfpuwwois. Aeschylus too in Sept. 238
makes the chorus address the gods as fellow-citizens.,

3 Nem. VI I.

4 See note on Ch. vi ad init.
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and earlier cited to give countenance to deeds which

the morality of the day condemned. This might be

done either sophistically, as by the Unjust Cause in the

Clouds (9o4 foll.), or conscientiously and with reli-

gious faith, as when the Eumenides' defend them-

selves for leaving Agamemnon’s doom unheeded by
reminding Orestes that Zeus put his own aged father

in chains. As for Euthyphro, there is nothing in-

sincere or sophistical about his manner of using the

legend. To him all these legends are true: he is in

fact the quintessence of consistent orthodoxy. He

differs from the Athenians on the one hand by not

only believing the national theology but letting it
influence his life and conduct: on the other hand,

Socrates and he are still further apart, inasmuch as

\ Socrates goes so far as to disbelieve the theology of

in the dis- his country. And here one of the subsidiary motives
Z‘;ﬁ;" o of our dialogue is seen to be at work—the apologetic
Plato con- motive, as we may call it. Socrates had been accused
;’;’;’,‘L‘l’” _of heterodoxy——that is, of treason, according to the
Socrates  ancient view—and of corrupting the youth. In par-
{;“’l’fgﬁ} ticular he was blamed for setting sons against their
treason”  fathers. Plato replies by giving us a picture of active
f:;;:;' and consistent orthodoxy in the person of Euthyphro.
the youtk. ‘It is as if he had said: ‘““After all, you Athenians are
not consistent: the creed which you theoretically

believe you do not carry out in practice. If you

would see what your creed leads to, look-at Euthy-

phro: in living out his religion, which is yours, he
becomes unfilial in his own person, to the extent of
prosecuting his own father for manslaughter: it is

your own religion that is the traitor, for its consistent

1 Eum. 640—641.
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believers are worse than useless to the state (3 c—Db).
The fact is, you do not really believe your national
creed, otherwise you would approve of Euthyphro:
why then do you prosecute Socrates for seeking to
replace your indifference by some new faith?” It
was of course no new thing to protest against a
theology which ascribed to the gods deeds of which
men might be ashamed. Since Xenophanes wrote
his well-known censure on Homer and Hesiod (wdvra
Oeols dvébyxav "Ounpos @ ‘Holodds e dooa mwap’ dv-
Opumowrwy oveldea xai Yoyos éorlv, k\émrew poryeew
Te xal dAMijAovs amarevewv'), it had been a common-
place with Pindar, Aeschylus, and other writers of a
lofty moral tone?, to urge that goodness must needs
be one of the divine attributes, but in the character
of Euthyphro Plato goes even further, and makes it
clear that an active faith in the old theology was 7
incompatible with what the ordinary public opinion
of Athens pronounced to be right conduct: Athens
had in fact outgrown her faith. And as Plato like his
master hated nothing more than idle acquiescence in
an jnert Adyos, he desired to make the Athenians feel
that the old religion was virtually dead, so as to
pave the way for a higher creed. 4
Euthyphro’s second definition may best be con- 74e second

sidered along with the third, which is but an amended ggrre,
form of the same underlying conception. The view
that Holiness is what is dear to the gods, would have
been accepted by most of the Greeks. ‘Beloved of
the gods’ was an epithet of the truly pious and vir-
tuous man. Adlxawos avijp, asks Socrates in the Philebus

1 Ap. Sext. Emp. adv. Math. 1X 193.
? See Nigelsbach’s Nachhomerische Theologie p. 45 fi.
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(39 E) xai edoeBrs xal dyafos wdvrws dp’ od Oeodplsjs
éori; and in the first Alcibiades (134 D) we read
Sialws piv ydp wpdrrovres kal cwpdvws ¥ Te xai 7
woMs Geop LA s wpdfere. It was probably the popular
conception of piety. In his preliminary-criticism of
the definition, Socrates is really arguing against poly-
In discuss- theism. On the assumption of a plurality of gods, it
fg’;f,%i‘ is useless to say that what is dear to the gods is holy,
m ke since one god will love what another hates: but if the
theism of divine nature is ome, then it will be constant in its
hiscreed,  likes and dislikes, and, so far, the definition may still
hold good. Here therefore we have a distinct allusion
to the underlying monotheism of the Socratic creed:
but the doctrine is not explicitly stated and hardly
goes beyond the common usage of 70 feiov, 70 Sar-
poviov and the like, so often used in referring to the
divine power as shewing itself in the government of
the world.

After conceding the difficulty as to a plurality of
and dis-  gods, Socrates attacks the definition in earnest, and
;’;’:ﬁ,“ﬁf” proves it inadequate even on a monotheistic creed,
Srom inasmuch as it puts a wdfos in place of the odoia.
essence.  This is probably the earliest place in Greek literature

where the distinction of wdfos and odola is clearly
recognised (11 A). Nor is this the only contribution
Other con- to logic in our dialogue. The exercise in the con-
:;’f:g’;{”’:; version of propositions shewing that although all ai8ds
the Euthy- is at the same time 3éos, yet the converse is not true
phro. (12 A ff.), doubtless had some value in an age when
logic was still young. Moreover, the manner in
which the notion of 8ixawov is subdivided into dowov
and another unknown quantity, with a view to reach-
ing a definition (12 A), is suggestive of the dwlpeois
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‘which is so constantly employed in Plato’s later
dialogues : while in the form of definition required
by Socrates in 12 D 3¢t 8y 7pds, os dowxev, éfevpelv
70 wolov pépos dv eln Tob dikalov 70 Gowov, we have a
clear recognition of the principle of defining per genus
et differentiam. We may therefore infer that one of
the subsidiary purposes of our dialogue is to be a
lesson in logic.

It has already been shewn that in the develop-
ment of Socrates’ suggestion about the relation
between 8ikatov and dowov lies the most valuable part
of the positive teaching of the Euthyphro. We may
therefore pass on to Euthyphro’s fifth effort: Holiness Z%e fifh
is the knowledge of how to sacrifice and how to pray. ‘r{:ﬁ;’:",‘:;:
In effect, as Socrates proves, there is nothing but the se sacer-
second definition elaborated in detail : it is therefore fj‘l‘:‘:];:;’;'
instructive to observe how Euthyphro, dizzy from the
effect of Socrates’ logic, takes refuge in crooning over
to himself the sacerdotal view of religion with which
his profession had made him familiar. As a pro-
fessional pavris Euthyphro cannot shake himself clear
of the mantic stand-point. His theology is correctly
described as a sort of éuwopucj : it conceives of gods
and men as bound by a compact to give and take
reciprocally’. There is no hint of the importance of
true devotion in the soul of the worshipper, such as
Socrates always inculcated. 8dpa feovs welfe, ddp’
aidolovs Pac\jjas® was the cornerstone of Euthy-
phro’s creed. And it is just this view of religion
which marks him out as essentially the representative

1 Cf. Aristotle Eth. Nic. 1v 1123* 7 32 3Gpa 7ois dvalipacw

&xes 71 Spocor.
3 Hes. Frag. 180 ed. Gottling.
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of active Greek orthodoxy : there could be no greater
mistake than to take Euthyphro as a type of fhe dis-
believing Athenians of his day. That sacrifice was a
gift, almost a bribe to the gods (originally the gods’
food'), was so thoroughly recognised in the Greek
religion as to have passed into a proverb®. The senti-
ment was only a natural outcome of the view that
gods and men are one in kind—an idea which we
have already seen to be a distinctive feature of the
Hellenic faith.

Summary.  The results of the preceding investigation may be
thus summed up. The main purpose of the Euthyphro
lswwlﬁﬁw}emMy
than was possible under the most orthodox belief in
the old Greek religion. As secondary motives, there
is first and foremost a desire to defend tes by
shewjng that orthodoxy if active and not quiescent
was We family and the state than
the heterodoxy of Socrates: there are also indications
of a wish to improve the occasion by imparting some
lessons in logic. The rejected definitions are valuable
as shewtng different points of view characteristic of
the Greek religion, above all, the belief in a common
origin and common interests for gods and men.

§ 3. On Euthyphro.

Euthyphro  Nothing is known for certain about Euthyphro as
is known . .

tous only 2 historical person except what we learn from Plato.
from The statements of later authors rest entirely upon his

Pato. authority.

1 Article Sacrifice in Encycl. Brit.
2 Eur. Med. 964 welfewr ddpa xai feods Néyos.
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1t is argued, indeed, by Bergk (De Reliquiis Co-
moediae Atticae Antiquae p. 357 foll.) that Eupolis’
comedy called IpoordArior was directed against Eu-
thyphro, who was a native of the deme of Prospalta,
in the tribe of Acamantis’. We know from Suidas
(s.v. 8pvaxapved) that the Prospaltians were derided
for their extreme litigiousness: and Euthyphro, who
accused his own father, might well be taken as a type
of his demesmen. The fact that Eupolis’ drama was
written long before 399, the assumed date of Euthy-
phro’s accusation, need not prove a difficulty, for
‘““satis superque notum est, quam parum Plato curam
temporum rationis habuerit : ut nihil distet, quominus
‘illam litigationem aliquanto ante accidisse statuamus®”.
Some degree of probability is lent to the theory cf
Bergk by the line®

’ ~ ’ \ 4
7{ xarakpodo@é pov Ta povoodovipara ;

which seems to allude to some such tricks of language
as are attributed to Euthyphro in Plato’s Cratylus:
but at most the theory is only a brilliant conjecture,
and we are bound to confine ourselves to the Platonic
picture of Euthyphro.

Except in the dialogue called after him, Euthy- 7z appears
phro' appears only in the Cratylu§. The description :;17: ;}"; -
of him there accords generally with what we gather igiss in
from our dialogue : he is a pdvris not to say a pavikds ‘Z.’:a folus
dvijp. There his frenzy takes the form of etymologi- 7
zing, and Socrates humorously makes him responsible
for his own philological vagaries. xal airigual ye,

@ ‘Eppdyeves (says Socrates), pdAwora avrjv (sc. v

1 See Fritzsche’s Prolegomena p. 153 foll.
% Bergk lL.c. p. 358. 3 Kock Frag. 243.
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codiav) dmo Evfidpovos 1od INpooralriov mwpoowerrw-
kévar poc* dwfev ydp moAAd avr@ owvij kai mapeixov Td

* 4 » 2 " » ’ N
wTa. Kw8vv¢va ow WOOWUDV ov JOVoY Ta wTa MOV

éumrhijoar Ths Oawpovias coplas alld xal Tis Yuxis
éreljpbar (396 D). In the present dialogue there
are perhaps one or two examples of Euthyphro’s
philological skill?: but it is chiefly as a pdvris that he
is represented. Euthyphro is the incarnation of Plato’s

view of Athenian orthodoxy carried eonsistentlyinto—

practice. Imoplicitly believing in the creed of Athens
as a rule of conduct, he accepts all the obnoxious
stories about the gods and despises the Athenians for
not shewing their faith in their works: a superior
person in his own estimation, he is at once fanatical
and complacent, even jaunty in his bearing, as one
who has solved the problem of the Universe. When
he is confronted with the necessity of defending his
position, he submits with the amiable condescending
smile of a man who is impervious to reason, because
he claims to stand on the higher platform of inspiration
and faith : and when he is refuted, instead of distrust-
ing himself, he takes refuge in the old position from
which he has long ago been dislodged. He combines
the worst features of a sciolist and a prig. But for his
own sincere faith in himself, he might be regarded as
a type of the pdvris alafav®. Doubtless the picture is

1 Cf. ibid. 399 A 7§ Tov Ev0d¢povos érwolg, 407 D 8¢pa ldnac
olo. Ev0bppovos trmot, 409 D % Tod Edfbppovos woisa (Fritzsche
Proleg. p. 154). The expression ol dugpl Ev6igpora in 399 Edoes
not of course imply that Euthyphro had a following of Neo-
grammarians.

2 See notes on 2 B and 3 B, lines 11 and 18.

3 See Aristotle’s account of dhafovela in Eth. Nic. 1v 13.
p- 11252 13 fT., esp. 1127° 19—20 ol 8¢ képdous (sc. xdpv dhagov-



~g

INTRODUCTION. XXV

overdrawn, but not without reason : for Plato’s object
was to contrast the logical outcome of the Athenian
creed with that of his master’s, in order to shew that
the Athenians no longer believed the natlonal religion,
and were ripe for something higher’.

§ 4. Genuineness of the Dialogue.

Since the time of Ast (1816), doubts have fre-
quently been expressed as to the authenticity of the
Euthyphro, and not a few critics have categorically
denied it. But the overwhelming balance of opinion
is in favour of regarding the dialogue as a genuine
work of Plato.

The arguments advanced by the party of attack
are of very different weight.

Starting with the notion that every genuine dia- Arguments
logue contains some positive teaching either worked ;z::":‘nle””
out or at least suggested, Ast rejected the Euthyphro ness of the
on the ground that the essence of piety is not ('3' '}g,:f:, it
thoroughly investigated ‘‘oder auf Platonische Weise is dewoid of
auch nur angedeutet®”. Schleiermacher had already ‘Z‘Z%z
refused to allow the presence of any dogmatic teaching
in the Euthyphro, while still retaining it among the
works of Plato. Four years later it was pointed out

by Socher? that the required hint of positive doctrine

ewpevor T& Toladra wposwowodvrar) @v xal dwolavels éori Tols
wéhas kal & Swalalev &Ti ph Bvra, olov pdvTiv gopov larpdv.
Numenius actually refers to Euthyphro as &»3pa dAafdva xal
xod\euor (apud Eusebium Praep. Evangelica x111. 5).

1 See above p. xix.

2 Platon’s Leben und Schriften p. 470.

8 Ueber Platon’s Schriften p. 62.
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was to be found in the question addressed to Euthyphro
in13 E. After him, Susemihl (1855), Munk (1857),
and later, Bonitz and Lechthaler’, have all recognized
that the Euthyphro is far from being devoid of positive
teaching.

The views of these scholars have been subjected
to a spirited criticism by Josef Wagner, in a Briinn
Program of 1882—3 pp. 6—i1%, but he has not
succeeded in weakening the position of Bonitz, if
only we are willing to admit that Plato’s meaning is
not always discoverable without some effort on the
part of the reader. In view of our previous discussion
on the leading motive of the Euthyphro, without
raising the question whether Plato could have written
a purely peirastic dialogue, we may take it as certain
that the arguments against the present dialogue which
are drawn from its alleged absence of dogmatic teaching
miss their mark®. It cannot indeed be maintained that
the Euthyphro by itself contains a clear and definite
solution of the problem proposed : but?® this is in full
harmony with Plato’s representation of the Socratic
method. Socrates does not take pains to enlighten
those with whom he converses unless their humiliation

is sincere: and it is manifest from the whole tone and .

bearing of Euthyphro that even while professing his
inability to follow Socrates* he still believes himself
to be in the right.

1 Die éouérys bei Platon: Meran 1879. On the other hand,
Schaarschmidt (Die Sammlung der Platonischen Schriften p.
390 ff.) declares himself upon the side of Ast.

2 In the Zeitschrift fiir 6st. Gymn. Vol. Xt 3. p. 275 Dr
Lauczizsky also expresses his surprise that Wagner should still
cling to his belief in the spuriousness of the dialogue.

3 See note on 11 E. 41Inirxs
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A further argument has been found by Schaar- (3) Thas
© 341 ¢ . Socrates is

schmidt’ in the apparently untrue representation of .,
Socrates given in the Euthyphro. To leave Euthy- sented
phro in a course of wicked conduct, and pass on to :inzhi'oguz.
discussions on dowov and avégwov which have only a
remote bearing on the situation, is inconsistent (thinks
Schaarschmidt) with Socrates’ well-known' practice of
assisting his friends to improve their conduct by
theoretical discussions. To this it seems a sufficient
answer to point out that we are dealing here with
Plato’s Socrates, and not Xenophon’s: nor are the
discussions on dowv at all irrelevant, hut thoroughly
in harmony even with Xenophon’s representation of
the Socratic method as an attempt to establish a Aéyos
for the regulation of conduct.

More serious would seem to be the arguments (3) dleged
drawn from the alleged formal and structural defects f;‘;g::;" ol
of the dialogue. Wagner? descants upon the ‘poverty
manifest in the external scenery and characterisation
of the actors’: the whole dialogue is carried on between
two actors and we hear nothing of auditors, in spite
of the busy quarter where the scene is laid: Socrates
is not true to life and Euthyphro's portrait is absurdly
overdrawn! The climax is reached when in criticising
the words of Socrates in 3 D (éyd 8¢ poBoipar py vmo
dhavfpurrias Soxd aidrols oe wep Exw Exxexvuévws Tavti
dvpi Aéyew, ob uivov dvev pmiofod, dANG kai mpoorifels
dv 7déws, € Tis pov ééhov dxoveww), Wagner remarks
‘“Auf welcher Seite die Ungeschicklichkeit liegt,
brauchen wir nicht weiter zu erdrtern, fragen nur,
~woher Sokrates dazu das Geld hitte hernehmen sollen,

! Die Sammlung der Platonischen Schriften p. 393.
2 Lc. p. 26.
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da er in der Apologie nur iiber eine Mine verfiigt ?”’
We may allow that the dialogue is inferior in dramatic
power to the best of Plato’s works without denying it
to Plato: and as for Euthyphro’s portrait, if it is
meant to represent the logical outcome of an active
faith in the old mythology, it is doubtless intentionally
overdrawn. .

A great deal has been made of the supposed
allusion to the theory of Ideas in § c—bD and 6 D—E.
It is chiefly on this ground that Ueberweg’ rejects the
dialogue, and Schaarschmidt® has used the- same
argument with great emphasis. The words (in 5 D)

’ \ Qs \ \ kd ’ .
éxov plav Twve idéav kard Tiv dvooidTyTa (sic), ap- .

plied to dvdowov, have incurred the especial censure of
Schaarschmidt and Wagner®. And it must be allowed
that an Idea of pure and absolute negatign is a singular
doctrine to meet with in Plato. But, beyond all doubt,
the correct reading in this particular passage is the
xare. ™y ooioryra of the Bodleian manuscript*: and,
on the general question, Bonitz® seems to me to have
conclusively shewn that there is no knowledge whatever
of the ideal theory implied in either of the places cited.
The Adyou are not hypostasized, since in 76 datov avro
adrg, avro belongs to avrg and not to 70 Gaov, while
the expression &ov plav Twa déav is parallel to the
words in the Meno (72 C) oVrw &) xai wepl Tav aperav-
xdv €l moAal kai wavrodawai elow, & yé e l8os Tavrov
dmaca éxovoy, 8C & elolv dperai. Similar passages,
in which the expressions which were afterwards used
in connection with the theory of ideas occur in speak-

1 Untersuchungen p. 251. 2 Lc. p. 394.
3 Lc. p. 23. ¢ See note i loc.

5 Plat. Stud.® p. 240 fl.
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ing of the Socratic Adyoi, are far from rare in the
Socratic dialogues: it will suffice to refer to the first
Alcibiades 129 B and 130 D (8 dpre otre mws épprb,
.01 wpdrov oxerréov €l avTd TO avTdt viv 8¢ avri Tod
atTod avrod avrd éxaorov éoxéupela & T éoriv), and
to the Hippias Major 289 D el 8¢ o spopny, drjoe, &
dpxifs, 1{ éote kaAdv Te xai aloxpdv, € po. dmwep viv
amexpivo dpa, av dv oplds dmexéxpioo.  &ru 8¢ xai Soxel
ooL a¥Té 7O kalAdv, @ xal TdA\Ae mdvra Koopelrar Kai
xala paiverar, éredav mpoayévyrar éxeivo 16 €ldos, Todr
elvac wapfévos 4 trmos 4 Avpa; In neither of these two
dialogues is the Ideal theory presupposed: but as it
was chiefly out of the Socratic Adyot that Plato’s theory
of Ideas was evolved, it is only natural that the phrase-
ology of the later theory should sometimes be used in
connection with-the earlier+ and tho-muehdiseussed
passage in the Euthyphro is extremely valuable as a
link in the chain of development, since besides the
words éa and eldos applied to the Socratic Aoyos we
find the concept regarded as a wapddeiypa, exactly
like the Idea in Platonic teaching generally.

It is further pointed out’ that an imitator of Plato (5) 7%a#
might well have composed the dialogue as a sermon Z’fdogw is

on the text in the Republic (11 378 B) 0v8¢ Aexréov a paich-
work from
other
mwowi, ovd ab ddikofvra warépa koAd{wv mavri dialogues.

’ £ d ’ I 3 ~ \ QN A \
véyp dxovovri, ws adukdy Ta oxara ovdiv &v favpasrov

Tpdme, dAAa 8pyy dv dmep Oedv ol mpdrolTe Kal
péyworor Plato then proceeds, in language closely
parallel to that of the Euthyphro®, to enter a protest
against the stories of wars between gods, whether sung
of in poetry, or depicted on canvas, and concludes

1 Ast, p. 472.

2 Compare Euthyphr. 6 B with Rep. 11 378C.

A. EU. 3
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with an eloquent assertion of the supreme goodness of
God. Schaarschmidt® conjectures that the author of
the Euthyphro had also in view the passage in the
Laws (1x 865 c), where Plato would inflict only a mode-
rate penalty in cases of manslaughter resembling that
committed by Euthyphro’s father. Numerous parallels
with the Meno and the Theaetetus are also quoted:
in particular, the comparison of unstable ideas with
figures by Daedalus (11 c—E and 15 B) is supposed
to be borrowed from the Meno (97 p—E), or elabo-
rated out of the expression in the Theaetetus (203 D)
kal ovrws v 6 kalos Adyos dwodedpaxds olyroerat.
Socrates’ demand that Euthyphro should give in his
answer not a plurality of things holy but the one form
of holiness reminds us of similar passages in the
Meno (71 E ff. 74 A) and Theaetetus (146 A ff.). And
among other reminiscences of the dialogues noted by
Schaarschmidt is the echo of the Phaedrus (229 c) in
Socrates’ question (6 B) dANd pou elré mpos uhiov, od
ds dAn0ds 7yel Tadra olrws yeyovévar ;
These Striking as these parallels are, and especially that
arguments from the Republic, they are by no means enough to
singly and |, . .
together, justify us in denying the Euthyphro to Plato. Were
arenof  the jdeas in question more fully and elaborately
enough to . . .
prove the worked out in our dialogue than elsewhere, and with
Zuthyphro greater dramatic power, the same critics would be
spurious. .
ready to doubt whether those other dialogues -were
genuine. If the dialogue could be shewn to be
spurious on other grounds, such evidence as this
would be valuable as shewing from what quarries
the imitator had hewed his stone: but, as it is, the
same ideas continually reappear in the admittedly

! Le. p. 395
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genuine works of Plato, and if we are prepared to
allow that the Euthyphro is a comparatively early
dialogue, it may well be that ideas and images
employed in this early work were afterwards ex-
panded and developed by Plato in his more mature
productions.

This leads us to say a word as to the date of the Daze of
Euthyphro, Of external evidence there is none: we ‘% dogue.
have only the style and treatment to guide us',

From the tables given by Constantin Ritter in his
Untersuchungen iiber Plato (pp. 56—s59), it is seen

to belong to the earlier dialogues, if any faith is to be

placed in statistics of the use of particles and the
like : and the absence of any allusion to the theory

of ideas®, together with the somewhat overdrawn
picture of Athenian orthodoxy in the person of
Euthyphro, lead one to place}it among Plato’s early
works. It is of course impossible fully to discuss this

point without at the same timg discussing the chrono-

Iogical sequence of Plato’s dialogues generally: at
present it will suffice to say that I believe it (in
common with all Plato’s dialogues) to have been
written after the death of Socrates, and to be con-
siderably later than the Crito. It probably belongs

to about the same period as the Laches and the 7 was
Charmides, but I think it precedes both of these?Jn".‘;‘l’z}’
dialogues by a short interval® Just before

! No argument can of course be based on the. connection
between the Introduction of the Euthyphro and the end of
the Theaetetus: this is only one of Plato’s many dramatic
fictions.

2 See above p. xxviii.

3 Siebeck (Zur Chronologie der platonischen Dialoge p. 128)

3—2
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It has however been argued from the manner in

which piety is here treated that the dialogue is later
than the Laches and Protagoras, possibly even than
the Meno and Gorgias'. Socrates’ own definition
of eioéBea, as given in the Memorabilia (1v 6. 4),
identifies it with ‘knowledge .of what is lawful in
respect of the gods’: Sikawoivy being the ‘knowledge
of what is lawful in respect of men’. In other words
evoéfeta and Sikaroodyn are put on the same platform
by Socrates, each being regarded as a distinct and
special virtue. Now in the Protagoras, Meno, and
Gorgias, oowrys is in the same way held to be one of
the virtues, parallel with Swaiwoovin®: whereas in the
Euthyphro (12 A), dixatoadvy is set above oourys, the
general notion 8ikawov being subdivided into dowov and
some other section not specified. And as in the later
dialogues® of Plato dawrys is not mentioned as a sub-
stantive virtue at all, it is supposed by Fritzsche that
Plato in the Euthyphro is passing from the Socratic
conception of piety (as contained in the Protagoras,
Meno and Gorgias) to a fourfold classification of the
virtues, in which dowdys as a special virtue shall be
excluded. But the difference in the treatment of
piety-is.susceptible.of another explanation,... The word

o~ e - . e e —— — 8 20 e i e

seems to me right irr assigning-the Laches and Eushyphro to the
same period: but whether he is right in holding that the first
four books of the Republic preceded these dialogues, \\ys dv
el oxéyews. ’

1 Fritzsche Prolegomena ad Euthyphronem p. 157.

2 Prot. 329 cet al. Meno 78 D. Gorg. 507 B.

3 Such as the Republic (1v 428 A rérrapa 8vra Tvyxdred) and
Laws X11 963 c. The four are cogla, ardpela, cwppootwy and
Suxatoovn.

N S S,



INTRODUCTIOWN. XxXxiii

dixarov had two well-marked senses throughout Greek
literature : the first wider, equivalent to our ‘right’,
as when Theognis said é& 8¢ Swawadvy cvAN}BI
ndo’ dperj "’ and in this sense 76 dcwov might at all
times be regarded as a subdivision of &/kawv. Plato
is not in the Euthyphro propounding a table of the
virtues: he is therefore justified in using 8ikawv in
its non-technical sense. And the apparent divergence
between the Protagoras for example and the Re-
public in the doctrine of piety has been explained °
by Bonitz in a way which fits in with the teaching
of the Euthyphro as already expounded® ¢ Where
Plato”, says Bonitz?, “is demonstrably following the
ordinary views (e.g. in the Protagoras), he enumerates
Piety among the different expressions of man’s moral
nature, viz. the individual virtues: on the other hand,
he makes no mention of it where he himself marshals
the idea of virtue in its different expressions according
to his own conviction (e.g. in the Republic), and thus
he shews that to him Piety is not a single virtue, to
be coordinated with Temperance or Justice. On the
contrary, the entire essence of moral conduct is
characterized by Plato on the one hand as the know-
ledge of the good determining of necessity the will,
anwd asa process of assimilation to
the me
comDIned with service”. For it is exactly this view of
piety which is at all events suggested in the Euthy-
phro, and which marksTit as belonging to the earlier

1 Bergk’s Theognis (Poetae Lyrici Graeci) line 147.
3 Bonitz Plat. Studien p. 234.
3 Plat. Studien p. 234.
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dialogues like the Charmides and Laches, in which
the individual virtues, such as temperance and courage,
are each of them finally resolved into the knowledge
of the Good.
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dv mov édaracialor @AMjlos, € uij mwepl ToUTWY 43
~ Suepépovro® 7ydp ; :
ET®. ’Opfds Xéyeis.
2Q. Ovkodv dmep xald rjyodvras EkagTol xai
dyala xail Slxaa, TadTa kal koo, Ta 8¢ évavria
ToUTOV pigoaw 50
ET®. Ildw e V
0. Tavra 8 ve, ©s oV ¢ys‘, oi uév dirata
rryodvrar, oi 8¢ ddika® wepl & xal dudiaByTodvres
« 8 aTacudtoval | Te xal mohepodow dAMiNors® 3P’ oty
ofrws ; 55
ET®. Oire.
£ 30. Tadr dﬁa, ws Eowkev, uioelTar VMo TWY
Oev xal pikeitar, kal Oeoptar) Te xai Oecopir Tair
av eln.
ET®. “Eower. 60
X 30. Kai doia-dpa xai dvécia Td avta dv €, B
Ev6S¢ppov, TovTe 7@ Noye.
ETO. Kuwdwele., by
¢ IX. 30. Obe dpa b rpbuny dmwexplyw, & Oav-
pdoie. ov «ydp TODTG we NpdTOY, & § .y e
Tvyxdver TavTov by 8audy Te xal dvé- B3nilhateun
., owy, 8 8 dv Geopiés 7, xal Oeopuiaés daughter
B édTw, dbs Eouxev. date, & Edbidpov, 5 17, ,}”smunf,f,f," 5
o vy mouels Tov Tatépa Kohdlwy, ovdly
Oavpaatiy, el TobTo Spdv TH pév Ad wpocdilés
moeels, ¢ 8¢ Kpovep xal 19 Ovpave éxbpov, xal T
A. EU. 4
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pév H¢aurrfp ¢i7\.ov, 'rv; 3¢ “Hpa éxfpév o/ xai el Tis

10 dA\Nos T@v Bedy & Erepos e'repq) Scadpéperar wepl abTod,
xal éxelvots kata TavTd.

ET®. AN oluas, & Zw/cpa'res‘, wepl e ToUTOV
Tdv Oedv ovdéva é&repov érépp Siapépeabar, ws ov
Set Slemy 8idévar éxeivov, Os dv dbixws Twd dwo-

15 kTelvy.

3Q. Ti 8; dvlpdmrwv, & Evbippov, 58n Twos
frovaas dudiaByroivros, ws Tov adlkws dmwoxTei- C
vavra 4 &\\o ddlxkws wotobvra Stiody ob Sei Slxqw
dddvar ;

20  ET®. Ovdév pév odv wavovrar Tadra dudiofn- .
TolyTes Kal dANofi kal év Tols SikacTypioss. ddi-
xodyTes ydp WAumOANG TavTa mwoiodal Kal Aéyovae
pevryovres T Slxny.

3Q. ’H kal 5po)~o'yoﬁa'w, & Ev@ippov, adikeiv,

25 kal poloyolyres Gpws ov delv dacl apds Sudsva
Stkn ;

ET®. Ouvdauds Todté rye. N
0. Odx dpa mév ye mwowidar xal Néyovow.
ToiTo fydp olpat oY ToAudaL Néyew ovd dudiaByTely,

30 Bs ovyl, elmep adikodai e, Sotéov Sikmy® dAN olpat D
o pacw ddikelv. 1 yap;

ET®. ’AAnf7 Aéyers. o
30. Ovk dpa éxeivé e dudioBnyrodow, ds ob
70y adikodvra B¢l Sidovar Sixnve dANN éketvo locws

/ 35 dudeaByrodaw, 10 Tis éoTw 6 ddukdv xal T Spdv

xai'more.

ETO. ’A\n0i Méyess.

3. Odxodv adrd ye Taira xal oi Oeol mwemdy-
facw, elmep oTacialovar wepl Tdv OSikalwv xal

A

IR AN

L
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adikwv, ds 6 aos Néyos, kal of uév pagw AN EAhovs 40

adikeiv, of 8¢ ol Pagw; émel éxeivd wye Sjmov, &

Oavpdaoie, ovdeis ovre fedv olte dvlpwmwy TONuE
E Méyew, @s oV T ye d8ucodwre Soréov Slknw.

ET®. Nai, tobto pév d\nbés Méyes, & Swxpa-
TS, TO KePalaiov. 45

30. AN\ &acTov e oluai, & EdGudpor, Tdy

/ L] y ~ (3] ~
mpaxévrwy audioBnTodow of dupiaByToivTes, Kal
dvlpwmo. kal Beot, elmep dudioBnrodow Oeoi* mpak-
ews Twos mwépe Siapepopevor of uév Sikalws Ppacly

3\ ~ (4 IN/ . PR y
v avryy wempayfai, oi 8¢ ddikws® ‘@p’ ovy olTw; 50
. ETO. Ildvv ve.

9 X. -320. "I0cvvy, & pire Evbidpov, Sidafov | kal

éué, lva coddtepos yévwpar, Ti oot Tex- .
;o 3 ¢ ' \ € A E. ‘Not in the
wipiov éaTw, ds mwdvres Oeol 7jyodvTar present case, as
Y A Y ’ A a ’ can prove, and
éxeivov ddinws Tebvavas, Os dv Onredwy will, o the
judges.

dvBpopdvos yevdpevos, Evvdebels vmwdTov 5
Seamworov Tob amobavévros, pbday Tehevriaas did Ta
deapa, mpiv Tov Evwdnoavra wapa Tdv éfnynTdy
mepl avrod mwvléghaw Ti xpn woiely, xal vmwép Tod
TosouTov 87 opfds Exer émefiévar kal émigrfmresbar
pbvov Tov viov T mwatpl® 10, wepl TovTOY TELpdd TL 10

B pot cadés évdelfaclar, aic\vrawhov TavTes
Ocoi 7jryodvrar oplds éxeww Tavtny THv wpakw: xdv
po ikavis évdelfy, éykwpialov oe émi godia ovdé-

, Sma— ¢

moTE TAvTOUAL.

ET®. "AM\ lows ovk ohbyov Epyov éorily, &1s
Swkpates' émel mavv ye gapds Exowus dv émideifal
got.

30. Mavddve*® 81i oor Soxd Tdv SixacTdv

Svouabéorepos elvai émel éxelvois ye évdelfer Sjhov

___—_-—-—'N
4—=L2
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20 &7, ws &dikd Té éaTw Kal of Beol amavres Ta TowatTa

piaovaw.
ET®. Ildvww e cadds, & Zwkpartes, eawrep
dxovwai yé pov hevyovros'.
XL ZQ. "AA\N drovoovrai, édvmep €U Soxps C
5 @ )le'fyew. T08¢ 8¢ cov évevimaa dpa Né-
Shall_we' say cyoVTOS, xal wpds éuavrtoy gxomd' € O
ness is what all TL paMa‘ra 73 E00u¢pwv SLSaEecev,
E s T oi Oeol amavres Tov TotodTov Oavarov
sryodvrar ddikov elvas, Ti paAlov éyo
pepdlnra map’ Evbidpoves, 1{ mwor’ éoriv 16 baiby
7€ kal T6 avogiov; Geopiaés udy yap Todro T8 Epyov, -
os &okev, eln dv* [aAAd ydp oV TovTe épavy dpre

10 opiapuéva 1O 8aiov kal i’ 10 yap Oeopioes ov kal
Ocopirés épavn’] dare TovTov apinul ae, & Evby-
¢pov' €l Bovler, wavres avTo ryelobwv Geol ddikov D
xal wdvtes pigovvtwy. dAN dpa TobTo viv émavop-
Oopela év 16 Noyw, ws & pév dv wdvres of Oeol

15 podaw, dvocidy éotw, 6 & dv PpiNdow, otov: 0 &
dv of péy PAdow, oi 8¢ piodoiy, ovdétepa ) dudo-
Tepa; dp’ oPrw Bovher fuiv dplobar viv mepl Tod
éalov kal o avociov;

ETO. T/ydp xwh\vet, & Sdrpates ;

20 2Q. O00dv éué ve, & Ez}0d¢pov, axia ov 81) 70
aov mto-rret, €l Tolro vmobéuevos obrw pdord pe
Sidaeis 6 v'rreaxou.

- ETO. 'AAX e'y(nfye ¢a[qv dv TolTo .elvatE
70 baiov, & dv wdvres of Oeol pirdo v, xal To
25 évavTiov, 8 dv mavtes Oeol piodaiy, dvdaion.
2Q. Odkodyv émioxomduer ad Tobto, @ Evby-
Ppov, €l kahds Néyerar, ) éduev xal oliTws fudy Te

PL Y.
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avTéy dmodexwpeba xal Tév dAAaw, éav ubvoy ¢j
Tis T Exew oltw, Evyxwpolvres Exew ; 9 aremTéor
7L Néryer 6 Néywv ; 30
ET@®. 3Skemréov olpar pévror &ywrye Toiro vuvi
xal\ds Méyealau.
* XIL. 3Q. Tay, wfyaee, Be)»nov ewopeoa. év-
10 vémaov ydp | TO Towovde dpa T bawov, BTt g .pu noi
baiby éoTw, Pikelrar Ymo Tov Oedy, 74 o isloyed by
870 pereirar, oo éaTuw ; waky:
ET®. O« ol® b Tu Néyes, & Swrpares. 5
20. AN éyo wetpéa'oy.ac o‘a¢e'a"repov dpaca.
Xéyo;bév T ¢epopevov Kai ¢epov, xal aryouevov xal
dryov, xal opwp:evov xal 6pdv* kai mwdvra Td ToadTa
pavlaves 81 Erepa AoV éoTi kal 5§ Erepa ; |
ETO. "Eywyé por Soxd pavldvew. 10
30. Odxodv xal pihovuevdv Ti éoTiv, kal TovTov
&repov 1o Pihodv ; - ’
EY®. Tlds yap ov;
B 20. Aéye & pot, mwéTepov T pepbuevor, 8ot
Pépetar, pepopevov éatiw, 1) 8 dANo Ti; 15
ET®. Od«k, a\ia 8ida Toiro.
3Q. Kal 10 dyduevov &), 8iéte dyerar, kal To
opdpevoy, SioTe oparat ;
ET8®. Ildwvv ge
20. Oux_dpa 8idme opwpezlév yé éariv, 8id 20
ToiT0 opa'ra,l,, a\\a Tovvavtiov 8iéTi Gpdrai, Sid
ToUTO: Opipevor” ovdé SidTe dydueviv éaTiwv, 8id Todro
ayetat, dAAa 8idTi dyetar, Sia TobTo dybuevov: ovde
duore pepbuevov, péperas, dAA 8i6Ti pépetat, Ppepd-
pevov. dpa katddnhov, & Ev0idpov, § Bovioua: 25
C Néyew; Bovlopar 8¢ Tode, 81i, €l To wyiyveras 4 T
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wdayet, ovy e yuyvopevov éati, ylyveras, aAN’ dtu
wybyverar, qyuyvopevoy éoTw’ ovd b1t wdayov éoi,
wdaye, a\\’ &ér. wdoxe, wdoyov éariv: % oV

30 Evyxwpels olrws;

ETO. "Eyoye.

20. Odkodv xal 16 Pihovuevov 3 7uyvop.evov 7L
éoow %) wdayov TL VW6 TOV;

ETO. Ildwv ge.

33 320. Kal 7oito dpa olitws &ye, womep Ta
mwpérepa’ ovy Ote pihoduevéy éaTw, pikeiral Smd v
doheiTar, AAN’ 61¢ pikeirar, pikodpevor ;

ET®. ’Avdyxs.

2Q. Ti 8 odv Méyouev mepi Tob éoiov, & Evb- D

40 ppov; @A\o 7L pikeitar Umo fedv wdvTwy, s 6 aos
Adryos ;

ET®. Nai. . ,

2. *Apa 8id TodTo, 8¢ Saiov éaTiv, ) 8 EAN0 TL;

ET®. Ok, ax\a dia ToiiTo.

45 2Q. Awre dpa 3aiov éoTiv, PukeiTar, dAN ovy
31e pidetrar, 8id TovTO GaLov éoTw ;

ET®. "Eoiev.

20, CAXNAG uév 87 Suote ye pukeiTar Yo Oed,
dihovuevdy éote kal Oeodihés <1 Deodilés>.

.50 ET®. Ilds yap oi;

30. Ovk dpa 1o Oeopurés Saidv éotiv, & Evby-
dpov, 0vd¢ 70 Bawov Oeopiés, bs av Aéyers, dAN
&repov TobTo TOUTOV.

ETO. Ilds 81, & Swkpares;

55. 20. “Ote 6;on'yoﬁ/A-ev 70 pév botov did TobTo
pireiobai, 61¢ 6oy éoTw, aAN ov Suore Ppuketran,
datov elvas* 1 yap;

]

4.
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.ET®. Nal.

XIII. 3Q. To &8 qe Oeodpeirés 87i Piheiras vmd
Ocwy, avrd TovTe TP pihetabar Geopidés is, the love
elvai, a\\’ ovy 81i Oeodpilés, dia ToiTo Ofthegodsisbut

an accident of
¢LM20’9“& holiness.” E. ‘You

masecgn(! Rae-
’ " * S, y
ET®. °A\n0i Néyes. ;‘is‘;‘mf{ who 12y
30. AN €l ye TavTov v, & Ppire é,"s‘"of °1{'.';1§?
Ed6i¢pov, 6 Oeopidés xal 10 daiov, e = Y
11 pév did 70 Saiov elvar | épihetro T Sorov, Kal did TO
Oeopirés elvar édiheiTo dy 10 Peodués, el 8¢ ia T
pirelabar o Oedv T ?eotluhéc Ocopihés 1w, kai 76 10
Gawov v did 16 Pikelobar Gaov v viv ¢ dpds bru
3 I3 3 ’ e b4 9. /.
évavrios Eyerov, ws Tavrdmacw érépw Svte AANMAWY.
\ ~ 3\ 'S S )
70 pév yap, 8te peheiTar, éoTiv olov pikeiolar 6 3
31 éoriv olov ¢ukeiglar, dia TobTO PileiTar «kal
xwdvvevers, @ EvBvdpov, épwrduevos 76 dawov, & Ti1s
3 AY \ A I3 3 ~ ] /
wor’ &oTw, Ty pév ovalav por avTod ov BovAecbac
S\doai, wabos 8¢ T wepl avrod Néyew, § T wWé-
B wovbe ToiTo TO Saiov, pikeicbar Vo wdvrwy Oedv*
b 7o 8¢ v, olmw elmes. e odv aov Ppilov, ui) pe dmo-
KkpUyrp, dAAG mdaliv elmé éE apxis, T( more bv T6 20
8aiov elte pileitar Vo fedv eite 6Tidn) waoye ov
wyap mepl TovTov Stotaduefar aA\’ elmé mwpobipws, Ti
ot 76 Te Soiov kal T0 avéaiov;
ET®. AN\, & Swkpates, ovk éyw &ywye Emos
oo &lmw 8 vod. meplépyeTar ydp wws fpuiy del b dv 25
4 9 p Y Ye / Y e ’
wpofducha, kal ovk é0éner pévew Smov dv (Spuow-
ueba avTo.
3Q. Tobd rjuerépov mpoydvov, & Edbigpov, Eoixey
c elvar Aaidalov Td Vo ood Neyoueva. kal el pév
avTa éyw E\eyov xal éribéuny, lows dv pe éméoxwmres, 30

w

-
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ws dpa xal éuol xatd Tiv ékelvov. Evyyéveiay Td év
Tols Adyois Epya dmodidpdares xal ovx dénes péveiw
dmrov dv Tes avra 65 viv 8¢ cal yap ai vmwobécess
- eloly: d\hoy_ 8y Tuwos 8¢l orwyparos. oV yap
35 €0érova gol pévew, ds xal avT@ aor Soxel.
ET®. ’Euoi 0¢ doxel axedov Ti Tod avrod oxwpu-
- paros, a3 Etéxpa'res', SeicOar Ta M'yé,ueva 70 rydp
1repueval. ToUTols TODTO Kal pi) pévew & 19 avrd
vk éyd e:.m [; ewoﬂezs‘, d\\d oV por Sokels, 6
40 Aaldaros® émel uod e &vexa Euevev év TadraD
olrws.
/ 20. Kwdvvelw dpa, & éraipe, éxelvov Tod av8pos‘
Sewo'repos' 'ye-yoveuac 'n)v 'réxm;v TogouTe, bow 6 wév
i Ta avTod pova émoles ov pévovra, éyd 8¢ mpds Tols
45 éuavrod, os foike, kal Ta aA\éTpia. Kal dfTa TOUTS
' pou Tiis Téyyns éori koprpbraTov, bri dixwv elul copds.
éBovhopuny ryap d&v por Tous Aoyous puévew Kal
a'mwi-rws‘ i8piabacr ;u'iM\,ov 9 wpos T Aadalov E
opia ra Tavrdrov xpripara fyeuéa'eat xal ToUTwY
50 pév &dnv émeds) 8¢ wou Sokels ov Tp vav, avtis gou
Evumpofupnaopar [3cifas] omws dv pe Sidafys mwepi
Tob oclov xal u1) mpgamoxduys. i8¢ ydp ei ok
dvaryraiov oow Soxel Sikatov elvar wav T Saiov.
ET®. "Epouvye. i
55 32Q. *Ap’ odv kal wav 1o Slraiov Saiov, ) TO pév
oaiov way Sixacov, 10 8¢ | Sixatov ov wav Saiov, dANG 12
70 pév avTod Saiov, T0 $é T T "“E_‘?Mf’
ET8. Ovy &ropao, o 2oKkpates, Tois Xefyopeuots-.
2Q. Kal pp vew-repﬁs‘ vé pov €l ovx_é\drrove 4
60 8o oopdiTepos' dAN, b Néyw, Tpudds Smd mhovrov
Tis codlas. dAN, & paxapie, Ebvrewe cavrév: ral

»
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yap ovdé yakewov xaravofjocar 8 NMéyw. Aéyw ydp &)
70 évavtiov 1) 6 wouTI)s émoinaey 6 woujTas
Zijva 8¢ 1ov 0’ &pkavta, Kal bs Tdde wdvT’

épvTevaen,
B Otk é0éhers elmeiv' lva yap 8éos, &vla xal
aldws. 65

éyad oD Tovre Siapépopas T momTh. elww oo by ;

ETO®. Ilavv e

30. 00 doxet pot elvai, va béos, &ba kal
aildas® moANol ydp por Soxobar kal vooovs kal
wevlas xkal dA\a woAAE TowalTa dedidTes dediévar jo
pév, aldeicOar 8¢ pndév Tadra & dedlacw. ov kai
ool doxel;

ET®. Ilavv qe

3Q. AAN Wa ye aidds, &va kal déos elvar® émel
éoTw BoTis aidobpevés Ti mpdypa Kai aigyvvouevos 75

C ov medoBnTal e xai dédowkev dpa 8Eav wovnpias;

ET®. Aédoke piv odv.

20. Ovk dp’ opfis &xer Néyew: Wva ydp Séos,
&ba xal aldws® dAN Wa pév aildds, &ba xai Séos, ov
wévror lva rye Séos, avrayod aidds. éml whéov yap So
oluas déos aidols® pdpiov yap aidos Séovs, damep
apiBuod mepirTov, BoTe ovy Wamep apibuos, &vla xal
mepuTTOY, va &8¢ mepirTov, &vba xai apilbucs. Eme
yap mwov viv «ye; ' '

ETO. Ilavv e 85

30. To Towdror Tolvvr kal éxel Néywv fpdTwy,
dpa lva Silkaiov, &va xal Saiov, 4 Wva uév Saiov, &vlba

D xal 8ikatov, lva &8¢ Slkaiov, ov wavrayod Eaiov* ubpiov
ydp Tod dixalov 70 daiov. olTw Pduev 4 dNNws go
Sokel; 9
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ET®. Ok, aA\’ obtw. alver yap por oplds

ANéyew.
XIV. 20. "Opa &) 10 pera todro. € wqdp
 pépos 16 Baiov Tob Sikalov, Sl &7 ruds,

S.‘What ? - -
E. (Def;a)gf'lnm ws &owkev, éfevpely TO moiov pépos dv
concern with

e s
the care of the eln Tod dukalov 70 dawov. €l pév odv oV
g n

5 pe paras T T@v viv &1, olov motov uépos

ooy
éotiv apifpod 76 dpTiov Kai Tis GV Tuyydver olTos 6
apibuds, elmov dv bri Os dv pi oxalquos § aGAN
icogreNs” 1) oU Soxel o ; -
o7 ke !
ET®. YEuovye.

10 20. Iewpd &) xal od éué obrw diddfar, 70
~ ’ ~ 7 ! b} A\ 7/
wolov pépos Tod dikaiov daidv éatw, va kai MehijTe
Néyopev pneél fudas ddieiv undé daeBelas ypdpea-

- A "
Oai, os ikavis 407 mwapd goi pepabnkétas Ta Te
evoeBi kai toa Kal Ta pij.

15 ET®. Todro Toivvy &uoiye Soxel,d Zo-
kpates, 70 pépos Tod Sikaiov elvat evoeBés Te
kal boiov, T0 mwepi THv Tdv Oedv Oepamelav*

\ ~ ) ’ \ .
70 8¢ mepl Tv THY dvbpeTwy T Novmwov elvas
Tol Sikalov pépos.

XV. 320. Kal kalds vé poi, & Ev6ippov,
’ 7 . 2 \ a ¥

S But what daiver Néyew:' alia opikpod | Tivos éte

o ut wi
kind of care?’ E. évderjs eipt. Ty ydp Oepamelav obme
‘Sl]xch scrv:‘oe aS o o 9 , ; s ,
aslave rendersto  SUVINUL NVTIVA OVOMALELS. OV yap mov
his master.’ ‘,J‘u K , s A ’Y‘p

5 Aéyets e, olaimep xal ai mwepl Td E\ha
Ocpameial eiow, TowavTyy kal mepl Oeols. Aéyouev
yap mov—olov ¢auéy, (wmovs ov mwas émiorarar
Oepamedew, dAN 6 immikos® 1 ydp;

ET®. Ilavv e
10 3Q. °‘H gydp mov immwr) lmmov Oepareia.
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ET®. Nat.

3Q. Ovéé e xtvas was émioratar 0€pa7revew,
@AM 6 KuvryeTIKdS. -

ET8. Ojrws.

3Q. ‘H ydp mov kvvyyeriny xvvdy Oepamela. 15
B ET®. Nal -

30. ‘H 8 Bmﬂ\,a-nxn Bodv.

ET®. Ilaw «ye.

30. ‘H 8 &) éotétys Te xal evaéBeia Oeddv, &
Evbvppov; obtw Néyeis; 20

ETO. "Eywrye.

2Q. Odrodv Gepameia ye maoa TabTdv Scampar-
Tetas; olov Towovde’ ém’ dyabd Tl éoTi kal wdelia
Tov Oepamevouévov, domep opas &) &te ol imrmor Vo
s imrmikijs Oepamevopevor wpeodvrar kal BeNTiovs 25
ybyvovrar: 1) ov Sokodai doi;

ET®. "Epouye. o

3Q. Kai of xbves wé wov Umwo Tis KUYnYeTIKiS
xal ol Boes vmo Ths Bonhatikfls, kal Td\\a wdvTa

C doavres* 1 éml BAdBy ole. Tob Bepamevouévov Tiv 30

Ocpamrelay elvas;

ET®. Ma A? ovx éywrye.

30. AN ér’ dpelia;

ETO. Ilds & ol;

2Q. "H olv xai 1 ¢auitns Oepamela ooa Oedv 35
wpeia Té ot Oedv kai Behtiovs Tovs feovs mouel;
xal ov TodTo Evyywproais &y, ws émweddv Ti Saiov
wougs, BeNTiw Twa Tdv Oedv dmepyale:;

ETO. Ma Af ovk &ywye.

20, Ouvde yap éyw, & EvGippo, olpal ae Todto 40
Méyew " woANoD kal déw* dAAa ToUTov &) Evexa Kal
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avnpouny, Tiva moté Néyois v Oepameiar Tdv fedv, D
ovy 7yovuevds ae TotavTny Néyew.
ET®. Kai dpbis e, & Zdxpartes: ov yap
45 TolavTN Méyw.
2Q. Elev' a\\a tis &) Oedv Oepameia ein av 1)
ocidTYS ;
ET®. °Hurep, & Zwkpartes, o Sov).oo Tovs dea-
moras Bepamedovaw.
so0 20, Mavbave v-rrgeﬂm) Tis dv, ws Eoicev, ein
Oeofs.
ETO. Ildvv uév odv.
XVI. 2. Exots‘ av oy ewrew, 7 l,a'rpou;
) v'm)pe'nm) els Tivos epfyov a'n-epryaa-mv
ly?em‘lht'lc‘lao::sotgs TUyXdVeL oDaa VTnpeTiKT] ; OVK mmc
EL (Dt/P 5) S oles;

ness is to say an

d
Smiwiesy  EXo. Throye
in prayer and sa- 20. Ti8; % vavirnyols vmnpeTixs E
els Tivos &pyov amepyaciav VmnpeTLKT)
 éoTuw;
ET®. Aﬁkov ére, 4 depa'res‘, els mAplov.
10 20. Kai 17 oiko8buais yé mov eis oixias;
ETO®. Nal
3Q. Eime &, @ apw"re 7 8¢ 0eots‘ wmpe'rucq els
Tivos &pyov dmepyaciay v u'm;penm) dv elm; Sfhov ydp
bru oD olaba, éredijmep Td ye Oela KdAMioTd e diis
/)—/ 15 eldévas dvfpomav.
\ ET®. Kal d\nbi ye Méyo, & Swkpates.
2Q. Eimé 8 mpos Auds, T( wor’ éaTiv éxeivo To
“ardryxalov Epryov, 8 oi feol dmepyalovras fuly Smypé-
TALS XPOueEVoL; B
20 ~ ETO. IloA\d kal ka\d, & wkpartes.
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3Q. Kai ydp | oi arpatyyol, & pire' aAN Spws
70 kepalaiov avTdy padiws dv elmors, 81 vikn év T¢
woréup dmepydlovrar’ 1) od ; -

"ETO. Iés & of;

30. Iloana 8 & oluar xal xald «xal of 25
yewpyol* dAN Juws TO Kepdlaiov avTdy éoTiv TS
dmepyacias 1 éx Tis vyijs Tpody.

ETO®. Ildvv qe

30. Ti 8¢ &) Tdv worAdv kal xaldv & ol Oeol
amepyalovral; Ti T0 Kepalaidy éaTi Tiis épyaclas; 30

ET®. Kal d\iyov gov mpotepov elmov, & Zw-

[/} 14 b \ k] ~ ’
B kpates, 8Tt whelovos Epyov éoTiv dkpe mavTa

rabra os) éyer pabeiv: T6de pévror oo amhds Méyw,
8ru éav pév kexapiopéva Tis émiocTnTar Tols
Ocois Néyeww 7€ xal mpdaTTELw €Uy Opevds Te3s
xal 0vwv, Tadr’ &t Td doia, kal coles TA
TotatTa Tovs Te i8lovs olkovs kal Ta xoivd
T@y wéhewy' Td & évavria TSV Kkexapiouévoy
acefn, & 87 xal dvatpémer &mavra «kal
amorNA Vs, A ° 40
T XVIL 2Q. "H mo\d poc 8id Bpayvrépowv, &

Es0Vppov, el éBovrov, elmes dv 76
S. ‘You have

C kepdhawoy &y 7pdTwy. aAAd ydp OV evaded my ques-
. wpofupcs pe el 8iddfar, Snhos el. «al

tion,

vyap viv éwed) ém’ avre 1oba, amerpamov: 8 el
dwexplvw, ikavés dv 90y mapd god Ty doibTyTa
éuepabinn. viv 8¢ dvdyixn qdp Tov épdvra TH
épwpévy drohovleiv, dmp dv éxetvos Vmdyn® Ti &)
a? Nyeis 15 Gowov elvas kal Ty SoidtnTa; ovxl
émaripny Twa Tod Bvew Te xal edyeabar; 10

ET®. *Eyarye.
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2Q. Ouvkodv 76 Gvew Swpeicbal éore Tois Oeols,
70 & elyeabar alretv Tovs Oeovs ; ‘
ETO. Kal pdra, @ Surpares.

15 2Q. 'Emoriun dpa aiticews xal S6oews Geots D
00L0TNS dv €in éx TovTov Toh Aoyov.

ET®. Ilavv karas, & Zdkpates, Evvikas 0
elmov.
20. Emlbupntis yap eipt, & $ike, Tis aiis

20 godplas xai mwpocéyw Tov vodv avTth, doTe oX yauai
weoettar § T dv elmys. aha poi Néfov, Tis avry %
vmnpeaia éori Tols Beols; aitetv Te Pis avTods xal
8:8dvas éxelvos;

ETO. “Enywrye. .
XVIII. 2Q. "Ap’ odv ob 10 0pfds aitelv dv
and fallen back €75 dv Seopela map’ éxeivwy, TadTa
i of holncss GUTODS GiTElV ;
as the god-loved. ETO. ’A\\e 'l"[,'

5 20. Kai a? 10 8dovar dpfds, dv éxeivor Tvy- E
Xdvovaiw Sebuevor mwap’ nudy, Tadra éxelvois ad
avridwpeiclar; ov ydp wov 'rgxﬂgév ¥ dv el
Swpogpopeiv 8i8ovra T TadTa dv ovdév deirar.

ETO. *A\yf7 Xeyew, @ mepa'res‘

10 Q. 'Eumopixy) dpa Tis dv ely, & Edfippor,

Téxvn 1) 60167 Beols xal avbBpamors wap® AANIAwY.
ET®. ’Epumopurr, €l obtws 18idv cor dvoudfew.
2Q. ANV ovdév Hdiov Epovye, €l pun Tuyydver

d\nbes bv. Ppagov 8é poui, Tls 5 dPelia Tols Geols
15 TUyYdVe oboa amd T@v 8dpwy dv wap’ fudv Napfad-
vovow; & uév yap Siddagiv, mavri oy’ ovdév ydp

nuty éoriw ayabov & T | dv py éxeivor Sdaw & 8¢ 15

wap’ fudy AapBdvovaiw, Tl dpeNodvras; % TocodTow

yl _ e A=A
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avT@v mAeovexkToduey xatd THv éumoplav, dare
wdvra Tdyale mwap adrev Naufdvouev, éxeivor 8¢ zo
wap’ Hudv ovdév;
ETO. 'AX\ ole;, & Zdxpartes, Tods feods wepe-
NeioOas dmrd Tobrew & wap’ fudv AauPBdvovaw ;
2Q. ’AM\a 7i Sijwor’ dv el Tadra, 3 Evbidpoy,
Td Tap Nudy Sa'ipa Tols 06029, 25
EY®. . T/ & olet d\ho % Tipr} Te xai ryepa Kai
omep éyw dpti ENeyov, xdpis;
B 30. Keyapouévov dpa éorly, & Eu0v¢pov, 70
- dawov, dAN ovxi dpéhipov oudé Ppidov Tols Geois ;
ETO. Oluai éywye mavroy ye paliara pilov. 30
30. Toiro dp’ éativ ad, ws €owxe, T3 baov, TO
Tols Beols Ppidov.
ET®. Mad\word qe.
XIX. 30. Oavudoe odv Tadita Aéywv, édv ool
oi Moyor ¢aivevrar un pévovres dANd .
Badilovres, xal éué aitiager Tov Aailda- mothing toyou
Aov Badifovtas avrods mowelv, abrds dv mwoNY e
TexvikaTEPos ToD Aarddhov kal kvkhe mepudvTas g
wowov; 1) otk aiclaver bri 6 Ndyos Huiv mepienbov
C wa\w els Tavrov fike; péuvnaar yap mwov bri év T
mpochev 76 Te Saiov xal 16 Oeodihés ov TavTOY Nuiv
épdvn, aAN’ Erepa aAMAAwY" 1) oV péuvnoar;
ET®. “Enorye. 10
2Q. Niv odv otk évwoels, §¢ 7o Tols feois pirov
¢ns bowov elvar; ToiTo 8 dANo T 1) Oeoilés eyiy-
verai; 1 o¥; -
ET®. TIdvv ee.
3Q. Obvroiv 4 dpre ov Ka\ds GSpoloyoiuey, 1) €l 15
ToTe KaADS, VDV ovk Spfds Tibéucla.
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ET®. "Eoixev.
XX. 20. 'EE apxis dpa fuly walw axemwréov,
But el me TC 0T TO baiov: ds éyd, wply dv pdbo,
tuly, what is éady elvai ovx dmodei\iacw. a\Ad wiD.

Holiness?’ E. y- , s \ ’
‘Ancther time, e @Tipaons, allha wavTli TPOTQ TPOC-

Socrates.’ 3 A\ ~ [/ ’, " 3

5 éxwv Tov vodv & Tv pa\iora viv elmé
v dMjfeiav. olola «ydp, elmep Tis dAAos dvfpas-
wov, kal ovk aderées el, damep 6 Ipwrevs, wplv
L) ¥ b \ \ ~ ’ N \
dv elmys. € yap p1) dncba capds o Te dotov Kai

3 \
70 dvéaiov, ovk EoTw drws Gy mote émexeipnaas vrép.
3 \ \ v ’ 4 ’

10 dvdpos Onros dvdpa wpesBuTny mwarépa Siwrabew
Povov, AN kal Tovs feods dv &decgas mwapaxwdv-
vevew, p1) ovk opfds avTd moujoois, kai Tovs dvlpe-
wovs foxvvlns. viv 8¢ ¥ olda bri cadds olet eldévar
70 7€ Sotov kal u1)* elmé oby, & BétioTe EvOudpov; E

15 kal p1) amoxpv Py & TL avTo Tjyel.

EY®. Eicaifis Tolvov, & Sdrpares® viv ydp
omevdw o, kal poi Gpa dmiévac.

3Q. Ola woueis, & éraipe’ dm’ é\widos pe xara-

14 k] 14 o € \ "

Bardv peyakns amépyet, iy elyov, &s wapa cod

20 pabdv Td Te bota xal pn xal Ths wpos MégTov
ypadis dirarhdEopas, évdeifdpevos éxelvyp b1 codds
%89 wap’ EdOudpovos | Ta Oeta yéyova xal o1t ovkére 16
¢ 3 ’ » ! RANDY " L S 4
v dyvoias avroayedialw oudé kaioToud mepl avrd,
xal 81 xal Tov d\Nov Biov b1i duewov Brwaoluny.
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"NOTES.

Ed0idpwy 1§ mepl dolov, werpaoTikds. So the title appears in
the Bodleian Mms, except that wewaarixés secems to have been added
by a later hand. Plato probably called the dialogue simply E¢60-
¢$pwr, in accordance with his frequent habit of naming his dialogues
after an interlocutor: e.g. Crito, Theaetetus, Protagoras, Phaedrus.
The words 4 wepl dolov were added by the critic Thrasylus, who
flourished about the Christian Era. Thrasylus classified the Pla-
tonic dialogues into dialogues of search ({nryrixof) and of exposition
(dpnyn7ixol): he subdivided the former into yuurasrikol (including
patevricol and weipagrixol) and dywviorikol (including évdeckrinol and

“@varperrixol), while the latter or expository class fell into fewpyrixol

(either guaekol or Noyixol) and wpaxrikol (ko or woherikol). See
Grote’s Plato Vol. 1 p. 161. The other examples of peirastic or
‘testing’ dialogues were the Charmides, Io, and Meno: with the
last of these the Euthyphro has much in common: see Introduction
P- XXX

The scene of the dialogue is in or near the porch of the King
Archon. For dramatic purposes, Plato seems to represent the
conversation as taking place soon after the interview with Theae-
tetus in the dialogue of that name: see Theaet. 210 D: »iv uév
olw dwavryréor pou els Ty T00 Pachéws arodv éwl Tiy MeNdfrov
ypagiiw, v pe yéypawrai. On Euthyphro as a man see Introd.
P- xxii.

A. EU. : 5
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CHAPTER 1.

Socrates, happening to fall in with Euthyphro, relates to him
the circumstances of his prosecution by Meletus.

1. 7l vedrepov. Socrates had never figured in a law-court till
now, either as prosecutor or as defendant: see Apol. 17 D vi» éyd
wpdToy ¢xl Sikaorhpiov dvaPéBnka, Ty yeyords éBophkovTa.
The neuter comparative of »éos (less frequently xawés) is preferred
to the positive, to express an objectionable novelty: Prot. 310 B uh
7t vewrepor dyyé\eis; Hence vewrepby T, vewreplfew, and vewre-
peopbs are used of revolutionary movements. 87 is the conjunction

“quod Eng. that: here however it retains more than it usually does
of its original pronominal use as acc. n. of 8o7is. See the editor’s
Apol. App. 11 p. 123. Cron invariably writes §7¢ for both rel. (not
¢ 7¢) and conjunction.

3. 7ds &v Avkelp—8iarpifds. The Lyceum was one of the
three famous gymnasia outside the walls of Athens: the others were

the ’Akadnuela (6 stades from the Dipylon or north-west gate:
Cic. de Fin. v 1. 1) and the Kwécapyes (a little way N. E. from
the Lyceum, on the road to AlGpeké). It was situated (see Milch-
hofer in Baumgister’s Denkmiler 1 p. 182) on the right bank
of the Ilisus, near Diochares’ gate, east of the city. Connected
with the gymnasium, which is said by Theopompus to have been
founded by Pisistratus, was a shrine of ’A7wéA\wv Adkeios of very
early date (Plut. Theseus 27. g). In later times it was famous as
the seat of Aristotle and the Peripatetic school. Socrates was
generally to be found in places of common resort, like gymnasia
and the market place: it is to the Lyceum that he betakes himself

" after Agathon’s banquet (Symp. 223 D): and the Lyceum is also
the scene of the dialogues Lysis and Euthydemus. &warpiSew and
dwarpiBal (originally simply of spending the time) suggest philoso-
phical conversation, as the most rational way of occupying one’s
leisure: e.g. in Apol. 29 C é¢ ¢re unxéri & Tavry TP {Tice
ScarplBewy undé ¢pilogogeiv: ibid. 37 C 7as éuds diarpeBas xal
Tods Abyovs. So gxolj has already in Greek come to be used for
a disputation and even for a ¢philosophical school’.

3. Tiv Tob Bachéws orodv. The porch of the King Archon
(o704 Bacieos Ar. Eccles. 685) was the first porch in the dyopd on
your right as you approached the market place from the Ceramicus.

——
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Paus. I 3. 1 wpdry 8¢ éotw év Setid kakovuérn arod Bacllewos (sc.
as you leave the Ceramicus). It was the duty of the King Archon
to maintain many of the religious duties that had originally belonged
to the Athenian King (compare the function of the Rex Sacrorum
in the early Roman Republic): among other religious offices, he
had charge of the mysteries, the Ajvaia and the torch-race: and
in accordance with the usual principle of Athenian law, he had
the presidency (yenovia dixagrnplov) of the Heliastic Court when
charges connected with his sphere of duties, impiety, for example,
were being heard (Gilbert Handbuch der Gr. Staatsalterthiimer 1
P- 241).

4. xal ool ye. ye does not go with kal in the idiomatic sense
of xal—ye="‘yes, and’, but with o0 ydp: cf. infra 2 B o0 yap éxewd
y€: 4 Bol yapdv wov ye: 8 A ol ydp Toird ye. Schanz remarks
that Plato nearly always uses ye with o0 ydp.

8(xvn. dlxn is the general term for a case heard before an
Athenian law-court. There were two sorts of dlxat viz. the dlxy
18la (dydw t8io0s) or lxn proper, and the dixn dnuocia (dydw dnuboios)
or ypagnj. The first was a civil suit: the latter either a criminal or
a public process, in which the state (as represented by any Athenian
citizen in the full exercise of his rights) was prosecutor. An
accusation of ¢évos was a ypagi: but Euthyphro here uses the more
general term, in order not to prejudge the nature of the case in
which Socrates might be concerned. In Socrates’ careful distinction
between ypagsj and diky in his reply Schanz sees a delicate sarcasm
on Euthyphro’s vaunted accuracy in the use of names: see Crat.
396 D.

5. womep &pol. The dpxwy Paciheds as public guardian of
religion presided in trials for ¢évos: for it was a religions duty to
wipe off the stain of bloodguiltiness: see 4 C loov ydp 7 plaocpa
ylyrerar, éav fuvps T@ TorolT Ewveldis kal uh) dpoaiols ceavrév Te
xal éxetvor 7 dlxy émwekidw.

6. ofitov 834—ye. “No, Euthyphro, the Athenians do no?’ etc.
e, following the emphatic *Afyvatot, should be taken with o¥roc 87.
So in Crat. 438 D od7o¢ 5} dlxady ye, & Sdrpares,

& Ed0ippov. B for the most part and T everywhere read &
Evfi¢puwwv throughout the dialogue!. Fritzsche compares similar

! The Bodlelan Ms of Plato is denoted by B ¢ T stands for the Ms in the
library of St Mark’s at Venice. These two are the best representatives of the
two families of Platonic mss.

§—2
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mistakes in the Laurentian Ms of Sophocles e.g. Ajax 903 & rahai-
¢pwr: O. T. 1299 & TNfpwr.

8. ds Youke scems to shew that no interrogation is intended.:
I have therefore removed the mark of interrogation placed by most
of the editors after yéyparrac. ¢ is clearly emphatic (as in line
11): for which reason I print ypagiv ¢é 7is, not 7pu¢11v oé Tis.
Euthyphro, knowing Socrates’ invariable drpa'ypoauw), at once
leaps to the conclusion that he is the accused, and not the accuser.

yéyparrar. ypigecfac=to cause to be written down: ypdgpew
=to write, as in Theaetetus- 142 D éypaydupy 761’ edOds—
. Uwouvnuara, borepov S¢—Eypagor. Hence ypdgperfai="*to indict’:
the name of the accused party being written down by the dpxw» or

his clerk: whereas ypd¢eww = ‘to propose a motion’ i.e. to write it"

out oneself. Notice the two accusatives ypaghv ypdpesfal oe: the
first is the accusative of the internal, the second of the external
object: Thompson Greek Syntax p. 66. <yéypawrac alone would
have sufficed for the sense: but a certain rhetorical effect of surprise

and indignation is attained by repeating Socrates’ ypagiv, at the -

same time that the antithesis with 8lkyw is thereby emphasized.

9. kaTaywwoopai. Karayyvdokew is to see a weak point in
one: Apol. 25 A moA\y ¥é pov karéyvwkas dvoruxlav: Phaed. 116
C ob karaywdoopal ye gov Swep TV AWy kaTayryrdokw. oV yép
wov is fdffnd in one inferior Ms, whence Stephanus read oy ~&p

_ooi; but the omission of the genitive is accounted for l;y the
presence of oo in the next clause ws o &repov. Compare Thuc. vI
34. 81 émépxovrar ydp Nuiv ds ovx duvvovuévors, Sikalws kaTeyyvw-
xb67es 87 avrols ov perd Aakedaiuoviwy épbfelpopev. T here has
&s oV ye Erepov.

11. dA\dotdANos. ‘Interrogatio supcrvacanea est valde miran-
tis’, says Wohlrab. &\\os is used after &repov for the sake of variety.
So in Aristotle Ethic. Nic. 1X 4. 1166° 7 érépwv udy émbupodow
@A 8¢ Bothovras. Here perhaps the jingle is intended to suggest
Euthyphro’s peculiar tricks of language: see Crat. 396 D and
Introd. p. xxiii.

14. obd’ avrds mdvv T yiyvdokw = “ne ipse quidem satis
novi”. On o) wdvv see Riddell’s Digest of Platonic Idioms § 139.
It means ‘not quite’ i.e. generally ‘not exactly’, though some-
times ‘not at all’ by the usual Greek meiosis or Eugaoes. It is
however held by some scholars that od wdvv occasionally = warv of
even without assuming meiosis: see Classical Review for 1887 p.

A
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71. The addition of the adverbial 7« makes the expression vaguer and
less emphatic. So Phaed. 57 A o08els wdvv 7t émxwpiddec Ta ¥iw
*Abivale: Rep. IV 419 A édv 7is oe ¢f pij) wdvv T¢ edalpovas woueiv
TobTous Tods dvdpas.

16. Ménrov. Apol. 23 E é Tobrwy xal Mé\nTés por éwébero
xal“Avvros kal Avkwr. Meletus was the protagonist in the prosecu-

“tion of ~Socrates: his ouwipyopor were Anytus and Lyco. Hence

when it is desired to allude to the prosecution briefly, Meletus
alone is mentioned : so in Apol. 19 B foll. and Theaet. 210 D 79w
MeXfrov ypagiw, v pe yéypawrai. On Meletus generally see
the editor’s Introduction to the Apology p. xxvi. Notice the
indifference which Socrates contrives to express by means of véos
7is and ds éyGpuac.

17. Tév Sdpwy IIurbels. The deme Ilirfos was in the tribe
Cecropis. T&v dfjuwr is a partitive genitive ; for ITirfeds = éx Iirov.
The old reading was 7d» d7juov (acc. of reference): Cobet Novae

_ Lectiones p. 671 rightly remarks ‘‘corrige 7év &juwr”’, and so B
. and T. See Holden on Plutarch Themist. 1 § 1 warpds ydp v

Neox\éovs—Ppeapplov 7&v dpuwv. Schanz remarks that this
gen. is not found on Inscriptions, and that in manuscripts it
generally precedes the name of the deme.

v¢ {xev=meminisse: év v»g Exew=in animo habere i.q. to
intend. Contrast Apol. 20 B 7iva abrolv év »@ &xeis émwordrmy
Aafelv ; with Rep. VI 490 A 7yefro 8’ avrg, el vy Exers, mpdrov
puév dAqpfeta kTA. There is here inferior Ms authority for ég »¢.

18. olov Teravérpixa by the usual attraction for rowuror olés
éort Teravdfpif. Cf. Soph. 237 C xahewdr 7jpov kal oxeddv elwelv
ol ye éuol wavrdwacw dwopor =ToiobTy olés ye &y elp. Kiihner's
Griechische Grammatik 11 p. 916. Teravéfpf implies long rigid
hair )( curls. Astrologers used to maintain that a man born under
the sign Virgo would be Teravdfpit xapowds Nevkbypws &wats
aldjpwy (Sext. Emp. adv. Math. v gs5). For long hair as affected
by anyone who dokei elval 7¢ see Aristoph. Nub. g45 xdyd uév
TotobTos dwvhp dv woyris o xomd. In Rep. 1v 425 B Plato cites
short hair (xovpat) as a mark of the well-conducted youth. Just so
the Ephors annually commanded the Spartuns xelpecfatr 76w
pboTaka xal welfeobas Tois vépois (Plut. Cleom. g, on the authority
of Aristotle), although it was only the moustache that the Spartans
fell foul of: long hair in general was considered Dorian and

-aristocratic. ob wdvv edyéveiov alludes to Meletus’ youth: so infra
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in 2 c he is the tell-tale little boy complaining to his mother. It is
clear also from Apol. 25 D and 26 E that Meletus was young.
éxlypuros )( éxloyuos="somewhat hook-nosed’: the word occurs
again Phaedr. 253 D in a description of the noble steed, just as the
horses in the Panathenaic frieze are éxlypuwo. In Rep. v 474 D
Bagihkés is said to be a polite euphemism for ypuwés, like éxixapis
for giuos. Here the 8¢ seems to imply that Meletus made up for
deficiency in beard by amplitude of nose. On the whole, Meletus
gives us the impression of a Roman-nosed and angular young man:
Socrates was flat-nosed and rotund.

20. odx dwvod: éwod=»y &w ‘I remember’: Polit. 296 A
ok évvod viv 4 olrws. dAN& &% marks the return after the
digression. The particle is also idiomatically used=‘at enim’ to
introduce the objection of an adversary: see Stallbaum on Rep. 11
365 D.

23, fvrwva; A previous speaker’s question is invariably repeated
by the indirect interrogative. Schanz (following one inferior Ms)
emends Laches 195 A where a question is repeated with wpds 7{;
to wpds 6 T¢;

&porye Boxel: without s, as in Crito 50 B 4§ doxel goc olow Te
and Phaed. 108 D § Blos mot¢ doxet 6 éubs. In such cases inferior
Mss frequently insert ds.

23. oY ¢ailoy ‘no slight thmg ¢ablor is a more general -

term than dvyevmfs, which denotes lack of courage )( yevvddas. Supra
éyvwxévas (novisse) is ‘to know’: as yryvdoxeww (noscere) ‘to perceive’
or ‘learn’.

24. Tiva Tpémov ol véor BiadBelpovrar. For the terms of the
indictment of Socrates see Apol. 24 B Zwkpdry ¢noly (sc. 8 Ménros)
ddikely ToUs Te véovs deaplelpovTa xal Ocods ods 5 wbhis voulfe
oV voplforra Erepa 8¢ daubma kxawd.

26. xwdvrveler codés Tis elvar: xwduveder = doxel as often in
Plato: the word must originally have been used only where the
predicate involved something evil=«kivdurés éore with inf. as in
Lysias xard ’Avyopdrov § 27 gol d¢—«xivduvos 5v Bacavicbivas.
copbs (‘clever’) is sarcastic, as often e.g. in Crito 51 A 4 ofrws €l
copds; The word (like @povrioris) was almost a nickname of
Socrates (see Apol. 18 B): here it suggests the sophists, as in Meno
758 C 7dw copdv—ral épioTikdy kal dywnoTikdv. Meletus is 6 xara
véous gobs : see infra on line 32.

kal iy 4y dpablav—8uadlelpovros. duabys is regularly

o\

A\
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L- » A‘— a

44 4



12D PLATO'S EUTHYPHRO. 33

used as the opposite of cogos. Notice the implication that vice is
due to ignorance (duafla). This doctrine is frequently regarded
as peculiar to Socrates: but it is embedded in the Greek language.
Take for example the words duafis draldevros dyvduwr. Primarily
these words denoted a want of intellectual cultivation: but in
practice they are often used of deficient moral culture: duafis
(see Verrall on Medea 224) =‘boorish’ ‘unfeeling’: dwaldevros is
‘rude’ and dyrduwr ‘unkind’. An untutored intellect (from the
Greek point of view) implies moral delinquency: since in the
flourishing period of Greek life intellect and will are not discrimi-
nated. The same point of view comes out in Plato’s theory of
education (Rep. vi—viII): true education awakens émwrijun, and
does not implant 8p6% d6fa: and éwtoriun means the regeneration
(wepiaywyn) of the entire man, moral as well as intellectual. As to
the syntax, note éunp (=éuob) with Siagpbeiporros.

28, ds mpds pnrépa wpds Tiv wéAw. IHad Plato chosen to
make the simile an identification, he would have omitted the second
#pbs as Cobet requires. See on Crito 46 c: *‘If it is wished to
bring the objects compared into the closest possible union, @owep
(s, kabBdxep) with the preposition is placed first, and the preposition
itself written only once: Rep. VIII 545 E ds mpds waldas Huds
waifoboas xal épecxnhovoas”. Where dowep with the preposition

. precedes,. Cobet (Variae Lectiones p. 165 foll.) would in every case-

delete the second preposition: but he defies the Mss. Otherwise
both prepositions are inserted: and in case the object compared
comes first neither preposition may be omitted e.g. xpds Tw woAw

- s wpds unrépa. Schanz emends two curious cases in which the

Jférst preposition is omitted with preceding dowep, viz. Phaed. 67 D
éx\vopévny Goxep deapdv (leg. éx deopav with T) and Tim. 79A
petv Gowep avAGvos (leg. 8t& avh@rvos) 8id Tob gdparos. Archer-
Hind retains dowep avhdvos. The motherhood of the state is the
leading motive of the Crito (see the editor’s introduction to that
dialogue): Socrates spurned the temptation to break her laws as
parricide. On this view rested during the most flourishing period
the entire fabric of Greek civic life. It is worthy of remark that the
Cretans called their country unpls (Rep. IX 575 D).

29. TOV woOAiTik@y is neuter, and goes with dpxesfac.

30. dpbas ydp dor. éore of course is not equivalent to &xe:, 2 D
for 8p8Gs (which would in English be printed with marks of quo-
tation) =70 épfds dpxesbai. Schanz compares (inter alia) Symp.

ATBRAR Y
74> 0F THX N3
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183 D kalds pméy wparrbuevor kalby, aloxpds 3¢ aloxpbs.
aloxpds pév odv éore wovnpy Te xal wovnpds xapliesbas, xaNds ¢
XPNOTH TE Kal XpnoTds,

31. émpeknbqvar: true to his name MéAyros: so infra 3 A
émcpennbels. Cf. Apol. 25 c (where see note), MéAnre—d uéeav
—uepérnrer and 26 B MeXqf7¢ Tolrwr obre péya obre puxpdy ww-
wore éuéhnoev. In Aristoph. Ran. 9ggo—9ggr there is perhaps a
similar pun on Meletus’ name, xexnréres pauudrvior, peherridac
(v.l. uexnridas) xkabfwro: cf. ibid. 1302. For similar plays upon
words in Plato and the principle which they involve see on Crito
46 C and especially 47 B (7 éxeordry xal éwratorre). It should
be remarked that émiueleicOas was almost a technical term of the
Socratic ethics (Crito 51 A): Socrates himself habxtually professed
éxipeleigfac dpetijs.

32. yewpydv dyaddv. Herewith begins the agricultural meta-
phor, continued in éxxafalpec and in 7ds SAdoras: compare Rep.
1X 589 B 700 wohvkegpdhov Opéuparos éxiperfoerat Soxep yewpybs,
78 uév fuepa Tpépwy Kal Tifacedwy, T 8¢ dypia dwoxwhdwy Plecbar.
The yewpybs is the cogds xkard ¢uvrd (Theaet. 167 B): so Meletus
poses as 0 xard véovs gopbs. As to the subject matter, note in
the first place the implication that the politician should make the
citizens morally better : in the best period of Greece politics had an
ethical purpose; see Aristotle Eth. Nic. 1 10. 1099® 30 ff. afry 8¢
(sc. % woNirwch) wheloTny émpéNeav woieirar Tol wowoUs Twas xal
&yafods Tods wollras woficar kal wpakrikods T@v xaldv. In fact
ethics and politics were not separated in Plato’s time, since 79
vbupov =78 dixawov—the law of the state is the law of morality for
the man. (Introduction to Crito, p. xiii.) Only from this point

of view can we see the true unity of the Republic, which, though .

it is called mo\rela, is almost as much ethical as political. It was
only when man was forcibly torn from the state by the loss of civic
freedom that Aristotle wrote an ethical treatise as distinct from
politics. In the second place, observe the paramount importance
here assigned to the care of the young: sound education seemed to
Plato the only possible salvation for a state: ef Tpagévrwrv kai
Tpeouévwy T véwy wdvra Huiv kar pfdv whel (Legg. VII 813 D).

33. kal 84 xal introduces the application as in Crito 47¢C
odkoby kal TdANa—obrws—«al &% xal wepl Tdv dwalwy xTA. lows
infra="‘doubtless’ (sarcastic).

34. Mpds éxxabalpe. Socrates as a noxious weed, or per-
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haps as some pestilent monster preying on the young plants: cf.
Arist. Hist. An. 1x 625° 33 7 8¢ ywéueva Onpla év Tols oupreat
xal Nvpawbdpeva 1 kypla al wév xpnoral péhrrat éxxalbalpovaer.
Hirschig’s éxxafapel is unnecessary, and in fact less forcible and
accurate.

35. Tods Tov véwv Tas PMdoras Swadlelpovras. There is
much irony in this clause, expressed by placing it after the verb
éxxabalpet, and adding the words ds ¢pnow. Fritzsche well compares
Apol. 34 A: ebprceTe—mdvras éuol Ponfelv éroluos 7¢ Sia-
¢Octpovre, T xakd épyaouév Tods olkelovs abrdv, &s ¢padt
Mé\nros kal “Avvros. For the general idea Schanz compares Legg.
VI 765 E mwavrds ydp &) ¢urol % wpdry BAdorn kalws dpunbeica
xpds dperiw This abrol PUoews xkvptwrdTy TéNos émilbeivor TO wpécf-
¢opor and ibid. vII 813 D quoted above on 2 D. The words Twv
véwy are bracketed by Schanz, following Gomperz, chiefly on the
ground that rds BAdoras=rTols véovs (with the additional agricultural
idea) can alone form a correct antithesis to T@v wpesBurépwr: but I
think the words are right, for it is quite in Plato’s style in passing
from the simile to the application to choose words applicable to
both (ras BAdoras to agn’culture, and 76v »éwy to the young: cf.
note on Crito 47 B): moreover 7as SAdoras 7&v véwy is more than
Tods véous or Tas BAdoras alone since it means the development or
¢sprouting’ of the young. The idea contained in the four words is
afterwards expanded in the Phaedrus: where philosophic "Epws is
viewed as that which fosters the sprouting of the wings of the soul
(mi» BAdoryv 1ol wrepol): Phaedr. 246 C foll. For a similar juxta-
position of the comparison and the thing compared, see Alc. 1
134 D—E €els 70 Ociov xai Napwxpdy épdvres,—els 70 d0cov xal oKo-
Tewwvov BNémovres. [Liebhold in the Wochenschrift fiir Klassische
Philologie 1888 no. 40 p. 1226 also retains r&v véwr, regarding it as
an echo of the words Tols véous in the indictment: but he can
hardly be right in changing ras B\doTas to Tods BeNtlorovs.] :

36. -trera perd Tobro. Not exactly a case of the oxipa é
wapaA\ihov. Eweira corresponds to wparov uéy (Ereta and elre are
more common than &rera 3 and elra ¢) as ‘in the second place’
to ‘in the first place’: while perd Tobro=perd 70 Huds éxxabdalpew.
Compare Aristoph. Ran. 1026 elra diddtas Hépoas perd TobT’
éxibupetv étedldata kTN,

39. dptapéwp sc. MeNdre: T¢ dptapévy would make the
statement general.
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CHAPTER IIL

The Introduction is here continued. Euthyphro is indignant
that Socrates should be accused of heterodoxy and insult cast upon
the profession of the udrris to which both belonged.

3. dppwda is a very strong word, suggesting the physical results
of excessive fear.

drexvis ydp .por Soxel. drexrds=‘literally’, ‘absolutely’ is
used to intensify a statement, especially a simile or (as here) a
proverb : it is opposed to oxedbv T¢, &uBpaxv (with relatives only)
or ws ¥xos elxev, which modifies a universal affirmative or negative.
Distinguish dréxvws="inartistically’: the English word ‘simply’
has both senses. Cf. Apol. 17 D and note.

3. d¢’ ‘Eorlas dpxecdar. All offerings began and ended with
a libation to Hestia. In the economy of Greece, both political and
religious, Hestia was the central divinity; she is the heart of the
House and of the State. As a Goddess, she does not appear till
Hesiod and the Homeric hymns, where she figures as the first-born
daughter of Cronus and Rhea (Hes. Theog. 454): she is simply
the personification of the Hearth. Every w6\, being regarded as
a family in accordance with the usual Greek view, had a xouwy
éotla, on which holy fire was always kept burning: it was situated
in the wpvraveior (Pind. Nem. XI 1 wai 'Péas, & Te wpurareia
Aéhoyxas ‘Ecrla), which for that reason was the central point
without which no wéAes could exist. Therefore the proverb d¢’
‘Eorlas &pxesfa: means to begin with the central or xfpwor or
fundamental point: Ar. Vesp. 845—846 va d¢’ ‘Ecrias dpxé-
pevos émrplyw Twd. Euthyphro implies that Socrates is the
corner-stone of Athens. Plato claims exactly the same honour for
his master: as the #7ue éoria of Athens he too should be supported
in the Prytaneum (Apol. Ch. xxvI): cf. Gorg, 521 D oluac per’
S\ywy *Abnwalwr Wa pr elrw pbvos éxixepely T4 ws dAds oy
réxry kal xpdTTeElw Td ToNeTikd pbvos TG¥ ¥Ov». But Euthyphro
resents the accusation of Socrates because he feels himself attacked
through him : Socrates is to him a udvris, and pavruch he regards as
the safety of the State. See Introd. p. xxi.

4. xaxovpyelv Tiv wéAw. xaxovpyely is opposed to wheloTwy
xal peylorwy dyaldv alrios—ryemjoerar. Notice the implication that

IR, | PR W
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evil treatment makes a man worse : kaxoupyely =kaxov wowelv (as in
Rep. I 335 B foll.): this is an essentially Greek view, well illustrated
by the transition of meaning in wornpés and poxfnpés from *afflic-
ted’ to ‘depraved’: see the editor’s note on Crito 47 E where
allusion is made to Simonides Frag. 5. 10—13, & dpa & oix &rre p1j

_ob xaxov Eupevar, 8v dudyavos cuupopd xadéy. The converse view,

that prosperity means goodness, is implied in the usual equivocation
on ed wparrew=to ‘do well’ and ‘fare well’: see Aristotle Eth.
Nic. 1 1098® 20. The principle on which this view rests is found
in Hom. Od. XVIII 136—137 Tolos yap wdos éarly émixboviwv dvlpd-
xwy olov éx’ Fuap dypoe warip drvdpdv Te fedv Te.

5. wxal por Néye. «al before Imperatives=*pray’: Apol. 24 ¢C
xal pot dedpo elxé=agedum dic mihi.

7{ xal wowobvrd o€. kal suggests that Socrates cannot possibly
have done anything to corrupt the youth. See on 7¢{ vydp xal
¢rfooper in 6 B.

7. droma, ds obrw y droboat. The charge is drowor, because 3 B

!ods should make men, not men gods. e is placed after the
emphatic ofirw, and belongs strictly speaking to &s. So Lysis
216 A €0 e, &pn & Mevétevos, s ye oVTwal droboar. ofirw is
idiomatically used for ‘at first sight’, ‘on the first hearing’, and
the like. So Crat. 397 A €l dpa Huiv émpapruphoe abrd T8 dvépara
) wdwv dwd Tod adTondTov ofTws Eagra kelofar. For &s with
inf. in this sense (as in &s &wos elweilv) see Goodwin, Moods and
Tenses, p. 207.

8. wowmiv elvas fedv. It is worth while to notice the gradual
development of the metaphor from the mint. xawds rather than
véos is used of new coinage: cf. Ar. Ran. 720 ¥ ¢ Tdpxalor
wpopa kal 76 katvov xpuslov. Presently in dpyalous o voultorra
the metaphor comes into sight: for woulfew and its derivatives
mean not only to ‘believe in’ or ¢ worship’, but also ‘to use as
current coin’. See Ar. Nub. 247—249 (a passage precisely similar
to this) wolovs Oeods duel ov; wpwrow yap Oeol Huiv vépiop’ odx Eor.
7§ yap 8uwvr’ 5 A cidapéowwy, domwep év Bufarrly ; In the reply of
Euthyphro the metaphor is explicit : ds of¥ xatvoropotvrés oov
wepl 78 Beta xTA.

10. Tovrwv avriv fexa, ds ¢now. The precision of robrwy
abr@v &vexa (summing up ds xawods—roplforra) followed emphati-
cally by ds ¢now (echoing the ¢mol with which the sentence begins)
insinuates that Meletus was not actuated solely by a zeal for, the
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national faith. In the indictment against Socrates (for which see
above on 2 C) it is clear that the religious accusation was introduced
only to give a foothold to the graver charge of corrupting the youth:
i.e. the religious charge was ancillary to the social and political.
At the same time it should be remembered that owing to the
constitution of the ancient state heterodoxy was equivalent to
treason. In Apol. 23 E—24 A a personal motive for the prosecu-
tion is assigned: Mé\yrds por émwéfero xal "Avvros xal Avkww,
Mé\yros pév dwép TGv wotnTOy dx0Oopmevos, "Avvros 52 Vwép TGV
Spuiovpydv xal T wokiTiky, Avkwy 8¢ bxép TGV Ppyropww.

11.  povfdve: 81 &1 o) 18 Saupdviov—ylyveoBar. It is barely
possible that uavfdrw is intended to suggest udvris: Euthyphro (as
appears in Cratylus 396 D) was addicted to the etymological pun.
8r¢ & is ‘because forsooth’, cf. g B pavfavw* 87¢ (‘because’) go
doxd kT\. Socrates regarded his daudvior as a species of parrici—a
divine sign (onuelor) or voice (¢wwif), vouchsafed to him as a proof
of the divine care: see the editor’s Apology pp. xxvii and 88. He
certainly did not look upon it as a new divinity : but it is clear from
Apol. 31 D (feidv ¢ xal Satudvior—o 3% kal év T Ypady éxikwpyp-
3&v Ménnros éypdyaro) that it was so misrepresented by Meletus,
wilfully, if we may trust the sarcasm of §r¢ 87 and infra ws odw
xaworopoivros. cavry is written in preference to oof, because=
ool air¢ i.e. ‘to you alone’: airds often=solus. Socrates held
that he was almost if not quite the sole possessor of a *divine
voice’ (Rep. VI 496 C 9 ~ydp ot Twe E\\p 4 underl Ty Eumposfev
véyove).

12. &doroTe is ‘on each occasion’: the voice did not speak al-
ways, but only as occasion arose—forbidding, not encouraging:
Cic. Div. 1 § 122 divinum quiddam—cui semper paruerit, nunquam
impellenti, saege (not semper) revocanti. Notice that ylyvesfa: is
“the technical expression for the appearance of Socrates’ datudviov”
(Schanz): see on Crito 46 B.

13. xawotopoivros. New coinage is apt tq be inferior to old
(Ar. Ran. 717 fi.) and xaworoueiv in Plato (who employs the word
only as a metaphor) always denotes a change for the worse, like
xuweiv of revolutionary change. :

14 s SwaBalay 81f: &7 is ‘ therefore’. Siafdl\ew wasa regular
term in Athenian law for the-opposite of a fair and honourable
accusation (karwyopetv): cf. Thuc. 111 42 b uév elwelv odx & TyelTar
wepl 700 p7) kakov Svvacat, b 8¢ drafalwy ékwhfjfar dv KT
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15. €8ds 871 eddudBola—moNhois: since the woAhol, for whom
Plato had no great respect (of ye woAol, ws Ewos eclwew, obdév
alefavévras Prot. 317 A), judge by the canons of 8pfy dfa and not
émwrnun, in which they do not partake. Witness (among the
ancients) Anaxagoras, Socrates and Aristotle: each of whom was
condemned for impiety.

16. kal épov ydp To: xal (also) goes with éuol : Toc is ‘let me
tell you’. Observe how Euthyphro recognises in Socrates a kindred
spirit: ““we are both udrres (see infra Huiv w&oe Tois TocovTots)—
me they laugh at, you they accuse—in both cases envy is their
motive”. The Athenians were right in laughing at Euthyphro, but
Socrates was a far more serious antagonist—more serious indeed
than he himself knew. His teaching contained the germs of ecthical
and political doctrine destined to contribute to the downfall of
Greek civic life, while it at the same time paved the way for some-
thing higher. See Apol. p. xxviii. '

18. xaray\Gow ds pawopévov. As if the udvris were
pavekds: for the word pawouévov naturally suggests- udvris: see
Phaedr. 244C: Tov malaw@v ol 7 dvéuara TiOéuevor odx aloypdv
nyodrro 0vd¢ Bveidos paviav, ov ydp dv Tf kaNNaTy Téxyy, 1) TO KéNNOY
Kkpiverat, aUTd ToUTO ToBvopa éumNEKOVTES favikn v EKANETAY. —
ol 3¢ viv dweipokdAws 76 Tad émepSaANovTes pavTikny ékdhesar.
In the same passage Plato recognises four varieties of serviceable
madness whereof two are pavricy &beos and pavricy 73 TGv éugppd-
vwy (working through signs and omens). Euthyphro’s variety was
7B T épppovwy.

ka{roL = ‘quanquam’ ‘and yet’ followed by dA\’ uws as in
Phaed. 68 E (quoted by Schanz) xalrot gauéy ye dddvaror elva,
aNN’ Suws kTA.

" 20. Tols TowolTous, i.e. Tols udvresr. The words at the same
time express the grounds of the envy.

dAN'—tévar. Notice the threefold occurrence of d\\d in three
lines : in the first and last case it forms the natural adversative to
the negatives: in the second it has the effect of a spirited exhor-
tation.

21. dpbéoe tévar. A Homeric phrase (Il X111 337 dpdo’ HA0e
pdxn) meaning ‘to come to close quarters’, ¢ grapple with’, duds
in Homer=6 adrds: so that dudse=4és Tadrov, shewing the same
suffix as in éxeloe, d\\oge, worépwoe, érépwae etc., a suffix confined
for the most part to pronominalstems, except in the Homeric xvx-

3C
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Moce (Il 1v 212) and Vyoce (IL X 461). Kiihner’'s Griechische
Grammatik 1 p. 731, Anm. 5. Plato employs the phrase as a
metaphor not unfrequently, e.g. Euthyd. 294 D duboe frn» 7ols
épwrhuacw, cf. Phaedo 95 B ‘Ounpixds (‘as Homer’s heroes do’)
éyyVs lovTes.

CHAPTER III.

In this chapter Socrates is careful to point out the differénce
between himself and Euthyphro. Euthyphro the Athenians laugh
at: Socrates they prosecute, because the latter proselytises, while the
former is content with merely displaying his cleverness.

1. & ¢pihe Et@dpov, dANE. More emphasis is thrown on dA\d
by placing the vocative first. Schanz compares the position of the
vocative before an imperative followed by 8¢ e.g. Phileb. 48 D &
Ipdrapxe, weipd §¢ abrd Tobro Tpixy Téuvew.

6 pdv karayehac®ijvar. The antithetical clause is to be under-
stood as ‘but to be accused is’. In 3 D—E infra the antithesis is fully
expressed: el uév odv, 8 v 3% EXeyor, uéAhowév pov xarayeNar kTA.,
el 8¢ owovddoovTac xr\. For uév with no corresponding &¢
clause cf. Apol. 21 D é\oyi{buny 8re TodTov wév Tob drfpdmov
éy® gogdrepds elpe: ibid. 17 B and note.

When the ignorant laugh at the wise, the wise may retaliate
with laughter less ridiculous than theirs, says Plato (Rep. VII 517 B):
for the ignorant come short in matters of far graver moment than
the philosopher (Theaet. 175 c foll.).

2. ov8ly mpdypa is idiomatic for ‘nothing’, ‘a matter of no
importance’: so in 3 E (00d¢v ¥o7Tar mpaypa ¢ will come to nothing’),
and not rarely in Plato.

4. Sewdv: ‘clever’ with the secondary notion of an ‘uncanny,
unsettling tendency ’.

5. p1} pévror BiBaokaludy Tis aiTod codlas. See infra on
3D éyd 3¢ ¢ofoiuas ph kT

7. Towodrovs sc. cogods Ty adTod goglav. TowoiTos is frequently
used to avoid the repetition of an adjective: see on Apol. 26 A 7&»
TowodTwy kal drovglwr. So Erepos Totofros often=¢just such another’
Euthyd. 298 D—E, Gorg. 493 B.

Gupodvrar sc. TovTy.

a7 olv $Ovp—elre B’ &A\No m. oiv has the effect of
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¢‘perhaps’: cf. Soph. O. T. 1049 el7’ ol éx’ dypdv elTe xdrfdd’
eloddw. Akin is the use of obv after relatives as in éxococoiv, 005
dxwoTioby.

No doubt some Athenians may have been envious of the prose-
Iytising dewbs: but others were indignant on political grounds (8¢
@\\o 7t), because such teaching seemed to weaken the authority
of law, by promoting inquiry into its basis. See the speech of
Cleon in Thuc. 111 37. 4 ol uév yep To¥ 7€ vépwr cogpdTepor
Bovhorrat palverfai—xal ék Tov Totolrov T& ToOANG cpdANovat Tads
wéhets.  Socrates himself did not call in question the authority of
the laws; for he defined 70 dlxator as 76 véupov (see Introduction
to Crito p. xiii): but some of his associates, as for example
Alcibiades, were ready to submit the laws and constitution of their
country to the test of reason. See Apol. Ch. xxI. .

9. Tofrrov odv wépr. TobTOV is TOb Sidackakikoy Tis coplas elvar.
Euthyphro is not the man to cast his pearls before swine. Note
the emphatlc éué, .

10. ov wévv="‘not exactly’: see on 2 B above.

11. omdnov ceavrdy wapéxew: ‘shew yourself rarely’ not
‘make yourself scarce’. For this use of owdwios cf. Legg. Vil 841 A
oxaviy yap ad 7¢ TowolTy 8’ aloxtwyw xpduevor kTA.

13. dwd ¢avlpormias: whereas the attitude of Euthyphro is
that of a uuodvbpwros.

14. txxexvpdvas wavrl dvBpl Aéyew. Apol. 33 A éyd 5¢ 5¢8do-
xalos (different from &idackalikés supra) wév obderds wdwor’
éyevbuny el 8¢ Tis pov Néyovros kal 78 épavrod wpdrrovTos ém-
Oupet dxovew, elTe vewrepos elTe wpeaPiTepos, obderl wdmwore éplovyoa,
008¢ xphmnara pér Naufdvwr dtakéyopatr, uh Naufdvwr 8¢ of,
AN’ dpolws kal whovoly xal wévyre Tapéxw épavrdv épwrdv KTA,
Socrates believed himself commissioned by God to preach to all
who would listen. Apol. Chapters vI and XVII.

15. oY pdvov dvev pioBoi: for Aristophanes misrepresents So-
crates in Nub. 98 odroc d¢ddaxove’, dpybpiov 4v Tis 308§ xTA.

wpoomibels (sc. muodbv) is not here used absolutely, as Wohlrab
and Schanz suppose. Josef Wagner (Die Athetese des Dialogs Eu-
thyphron, Briinn 1882—3, p. 26) shews but little sense of humour
when in arguing against. the authenticity of the dialogue he asks,
apropos of this passage—‘‘where could Socrates have got the
money to pay his audience, when in the Apology he can command
only a single mina?”
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16. o Tis pov 08\ dxovew. So B: T has é0é\e. Either is’

right: but the reading of B gives the matural protasis to the
apodosis in wposrifels dv ndéws (i.q. wpooribelpy dv ndéws—the
participle being preferred in order to form a balance with o) uévov
dvev puabod).

17. Vv 81 =dpriws is written by Schanz and Cobet ywds: see on
Apol. 37 ¢. The reference is to c above 78 v xarayelacfijrac
lows o0dév wpaypa. Note that if Plato had omitted »o» 4 he would
probably have written Aéyw: cf. Apol. 21 A éwep Aéyw (alluding to
20 E).

18. ovBivdv el dndés. dndésis used as in Apol. 41 B dvriwapa-
BdN\\ovre Td éuavrov wdon xpds Ta éxelvwr—obl k dv adndés eln.

19. ¢ 8¢ owovddoovrar. So T, rightly: B has swovddSovras,
by an obvious assimilation to wal{ovras xai yeNdvras. Note the
contrast between the optative el ué\\owev and the future indicative
el 3¢ gwovddoovras: the latter alternative is regarded as the more
likely. e with the future is common in threats and grave
forebodings. For the middle form omovddsorrar see Rutherford’s
New Phrynichus p. 138: ‘“All verbs expressing the exercise of the
senses or denoting any functional state or process have the in-
flexions of the middle voice either throughout or in the future
tense”, omovdd{w does not exactly fall under this rule, but it is
a word in which the physical concomitants of enthusiasm (haste
and the like) were ‘‘primarily uppermost” (ibid. p. 409).

20. TodT’ 18n. Note the emphatic position of rodro. This
use of 7dn )( odww or olxér: as the case may be is elaborately
illustrated by Cope on Arist. Rhet. A 1 1354 7 (p. 13 of Cope’s
edition): it is like demume, or iam in Lucretius. The rule may be
stated thus. In two or more cases where a certain predicate applies
to all or any of the others after the first, 40n may be used in
applying the predicate: offww is then rightly used in negativing the
predicate in the first case: similarly, odxére is used in stating that a
predicate which has been applied to one or more previous cases
does not apply to one or more that follow.

8wy dwoPfoerar. Naber would read Smor, thus changing the
meaning, which is ‘4ow it will turn out’, not ‘in what it will end’.
Schanz compares Apol. 19 A ToiTo uév lrw §xy 76 Oe@ plhov and
Lysis 206 A dedubs 70 uéAhov 87y drofrfoerac.

d8nhov w1y Yuiv Tols pdvreoww. So in Apol. 42 A ddyhov wavtl
o\ % 7¢ fep. In the emphatic vuir Socrates refuses to recognize

_a— )
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Euthyphro as a brother udwris: contrast Euthyphro’s remark in 3¢:
@Oovovgw fHuly xiow Tols Towobrois. Spoken by Socrates, the words
A% Suiv xTA. might have been sincere : in Plato’s mouth they would
probably have been ironical. Plato had no high idea of uarruch:
see Politicus 209 C where priests and soothsayers are placed on the
same platform with slaves, artisans and merchants. ‘Rivination is
the gift of God to human folly’ says Plato in Timaeus 71 E: where
see Archer-Hind’s note.

22. 088y loral wpdypa: see on oddér wpdyua in C above.

23. oV Te—olpar 8é 8¢ (especially if followed by xaf) is not
rarely used after re, both in Plato and in other authors: e.g. Rep.
II1 394 C & Te 1) TGV éwwr wovioes, woAaxos 3¢ xal dA\hofe: see
Madvig’s Greek Syntax p. 172 Rem. 5.

xard voUv=‘ex animi sententia’: as in Soph. 317 D  7is cot
xaTd vour.

24. olpar 8¢ xal §uk miv Yufv. The idiom oluac 3¢ xal is
frequent in Plato, followed either by the accusative (with infinitive)
or by the nominative, since olua: is often merely parenthetical:
Schanz quotes (inzer alia) Lach. 180 A olpac 8¢ xal Adxnra révde
and Crat. 402 B oluat 3¢ xal 'Holodos. éué is here preferred to
the more regular éyd to prevent the doubt as to whether éyd is the
subject to oluat or to the infinitive (understood): the other possible
construction (the omission of éué) is not chosen because an antithesis
is wanted to ¢¢. Similarly in Soph. 234 E oluac 3¢ xal éué 7dv
& woppwler dpeornkébrwr elvai: and so regularly in Plato when
oluac 3¢ xaf is followed by the ist pers. pron. with the infinitive,
not oluat 3¢ xal éyd. There is only one previous allusion to
Euthyphro's 3iky: viz. in 2A oV ydp wov kal ool ye 5ixn 7is odoa
Tvyxdve—woxep épol,

CHAPTER 1V.

In chapters IV and V we are gradually introduced to the
subject of the dialogue—what is piety?

Chapter IV explains the suit instituted by Euthyphro—an
accusation of manslaughter against his father. Euthyphro allows
that to bring such an accusation implies a knowledge of 7d feta and
of 7d Goid Te kal dréoia.

1. ¥orwy 8 8 ool xkTA\. The effect of the order is to throw

A. EU. 6
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emphasis on % dikn. Soinfrain 4 A Eory 8¢ 7l 70 EyxAnua w7
‘But your lawsuit, Euthyphro, what is it?’ ol is probably em-
phatic: for which reason I have accented it.

2. ¢elyas avmiv 4 Sidkes ; avriy is in both cases the internal
accusative: see Thompson’s Greek Syntax p. 66. ¢etyew ‘to bea
defendant’ is used as the passive of duwbkew ‘to prosecute’. So
rdoxw éxwimrw dwobvjoxw wpboxepar pavldrw etc. are used as
passives of xoud ékBdA\w droxTelvw wpoaréfeixa 8iddokw etc.

4- tlva; masculine (as Euthyphro’s answer shews), and the
external accusative: so we find réxrew Tivd wAyyds and the like:
Thompson Gk. Syntax p. 66.

5. ad Bokd palvecbai. a? refers to 3 C xarayeAGow ds paivo-
#évov. Phocion thought he was wrong when Athens applauded
him: Euthyphro thinks himself right when Athens thinks him mad.
ad goes with palvesfai. Graser changes év to 7v, not seeing that
7lva is masculine.

6. merdpevéy Tiva Budkes;=‘are you on a wild goose chase?’
Socrates playfully understands dudwew in its literal sense. The
proverb 7d weréueva dubrery might well be applied to 2 madman (ad
Sokd palvesbar); it is found also in Arist. Met. I' 1009 37—39.
wds ovx dfwv dbvufcar Tods pihogopely dyxeipovvTas; T ydp Td
wmerdpeva dudrew 1O {yreiv dv ely Thy dMjfeaav. In Aesch. Ag. 394
dewkel wals woravov 8pv v and probably in Gorg. 471 C x fiva &y
SudkovTa éumeseiv kal dwofavely there is an allusion to the same
proverb: cf. Euthyd. 291 B Gowep 7d wadia 7d Tods xopiUdovs
Sudkovra: Ar. Av. 169 dvfpwmos Bpwvis dordOunros, weTdperos
and Theocritus VI 17 kgl petryec pinéovra kal oV ¢t éovta Sedket.

y.- 8¢t is personal as in Apol. 30 D woA\oU 3éw—drohoyeira.

8. e pdla wpeoPirms. To the same effect Tyrtaeus Frag. ro.
19 Tobs 8¢ walatoTépovs, Gv oUkéTt yoUvaT élagpd kTN, b
pdha, originally an epic phrase (Hom. Od. xXII 190 e udN

dwooTpéarre xT\.), is frequent in Athenian conversational style.

udha qualifies €9, not vice versa. paX eb is rarer, e.g. Theaet. 156 A
naX ed duovaot. :
ro. 6 §uds marjp—Périore. Notice the emphasis: ‘My own
father’. ‘Your own father?’ BéArwore is said with much sarcasm.
13. ¥omv 8 (—B8lxy ; the.order asin 3 Eabove. &ykMua is 76
éykexAnuévov, the charge as distinct from the trial: Schanz quotes
Isocr. wepl Tob {evyous § 2, Tds pév ydp Sikas Owép TOv Ulwy
éyxAudrwy Aayxdvovst. The object of a 3ixy is placed in the
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genitive, which is here originally adjectival: ‘trials of manslaughter’
(¢pbvov) = ‘manslaughter trials’.

15. ‘Hpdrles. A strong expression of wonder, much stronger
than merely to repeat the word $éwov; (cf. supra é ogés, & SéN-
TitoTe;). The expression is common in Attic conversation, with or
without &, e.g. Symp. 213 B & ‘Hpdx\ets, Tovri 7€ fv: cf. Ar. Av.
277 dvaf ‘Hpaxhets: Lys. 208 E ‘Hpdkhecs, qw 8 éyd, pdv ph
71 48lkngas Tdv warépa % Ty pyrépa; Originally no doubt the appeal
was to Heracles as d\eflkaxos or cwrip: so "AwoN\or is used in
exclamations ="AroM\ov dworpdrace. »

1 wov—3dmy wott [6p0@s] ¥xes. The- difficulties of this passage
are very great. There is no variant in the Mss.

Madvig (Adversaria Critica I 366) and Schanz assume a lacuna
in the first clause, in order to provide a subject to &xei: for the
subject cannot be vaguely ‘things in general’, nor can dpfds &xe
be the same as 70 8p@dv ¥xe.. To insert eloeBeiv (as Madvig
suggests) would be prematurely to anticipate the mention of the
subject treated in the dialogue, viz. edoeSeiv or.dabrns, which (after
the manner of Plato, who wished to preserve the semblance of a
conversation : see on Crito 47 A) is reserved for a later stage (4 E).
At the same time, if &xet is retained, it seems certain from épfds
avrd wpdfac that an infinitive is the subject to &xet: and the only
relevant subject is ‘to prosecute one’s father for manslaughter’.
Either therefore 78 éykakely (sc. warpl ¢pérov) must be supplied from
&ykA\qua above, or we must assume the loss of some phrase to the
same effect, probably 70 éwefiévar mwarpl ¢pbévov in view of the
frequent recurrence of these words throughout the chapter (o0 vydp
dv wov—éwetyecla povov air@, and again émefiévac in B: in D 7§
warpl pévov éwetépxopac: and especially dvooiov yop elvas 76 vidw
warpl pbvov éwefiévar in E). Now it will be admitted that while on
the one hand it is harsh to supply 76 éykalelv warpl ¢pévov from
&yxXnua, the insertion on the other hand of the phrase 70 éwefiérar
warpl ¢pévov, whether after &xec or woAdv—and the latter position
would be preferable—makes the sentence at once too cumbrous and
too precise.

But even if we allow that &e: has some such subject, expressed
or understood, a further difficulty presents itself in the precise
meaning of the words 8p0@s adrd wpafac. The clause introduced by
ob ydp must either give the reason or the proof of the ignorance of
the many. Obviously, no proof is here given, and if a reason is to

6—2
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be assigned, we should expect, instead of dpfds adrd wpdta:r some-
thing like 8p0@s adré éyvwaévai. 1 formerly thought of épfds abré
rdtac in the sense of ‘to rank it rightly’, ‘rate it rightly’ (cf.
Euthyd. 279 C T 3¢ goglay wol xopol Tdfouer); but I now think
the error lies in 6wy wore 8p0&s Exet.

First, as to 8pfds. &pfds can hardly be right on any view, for
even if we retain’ &xet, the only relevant meaning is ‘the many do
not know the #xuzk about 76 émwefiévar warpl ¢pévoy, for they cannot
8p0ds adrd wpdfar’, mot ‘the many do not know how such a
prosecution is to be justified’: the following o0 ydp clause can in no
way be viewed as a reason for the statement in the preceding clause,
if 6pfds is retained there. I therefore agree with Madvig in
supposing that the word has been wrongly inserted from épfds in
8p0ws adrd wpatac. .

Second, as to &e.. Even with the omission of 8pfds, it is by
no means easy to supply the correct subject to &et. If Exes is
read, we obtain (I think) a satisfactory meaning and escape all
possible risk of obscurity. ‘Good Heavens !’ cries Socrates, ‘surely
the many are ignorant of your condition: for it is not every one
who could do rightly what you do, but only one far advanced in
wisdom’. The force of adrd in adré mpatau is ‘the thing in question’
viz. 70 éykaeiv: and as regards the sentiment, we have already had
several indications of the indifference or contempt with which the
people regarded Euthyphro, e.g. 3 C érar 7¢ Nyw & 79 éxhqole
wepl TGy Oelwy, wpohéywr abtrois Td péNhovta, KaTayeAHoy s
pawopévov, 3 D—E and 4 A. In accordance with his usual theory,
Socrates ascribes the injustice of the Athenians in their treatment of
Euthyphro to ignorance.

17. &mvrvxbvros is followed by elvac in T. Schanz remarks that
where the verb substantive appears in only one of the two leading
Mss (B and T), we are justified in assuming interpolation. The
aorist (not the present) participle of émrvyxdvw (mpoorvyxdrw,
Tryxdrw) is regularly used as= ‘der erste beste’=els 7&v woANGY,

adrd mpdfar: alrd is 1000° 8 0O wpdrres i.e. éwefibvar warpl
Povov.

707, olpat, palvopar soplas éNavverv. The metaphor is doubtless
from the race-course.

20. {orv 8 84 Tav olxelwy. For the order see on 3 E above,
In early times it was only the relations of a murdered man who

18, wéppw—oodlas E\avvorros.” So in Crat. 410 E répﬁw
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were permitted to exercise the right of blood-revenge: and when
the State undertook the punishment of manslaughter, the right to
act as prosecutor was confined to certain relatives of the victim, or

-(if he were a pérowos or dobos) to his wpoardrys or deowdrys. See

Gilbert’s Handbuch der Griechischen Staatsalterthiimer 1 p. 365.
Two passages appear to contradict this principle of Attic law—viz.
Demosthenes (?) in Neaeram § g and the present passage. But in
the Demosthenic speech there is nothing to shew that the woman
killed was not the prosecutor’s slave. Various theories have been
suggested to account for Euthyphro’s position. Stallbaum con-
jectures that in the eye of the law Euthyphro may have been his
master. In Lipsius’ edition of Meier and Schémann’s Der Attische
Process p. 199 note 1o it is argued that the whole reasoning in the
Euthyphro is intended to conform to moral law but not necessarily
to the Athenian. I think the correct solution is to be found in
Euthyphro’s fanaticism: he was just the man to lodge a charge
which the law would not receive, by way of protest. We have
seen similar protests in our own days: and it should be remembered
that Plato nowhere says that the archon received the charge. [So
also Liebhold (in Wochenschrift fiir Klassische Philologie 1888 No.
40. P. 1227) says everything points to Euthyphro’s bringing the charge
even ‘‘ohne das formelle Recht dazu auf seiner Seite zu haben.]

6 Tebveds. The present Ovjokw is hardly used in the best Attic
prose: dwofvjoxw takes its place. On the other hand 7édvy«a, not
dworéfynra, isused. See Rutherford’s Babrius p. 36. For dwobyjoxw
as passive to drokrelvw see above on 3 E, line 2.

21. 1 8#fAa 81 ; so Schanz, rightly understanding the words as
a question. 9;=Latin An? introduces a second question intended to
anticipate Euthyphro’s answer to the first: see on Apol. 26 B 4
o7kov 8% 6r¢ xk7A.; Wohlrab (adopting Schanz’s earlier reading)
prints a colon after &4.

o ydp dv mov dmép ye dAhotplov kT\. So T and Schanz:
in B ye follows wov. dANd7pios: alienus:: olxelos: proprius. So-
crates implies that Euthyphro’s conduct was not permissible on legal
as well as on moral grounds; see on &rrw 8¢ &%) Tdw olkelwy in line
20 above.

22. {wdgecda. According to Schanz (Prot. pp. x1u fl)
Plato uses as imperfect of el only the forms. fa, feicba, fec(v).
fr (Euthyd. 294 D: the only case of the dual in Attic writers):
fpev,—fjoav (MsS feocar). Compare Cobet Var. Lect. 308.
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23. yeholoy is different from xarayéhasrov as yehdv from
xarayedv: see on Crito 53 A and cf. Symp. 189 B ¢ofoipac—otre
1 yelola elxw—dAAd puh kaTayéhaora. The omission of the
copula is commonest in Plato with éorlv: el and éopév are some-
times omitted: 7 rarely: elvac very often: parts of the conjunctive
and optative are very seldom left out. See Schanz Novae Com-
mentationes Plabonicae 31—35 and Cope on Aristotle’s Rhetoric
Vol. 2, p. 328.

25. ¥Iravev & xrelvas. A frequent idiom in Plato: cf. Apol.
20 D ravrl pot Soxel dlkaia Néyerw 6 Néywy. Notice that krelvw is
rare in Attic prose: it is found chiefly in the older writers, or with
an archaic and solemn effect, as here. dmoxrelvw is generally-used
instead.

26. € piv &v 8lky. év Sly is an idiomatic adverbial phrase=
évdixws. The cases of justifiablehomicide are enumerated in Gilbert’s
Handbuch der Gr. Staatsalterthiimer 1 p. 363. They were these:
unintentional slaughter of an opponent in the games or of a comrade
in war; the k}lling of an adulterer discovered with one’s wife, mother,
sister, daughter or legal concubine ; and manslaughter in self-defence.
Meier and Schémann Der Attische Process 11 p. 377 add cases of
tyrannicide, and where one killed a man who had plotted to over-
throw the democracy with or without success, or who had occupied
a leading position under oligarchical or tyrannical government.

27. éregiévar—dporpdwelos fj. This is the only point in which
Euthyphro’s view transcends the standpoint of ordinary Athenian
morality. He sees that family ties have nothing to do with the
question of right and wrong: and so far Plato agreed with him.
But his motive in prosecuting his father is mostly (though not
entirely, see on 5 B) self-regarding, viz. a desire to escape the
plagpa coming from daily life with one whom he knew to be guilty:
whereas Plato, who regards punishment mainly in its corrective
aspect, suggests that one should prosecute one’s friends rather for
their own sake, to set them free from the greatest of all diseases,
sin. See Gorg. 480 D alrdv mpdrov Svra kariyopov kal airod xal Tdw
A\\wy olxelwr xal éxl TolT Xpdpevor T4 pnropiky Swws dv
xaradfhwr 7dv ddunudroy yeypvopévwy aralkdrrwrrar Tod peyloTov
xaxof, adixlas. édvwep is not=‘although’, a meaning which it
never bears, but ‘that is to say, if’. Euthyphro implies that one is
not bound to prosecute unless the guilty man lives under one’s own
roof : only then is one exposed to mlacua. It is in harmony with
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his self-regarding morality to reason in this way. Schanz needlessly
(I think) changes the text to édvwep x &= “although indeed ’.

28. loov—plaopa ylyverar: i.e. whether the person killed is 4 C
dANdrpios or olxeios. For the communication of the taint of guilt
Stallbaum compares Hor. Carm. 111 2. 26 foll. ¢ Vetabo, qui Cereris
sacrum Volgarjt arcanae, sub isdem Sit trabibus fragilemve mecum
Solvat phaselon. Saepe Diespiter Neglectus incesto addidit inte-
grum’; and Schanz Antiphon Tetr. I i. 10 dodugopdr ' Suiv éoriv
7évde puapdy xal dvayvor Bvra els Te TA Teuévy TOV Oedy elribvra
malvew Thy dyvelav abrdv, éxl Te Tds adrds Tpawéias lovTa
cvykaramipwrhdratr 7ods dvacriovs. So in Soph. Oed. Tyr.
241—3 dfeiv & &’ olkwy wdvras, bs pedouaros 7008 Huly Svros.
Plato himself, speaking of the slayer in much the same vein as
Euthyphro here, ordains (Legg. 1X 868 E) xareNddw 8¢ & 7t Towobrow
dpdaas Tols avrol wawly lepdv uh xowwrvelrw undé dporpdmwefos yiy-
véobw woré. )

29. T Towlry goes with furgs rather than with fuvedds.

doaiots. The first clear hint is hete given of the subject of the
dialogue viz. 73 8atov xal 70 dvéoiov.

30. &wel 8§ ye dwodavdy. éwel is virtually=‘although’, ‘and
yet’: see on Apol. 19 E where is quoted Prot. 335 C éyd 8¢ rd uaxpd
Tavra ddvrvaros, éxel éBouNbuny dv olés 7° elvar. Here too its force is
obscured by an ellipse: “(But neither was the victim quite d\\é7ptos)
for the murdered man was a day-labourer of my own”. A wehdrys
was-a freeman, who hired himself out as a day-labourer (f4s cf.
15 A): Timaeus explains the word as 8 dvrl Tpo@dr Urnperdy kal
wpoowerdfwv. The word was used in Graeco-Roman times to
translate the Roman c/iens: but there is no reason for supposing
that the employer was in any way the legal representative of the
weNdTys.

31. dyewpyotpev. Euthyphro’s father was perhaps a xAnpolyos
in Naxos. If so, as the Athenians had to give up their k\npovxiac
after the battle of Aegospotami in 404, at least § years must be
supposed to elapse between the death of the wehdrys and Euthy-
phro’s indictment of his father. There was probably no véuos s
wpobeoplas relating to cases of ¢pdvos (see Meier and Schomann Der
Attische Process 11 pp. 838—840): but was Euthyphro’s conscience
sleeping all this time? Or did he and his father occupy separate
houses? Most probably Plato does not mean the dates to be pressed
too closely. It is however possible that Euthyphro and his father
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were farming in Naxos even after 404, not s kAnpoixot, but in some
other capacity.

32. wapowijoas odv. olv continues the story as in 6 odv watip
below. wapowely means to forget oneself in one’s cups. With the
order in rGv olkerd» Twi TGy fuerépwy Schanz compares Apol. 33 D
70v olkelwy Tivds Tdv éxelvwr. dwoopdrres presently is a
strong word and denotes a brutal murder.  ’ :

34. owdfoas—xaraBalév. For the collocation of participles
cf. g A 8s dv Onredwr drSpopbros yevdpevos, turdefels tmd Tob
deambTov—ppOday Tehevrhoas.

36. éfqynrod. The éfnyprai formed a College of three mem-
bers, according to Suidas (cf. also 9 A), apparently under one head,
here called éfpynrigs (kar' éfoxiw): besides other religious duties,
they were especially concerned with purification from blood-
guiltiness (ols uéhe kalalpew Tods &yer Tl éviaxnbévras Suidas l.c.).
Scholl in Hermes vr 36 foll. makes it probable that the members of
the board were partly chosen by Apollo as wdrpios mynmis:
apparently the Athenians selected g out of whom 3 were chosen by
the Delphic representative of Apollo, one from each triad.

& 7u xpeln worely. So apparently B, followed by Schanz: Wohl-
rab (with T) reads xp§. The latter is probably due to an assimila-
tion in tense to the historical present méumer: after which the
optative in a subordinate clause is quite regular: cf. Gorg. 512 A
Noyiferar ody 87t obx—rolTy 8¢ Biwréor éo 7l kal TolTov dvhoerer
(so Mss: Schanz évfoe), where dvioserer = dvyaa of direct speech.

38. dAiydper e xal ipéher. duelelv is stronger than éAvywpely
(SAéyn, dpa).

oubty év mpdypa. See for o0dév wpdyma above on 3 c. For
the collocation of genitive and accusative absolute Schanz compares
Rep. X 604 B ds ore 3HNov 8vTos 7oi dyalfol Te xal kaxol TOP
TowobTwY, 0dTe els TO wpbolhev oU3er wpoPaivor T xakexrds péporrs,
ofire T TGy dvBpumlvwy dEov Ov peydAys orovdfs. I think el xal
dwofdvor is simply ‘though he should die’ and not si vl geriret, as
Wohlrab and Schanz take the phrase.

39. Smwep oSy xal ¥rabev: much as in Euthyd. 283 A dxep od»
xal cuvéBn puiv.

40. Tav Seopdv dmobvfoxe: deoud =chains: despol=cases of
imprisonment (Secués i.q. 70 dedésfar). See Apology 32 C and
Rutherford’s New Phrynichus p. 353: ‘‘The masculine and neuter
inflexions are not interchangeable, and though deouol is occasionally

)
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used for Sesud, no Attic writer ever employed 3eoud for deouol”.

Contrast infra g A reAevrjoas 8id & Sesud with Rep. 11 378 D “Hpas

3¢ 3eapods Uxd yéos xrA. On the form dmwofrgoxw (not drobyfokw)
" see Meisterhans Grammatik der Attischen Inschriften? p. so0.

" 42. tabra 8 odv-kal. «al goes with the pronoun as in the
familiar 6 xal. Tabra is strictly speaking the internal accusative
after ayavaxrel: its use here is akin to the use of raira &), rair’
@pa =84 rabra kr\., for which see on Apol. 23 B.

43. vmip Tob dvBpoddvov: rob is justified not so much because
the person has been already mentioned, as because it adds to the
force of the indignation: ‘in defence of that manslayer’ (slowly and

. with emphasis).

44- ®s daory Ixdivor. They doubtless maintained that death
was due to natural causes.

45. & 8 7 pdhwrra dmwécrevey: ‘were it never so true that he
had killed him’: cf. gC e & 7¢ udAeord (si vel maxime) ue
Ev0vppwr 8ddfeev—rl pdAhov éyd peudfnka xrA. In historians
and orators el 7& wd\iora is sometimes used in the same sense:
Pemosthenes wepl Tof arepdrov § 95 auxoparrlas odoas émdeltw uy
pévor T Yevdels elvar—dA\d «xal 7¢, el 74 pddior’ Foav
d\nfeis kT,

46. dvBpoddvov ye Svros. The ye shews that this clause is
equivalent to a clause expressing condition.

oV 8elv. The negative is repeated, partly because odr’ el § 7
pdN\ora is somewhat remote, but still more for emphasis. I think
o0 deiv is the infinitive: the indirect is justified by the preceding
ds padew éxevor, exactly as in Herodotus 1 65 s 3’ adrol Aaxe-
Saupbvior Néyovae, Avkoipyov—éx Kpirys dyayéa6at rabra, where
see Stein, who shews that this anacolouthontic idiom is common in
Herodotus, and found also in Aesch. Pers. 188 rotrw ordow 70’ ds
eyl *S6xour dpdv, Tebxewy éx’ dANfAawge. See also Sophocles
Trach. 1240 dvilp 88’ bs Eotkev o0 véueww éuol Pblvovre polpav,
with Blaydes’ note. In Plato the idiom is comparatively rare: e.g.
Phileb. 20 D 763¢ ye piv, ©s oluai, wepl adrol drvayxabraror elvar
Aéyew: Soph. 263 D and Euthyd. 280 D 3eiv (so BT : Schanz 3et,
rightly I think, because the &s clause follows) dpa, s Eoixer.
Crat. 399 D Wowep Tolvww pot Soxel Tobros é&fjs elval 7 xpijua is not
a case in point, for dorep qualifies the whole expression: still less is
Crat. 384 C domwep Umomretw alrdv axdwrew. The idiom has a
colloquial effect.
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Stephanus read déov, not detv. The syntax would then resemble
s dvdpogévov xal otdév dv wpdyua in line 38. deiv is retained by
Schanz and explained as a participle: Jetv : déow :: whelv : whéov.
The existence of such a participle is attested by some ancient
grammarians,. and by Hesychius (3¢iv* xp#, dvayxaior, wpéwov, %
wpooixov): and Hertlein (Neue Jahrbiicher fiir Phil. und Paedagogik
1867, p. 474) finds another example of it in Plato’s Charmides 164 E
ws ToUTov ey odk dpfol EvTos Tob wpospiparos—oldé detv Tobro wapa-
xeNebeabar dA\Njhovs, while other alleged examples of its occurrence
have been found in Xen. Hell. vII 4. 39 xaryybpoww adrol ds deiv
dwolavetv, Lysias X1V § 7 dorparelas pév ydp Sikalws &» aidTow
dNdvar—3e\las 58 & 7t detv adrdv (so Stephanus: Mss 3¢l Exaorov)
petd 7OV dmhiTdv Kwduvebew Imwedew elhero, and Ar. Frag. 220
(ed. Kock) eis ras Tpuipets delv (MSS et p') dvalodv Tadra xal 7d
7elxn ktA\. The whole subject is discussed at length in Jahrb. fiir
Philol. for 1872, p. 741 by Usener, who derives d¢iv from deior
(participle of delw, an assumed bye-form of 3éw), like wAev for
a\efor and olua: for olopar: also in aukpod, SAlyov, évos delv and the
like, he takes &etv as a participle, and ingeniously multiplies
examples by emending in Thuc. VI 12 év0dd’ elvar to &vba Beiv.
But none of the examples hitherto cited seem to be enough to
establish the use in Attic Greek: I therefore agree with Kock (1. c.)
in looking on the usage as Byzantine.

47. dvéoioy ydp elvar kth. The second hint of the subject of
the dialogue, here in its negative aspect: the first or positive
indication comes in C édr—pi dgpooiols (i.q. oo worps dwd TovTWH).
Presently the subject is hinted at in both aspects: 78 fefor s Exet
700 d0lov Te wépe xal 7ol dvoaiov: but it is not till 5 D that the
subject is first explicitly announced : Aéye 84, 7{ ¢pps elvac 76 §otov
xal 76 dvbawov; Schanz regards the words dvéoioy yap—éretibvar
as a marginal note: but without them the subject would not be
introduced so gradually as is Plato’s wont.

49. Tob bolov Te wépy kal Tob dvoofov. wepl when it goes with
two substantives is regularly placed between them. Only wept
and &exa among Greek prepositions are permitted to follow their
case in Attic prose. Schanz says of 70 fefov s Exet ‘ verba inter-
polata esse videntur’: in his annotated edition he comjectures that
they represent a marginal gloss 78 8otov &s Exet, Oelov and dowow
being frequently confounded. I think the words are genuine,
(1) because oler éwloracfar wepl TGv Oelwy follows immediately,
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(2) because what Euthyphro means is that dvéowov yip elvau—
éwetiévar is not a belief entertained by the gods (whence the
emphatic place of 73 feior), but mere dr@pdrwy Phvapla xal
obdevds dtla (Gorg. 492 C). 70 Oeiov s &xer simply means ‘the
position of the gods’, and is “parallel to 7&v Oelwr wp Exe in
Socrates’ reply.

50. & Ei0ippov—dkpiBes oler imloracdar. Here and in
dxpefds eldelpy of line 58 there is perhaps an allusion to the
etymologlcal meanmg of edfvppwr ¢ right- minded ’.

53. s ov Myes. The insertion of o6 shews that Socrates
accepts Euthyphro’s narrative only provisionally.

54. Swes p) ad od. Swws wyh after verbs of fearing makes. the
object of apprehension appear more vividly as something to be
shunned. For parallel cases see Goodwin M. T. p.82. ab=wicissim:
lest you, who censure others for not knowing 79 8giov, be yourself
guilty of 79 dvboiov. Presently wpdyua is meant. to recal rodrwy
olrw wpaxOévrwv: and Tvyxdvys wpdrrwy virtually = be really
doing: see Verrall on Medea 608. Plato himself would not have
considered Euthyphro’s father as deserving of prosecution for
murder: see Legg. 1X 865 C éav uév doihov krelvy voulfwy Tdv
davrol diepydobfar, TOv Tol Tehevrioavros Seowbrny dBNafi mape-
xérw xal afuov, § dlkny els Tiw dfiav Tol Tehevrijoarvros vmwexérw
demhijp.

56. ovBtv ydp dv pov Spehos el B and T have po: for pov: the
emendation is due to Heusde, and most critics accept it. Stallbaum
rightly remarks: ““Ferri non potest pot. Nam d¢peNdés uol éorww est
Cmihi prodest’: sed dpeNés pob éorw komo frugi sum’. Cf. Crito
46 A €l 7 kal pikpdy Hudv Spehos ely.

57. ov8é e dv Swadépor Evbidpwy. ¢ is of course dative of
amount of difference. diagpépewr is ‘to excel’ rather than ‘to differ’:
Crito 49 B é\dfouev Huds avrovs waldwy o0dér Srapéporres. The
cffect of diagépor EdfVgppwy=2adiagépoyu éyd is to make Euthyphro’s
conceit more conspicuous, by putting the praise as it were into the
mouth of a second party. Wohlrab compares Soph. Ajax 98 where
Ajax says o7’ of wor’ Alavl’ ofd’ driudoove’ &, Cf. Iliad 1 240
7 wor’ "AxtANFjos wofy lterar vlas *Axaudv : Plautus Rudens 124§
‘minime istuc faciet noster Daemones’ (the Daemones / know). Much
the same effect is produced by the pompous use of the article in
Theaet. 166 A yéAwra 5% 70v éue év Tols Nbyois dmédefev.

Tdv woAAGy dvlpémay: contemptuously: pearly= ‘the rout jof § A
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human beings’: 7 am more than a mere &v6pwros, I am a Oelos

drip. : .
58. e wij...l8elny. For the change from the third to the

first person, cf. (with Schanz) Phaed. 91 ¢ ouwpdy ¢porricarvres

Zwkpdrovs, Tiis 3¢ dAnfelas woA) udAhov, édv pév T Vuiv doxl
&\nbés Néyew. The idiom is regular in Greek: see Jebb on Ajax
864. The second hand in T reads eldely.

CHAPTER V

forms a transition to the subject of the dialogue. See Introduction,
p- viii. - Socrates proposes to become Euthyphro’s pupil, so as to
learn the nature of piety and impiety, and shift the accusation from
Socrates the pupil to Euthyphro the teacher.

1. & favpdowe Ev8idpov: ‘admirable Euthyphro’ (sarcastically).
See on Crito 44 B & daiubvie Zdrpares. To be called favudaios is a
left-handed compliment: for favudferr means ‘to be surprised at’
as well as ‘to esteem’, like the old English ‘admire’. This form of
address is common in Plato: e.g. 8 A, 8 D, Symp. 222 E, Crat.
439 C-

3. wpd Tis ypadins: Before either the avdrpiss or trial proper
began, either party could challenge the other (wpoxaXeiofas, xpbxAnats)
in the presence of witnesses to take some particular step. In case
the challenge was declined, evidence was given at the trial (év 7§
d:xaoTyply: see infra on B) that such a challenge had been given and
refused, with a view to prejudice the refuser’s case. See for example
the form of paprvpla in Demosthenes kard Zregdvov A § 8 Zrépavos
—'Evdios—Zxv0ns—paprupoioe wapeivar wpds 79 davryry Tiolg
"Axapvei, 8re wpovkaketto Populwy ’AmorNbdwpov—drolyewr
Tas Stabikas ras Ilaclwvos xTA. In the present case the effect of
Meletus’ refusal to accept the challenge of Socrates would be to
make it appear that Meletus’ motive was not public spirit, but
private animosity: cf. Apol. 23 E Mé\y7és uot éwé@ero—imép v
wounrdy dxOouevos. See Meier und Schomann Att. Process II pp.
872 ff.

- 4. Méyovra after mot as in Crito 51 D § 8» uh) dpéokwuer Huels,
étetvac NaBbvra 7d adrol dmévat. In both cases the accusative
is due to the preceding infinitive.

61 ¢ymwye...ods. Note the curious mixture of the direct and

Ry
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indirect speech. From &ywye down to eldéva:, or rather strictly
speaking down to xal viv, we have Socrates’ ipsissima verba, ad-
dressed (in the hypothetical case) to Meletus: after xal »iv» we
should expect éxedh ue o (i.e. MEpros)—pris—Eitfigpovos (in place
of cés): instead of this, Socrates.wishing to address Euthyphro
directly says uafnrihs &) yéyova obs: so that to prevent ambiguity
éxelvos—epnol must take the place of o0—¢ys just before.

7. abvrooxeSudlovra ¢mov kal kaworopodvra. For alrooye-
Suafew (to improvise, speak, think, act on one’s own initiative and
hence hastily and unadvisedly) see on Apol. 20 C (Iva puh Huels wept
ood alrooxedidfwper). The phrase is pathetically repeated in the
end of the dialogue (16 A) when Euthyphro has proved a broken
reed. For xaworopoivra see on 3 B: there we find xaworouobvrris
gov wepl T4 Oeia, because the metaphor is more prominent (‘a
coiner of novelties in regard to divine matters’): here xaworopoivra
wepl Taw Oelwy (‘coining novelties about’ etc.). Cobet in Mnemo-
syne 111 (N. S.), p. 281 would bracket xal xatworopofvra, holding
the words to be an interpolation from 16 A. He further adds:
“ Graecum est xaworopelv, ut owovdafew, wepl 7¢ non wepl Twos ut
xaworoud wepl abrd et pag. 3 B s oly xaworouodyros god wepl T&
feta”. But adrooxedudfew wepl ool in the Apology is enough to
defend the construction, and the occurrence of xaworoud wepl avra
in 16 A is really an argument for the genuineness of the words here,
since 16 A is intended as a reminiscence of this passage. The
indictment against Socrates is given in the note on 2 C.

8. pabnmis 8 yéyova oés. & adds a touch of sarcasm (‘why
of course’). The peculiar cadence is intended to throw ludicrous
emphasis on oés, as in Horace’s ‘ridiculus mus’ and Martial’s
¢ Unus de cunctis animalibus kircus habet cor’ (X1 84. 17). Notice
the implication that to learn ra edoeBi is to be edaefijs.

9. xal...palny dv. Herewith Socrates as is his wont breaks 5 B
into direct speech. «kal of course goes with ¢alyy dv,

& pv...7d Towadra. Meletus would not be likely to: see on 3¢C
Sray 7o Néyw & 77 ékihnolg wepl Ty Oelwr karayeldoy ds
pawopérov. The position of Eb@dgpora after the pause is meant
to suggest ironically that Euthyphro was an authority on the °
question.

10. Kal dpbis voplfewv...8ukdlov. The first xal goes with the
third in the sense of ‘both—and’: dryol being parallel to uh
dwkdfov. The second «al is ‘also’, i.e. “as well as Euthyphro’ and
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goes with éué. Schanz and Wohlrab omit the second xal with B :
but as it is found in T and as a correction in B, and would more
naturally fall out than be inserted, I think it right. The old
punctuation was 7& Towabra xal ép8ds voulfew, xal éué: Schanz set
this right. 1f any change were necessary, I should prefer to read
8p0as vopdfew xal éué dryod xal uh dixdSov, assuming that xal before
éué was wrongly placed before ép8&s in B: b then inserted it before
éué without striking it out before ép63ds.

8pbas vopllew: ‘to be orthodox’. woullew is especially used of
belief in the gods: see on 3 B above.

11, dxelvy 7$ Si8aokdhg. 7§ didackdly is meant to explain
éxelvy: a pause should be made in reading after éxelve. This I
think more likely than to take ékelvp as=illi=*that famous’.

12.  Adxe 8lxny wpérepov fj dpol. Nayydvew Slknw Twl is to bring
an accusation against' one. The original meaning was ‘to obtain (by
lot) one’s rights’: hence to obtadin leave to discuss one’s rights. The
reason why Aayxdvew (to get 4y Jot) was chosen in preference to
AapBdvew in this phrase seems to have been that in cases of
simultaneous charges the order of precedence was determined by
lot. Meier und Schémann 11 790—794.

ds Tovs mpeaPurépovs SuadBelpovri. It might fairly be argued
that it is worse to corrupt the young than to corrupt the old, and
that so far Socrates was worse than Euthyphro: but Socrates
means that to prosecute Euthyphro would be to get at the fons e
origo mali, the corrupter of the corrupters. Euthyphro as Socrates’
teacher would be just as responsible for Socrates’ ill-doing as
Socrates was for that of Alcibiades: and it was largely owing to
Alcibiades’ misconduct that Socrates was accused: see Apol. § 33
and notes. Note the double meaning in diagfelporri: taken with
éud pév, it=rxaxdv woelv, with éxelvov, xakds wowety (or worse);
and xaxds woietv in Greek is xaxdv wowetv. Cf. Rep. 1 335 B foll.
+and note on xaxovpyely T wéAw in 3 A above.

14. SuBdoxovrTt —vovleroivti — kohdfovri. The accusative
(found in B and T) is impossible. It is no doubt due to assimila-
tion, as Schanz remarks. vovferelv and xoAd{ew are combined as
in Gorg. 479 A dore wihre vovlereiclar wire xold{eclfar.
Euthyphro might have replied that he prosecuted his father for his
father’s own sake: punishment being a corrective agency, as is
implied in 4 C édv—puh dpooiols geavrév Te kal éxetvor 74 ley
éwefidy, where see note.

.
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15. kaldy pij pov melbyrar—ypadnrar oé.  Herewith Socrates
turns to Euthyphro again. The clause 4 dw7’ éuol ypdgpnrac o€ is
still under the influence of the negative of undé. vypdpesfas (cause
to be written down sc. in the archon’s book) is ‘to indict’: see
above on 2 B. Notice the emphasis on ¢¢ (not ae).

16. Aéyev &v v¢ Sucaomple: see on A above (wpd Tiis ypagis).
The statement had to be supported by witnesses (uaprvpetv T
#pbkAgow). Meier und Schomann 11 872 note 293.

18. & dpa pe. The emphasis is on el: whence ue (the reading
of B) not éué (T). Translate ‘Zf he tried etc.’. Euthyphro implies
that the supposition is unlikely: presently, in éyévero dv, it is
assumed to be impossible. Euthyphro’s animation and self-confi-
dence increase as he hears himself talk.

19. 8wy oadpéséorv. oalbpss (lit. ‘ furnished with holes’ hence
‘unsound’) is frequently used as a metaphor in Plato and in Greek
generally. It is no doubt a derivative from ¢#fw (sdw) ‘I sift’ like
campbs from ofrw. Conformably to this derivation it is combined
with rerpnuévos in Gorg. 493 E (dyyela rerppuéva xal calpd) shortly
after the allusion to the sieve of the Danaids in 5.

20. xal oAb dv—1} wepl &uov. The second apodosis is framed
as if the verb of the conditional clause had been in the past
indicative. The effect is to throw the growing self-confidence of
Euthyphro into stronger relief : if he had tried (but he dared not), I
should have turned the tables on him. Schanz quotes from
Xenophon an example of the converse change (from past Ind. to
Optative): Cyneg. 12. 23 el olv eldelev Toiro, or¢ OedTar adrovs,
YerTo Qv éxl ToVs wovous kal Tds wadevoes, als dANloxerar uohis xal
Kkatepyddotvro dy albriv.

23. -kal &yé Toi. «kal goes with éyd, not with ro.. Socrates
pretends to share Euthyphro’s confidence. :

25. & Mé\nros ovros : ‘this person Meletus’. Socrates speaks
of him sarcastically as a nobody: see on 2 B o0&’ airds wdvv Tt yiyrd-
oxw—rdv dvdpa x7A. Infra, in ovdé doxet dpdv, oU5é belongs to dpdv :
cf. the usage of oV ¢mut (Goodwin Gk. Gr. p. 263. 3, note).

26. dpdv—=xareiBev. Schanz draws attention to the pun on
Meletus’ name: here is a MéAyros duehfs! After éféws T has
drexpds, which, if right, can only intensify é#éws, as if ‘literally with
so keen an eye’. But 8féws in connection with sight is no longer
sufficiently metaphorical to be coupled with drexrds. «xaretder is
¢caught sight of’ ‘descried’: blind to Euthyphro, Meletus could see
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only Socrates. It is implied that personal animosity inspired the
prosecution : see note on 3 B line 8 ad fin.

28, viv &f. Seeon 3 D. The reference is to 4 E—3 A.

wotéy —é8N\wv; The subject of the dialogue is rather douér e
kal dvéoiov than eloefés Te xal doefés: it is presently stated. more
precisely in §D. evoeBés and daeBés are used here on account of
the preceding doeBelas: so infra in 12 E. Of the two words Soior
and evoefés, Sawov is the wider, eboeBés denoting more especially the
fulfilment of religious obligations: but throughout the dialogue
evoeBeiy and doeBeiv are used as the verbs corresponding to §aiow
and dvéaqwr. On the difference between moibs 7is and woios Cobet
remarks: ‘‘differunt enim certo usu wolos et woios 7is, ut rolos cum
irrisione dicatur—aoios pud-yetpos;—mwotés 7es ubi serio quaeritur de
alicuius personae aut rei ingenio, indole, natura aut genere” (Nov.
Lect. p. 276).

30. 1 od Tavréy doriv—dvéoov elvar.  See for radréy note on
10 E below. Here and in 6 D—E Plato uses language which he
afterwards used in connection with the theory of Ideas: but in
neither passage is it necessary to suppose that the Ideas are already
part of the Platonic doctrine. See Introd. p. xxviii.

What Plato means is this: otor is always and everywhere the
same, possessed of some one form (déa) or character: sjmilarly with
dvéaior: and these two, 8siov and dvdoiow, are always and every-
where the opposites of one another. So far there is nothing that
goes beyond the Socratic doctrine of Adyot,

31. a¥7é avr@: with ravrév. The juxtaposition of avrds avrod
is regular: Rep. 111 411C dvdpecdrepos yiyrera avrds adrod.
Beware of taking airé with dowov in the sense of ‘The Idea of
Piety’. .

32. warrds dvavrlov. So the Mss. Schanz reads rdv rovwar-
rlov: but mdv Tovwarrior in Plato is generally used adverbially. The
wév is concessive; the unholy, while (though) it is the opposite of
all the holy (700 dolov wavrds is virtually=roi év wdoy wpdte: dolov),
nevertheless resembles it in this point, viz. that it is like itself, etc.
The resemblance of the unholy to the holy in this one point is
presently brought out still more clearly by the words xard Th»
éaubryra, i.e. like holiness, as holiness is like szself. kard in this
sense is common in Plato, e.g. Apol. 17 B duohoyolny dv o0 xard
Tovrous elvat pfrwp. Missing the precise force of the uév and 3¢ clause,
the editors (Schanz, Fritzsche and Wohlrab) read dvosidryra with

LY
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T for the éoibryra of B, taking xard iy dvogibryra as="*in virtue

- of its impiety’. So also Bonitz Platonische Studien® p. 241. Prof.

Josef Wagner (Zur Athetese des Dialogs Euthyphron, p. 22) derives
an argument against the genuineness of the dialogue from the mis-
taken reading xara Th» dvosiéryra. An additional argument for the
reading xard iy doibTyra is contained in the words of 6 D—E:
Epnoba yhp xov g 10ég Td Te dvboa avdaia elvas xal T& Soia docal
that 8oua are 8owa jud 15ég has not been stated precisely if xard 7w
avoswryra is read here. Finally, the Scholiast read xard 7iw
douéryra, and explained it as I have done: his note is xard 7iw
doudryra* drrl T0b Omolws, wapawhyolws Ty doiéryre.  See also on
play Twd 10éav and on the whole passage, Introduction, p. xxviii.

34. AAY: on this idiomatic use of uéA\w see Madvig, Gk.
Syntax, p. 94, Rem. 1.

CHAPTER VL

The subject of the dialogue is now propounded: what is 76
8aiov and 70 dvdagwov? Euthyphro’s first answer puts a special case
in place of a general definition: 76 doiov is to act as I act now, 7o
dvbawr is not so to act: witness the treatment of Cronus by Zeus.
Before pointing out to Euthyphro his mistake, Socrates professes his
disbelief in such legends about the gods, and suggests that this is
perhaps why he is put upon his trial.

The habit of putting the particular for the general (woNA& wotely
éx 700 évés Meno 77 A) in a definition is frequently illustrated in the
Socratic dialogues. A good example is Theaet. 146 c—D. What
is émorfun? asks Socrates. Theaetetus replies: mathematics,
shoemaking, etc.—these, all and each, are émworfun. Other
examples are Xen. Mem, 1v 2. 13 foll.: ibid. 31 ff.: Hipp. Major
287Eff.: Lach. 1goEff.: Meno 71 Eff. See Grote’s Plato Vol. 1 p.
317 ff. The mistake consists in a simple conversion of the universal
affirmative: to do this is pious (thinks Euthyphro), therefore a//
piety is to do this. .

4 7@ dBucotvr —éfapaprdvovre. The second participle
(which is to be taken with all the three alternatives) is logically
subordinate to the first. The construction of d3ud with a participle
is common enough: and there is no reason for rejecting dducolyrs as
Schanz suggests, or reading xal 7 for 4 after ddwodrre with Fischer.
Euthyphro states his principle thus: dow» is to prosecute d ddwdw

A EU. 7
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(which contains the notion of law-breaking, as well as of injustice:
see on Crito p. xiii), whether his sin (éfauaprdrorry) is in connec-
tion with manslaughter or sacrilege etc. éfauaprdvorr: is necessary,
because manslaughter was not always dduwow or illegal: see on 4 B,
line 26 above. leposulia on the other hand was always punished
with death: see Isocrates kard Aoxirov § 6. % ¢ &\ho goes closely
with wepl lepdv xXowds and wepl is to be taken with 7t as well as
with x\owds.

10. Toi vépov 81iolrws Exer. Sothe Mss. Schanz reads vouluov
for »éuov after Baumann : Hirschig reads éclov. The idiom is like ol5d
oe ris el: and & »éuos obrws Exet is just as good Greek as 70 vbupor
oBrws &xet. Probably Plato uses the noun »éuos rather than the
adjective véupov (conformably with 8awov above) because it is more
personal and direct. »éuov is written rather than dalov for two
reasons. In the first place, Plato wishes to indicate that »éuos and
nothing else determines Euthyphro’s view of 73 daeov: in the second
place éclov would be inapt here, because the example quoted is an
act of Zeus, who could hardly (I think) have been called dotos by
Euthyphro ‘without presumption : for which reason he is presently
called not 8ouos, but 7&v Gedw dpioros xal SikaidTaros. wouos is here
simply the law of Athens. Euthyphro’s position is: the conduct
of Zeus is sanctioned by Athenian law, Zeus is worshipped by the
State, and I am simply following out his example.

11. 8m ratra—yiyvépeva. Schanz brackets this clause. I
believe the words are genuine: they explain 8 xal &\\ois %57 elwov.
Euthyphro is a little indignant that his conduct should be called in
question : he has already told others that this affair will be managed
rightly (p0@s i.e. duxalws or legally) in his way (ofrw i.é. by prose-
cuting his father). épfds goes with yyvéuera, and ofirw, logically
considered, is equivalent to a participial clause ‘if done thus’. )

12. i émrpémwey explains obrws &et above.

13. adrol ydp ol &vlparror: ~ydp like enim is often introductory:
here it explains rexuipiov. See on Apol. 20 E Xawpepwrra ydp lore
wov. The force of airol is ‘of themselves’, ultro, though laymen
)(wdvres: cf. infra 6 B 7{ ydp xal ¢rjcouer, ol ye adrol duooyoluer
wepl adrow undéy eldévary As Euthyphro’s argument is : the dtkeniar
law approves my conduct, we might expect *Afyvaioc for dvfpwmor :
but here again Euthyphro’s point of view comes out: he is no
cosmopolitan: for him the Athenians are ol dvfpwrot and Athens the
world.

I B
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14. TuyXdvovos vopllovres i.e. do really think, by the usual
Attic Jitotes: see on 4 E line 54 above.

16. vids xarémvev ovk & 8kp. For the form viels see on 6 A

Crito 45¢C. The forms of the second declension are preferred in
the singular: in the dual and plural vlj ulels etc. are preferred.
Schanz everywhere prints this word without the ¢: and so it
generally appears in Inscriptions of Plato’s time: see Meisterhans
Grammatik der Attischen Inschriften? p. r113. Notice xaramivw
used in connection with solids; the effect is to make Cronus’s feat
disgusting as well as unjust. For xarémwev a late hand in T reads
xarémev. The imperfect denotes as usual the repeated act. Hesiod
is the literary source of this article in the Greek creed: Theog. 459
xal Tods uév karémweve Kpbvos uéyas kr\. For év dlxy see above on
4 B line 26. :

17. xaxedvéy ye al—drepelv. Cronus mutilated his father
Uranus: Hesiod Theog. 176—182. |

18. 8 ¥érépa Towa¥ra. Uranus did not swallow his children, but
hid them away in the bosom of the Earth: Hes. Theog. 156 ff. On

. the idiom &repa Totadra, see Apol. 26 A and note. With Euthyphro’s

reasoning here compare the Furies in Aesch. Eum. 640—641 wapds
wporeiug ZLeds pbpov, ¢ o Noyw* airds & &dnoe warépa wpeoBiTyy
Kpévov, and Aristoph. Nub. go4 ff., 1079 ff.

20. Td dvavria—mrepl ¢pol. évavria Aéyovs: without the article
would mean to ‘state contradictory views dozk about the gods and
about me’; since évavrla Aéyew is idiomatic for ‘to contradict’: the
meaning here is contradict themselves by giving one view about the
gods and another about me. Note the implication that the rule of
conduct for gods and men is the same—a distinctive feature in the
Greek creed, where God is man ¢z magno, and man God in parvo.
As the champion of Greek orthodoxy Euthyphro thinks it actually
impious that there should be one rule for Zeus and another for him.
See Introd. p. xvi, and ibid. p. xviii for the apologetic motive
which appears in this part of the dialogue. Socrates was accused
of setting sons against their fathers: Plato shews that the orthodox
creed, believed and acted on, errs in this way more than he.

22. dpd ye: ‘‘assensum poscit ” says Stallbaum, wrongly. The
particle dpa merely marks the interrogation: see on Crito 44 E.
Socrates plays his usual rdle of the ignorant man seeking for infor-
mation.

24. Svoxepds was dwodéxopar. wws is nescio quomodo, as

7—2



62 NOTES ON VI 6 A

Fritzsche remarks. In Rep. 11 377 D fl. Plato rejects all these
crude stories as false and pernicious. God is altogether good and
never lies: ibid. 379 B and 380 D. In particular he emphatically
rejects the stories about the unnatural conduct of Cronus and Zeus:
ibid. 377E ép0ds Exer 74 ye Toabra uéugesbar.—mpoTor pév T
uéyiarov xal wepl Tav peylorwy Yeddos—ds Olpavés Te elpydoaro
d ¢not Spisac avrdv ‘Halodos, § Te ad Kpbvos ws éripwpicaro adrdr. 7d
8 &% 1ob Kpovov &pya xal wdfn Omwd Tov vléos, o0’ dv el 7y GAnb3H,
Gunw deiv pedtws obrw Néyeobaz wpds Appovds Te xal véovs k7A. In the
doctrine that God is good, latent in this passage, Bonitz finds the
key to the positive teaching of the Euthyphro—the answer to the
question left unsolved in 14 A: see Introduction, p. xiv.

86 84. So Schanz with T: B has &’ 4. The antecedent is
the entire clause 7& Totabra—dwodéxonar. Special stress is to be
laid on ¢dfoe:: it is implied (as above in 3 B) that the accusation of
impiety is a mere blind. There is no need for Madvig’s conjecture
téwa 54,

26. 7@ €0 dB8dr. There is irony in the participial clause: cf.
note on 3 A above.

6 B 27. spiv: not for uol, but equivalent to ‘us laymen® )( udvreis.
So presently ol ye adrol duohoyoiuer wepl adrdy undév eldévar. The
sense is much the same in 12 E: wepd kal o) éud otrw Siddtai—lva
xal Mehjre Nywper uneéd’ Huds ddixely undé doeBelas ypdpeoba,
s Ixavds f9n wapd god pepalbnxdras Td Te eboeBi kal Soa kal T& uAp.

7 ydp xal ¢rjoopev. Cf. 3 A 7l xal wowobvra. *“Qui =i xph
Aéyew interrogat, is quid dici, non an aliquid dici debeat quaerit;
sed qui 7l xp) xal Aéyew, is non solum quid, sed etiam an aliquid
dicendum sit dubitat” Hermann, quoted by Fritzsche.

28. avrol—pyBiv ddévar. airol of course goes with eldévac:
see on alrol ydp ol &vfpwrec in 5 E above. A negative infinitive
dependent on verbs sentiends et declarands in Greek generally takes
ob: pt is sometimes used by Plato, with the effect of intensifying
the negation, just as 70 undév is stronger than oddév: cp. infra 12 B
xoA\ol ydp por doxoboi—dedibvar uév, aldetolar 3¢ pndey Tadra &
dedlagww. Schanz quotes another example with duoloyel : Phaed.
94 C olkolw ab duoloyfhoauer—ufwor’ & abrjy—évarria ddew ols
éxrelvorro kT,

29. dA\d pou dwé—yeyovévar; The situation here reminds one
of the words of Phaedrus (Phaedr. 229 C) dAX' elwé wpds Adbs, &
Zdnpares, o Tobro T8 puBoNbynua welfer dAnbés elvar; Ueberweg
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(Untersuchungen iiber die Echtheit etc. p. 251) needlessly sees in
this correspondence an indication that the Euthyphro is spurious.
Zeus as the god of friends had a temple in Megalopolis, seen by
Pausanias and described in Book ViII 31. 4. Socrates, as might be
expected from the high value he set on friendship, frequently
invokes this god : see Ast’s Lexicon Platonicum s.v. ¢/Acwos.

ds d\n0es: see on Crito 46 D. s dA90ds, 7¢ 8rri and 73
d\nlelg are used by Plato chiefly in his earlier dialogues: in his
later works he prefers ¢\n0&s, 8vrws and d\nfelg : Schanz in Hermes
(1886) XXI 3. pp. 439—459-

'32. ol woNhol. Mourol is a variant in T for moAhol: but the
ignorant multitude are here contrasted with the els rexvixds dwip
or pdvris, who is familiar with articles of faith not generally
known.

33. kal wéAgwov dpa. So B: the editors read dpa for dpa.
xal is ‘also’ and &pa asks the question. Hitherto only two examples
of Euthyphro’s orthodoxy have been given: Socrates now proceeds
to ask whether he believes the other stories of poets and painters
about war between the gods etc. Compare Rep. 11 378 ¢ ff.

79 Svym.  See on &s dA70Gs in line 29 above.

34. kal ¥&Opas ye. So B: T omits ye, perhaps takmg xal
before méAeuov as ‘both’, in which case it could not be followed by
xai—yé, )

36. 7d Te dM\\a lepd. d\a means ‘besides’: for lepd is 6 C

‘temples’.

37. xaramerolk\rar: sc. rowadra (acc.): for karawoiNew like
verbs of clothing takes two accusatives. We are not to understand
ola or olois, as Schanz says: the Greek rule is rel. + conj. +ana-
phoric (demonstrative) pronoun, not rel. + conj. +rel. See on Apol,
40 A. The relative clause is now changed into a main sentence.

xal 81 xal: introduces a climax as in Apol. 26 D, xal &%) xal ol
véow Tadbra wap éuov pavfdvovaw kTA.

Tols peydhois ITavabnvalors. There were two Panathenaic
festivals, one annual and less gorgeous (rd Havafivaia 74 xar’
énavréy, or simply 74 Ilavafipaie in Inscriptions, also called by
writers Havafivaia 7& mikpd or mupe Ilavefivaia), the other held
once every four years, in the 3rd year of every Olympiad (ITas-
abpvaia T8 peydha in Inscriptions, called also by writers 74
Mavafijvaia 1d peyda or 7d peydia HMavafqvaua). At the latter,

" if not also in the former (the evidence is contradictory), a robe,
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woven by Athenian maidens and depicting the triumph of Athene
and the Olympians over the giants, together with other celestial
fights, was carried in procession to the Acropolis and presented
to the statue of the goddess in the Erechtheum. Plato alludes to
the same ceremonial in Rep. 11 378 C woANod 8¢l yiyavTopaxlas

Te pvBohoynréor avrols kal wotktNTéoy kTA. The subject is repre-

sented on the Parthenon frieze: see Baumeister’s Denkmiler des
Klassischen Alterthums 11 p. 1185. From the beginning of the 4th
century B.C., if not earlier, the robe was stretched like a sail upon
the rigging of a ship, which ran on rollers in the procession. Preller’s
Griechische Mythologie* 1 p. 243.

39. dwdyerar: dvd because of the rising ground of the Acropo-
lis, not because the robe was an offering (dvdfnua). It is not
unlikely that éva- in dvdfnua and the like originally referred to the
‘high places’. dyw is preferred to ¢épw because of the accompany-
ing procession. .

41. p1j pévov ye. So B: T has wbva. Strictly speaking, the
sense is adjectival, but in Greek uévor, wpdrov etc. are occasionally
used for the corresponding adjectives. Schanz quotes Meno 71 C
Tabra—dwayyé\wuev ; ph pbvov ye xrA. Kihner Griechische
Grammatik 11 p. 236 Anmerk. 3.

42. dpm: in B above.

CHAPTER VII.

In this chapter Socrates recalls Euthyphro to the point; ¢Your
definition is no definition: give me the €idos @ wdvra 7¢ Sowa Soid
éorw’. Euthyphro replies: 70 rofis Oeols wpoopiNés=0Jowov: 7 7ols
Oeots uh wpoopihés=dvéaiov,

Socrates is sincerely anxious to convince Euthyphro of his
impiety, but it was useless to try to do so directly: a preliminary
training in logical method was necessary. See Lechthaler Die
écubrys bei Platon (Meran 1879) p. 21.

1. dA\d Tadra—Suynoea. Herewith Socrates dismisses the
point. In Plato’s expressed disbelief in these mythological tales we
see the germ of his hostility to poetry, afterwards developed in the
second, third, and tenth books of the Republic.

5. T8 mwpérepoy viz. in 5 D.

9. xal dAndq ye Oheyov. The imperfect of verbs of saying is

af
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sometimes used where we should expect the aorist: cf. &\eyor in
15 A. Goodwin (M. T. p. 8) notices this usage in Herodotus and

" Thucydides: but it is not less common in Plato, or indeed in Greek
generally.

10. dA\d ydp=‘but in point of fact’: see note on Apol.
19C.

12. kal ydp domv Sowa. Schanz with T omits doia, reading
&r.. It makes Euthyphro’s answer more emphatic if dowa is
retained.

5. &xdvo avrd T8 lBos—pig I8g. eldos and idéa are here
practically synonymous: the only difference is that eldos views the
thing in question more as to its content, {5éa more as to its form.
Hence eldos is more naturally used as the object of dddfac than
loéa. . -

19. admjv 8Bafov Tiv IBéav. admir (as its position shews)is 6 E
¢by itself’, unencumbered by the accidents of a special instance,
So adrol ydp éopev =*“we are alone’.

20. dwo v—mapaSelypar. These words are almost tech-
nical terms in Plato’s theory of ideas, wapddeiyua in particular being
common especially in the latest phase of that theory. Here there
is no allusion to the theory as yet unborn: there is only a faithful
description of Socrates’ rule of conduct. Cf. infra 9D line ar: also
Crito 46 B and especially Phaedo 100 A Umwoféucevos éxdorore Nyor
(the Aéyos sought after in the Euthyphro is 76 oeor) 8 dv xplvw
éppwpevésTarov elvar, & pdv dv pou doxy ToUTY cuppwrely, TiOnui bs
d\n07 drra—d &' dv ph, bs obk dA\n67. See Introduction p. xxviii.

24. xal obre oo ppdow. Euthyphro's readiness to suit his
manner of answering to the wants of his audience is a point which he
has in common with the sophists of Plato’s dialogues. Cf. Gorgias in
Gorg. 449 C: xal ydp al xal Toiro & éorw v Pnul, undéva &v év
PBpaxurépots éuod Tavrd elmwetv.

27. o Tolvww—dvdaiov. Euthyphro’s second attempt at a
definition is more successful. He avoids the former mistake of
putting the particular for the general: but flaws hardly less serious
remain, The worst (not pointed out till Ch. x11 foll.) is still due
to simple conversion of the universal affirmative: because all
holiness is dear to the gods, it does not follow that all that is dear
to the gods is holiness. Euthyphro in fact puts a xdfos of holiness
in place of its ovsia. On this definition in general see Introd,
p- xix,



7A

66 NOTES ON vil 7 A

29. wayxdhws expresses Socrates’ satisfaction that Euthyphro
has escaped his former error. Just so in the Theaetetus (148 B),

when Theaetetus and his friend shew that they have surmounted

the first difficulty of defining, Socrates bursts out: dpiord ' dvfpd-
wrwy, & raides. :

31. dAnlds is preferred to the more natural d\n649 (d\n6és has
some inferior Ms authority) from assimilation to wayxd\ws, &s, and
ofirw. s aAyfds (the reading of T) is impossible: the meaning
would then be ‘if however you have really answered’.

dracdiBages.  Stallbaum quotes Prot. 328 B ocuwpby 7 pot
éurodiw, 8 dfiov omt Ilpwraydpas padlws éxexdiddte, émedh xal 7d
xoANd TavTa €fedidale.

33. Yorwv: emphatic, hence the accent.

CHAPTER VIIIL.

Socrates proceeds to examine Euthyphro’s definition. He first
endeavours to remove an ambiguity in the expression 7ols feols: and
in so doing contrives to shew that Euthyphro’s definition is un-
tenable from_Euthyphro’s own standpoint, while from a higher and
indeed ess::hﬂy\xnnonotheistic conception of God it is less object-
ionable, though still inadequate.

In this Chapter Socrates reminds Euthyphro that there are gods
and gods: what one god loves another may hate, in which case the
same thing will be both holy and unholy, which is impossible,
because holiness and unholiness are opposites. See Introduction
p- xix ff.

1. 7l Néyopev. Aéyouer is ‘mean’, as often: see on Apol. a1 B.

2. 70 plv Beophés Te—dvlpumos. e is displaced from its
natural position after 76, partly because of uév, and partly because
éaeov is thus more easily supplied. It is worth while noticing why
&vfpuwros is introduced. What Socrates desiderated was the eldos ¢§
wdvTa 74 Goia doid éoTw: now Goa are of two sorts—men and
deeds: applied to men, dgios has a subjective sense ; applied to
deeds, an objective: the subdivision is therefore necessary to
illustrate xdvra 7d éoa.

3. Oeopioés is equivalent to uh wposdilés feois. The neutral
condition of indifference is not admitted: if the gods are not with
us, they are against us. Just so dvwgelsfs is rather *hurtful ] than

.f
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suseless’: and in like manner &Bovhos, dxowos, duepwros, Epovos and
other words have a positive meaning in Greek. See Alcibiades 11
138 D foll. and especially Protag. 331 A foll. odx dpa éorly doubrys
oloy dixawov elvar wpiypa, obd¢ dixaioatvn olov Soiov, dAN olov ph
Sawor* ) 88 doidrys olov uh Slxaiov, AAN' ddikov dpa, TO 3¢ dvdaiov ;
Still more clear is Rep. 1v 437 C 7t 3al; 76 dBovhelr xal ) é0éNew
und éxifuuciv otk els 76 dxwleiv xal dxelatvew dx’ alris (sc. THs
yuxis) xal els dwavra Tdvavrla éxelvos Gfoouev; wds yap ol;
This style of reasoning is indeed disallowed by Diotima in Symp.
201 E—202 A: odk edgmuioes; Epn° 7 ole, 6 7o &v uh) xakdv 7,
draykaiov abrd elvas aloxpdy ; pdhiord ye. 4 kal <8> dv uh copdv,
dualdés; 4 otk fobnoac 67 Eore 7o peratd coplas xal duadlas; but
" only with a view to make room for the Platonic doctrine of épf%
86¢a. It was very prevalent among the Greeks, and may perhaps
be illustrated by the Solonian law requiring every one to take a
definite side in political questions. There are fewer merely negative
notions in Greek than in English: ¢ All men are not wise’ meant to
a Greek ‘all men are fools’. The whole subject is discussed by
Theodor Kock in Hermes xviil p. 546 ff. (Ein Kapitel aus der
formalen Logik, angewendet auf Aristoteles und Platon).

4. o Tadrdy 8’ éorlv. This explanatory clause (introduced as
usual by 3¢) is inserted to prepare for the reductio ad absurdum of 8
A xal 8owa dpa kal dvéoea T4 abrd dv dy, & E60v¢por, TobTe T@ Noyey.
“3¢ stands in the third place, to avoid the union of o/ and 3¢”.
Schanz. For 79 évavribraror (‘altogether its opposite’) cf. Lysis
215 E 70 yap évarridraror 7§ évavriwrdre ecvar pdhiora
¢\ov. évavridraror without the article would have a different
meaning: the article implies that unholiness has but ome opposite,
holiness. For radrév see note on 10 E.

6. ovx olrws <dpnrar>; The reading is here very difficult.
I adopt Hermann’s emendation—a solution which had occurred to
me independently. The Mss read: o0x ofrws; olrw uév ofv. «xal

" &b ye palverar elpfiofat. Sokd, & Zdrpares, elpyras ydp. Fritzsche
and Wohlrab retain the Ms reading, except that they reject elpyrac
ydp after Sdxpares, and insert it after ofrw uév odv: Schanz now
rejects elpnras ydp in foto: formexly he bracketed the whole passage
from xal b ©ye down to the first dpnrac ydp. Ast, Heusde, Hoene-
beek, Maresch and Badham have each of them different suggestions.
Hermann’s correction seems to me at once the easiest and the best
in point of sense. After odx ofrws we naturally expect epyra, for the
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statement /4as been made already in 5 D 73 dvboior ad 100 uéw dalov
wav7ds évavrlov, where wav7ds évavrior is practically equivalent to
évayridraror. I conjecture that the corruption arose thus. After
doxd, & Zwrpares, the words elpyras ydp were added on the margin
by a copyist, perhaps with a reference to 5§ D above, to indicate
that the statement had been made already. Being afterwards
introduced into the text, they were the occasion of the omission of
dpprae after ofrws, the more readily, inasmuch as elpfiofas, elpyras,
and presently elpprac ydp occur in the immediate vicinity.

8. xal e} ye dalverar dpnjodar is added by Socrates because
the assertion was previously made by Socrates, not by Euthyphro
(5 D): Socrates wishes to have the sentiment approved by Euthy-
phro, in order that he may contribute to his own discomfiture.

9. 8oka, for which Schleiermacher suggested Joxei, is not rarely
used in the sense of doxei uo, e.g. Rep. Vv 473 D odk Eore xaxdv
wadha—rals wo\est, Sokd & ovd¢ Ty dvlpwrlvy yéve. A distinct
usage is dox® for doxet pot ‘it seems good to me’ e.g. Agam. 16 Srar
¥ deldew 7 puvdpesdas doxd. See Mr Arthur Sidgwick in Classical
Review (April, 1889) 111 4, p. 148.

13. elpyras ydp: viz. in 6 A—C.

14. ¥xOpav 8 xal Spyds: épyal (irae) are the particular
ebullitions of the permanent state &fpa. The singular Exfpar is
kept probably out of a desire to conform to &xfpa just before.
For a similar reason &xfpar 8¢ xal épyds is placed first in the
sentence.

15. &8¢ 8t oxomapev. Once more the reasoning is from man to
God: see above on 6 A line 20, and Introd. p. xvi.

16. wepl dpwbpol. Three things are mentioned on which a
dispute is capable of easy and sure settlement, viz. number, size,
and weight. They all belong to the material universe, being things
Wy & duvdpela dmplf Toiv xepoiv Nafésfac. Schanz aptly quotes
Xen. Mem. I 1. 9 Oawuovdr 8¢ (sc. &pn 6 Zwkpdrys) Kal Tods
pavrevopévovs & Tols dvBpdmors Edwkav ol Geol pabodas diakplve* olov
kA, H & Eteorw dpiOufoavras § perphoavras 9 orioavras
eldévar, Tods T Toadra wapd Tdv Oedv wuvbavouévovs dﬂéyw’ra}ocei‘v
dryetro. See also Rep. X 602 D dp’ olw o0 76 peTpelv xal dpeOpely
xal lordvac Boffear xapiéorarar wpos avrTd épdvnoar, dore ph
dpxew v fuiv 10 pawduevor peifov i Earrov 4 whéow 1 Papirepor
x7A.; and Alcib. 1 111 B foll. 7{ olv; doxolol gou Siagépesfac ol
woANol woldy éare Nbos 9 Eohov; To find a uérpov for- immaterial

4
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things like justice, piety, etc. was the whole work of Socrates, and
absorbed a large sha-e of Plato’s philosophical activity.

dmorepa whelw: at first sight we might expect dwérepos whelwr,
but tkings are whelw, hardly a number. -The plural is used, because
‘more’ implies more than one.

17. wowol. This older form of the optative of contracted verbs
is so frequent in Plato as to be almost regular. In Aristophanes,
the longer forms (-olyv -olns -oln) are regularly used in the singular:
see Rutherford’s New Phrynichus p. 442 foll.

18. mwepl ye Tav Towlrwy goes with raxd A dwal\ayeiuer.
The e contains a sinister hint that after all some subjects would
remain on which they would differ still, piety for example. What
is here called Noyiopébs is called dpibunricd in Alc. I 126 C &
T8’ oty Téxynwy dpovooiow al wbhers wepl dpibpots ; Qid Tip dpOun-
Tk,

a1, pelfovos xal é\drrovos forms one idea: hence there is but 7 C
one article. So 7ol Bapurépov Te xal xovgorépov below. The two
opposites fall under one category—size in the first case, weight in
the second. Aristotle was fond of saying 7dv évavriwv 4 airh
éxomiun.

23. &m\ 7 perpelyv. So Schanz with T: B has uérpior. Formerly
Schanz read pérpov. perpelv is better, in view of xal éxl ye 76
lordvat which follows. Compare Alc. 1 126 C—D 8id 7iva &2
Téxyny EaoTos adrds alTy Suovoet wepl omlbapfis xal mwhxews, o-
wéTepor peifor ; ob Sid THY uerpnTichy ;

26. Swaxpibelpev dv. T has Siaxpifelnuer dv: but the longer
form seems not to be used by Plato in the plural: compare draX\a-
yeiner in line 19 above. See Rutherford as cited on line 17 above.
Schanz suspects that 7axt has fallen out before Siaxpifeiuer. Its
occurrence before the verbs draX\ayetuer and wavoalueda in the two
previous examples seems at first sight to confirm his suspicion: on
the other hand, the threefold repetition of the adverb is somewhat
offensive. Naber supplies pgdiws : but Plato may well have left out
the adverb here: in the nature of things the operation of weighing
could not have lasted long.

28. &Ml vlva kplow i.q. éal Tlos xplow. So in Latin Azec
disputatio is used in the sense of Auius rei disputatio. The meaning
cannot be ‘to what criterion’, since the criterion is ex Aypothesi
unknown, never having been reached : the question moreover is not
what fest, but what thing, Schanz reads éxl_7wa xplow: Dbut if
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7wva were the indefinite pronoun, it would naturally have followed,
not preceded ploew. The indefinite rwa is too weak a word to
bear the stress of the sentence-accent, which will infallibly fall on
it, if it precedes xplow. -

29. &xOpol ye. So B: T has éxbpol re.

30. elpev is easily restored from yuer of B and eipuer of T
(with 7 erased).

31. 76 re Slxawov—xkaxév. The difficulty of finding a standard
by which to determine what is just etc. was continually present to
the mind of Plato: but he sometimes draws a clear distinction
between the case of dyaféy and xaxéw on the one hand, and
8lxaiov etc. on the other. Thus in Theaet. 172 A it is said that the
‘“‘incomplete Protagoreans” (perhaps to be identified with Socrates:
see Dr Jackson in the Journal of Philology vol. X111 pp. 249—250)
will probably allow that the doctrine wdvrwy pérpov &»fpwwos holds
good, not only of present sensations, but also of the notions xald
xal aloxpd, dixaa xal &dwa, Gowa xal wh, but not of ovugpéporra and
the opposite, i.e. dyafd xal xaxd (for Plato, like the Greeks
generally, always equates dya8év and ovugpépor, xaxéy and SAaBepdv).
Cf. Prot. 322 D—323 C. A close parallel to the present passage is
Alcibiades 1 112 A f., where Socrates says it is precisely wepl TG»
dikalwy xal ddlxwy dvOpdmwuwy kal wpayudrwy that the Athenians do
differ: and just as here xal dyafor xal xaxéy is put on the same
plane with Sixacor and the others, so there Socrates proceeds to
identify dlxator with cvugépor through the middle terms xald and
dyadd. Grote refers to Eur. Phoen. 499—502

el wioe TabTdv xalov Epu copby 0° dua

otk 7w Bv dupihexTos dvbpdmois Epis*

viv &' 008" duocov ovdéw o’ loov Bporots,
. T\ dvbuacty, 10 & &ryov obx E&rTw Téde.

Compare also Aristotle Eth. Nic. I 1. 1094" 14 ff. 78 0¢ xald xal
78 Sixasa—TrocatTyy Exer Siagopdy xal wNdvyy dore Soxely vouy pbvov
evar ptoet 8 pf.  TotalTyy 8¢ Twa whdvny Exet kal Tdyafd did 1o
woN\ols ovuBalvew BAafas dx’ alrdw: #0n ydp Twes dwdhovro &id
whobrov, Erepor 8¢ 8 dwdpelav. Notice by the way that the intro-

duction of 70 3lkawor and similar ethical notions at this point .

prepares the way for the second division of the dialogue, in which
70 8awov is viewed as a part of 70 Olkawor. As regards the Greek, it
should be noted that the omission of the article before xaléy and
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the following adjectives is intended to reduce the notions to an
ethical unity. Cf. Gorg. 459 D 70 dlkatov xal 70 &dxor xal 70
aloxpov kal 78 kahov xal dyafor xal kakdy.

34. avtdv. Not dr: see on xaramemolkidras in 6 C above.

35. &rav ywyvépeba. This limitation {as Schanz remarks) is
inserted because it is not every diagopd which leads to &xfpa xal
6pyal; a Siagpopd about the weight of an object, for example, causes
no ill-feeling, as we have been told. The editors compare Phaed.
68 D ovkoly P6By pebvwy kaxkdyv wouévovow alTdy ol dvdpeto TO¥
Odvator, STay Vmouévwaiy.

37. GAN &mw abm. abdry is in the predicate. Note the
accent on &rTw: it is frequently accented at the beginning of a
sentence.

39. ol Oeol kTN. Observe how here again the reasoning is
from men to gods: see on 6 A line 20 supra and Introd. p. xvi. The
clause elwep ¢ Scapépovras indicates Socrates’ disbelief in the quarrels
of gods. The caveat is more express in 7 E xard 7dv od» Aéyov,
@s o) .¢rés, 8 A ds fowxev, and 8 D ds 6 ads Adyos.

40. Biud Ta¥ra. So B: T has &’ aird rabra as in 8 D odxodr
atrd ye Tabra xal oi Oeol wewérfaowv, but here there seems no reason
for so much emphasis. .

43- d\\ov d\A\a 8{kaia. Schanz follows Hirschig in adding 7 E
xal ddixa after dlxawa. He compares Alcib. I 111 E where B has
7@ dikalwy xal ddikwy while T omits xal ddixwy : also Theaet. 172 B év
Tois dixaloes kal dblxois xal dolois xal dvoolos, where xal ddixots (not in
BT) has inferior Ms authority. Plato’s almost invariable rule in such
enumerations is to use both the positive and negative notions in each
case if he uses them in any: but here I think the omission of xal &dixa
may be defended. If of two gods A thinks a just, and B thinks b
just, it follows that A thinks b not-just, i.e. (according to the usual
Greek view : see on feouaés in 7 A above) unjust. So that xal ddika is
unnecessary to the sense, and Socrates is justified in saying presently
TabdTd 8¢ e, ds o) Pps, ol uév Slxaca dyolrrar, ol 8¢ 4dika. kal
aloxpé and kal kaxd have been added in the other two cases perhaps
because they are further removed from &\\ot d\\a.

44 oV ydp dv wov. Schanz remarks that this is one of the few
cases where Plato uses this collocation without a following ~ye.

48. ¥acroi: plural, because we are considering the case not
of god against god, but gods against gods (4\Not &\\a in line 43
above) : éoraclagor above implies factions.
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49- Tavra kal ¢pkoiiowy, Observe how in the ancient view of
life the emotions (here love) are made to depend on the intellect
(xad dryolvras): see on xal Tiw éudy dpablay in 2 C.

57. vabr dpa. Here and in the next line 7adr is easily
restored from ravr’ or rabr’ of the Mss.

61. «xal Sowa dpa—~av el : which will contradict 7 A o8 radTor
& dorly, d\\& 7O évavridraTov, 70 Sawov T@ drosly. Protagoras
however would have accepted the conclusion and said: A thing #s
pious for the gods who think it so, impious for those who think it
impious. Notice the emphatic place of rovry 7¢ Noyp—on your
theory, but on no other. .

63. xwduveve. Euthyphro’s assent becomes less hearty as he
sees his approaching discomfiture. From wdwvv 7e in 7 E to xwduvreve
his answers betray increasing caution. Cf. Prot. 360 C wdvv ye—
QuoNoyeL—avvépn—émévevoerv—Egpn—mdvv ubyis évraiba éxévevoey
—ai7ds, &pn, mépavov,

CHAPTER IX.

The ambiguity in Euthyphro’s definition being now clear,
Socrates prepares the way for the amended form of the definition
(viz. that piety is what a// the gods love).

This he does in the present chapter by eliciting from Euthyphro
the assertion that all the gods agree in desiring to punish wrongful
manslaughter. ‘Exactly’, says Socrates ‘but will they agree what
manslaughter is wrong, and what right ?’

1. & Bavpdaie. See on & favudote Ev0dgpor in 5 A.

2. 8 rvyxdve—dvéoov. SoBT. Schanzreads ¢ for § and the
change is approved by Apelt. In favour of Schanz’s text might
perhaps be quoted 9C dAN& ydp o) TovTy épdyn dpre wpiouéva T
8owov xal wh: only there TotTy depends on wpiouéva. I think the
Ms reading is right. The meaning is: what I asked was not a
thing which, while one and the same (without undergoing any
change), happens to be both holy and unholy: whereas what you
gave in your answer was feopiés=dowov, which is at the same time
Oeopiaés =dvboiov. Tuyxdyes 8y go together and Goiv Te xal dvboiov

are the predicate. radrér is pronounced with emphasis and a slight -

pause made after the word: otherwise 8v would be taken with
Tadrév. A similar passage is Rep. 1V 435 A § ye Tavrov dv 75

4
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wpooelmor peifor Te kal Earror kTA.; where Dobree would add é»
after Exarrov. Here I do not think any change necessary: but it
would be easy to insert 8» after dvéoior, and so relieve Tavrér of its
weight of meaning, at the same time giving a balance to the sen-
tence which would compensate for the (only seeming I think) lack
of euphony, and correspond closely to the twofold copula in Gcogihés
7> and Oeoptsés éorev. In Rep. 1V 425C 4 ook del 76 Guowow Sv
Spotoy wapaxalel some MsS omit 6v.

5. Gore, & Ev0ippov xrh. applies the result arrived at to 8 B
Euthyphro’s special case. The shock of the insinuation is calcu-
lated to make him protest that a// the gods approve Ass act and so
lead up to the amended definition.

6. xohdlwv is a more delicate word than Teuwpr: chastisement
has the good of the chastised in view.

7. T¢ pv Al. A touch of humour: Zeus had not been over-
kind to his own father. See 6 A.

9. ‘Hoalory. See Pausanias I 20. 2: Néyerac 3¢ 7dde vmwo
‘EN\jrwv, ws "Hpa plyar yevduevor “Hoaiaror, 6 3¢ ol pvnowaxdy
wéupas SGpov xpuoody Bpivor dpavels decpods Exovra* kal Thy péy
éxel e éxabéfero dedésfar kTN, Dionysus finally made Hephaestus
drunk and brought him back to Olympus to release his mother.
The return to Olympus was frequently depicted on Greek vases:
see Baumeister's Denkmiler 1 p. 643. Plato alludes to the incident
again in Rep. 11 378 D “Hpas 8¢ deouods vmd viéos kTA.

11.  xal éxelyors katd Tavrd i.e. Todro Spdv TH uév Pplhov worels
7¢ 8¢ éx6pov.

) 12.  wepl ye Tolrov: ye exactly as in wepl ye 7@ TowobTwr 7 B.

13. SwadépecBar ds ov. Verbs meaning ‘to contradict’ are
regularly followed by a clause with ws (37¢) giving what is main-
tained, not what is contradicted: hence the oU. So presently du-
puoBnroivros Ws—ob et Sixqy Sidivas: cf. g D and see on Apol. 31 B
line 46.

14. Slxny 8u86var—dbixws. Notice the verbal play. He who
does not render justice in deeds must render justice in punishment :
the tale of justice must be made up. So 8E 7§ ye ddixodrre Soréor
Sixpp. The form of expression implies the remedial view of
punishment.

16. dv@pdwwv. Once more Socrates solves the difficulty by
reasoning from men to gods: see above on 6 A line 20.

18, &\\o dB(xws wowdyra is equivalent to d\No ddwoivra. As 8
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an injury is supposed to be still in force till compensation is made,
the present is used in spite of dwoxrelvarra preceding: see on Crito
s0C.

20. ovBlv pdv odv walovrar. puér olv is corrective (immo): see
on Apol. 26 B. Cobet has pointed out that o waveras and ovdér
wxabera: differ exactly as finrem non facit and finem nullum facit
(Nov. Lect. p. 500).

22. wdvra wowdot kal Aéyovor: a common phrase in Plato,
occasionally with the singular xdr: e.g. Apol. 39 A w@r wowetr xal
Ayewr. ebyovres is here conative like didovac=‘offer’: Schanz
compares Gorg. 479 B ol Tjv dlxnv ¢peiyovres.

24. 1] xal Spoloyovev. Euthyphro has made two assertions =
(1) many say rév d3lkws awoxrelvarra 1 &\No ddikws worolrra ov deiv
Sleny ddvas, (2) wdvra wowobor xal Nyovar gpevyorres Tiw Slay.
Socrates refutes (2) first, and the refutation of (1) follows from that
of (2).

25. ov 8élv dacl: of gaot Seiv would be more usual (as in
off pacww ddixewv presently), but less emphatic. Perhaps the unusual
order is responsible for the corruption ov8éw (for ov Jeiv) in B.

27. olBapds Tovré ye: has the idea of evghuei! No! they
stop short of that. To admit (3uoloyeiv) that one’s client has
broken the law (d3:keiv) would be tantamount to giving up the case:
at the same time Socrates does not say that advocates do not some-
times defend clients whom they ée/ieve to be guilty.

33. ovk dpo Ikelvé ye—dAny AMéyes. These words are brack-
eted by Schanz (after Schenkl). They occur in the Mss, except

that Ws—dugpioByroiow is omitted in B (obviously by mistake), and . °

replaced by a later hand. They are necessary to the sense, for so
far only the second of Euthyphro’s assertions has been expressly
contradicted : it is equally necessary to reject the first expressly.
In c above Euthyphro has said that men continually dugwByrovow
s Tov ddixobvra ol Sel Slkmy Siddvar: Socrates now says no! ovk
&pa dppioByrolow s ov Tov diodvra det didovar dlxyr. Plato is
especially careful to make the refutation complete, and in terms
likely to recall the statement of the doctrine refuted: cf. 8 A xal
Sota—Néyp with 7 A ob Tavrdw & dorlv—droalyp.

35. 70 vls domv kTA. 70 goes with the entire clause as in
Aristotle’s well-known 76 7 » elvas. Goodwin’s Greek Grammar
p. 201, note 7.

38. obxoiv adrd ye Tadra. Socrates now makes the applica-

e
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tion to the case of gods: that of men was but an illustration. The
general reasoning reminds us of Pliny’s Panegyricus § 72 et sane -
priorum principum exitus docuit ne a diis quidem amari nisi quos
homines ament.

40. ol pdv pacy AAN" d\\ovs dBikely is a main sentence and
does not depend on elwep. &AN’ &Mhous is my emendation for
@fhous. 1 believe that dAAflovs is corrupt. Fritzsche remarks
% Mira brevitas. Nam animo haec obversantur: ddwotow d\AfAovs,
kal ol pév pacw (ddiceiobac), ol 8¢ of pasw (adueiv)”, But the Greek
will not bear this stress of meaning. The first thing to notice is
that dA\\fhovs if right must be the subject to ddwkeiv: the sense will
not allow the subject to be supplied from ol uév, and besides it is
irrelevant to name the odject of the wrong-doing: the sole point is
that the wrong-doing should itself be named (d3:xeiv has no external
object wherever it occurs, from 7{ 8; in B above to the end of the
chapter). This being so—is'it possible to say in Greek: the one party
say that one another are doing wrong? 1t is just as impossible in
Greek as in English, unless this ‘one party’ - means to accuse itself,
as Schanz’s translation of d\\fjlovs (die einen die andern) makes it
do. In Isocrates Panegyr. 168 occur these words: dore ral
uEN\or xalpovaw éxl Tols dANHAwp Kakols % Tois abraw 8lows dyadois.
Cobet (Var. Lect. p. 519) substitutes d\\wv for d\\jAwr, wrongly
(as I think) in this passage, adding “communis librorum error et
frequens”. In Xen. Oecon. Ch. XX § 5 he replaces diapéporres
dA\\fAwr by Scagéporres d\ww, this time rightly, although Holden
hesitates to accept the emendation. *‘Quam saepe d\Aw» et dAN+f-
Aw» confundantur notum est omnibus” (Nov. Lect. p. 596). In
view of the last of these passages one might feel inclined to sub-
stitute d\\ous for dA\#hovs here: I believe however that Plato
. wrote AN’ @\hous. One set of gods say: A (another god) is wrong
in this, B wrong in that: but A and B deny that they are wrong.
The phrase is doubtless a reminiscence of 7 E xal 7@ fewv dpa—
dA\hot dANa dlxaa Hyobvrac

41. & Bavpdowe: see on 5 A. Here the appellation is strictly
in point.

43. 008es olre Ocdv—Bikyy. ~ye before ddixolyre makes the
words equivalent to ‘because he is a wrong doer’.

44 Tovro plv dAnfls Aéyes almost=rtobro ué» dAnfeles. 8 E
Presently T has 76 ye kepdAacor, which may be right. Schanz quotes
Phileb. 48 ¢ &7t 87 wovmpla pév 1is 70 kepdraior. Euthyphro’s

A. EU, 8
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guarded reply is not meant (I think) to indicate that there were

- some who openly professed the doctrine that ‘he shall take who

9A

has the power, and he shall keep who can’, though there were such
men at Athens (see Callicles’s speech in the Gorgias 482 c foll., and
Rep. 1 338 E foll.): it is merely a way of surrendering safva vere-
cundia. Notice ué without a following 8¢: Euthyphro implies
that Socrates is not a/ways right in what he says. Cf. Apol. 21 D
TotTov pév Tob dylpdmou éyd copdrepbs elut.

46. dAN Ixaorév ye. So T : B has éxdorwr by an accidental '

assimilation to 7dv wpaxfévrwy. .

48. dmwep dpdroPyrovoy Beol: the usual caveat: see on 7 D
line 39 above.

wpdfeds Tivos mépl. ‘‘Asyndeton explicativam™ says Schanz.
See on Apol. 22 A § iy éyd Exalby T TotolTor* ol péy pmdlicTa
ebdoxipovrres kTA., and for wepl postponed, ibid. on 19 C and supra
4 E. The emphatic place of wpdfews (it is about an action that they
differ’) is meant to suggest the antithesis—‘no# about the right of
punishing a wrong action’.

CHAPTER X.

Socrates now asks Euthyphro what ground he has for holding
that all the gods will think his father guilty of wrongful man-
slaughter, and approve the conduct of the son. Euthyphro shirks
the question: he reserves his reasons for the judges.

1. 8 vwv: so Schanz now reads. The reading is easily elicited
from 10: vo¥ of B and U6: Tolvww of T. »vw when illative is enclitic.
Other examples quoted by Schanz from Plato are Gorg. 451 A:
Alcib. 1 114 D t6: »uw: Politic. 294 D ¢épe vuw.

2. coduTepos: copds (like ppovriorhs) was almost a nickname
of Socrates : see note on Apol. 18 B and supra on 2 C.

Texpijpov. As Wohlrab remarks, we have here an indica-
tion of the inquiry raised in the next three chapters. Had Euthy-
phro been able to give a satisfactory rexufipiov why all the gods
approved his conduct, he would have been able to separate the
ovala of daiov from its wafos (viz. 7 Geopihés).

wdvres Oeol: without the article: contrast wdvres ol feol in g E,

. where see note.

4. tebvdvas as passive to the perf. of dwoxrelvw: see on gedyers
adrip 9 dudres in 3 E above.

>



"o

—r

X 9B PLATO'S ZUTHYPHRO. )

Onredov dvBpoddvos yevdpevos. Compare the account in 4 c.
Oyretwr is logically subordinate to yevduevos : ‘being guilty of man-
slaughter while a day labourer’. )

6. ¢0doy Thevmjoas: the words almost suggest that he died of
set purpose (like a Chinaman) to spite Euthyphro’s father.

7. 8eopd: see on 7y Secudy dwofvfoxet in 4 D. The nom.
(acc.) plur. desud is said not to occur elsewhere in Plato.

dnynrdv: see on 4 c. Here the entire college is alluded to:
in 4C only 8-énpynris, probably the president.

9. 6pOus ¥xer. Hirschig reads &ew: but the ds of ws wdvres
Oeol iryovvras is still carried on. Notice thé contempt expressed by

- 710D Towdrov 87 just above.

10. & recalls t6: vuv with which Socrates’ appeal began.

I1. wavrds pdllov: ‘more than anything’ is constantly used g B

by Plato in the sense of ‘assuredly’. See on Crito 49 B. The
phrase is probably selected here because warres is to follow : ¢ beyond
all doubt a// the gods etc.’. '

15. dAX Yows ovk dAlyov kvA. Euthyphro evades thedifficulty
after the usual fashion of self-confidence nonplussed. ‘I could an
I would: but it’s no mere bagatelle, and it would taketime’. So in
14 B when he retreats for the second time: xal é\iyov coc wporepor
elmov—57e whelovos Epyov éorly dkpfSds wdvra Tavra ws Exet
padeiv. Plato professes contempt for the man who has oxohsj for
“splitting differences between two degrees of the infinitesimally
small, such as a tohacco pipe or the Roman Empire, a million of
money or a fiddlestick’s end ”, and none to probe a question to the
bottom. See Theaet. 172 D foll. on the oxoNy§ of the true
Pihdoogos. '

16. &wel : sc. were there time, Here éxel is virtually equivalent
to ‘although’: see on 4 C above.

émbefar: suggests a long, somewhat windy sermon, rather than
a cogent proof (dwodeifar). The word is regularly used of a
sophistic display (éntdeitis). Prot. 347 B &or pévro,, &Py (sc.
‘Irwias), xal éuol Noyos wepl abroi eb Exww, ov Juv éwideliw, dv
BobAnole.

18. pavBdve® &t krh. See on 3 B. The sentence gives a
sarcastic reason for Euthyphro’s o0x 8\iyov &yor. Socrates pretends
to be ready to give Euthyphro as much time as the judges would
allow him.

19. évBelfn. Notice that it is Socrates who uses érdelcvvuas,

8—2
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Euthyphro who says éxidelkvups: see last note but one. &dwca pres-
ently is ‘illegal’ as well as ‘wrong’.

20. ol Oeol dmavres: ‘the gods one and all’: the emphasis adds
to the irony. On the article see wdvres ol feol in g E and note.

21, dbvwep drobwol ye: Euthyphro fears interruptions: indeed,
like Phocion, he almost regarded them as a proof of his merit: see
3 C xal épob ydp Toi, Srav L Néyw év Tf éxxhyola wepl Tav Oelwy,—
KaTayeAdow ws pawouévov.

CHAPTER XI.

In this chapter Euthyphro at last emends his definition thus:
Holiness is what all the gods love, unholiness what all the gods
hate.

1. ldvwep & Bokfis Méyev. The Athenians liked above all

things a clever orator: see Apol. 17 A pd\iora 8¢ airdw & édadpaca

Ty TOANDY Qv éyeboarTo, TodTo &y § ENeyor s xp) Uuds ethaBeidlac,
ph o’ &uoh damarnbire, bs Sewod BvTos Néyew.

2. &vevénoa. So B: T has &xouar: ‘‘perhaps”, says Schanz
“by interpolation, owing to the genitive”. The genitive is of
course a gen. absolute.

3. kal wpds dpavrév oxowd. A familiar incident with Socrates:
sometimes his earnest thought rooted him to the spot (Symp. 174
D), on one occasion, it is said, for twenty-four hours (Symp. 220 B).
The syntax is as in Apol. 21 D wpds éuavror éhoyfbumw: the ego
is as it were divided into two beings, one of whom talks to the
other. So Plato used to say that thought was the soul talking to
itself : Theaet. 189 E 70 8¢ dwavoeisOas dp’- Swep éyd xakels; i
Kka\@v ;3 Noyor 8v admh wpds avmhy 4 Yuxd Setépxerar wepl Gv dv
oxowy: Soph. 263 E: cf. Phileb. 38 p. The same self-dissecting
process underlies the meaning of the Latin words comscius and
conscientia (see Nettleship’s Passages for Translation into Latin
Prose p. 14).

el § 7 pdMora: see on 4 D above.

5. ol Beol dravres: seeon g Band g E. :

6. =l pd\lov kt\. Socrates proceeds to shew Euthyphro that
70 Beopuaés and 70 OeopiNés are only accidents of 16 dvboby Te xal
8owov : we want their essence.

8. Todro T8 ¥pyov viz. your father’s act of manslaughter.

4,

¢t



XI9cC PLATO'S EUTHYPHRO. 79

9. dA\d ydp ov Tovre—Lipdvn. This passage is most difficult,
There is no important variant in the Mss.

We shall best understand the meaning by recapitulating the
situation. Socrates says in effect: “Even supposing I allow that
all the gods hate your father’s act, are we any nearer to the know-
ledge of 76 80y Te xal dvbowr? That his act will be feomeoés T
am willing to allow: but” (this is the implied antithesis to @eoutoés
pév) “is it necessarily dvdoiov? Is Geousaés of the essence of avéaor,
or is it not merely a wdfos thereof? This will best be settled, if we
formally amend your definition to ‘what a/ the gods love is dawov,
and what they all hate dvéowov’ and examine it in this amended
form”. That is to say, Socrates is about to point out a new and
more serious error in Euthyphro’s definition, even when it is
construed in its most favourable light: viz. that it puts the xdfes for
the odola. This chapter therefore is the transition to the following
two chapters.

But what of the words d\\d ydp o Tobry épdwn dpre dpiouéva 7
Sawov kal wh" 70 ydp Ocopaés 8y xal Ocopuhés épdvn? 1 believe them
to have been interpolated by some séribe who failed to grasp the
situation. For, on the supposition that they are genuine, rotry
must have for its antecedent either (a) feomeaés or (8) 76 Epyov. If
(a), then Plato is guilty of thoroughly confused thinking. The only
argument on which dvdoiov has Zitkerto been denied to be identical
with feomuaés, is that all the gods do 7of hate the same thing, or, as
the explanatory clause puts it presently, 76 feomads 8 xal feopids
épdyy. But this is just the argument which Socrates has declared
that he is ready to give up: he will allow, for argument’s sake, that
all the gods do hate the act of Euthyphro’s father. Moreover, it is
intolerable to have three cases of the pronoun 7ofiro within four
lines, whereof the first and third refer to the same thing, and
the second to something quite different. In the third place, dore
before 7otrov is hardly intelligible except on the supposition that
@& ydp—égpdwy is either spurious or else a complete parenthesis.
If therefore feouioés is the antecedent to rovry, the entire clause
must be rejected. If however the antecedent is (8) Tobro 7d &pyov,
as Schanz believes, then another view is possible. The meaning
will then be: suppose I allow that all the gods hate this osne
particular act of your father’s, yet does this bring us nearer to a
general definition of piety and impiety? That is to say, Socrates
feels that Euthyphro has not yet shaken himself clear of the
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personal elements in the case: he is still anchored in the harbour
of ‘Piety is doing what I am doing now’. The reference in dpre
will in that case be to the refutation of Euthyphro’s firs¢ attempt
in 6 D. This is Schanz’s view and seems at first sight to be sup-
ported by the emphasis on 7ofiro and 7oérov in the words Todro
70 &pyov, and Bore Tob7ov dpinul oe: on the other hand, so far as I
can see, there is on Schanz’s view no antithesis latent or expressed
to the uév after feopuoés, and the position ‘of the words in ds ol feol
axarres TOv TowoiTov Odvarov Fyolvrar &3ixov elvar seems to shew
that more emphasis was intended to fall on ol feol dxarres than on
T70v Towobrov Odvarov: moreover, if the antithesis is between the
particular and the universal, we should expect the statement of the
universal presently in D to be more emphatic e.g. wdr6’ oo’ dv
wdrres ol feol padow, avéod éore kA,  Even on Schanz’s explana-
tion it is necessary to reject the words 76 yap Oeouiaés dv xal feopirés
épdvn (so Schanz, following Kleist), because they refer to the
refutation of the second definition, whereas (on Schanz’s view) the
reference throughout is to the first. Schanz’s explanation suits the
passage taken by itself quite well: but it seems to me a flaw in
Plato’s art, if after the first definition has been quite refuted on the
ground of putting the particular for the umiversal, and an error
pointed out in the second definition, he should harp back again
upon the first definition, without at the same time preparing the
way (as I conceive him to have done) for discovering another
grievous error in the second. )

11. dore Trobrov dplmpl oe. TolTov sc. Tod Epyov: viz. your
father’s act. dgingu is a legal term for acquitting: Rep. v 451 B
apleuér ge dawep povov.

12. € Podle. Asyndetonas in 8 E rpdfews Twos wéps V. note
in loc. Here T has xal el.

fyelofwy: the Mss have syelcwoay, corrected by the second
hand in B. “The Imperative suffix -woar does not appear till 300
B.C. Till then we meet only with forms in -w» (-»7wy -06wr). The
proportion in the frequency of the two formations is:

Before 300 B.C. -wv : -wear=111 : 0
After 300 B.C. -wv : -wgav= 3 : 22",
Meisterhans Grammatik der Att. Inschriften? p. 132. Cobet (Nov.

Lect. p. 327) had already remarked: ‘‘Nunquam dixerunt Atheni-
enses kpwéobwoay—sed xpwésfwy omnes”,

_— 1
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13. dAXN dpa Tolro kTA. Socrates suggests that the definition
should be amended so as to identify holiness with what a// the gods
love. To some extent this is an approximation to Monotheism: for
if wdvres ol feol always agree, then they are essentially one (7o
Oetov); although in the words 8 3’ & ol ué&y pAdow, ol 8¢ uiodow
k7\., a diversity of view is still permitted to them. For éravopfi-
pefa followed by a.clause giving what is asserted, not what is
corrected, see on duapépecfar s ob in 8 B above. éwavopbipecta
(conj. delib.) is a probable restoration for éwavopfoiuefa of B and
T: but éwavopfovuefa is not necessarily wrong, since Greek some-
times uses the present where we should use the future, especially in
questions e.g. Rep. II 373 D 9 ®@s Aéyouer; see also Kiihner’s Gr.
Gramm. II p. 120 and compare note on uoacxumeoa infra in g E.
Presently Noyy is simply ‘definition’.

15. 8 8 dv—dpdérepa. This clause is really tantamount to a
surrender of the definition, if dugérepa is taken seriously: a thing
cannot be both holy and unholy. But o0dérepa 4 dugérepa is only a
way of saying that where the gods differ in their likes and dislikes,
there is no question of holiness involved. For the expression cf.
Rep. 11 365 E ols 3 dupdrepa 5 obdérepa mewwréov. The plural
is regular: in dugérepa it is logically right, while in oddérepa it is
probably due to a desire for uniformity, made easier by the Greek
tendency to use neuter plurals as a single notion (gavepd éore
etc.), as in the case of 74 &repa (Odrepa) Phaed. 68 C phoxphuaros
kal PpiNoTipos, frow Td ETepa TobTWY 1) Kal duddTepa.

19. 7{ ydp xwAie.. Euthyphro talks with the airy tone of a
man whose mind is already made up. The editors quote an exact
parallel from Charm. 163 A 7{ ydp xwhVec; Epn. o08ev éué ve,
w 8" éyd, AN’ dpa ph éxeivor kwhder KT,

20. 10 odvokéme € : is exactly equivalent (as Schanz remarks)
to oxéwer el a¥ ye.

21. & Toiro Uwodfpevos. See on 6 E, line 20 above. ofrw sums
up the participial clause rof7o Vwoféuevos. The usage is frequent in
Plato e.g. Gorg. 457 C ob padlws dtvavrac—puaddvres xal 3id4tavres
davrods obrw diahvesfas Tas quwwovelas: Prot. 310 D ¢f al.

23. dAN Hyeye alnv. Euthyphro now states the amended g E

definition viz.: ‘ Holiness=what all the gods love: what all the
gods hate =unholiness”.

24. wdvres ol Oeol. From g A to g E we find wdvres Oeof four
times (A, B, D, E): wdvres ol feol twice (D, E), ol feol dmavres twice
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(B, €). A study of these passages shews that wdvres feol and wdrres
ol feol differ just as ‘all gods’, and “all the gods’: the latter is the
more regular and formal expression, for which reason it is used in
the suggested definition (D) and in the first part of Euthyphro’s
formal statement thereof. ol feol Gravres is the most emphatic.

27. obrwg—dwodexwpeda: so B. T has dwodexoueba: see on
éwavopfuwuefa in D above. Here the conj. is of course necessary on
account.of the preceding émioxoxrduev. dwodexdueda in this sense
regularly takes a genitive: strictly speaking rofro is carried on as the
direct object, and the gen. depends on dwo-. ofrws is ‘simply’
‘without more ado’ as in padlws o7w Rep. 11 378 A and Symp.
176 E 087w wlvorras wpds Hdoviy.

28. v pévov ¢ 7is ™ ¥xev ofrw. What precisely is the
meaning of 7¢ and the reference in ofrw? If the text is right, the
situation is this. A man uses Euthyphro’s definition as his Adyos,
and asserts that a particular act (r¢) squares with this definition
(Exew obrw) i.e. is OeogiNés or Oeouiaés (as Euthyphro asserted of his
father’s act): are we to accept this on his word, or inquire what
sense there is in what he says? If the latter, we should still ask
why this particular act is feopiNés (feopirés), and we should probably
(as the next chapter shews) be told, because it is doiov—so that we
should be revolving in a circle. The result would be to shew us
that we have not yet reached the odela of 5oiov (d¥daror), but only a
xdfos thereof. To omit 7« would make the text easier, but I do not
think this expedient necessary. -

29. 4 okemwréov T( Mye 8 Mywv; The question with which
Socrates begdn (odxody émiskoxduer ad Tobro;) is renewed: the
order is @ b a. By this means we are led to expect an affirmative
answer. Compare a more elaborate example in Crito 49 A—B,
where see note (line 14).

CHAPTER XIL

Here and in X111, Socrates tests the amended definition. In
the present chapter, arguing from analogy, he shews that dow» is
not feopilés, because while a ¢ihoduevor (whereof feogpkés is one
special kind) is a ¢\oduevor (Bcogihés) 67t guhetrar, dowov is not
Sawov ST¢ PpiNeirar, rather d7¢ dowby doTe Piketrac.

1. rdya—eloépeda. Schanz reminds us that rdxa in prose
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only means ‘soon’ when combined with a future tense. It is
especially common with egouar.

3. uheira ird Tdv Bedv=0OeoiNés doTw.

5. ovk ol8’ 8 T Myes: the distinction between xd6os and odala
is not yet familiar to Euthyphro: compare infra in 12 A o0x G’ro;uu,
@ Zdxpates, Tols Neyouévos.

7. Myopév T depSpevov kal épov xTA. Socrates in the
Platonic dialogues frequently begins to build up an argument in
this way. Cf. Phaed. 103 C fepubv 7¢ kahels xal Yuxpby ; Meno 75 D
Teheurw kalels 7¢; where Fritzsche reminds us that the Xenaphontic

Socrates shews the same tendency e.g. Mem. II 2. 1 elwé uot, &gy, .

& wal, olold Twas dvfpdmous dxaploTovs xakovuévous 3 ibid. 1V 2.23.
The distinction between active and passive is also found in Gorg.
476 B: compare also Theaet. 156 A ff. It is worth while noticing
that the examples chosen by Socrates (gpepduerov, dybuevor, dpduevor
and their actives) are from the material world, in which the dis-
tinction of active and passive is less hard to grasp. The selection
of ¢epouevor as an example naturally suggests dybuevor as another:
they are often combined in the phrase ¢épew xal dyew.

II. xal Tovrov Erepov Td ¢ulodv is not essential to the argu-
ment, except in so far as it defines ¢uhoduevor by contrast.

14. 861 déperar. The word dire is preferred to the more
usual 7¢ because it balances 8¢’ Ao 7¢ better.

17. xal 76 dybpevov 8. &% is ‘then’ and xal ‘also’. The
collocation is. common in Plato. &% rarely follows «af directly as in
Rep. VI 490C kal &% 1év E\ov Tijs Ppihosbpov plaews xopdw kTN,

20. ovk dpa 86 kTA. The illative dpa is justified because the
results are being summed up. Notice the order of enumeration. It
is exactly the reverse of that in which the illustrations were cited,
and produces a chiastic effect. Formerly gepbuevor, dyduevor,
dpduevor : now dpduevor, dyduevov, pepbuevov.

21. Tobvavrlov. Adverbial accusative in apposition to the
sentence: see on Totwartiov TovTov wdv in Apol. 25 B.

25. Kkard v is said of something which comes gradually into
view. Cf. Polit. 291 A xhov—2s Gpre kaTddnNos viv Huy yéyover.
xard has the same force in karagalvouar and xaragparis.

Povhopar. ¢é0éAw would be impossible here: SotAouat is even
frequently used by itself in the sense of ‘I mean’.

10 A

IO B

26. & m—mwdoxe. The second 7¢ is not the nom., but the 10 C

acc.: thus the full expression would be # e 7t xdoxec 4. The words
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are an attémpt to express the grammatical notion of passive.
Among passive verbs, some are yuyrépeva (e.g. Opdobar), others
rdoxorra (as dyesfas, pépecfar) : though in the last analysis they
may all be viewed as xdoxorra, and hence their name.

33. 70 $hodpevor is rather xdoxor than yeywéuevor.

33. 1 wdoxov v 9mé Tov: the 7t after yiyréuevov is to be re-
peated with xdoyor.

35. xal Tobro dpa. Tofre is 70 Pihovuevor, and 73 Pihotuerov is
understood as the subject to éo7w in the next line.

36. Pmd dv ¢phetrar. Short for vmd rodTwy &v: in such cases
the preposition is idiomatically left out before the relative e.g. Rep.
11 402 A & dwaow ols éore. See Kiihner's Gr. Gramm. 1I p.
478. As regards the hiatus, Fritzsche on Meno 77 A quotes Cic.
Orat. 44. 151, who remarks that Plato was mot careful to avoid
hiatus not only ‘“in his sermonibus, qui duihoyor dicuntur—sed in
populari oratione, qua mos'est Athenis laudari in contione eos, qui
sint in proeliis interfecti” (alluding to the Menexenus).

40. @\o 1. @\ 7 %;=numquid aliud quam?=nonne? 4#is
often omitted. See on Apol. 24c. B and T both have dAN’ §7¢.

45. lorw—d\etrar. The subject is still 70 doeov.

49. xal Beodpihdg <Td0cophés>. With Bast, who is followed by
Fritzsche and Schanz, I have added the words within brackets. If

" the Mss are followed, the only possible subject to ¢e\otuevdy (sc.

Uxd Oedow) éore is 75 dowov. However, not only is the argument faulty
on such a theory, but the words of Socrates in E, where he restates
the admissions made, are conclusive in favour of regarding not
éaiov, but 73 feopiNés as subject to éort.  And as it is impossible to
supply the words from the context, they must be inserted. Then in
E, 70 uév otov 8i& ToiTo Pikelgfac, 6Tt Gowow éoTiw kTN, corresponds
to &iwre dpa Goiby éorw, pikeirar kTA., and 70 8¢ ye Oeopihds G
PelTar Uwd Oedv, adry TolTw TP Pikelobar feopiNés elvar corre-
sponds to dAA& udv &7 duoTe ye piketrac Uwd Gedv, Pikotuerdy dore kal
feopirés<7o OeogpeNés>., Compare also 11 A xal o 70
Beogpihes elvar épiheiro dv 70 Oeopirés, el 82 Bid 70 Plelobfac vmd
Oedy 70 Beodpirés Oeopihés v kTA.

53. ¥érepov Toiro Tovrov. For the collocation Fritzsche com-
pares Meno 87 D &uovye Soxe? T0iT0 perd ToUT0 oKemTéOV elvai.

- s~ o
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CHAPTER XIII

The mistake committed by Euthyphro is here presented as the
substitution of a wdfos of 76 éaeow for its odola. After a complaint
from Euthyphro on the bewildering nature of Socrates’ dialectic,
Socrates remarks with a view to a new definition, that ‘all holiness
is moral’: but ‘not all morality is holy’. Euthyphro is puzzled:
and Socrates explains by means of an illustration the difference be-
tween-these two propositions.

The first two sentences of this chapter belong more properly to
Chapter x11.  For the division of his dialogues into chapters Plato
is not responsible : and Schanz discards the division entirely in his
later editions.

6. dAN' e ye Tavrdv kTA.. The reasoning is somewhat difficult,
though perfectly correct. It is desired to prove that otov and
feopuhés are not convertible terms. If they were, then (2) supposing
8aiov were loved because it is Sawor, Geogpidés would be loved be-

cause it is feogpehés—but this is not so, since the truth is feogeNés is-

olov ¢pkeicOau because it is loved (70 uév ydp, orc PpNetrar, éoriv
olor ¢ileiobar): (4) supposing Oeopihés were Oeogpilés because it is
loved, éowv would be dowr because it is loved,—whereas the truth
is, dowow is loved because it is olov ¢irelofac (16 & o7t éorlv olow
pehelofar, 8 Tovro ueitar). So that on neither supposition can
BeoguiMés and dowv be identified. It is noteworthy that the clauses
el pév épithelro, and el d¢—0eopitrés v have the verb in the
Imperfect Indicative, although the supposition is in both cases a
true one: this is due, partly to the influence of el ye ravror #» to
which these two clauses are subordinate, but still more to the form
of the anticipated conclusions kal égcAeiTo d» 76 feophés and xal
70 dg1ov dv—3oiov v,

Notice that Plato uses the forms ravrdy TogovTor TowotTor THAi-
kobroy in preference to 7avrd etc.: see on Crito 48 B and Apol. 24.C.
The protases el uév k7\. and el 3¢ xr\. are logically subordinate to
el ye Tavrov 7p, of which they form two special cases: see on a

. parallel case Apol. 33 D.

11. Viv 8¢ (but as it is=nunc) is regularly used in introducing
the true state of the case after an untrue supposition with el and a
past tense of the Indicative: e.g. Prot. 335 C dAA& ¢ éxpiy Huiv
cvryxwpew—viy 8¢ éwedy) ovk é0éNets kT,

IO E

II A



86 NOTES ON XIII ITA

12. dvavrius ¥xerov. évarriwsis the strongest possible word for
opposition, whence wavraraciy érépw 8vre d\\jAwv. Socrates
somewhat overstates his case: the évavridrys expressed in the fol-
lowing sentence is more apparent than real—it is difference rather
than opposition.

13. 10 pdv ydp—olov dphiloBar. 75 uéy is 70 Geopihés: 70 8¢
is 70 dowov. olov puhelofar (i.q. TowouTow olov Pilelgfas) is substitu-
ted here for OeogpNés in order to make the antithesis between
Beogilés and Goiov more striking by using the same predicate with
doriv in both clauses: at the same time, the use of olov ¢ihelgOar
(sc. oo fewv) in the next line seems to indicate that feogeNés is not

the ovola of doww, but only a wdfos thereof : it is only ‘suck a .

thing as to be loved’—not ‘the god-loved’. The way is thus
prepared for the following sentence.

16. v piv odolav—mdlos Tv. The distinction of osla and
wdfos is here for the first time clearly marked in Greek philosophy.
The clause & 7¢ wéworbe Toiro 76 Sowor is epexegetic, being merely
another way of expressing wdfos, which is comparatively new in this
sense: had wdfos been the antecedent to the relative, § and not 6 7¢,
would probably have been written.

19. 8 7 8 dv sc. pikeirar or wéwovbe Tovro T walbos. &y is
meant to explain the novel use of oVoia above.

21.  elre d1dy) wdoye ‘‘ut illud, ita omnia accidentia (ra.lhp) in
definiendo nullius momenti sunt”., Wohlrab.

24. AN, @ Sdxpares kTA. The interlude is intended to mark a-

break in the course of the reasoning, and to prepare us for the fresh
start, in which Socrates endeavours to rescue Euthyphro from the
dwopla into which he is now plunged.

8mws oov dww 8 vod. Euthyphro’s dwopla has not led him

to distrust himself: he still feels that he %as views, and blames
Socrates’ dialectic for their discomfiture. Contrast Theaet. 148 E

AA\& ydp ofr’ alrds Sbvauar weicar éuavrdv ds lkavds T Aéyw, o7

&\\ov dxolioar Néyovros ofrws ws ad diakeheler® oV wév 3% ad ol
dral\ayfirat o0 pwérhew.

25 mwepupxerar—ISpvodpeda avré, For wpofducda B has xpo-
Oupdpeba, perhaps by reason of dAN’ elwd wpofiuws above: see
also on fvuwpobuufoopas in E below. The doctrine is personified,
as often in Plato. It is so to speak an adherent of the
Heraclitean wdvra pet: see Theaet. 179 E drexy@s vydp xard 7d
ovyypdupara pépovrac (sc. ol “Hpaxhelrewor), 10 8’ émipeivar émd

e

N — e
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Noyp—irTor adrols &&¢ A 70 undév. Here wepdpxerar, as
Fritzsche remarks, simply=ambulat, i.q. wepwarei. See on 11 C
line 38, and 15 B éud alridoer BadiforTas avrods (sc. Tods Ayovs)
wowedv: cf. also Apol. 30 A 008év y&p d\No wpdTrwy éyd wepiépxouas
9 welbwy kTN,

28. Tob 1jperépov mpoybvov. As the son of a sculptor, Socrates
traced his descent to Daedalus, the eponymous hero of artists. So
in Alc. I 121 A xal ydp 70 Hpérepov, & yevwale 'AAxiSiddy, els
Aaldalov. Cf. also Symp. 186 E where Eryximachus the doctor
speaks of & fuérepos wpbyovos "Acxhymés. In Meno g7 D ff. Plato
compares d\nfeis d6tas to the works of Daedalus, because just as

~ the latter, éar pév p) dedeuéva 7, drodidpdore: xal Spaweretes, éav 8¢

dedeuéva, wapapéver, so true opinions dpawerevovew éx Ths Yuxis
70D dvlpdnrov, Wore ob woAhol &fial elow, Ews &y Tis abrds Shop alrlas
Noywpgp. The peculiarity of Daedalus’ statues was that they were
supposed to move. Eur. Frag. 373 (ed. Dindorf) 74 Aaddea
wdrra xwelgfas Sokel SNéwewr 1’ dydApad’. &8 dvip Keivos copds.
The Scholiast explains the fable by saying that Daedalus was the
first to separate the feet and legs of statues: and Overbeck Gesch.
der Plastik 1 36 (quoted by Schanz) accepts this explanation.

For the separation of AaddNov from wpoyérov Schanz compares
Euthyd. 271 B xal 7o Huerépov ob wohd 7¢ Ty Hhexlav diagépew
KpiroBovAov.

29. 7d Ywd oov Aeydpeva. Notice that Socrates shifts the
responsibility on to Euthyphro. Practically, Socrates calls Euthy-
phro a Daedalus: his &pya are the peripatetic definitions which he
has advanced. .

30. énbéuny. 7lfepar in Plato is more confident and dogmatic
than 7ifnue: see Dr Postgate in the Journal of Philology (1886),
vol. xv pp. 111—r19. I think there is here no allusion such as is
implied in Fritzsche’s note “de statuis simul cogitat”. 7¢0évar
&yaipa may be Greek, but rtfesfas dyadua is not.

31. s dpa. dpa as usual expresses some surprise, genuine or
affected : it is especially frequent in this sense ‘‘ubi aliquis non
suis verbis loquitur” (Fritzsche on Meno 80 E). Cf. Apol. 34 ¢C
and note.

xard v ixdvov fuyyéveav. Professions were frequently here-
ditary among the Greeks. )

76 &v Tols Myos ¥pya="‘‘dialectical works of art”. For &
cf. Rep. VI 487 C Uwd werrelas ad Tavrys Twis érépas, oix é»

(2]
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yhpots, dAN’ év Néyous: and for dwodidpdoxer Meno 97 D, quoted
on 7ol fuerépov wpoybrov in B above. ¥pya frequently means ¢ works
of art’ e.g. Meno 91 D $eidlay Te 8s—xald &pya elpydfero. The
entire imagery of this passage is only an elaboration of the
metaphor in Theaet. 203 D xal ofrws Huiv 6 kakds Aéyos dwodedpaxds
olyfoerac.

33- viv 8t oal ydp xrh. For »iw 3¢ see on 11 A above: and
for ydp after »iv cf. on Apol. 38 B viv 8 o y&p &rrw. It is usual
to punctuate »iv d¢—oai ydp, and take viv 3¢ with d\\ov &f: but
&% (‘therefore’) is against thaf punctuation, and neither in »iv ¢
—dp nor in dA\& ydp (=74’ dpa) do the Greeks appear to have
been conscious of any ellipse. See on Apol. 19 c, and cf.
infra 14 C.

imodéoces. The word is probably selected in preference to
Aéyor because it denotes something of a more material nature and
so suits 74 év 7ois Noyos Epya better. Cf. Rep. VI 511 B 7ds
Umoléaets mowobuevos otk dpxds, AN 7@ Srrt dxobérers (i.e. we
are to press both parts of the word—ixd and 8¢vets), olov éxiBacecs
Te kal 6puds,

34. GANov—oxkdpparos: i.e. as 7 am not responsible, you
cannot say that my év rots Noyos &vya shew the traces of my
ancestry. Euthyphro replies: a kindred jibe (oxedév 7¢ Tol adrob)
is still permissible, for 7& Aeyéueva are made to move by you.
oxedov 7 is very common in Plato’s earlier dialogues, in which
oxedév is rarely found: on the other hand in the later writings
(Sophistes, Politicus, Timaeus, Philebus, Critias, Laws), oxedéw
has nearly everywhere replaced oxedév 7¢: see Ritter’s Unter-
suchungen iiber Plato p. 58. Note also the accent on gol: because
)( épol.

37. SBelobar vd Neyépeva. Contrast 7d d7d cod Aeybuevain
line 29 above. The omission here of ¥wd gof is intended to make
Socrates partly responsible for what has been said.

70 ydp wepuévar Tobrors KTA. wepuévar not wepiépxesiai,
though wepiépxerac in 11 B above : see Cobet Variae Lectiones pp.
34, 307. Except in the case of imépxesfa: in the derived sense of
¢fawning on ’ (Crito 53 EJ, the parts of &xopat and its compounds
other than the present Indicative are supplied from elw (7a, lw,
Yoy, U0ty lévau, Uibw, fut. elm). Notice the close parallel with 11 B:
75 ydp wepuévar=mepiépxerar yip: uh pévew év T§ adbr@=olx é0ére:
pévew Swov by Bpuoduefa alrd. ToUTos is wrongly rejected by
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Stallbaum : it goes with évrifels, by the usual Platonic hyperbaton,
on-which see Riddell’s Apology of Plato p. 236 ff., and Prof. Cook
Wilson ‘On the Interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus’ p. 97 ff. Schanz
remarks that its position is determined by the paronomasia with
Tobro, and quotes the parallel in Phaedr. 239 A Tosotrwy xaxdy xal Ere
mAebvwy katd Tiv Sidvoiay épacThy épwuéyp dvdykn yyvoubvur Te
kal ¢boec dvovrwr TGy pév Hdeslar, Td 8¢ mapaokevifew. For the
same reason I prefer (with Schanz) the rovrois of B to abrols in T.

39. @b pou Boxels, & AalBakos. With doxeis understand évri-
Gévas: & Aaldados is then in emphatic opposition to o¥: cf. 15 B
éue alridoec 70v Aatldalov Badlfovras alirods woetv, I think this
better than to take 6 Aaldalos as the predicate: the omission of
elvac in such a case would be unusual. There is some derision
expressed by placing é AalSalos at the end : see on 3 A above.

40. twe {pod ye &vexa kTA. Euthyphro clearly regards the
discussion as purely academic.

42, dxelvov 7o dvBpés : with a certain mock dignity : nearly=
‘the great departed’: cf. Rep. 11 368 A & waldes éxelvov 70D
dvdpds. See on Apol. 33 E. ’

43 80 & plv k1. For 8oy strict logic would require &r¢,
since there is no comparative in the'relative clause. The idiom is
an example of attraction of the relative akin in its nature to Attic
attraction. Schanz quotes Xen. Cyr. VI 2. 19 8 Tocotre Zlpwy
xaxtwy éyévero, o Zipor pév paxy viknbévres Epuyov xTA.

44 wpds Tols dpavrov. The Platonic Socrates is quite sincere
in this: he did not pretend to have solved the universe—he only
desired to discover some Aéyos less umstable than the principles on
which most men regulate their lives. Cf. Phaedo 114 D 70 pév
odv Tafra Susxvploacar obrws Exew, ws dyd Siehfhvba, o wpémwe
voiv Exovre dvdpl® 87 pévror 9) Tadr’ éorly ) Totabr’ drra—robro xal
wpéwew pou Soxel xal Gfov kwdvreboar olouévy obrws Exew and Rep.
VII 517 B oUx dpapricec Tijs 4’ éufjs é\wldos, éwedh Tavrys éwbuuels
dkovew* Oeds 8¢ wov oldew, el dAn0hs odoa Tvyxdred

45. xal 8fra. This collocation is not very common in Plato
it occurs also in Protag. 310 C xal 8f7a uéAAwv gor ppdew—ims
Twos &N\ov éweNaBbunv. Like xal &% xal (see on 2 D above) it
directs especial attention to the following clause. 7ds Téxms
presently is a partitive genitive depending on rofro.

46. dxwv dpl oodds. For copés as a nickname of Socrates
see above on 2 c. Here the word has the idea of the English
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‘artist’, just as copla, copifopuatr etc. are sometimes used in con-
nection with poetry, sculpture and painting. The situation is like
that in Theaet. 150 C dyovés elut coplas, xal Swep #3n woNhol
ot dveldioav, is Tods uév ENlovs épwrd, alrds ¢ oldéy dwoxplvopar
wepl 00devds Bid 70 undév Exetv copby, dAnbes dvedifovsw kT, .

ITE 48. dewiras. drwfrovs has inferior authority. Schanz quotes
Thue. VIII 40. 2 4 orparid 7&v 'Abnvalwy BePalws ESofe perd
Teixouvs 1dpialac.

49. 70 Tavrdhov xpripara.. Tavrdhov rd\avra was a proverb.
Schanz remarks that Plato cites, besides Tantalus, Darius Polycrates
Cinyras and Midas as representatives of great wealth. There is
intentional paronomasia in AaddAov—TavrdNov.

50. Tpvddv: said of one who is too high and mighty to
condescend to details: so in 11 D above Euthyphro had said éwel
épod ye ¥vexa Euevev 8v Talra ofrws. The meaning is clearly fixed
by 12 A infra: dAN’, 8 Aéyw, Tpuepgs U7d whobTov THs coplas.
Originally the word seems to have denoted the lethargy consequent
on too much good living: see Alc. I 114 A éwedh) 8¢ Tpvpas xal
odkér’ &v HBéws 1ol adrol yedoato Noyou: Rep. 11 372 E: and Rep.
111 399 E AeMjfauév ve Scaxabalpovres iy Gpri Tpuddv Epapey
woAw.

altés oov fupmpoduproopar Sefar. So the Mss read. I
have followed Schanz in bracketing detfac. If detfac is retained,
8:8déps must be changed into duddfais with Bekker, Fritzsche and
Wohlrab: rws dv xr\. will then be a clause of manner, dependent
on detfar. But on this view the sense is very cumbrous, viz. ‘I will
myself help you to shew how you might teach me etc.’. The word
Seitas might well have been introduced by some scribe who was not
familiar with the absolute use of {uumpofuuodua:s and the final use
of 6xws dv. The reference is directly to Socrates’ invitation in 11 B
@A\’ elwé wpoBbuws. Of other alternatives 8elfas is the most
obvious, but this too necessitates &:3dfais for Siddips: Madvig’s
&%joar (Adv. Crit. I p. 367) can hardly be right, since Socrates has
now expressly discarded the metaphor (kal rotTwy pév ddnww). As
regards the sentiment, it is to be noted that Euthyphro is now
reduced to dwopla: it remains for Socrates to point a way out.
(Compare the conversation with Euthydemus in Xen. Mem. 1v
ch. 2.) Socrates accordingly now takes the initiative: we shall
therefore be right in looking for the positive teaching of the
Euthyphro mainly in the second half. But just as Euthyphro’s
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dwopla is only half-confessed, so (in accordance with Socrates’
usual procedure) the solution to the problem of the dialogue will be
but a partial one. See Introd. p. xxvi.

53. 8(xawov dvar wav 73 8cov. Slkaior here has the meaning
of *moral’, ‘right’: see Bonitz Platonische Studien pp. 230, 233
and the editor’s note on Crito 4§ C (&r¢ 8¢ ovdé dlkaror). Whereas
in this passage Plato regards daiwr as a part of dlkacwow, in the
Protagoras, Meno and Gorgias he places dotbrs as a substantive
virtue on the same platform with cogla, swgposivy, dvdpela and
dikaiootvy. For a discussion of the bearing of this on the date of
the Euthyphro see Introduction pp. xxxii ff.

57. 70 8¢ Tu kal d\No. 7¢goes with 78 5¢: ¢ the other, whatever
it is, different”. So in Rep. I 339 C obkoly émixeipobvres vbuovs
Ti0évar Tods pév 8pBds Ti0éace, Tods 3¢ Tivas olk dpfds. Observe
the latent logical process of dialpedis: in order to hunt out what 7
Sowov is, Slxawov is subdivided into two ideas, ome daqiwow, and the
other something unknown. The Sophistes and Politicus shew this
mode of logical analysis in its fullest development. See Introd.
p- XX.

58. olx twopar. Euthyphro has already shewn himself in-
capable of distinguishing between ‘All 4 is B’and ‘All Bis 4°.

See on ch. VI ad init. Compare also 10 A otk o8’ & 7t MNyews, &

Zwkpares.

59. kal p.ﬁv—co#mepoc Socrates plays on the literal meaning
of &xopar: young men should run fast: véwr 8¢ wdvres ol woAdol
xal ol peydhot mévoe (Rep. vII 536 D). But though youth is the
season to learn (1 ydp Bvre 1) vedrys els wdv éxidooww Exer Theaet.
146 B), yet youth is far from being sopds (Rep. V 475 C): so that
S0 gogpdrepos is very sarcastic. ok é\drrow (for which T has
E\arror) is equivalent to TogodTy, as Schanz remarks.

6o. 8 Mye viz. in 11 E. Aéyw rather than 8\eyor (elwor) is
generally used in referring to a previous passage of the same dia-
logue : see on dxep )\é'yo: in Apol. 21 A. ‘

dmd whovrov s coplas. Socrates aspired to the belief that
wisdom is the only true wealth : see the prayer to Pan in Phaedr.
279 C whobawor 8¢ woplfoyu Tdv oogpov. The same view afterwards
became a commonplace among the Stoics. )

61. & paxdpue: see on & daupdre Sdrpares in Crito 44 B.

63. o9dt xahewéy. o03é (for which Naber would read oddév)
presents no difficulty : the idiom is exactly like the English *for

A. EU. 9

I2 A
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neither is it difficult’ etc. Schanz quotes Legg. 11 673 C woiqréor®
003¢ ydp wavv xalexwdy éorew elwedy,

Myw ydp. An exercise follows in the conversion of propositions
exactly as in Alcib. 11 139 E. Here the example is not selected at
random, though strictly speaking it is no more than an example:
as Fritzsche remarks (p. 147 of his edition) ‘““aptissime in quaestione
de pietate instituta etiam de verecundia disputatur”, for déos and
aldds are parts of dowdrys. The principle of selecting an example
* which shall itself involve a useful lesson is akin to this, and is
recognised in modern works on Education e.g. Bain’s Education as
a Science p. 292. aldds as good shame is reverence, a proper
sentiment to feel towards gods (Legg. XI 920 E Oeods wpoydvovs
abrdv aldovuéyovs), and something akin to doedrys: it is used
also like aloxtvesfac in connection with evil objects, as in the oracle
quoted in Rep. VIII 566 C 003’ aldeiras xaxds elvac, Both meanings
are recognised in the sequel. Here the word is best translated by
¢shame’ throughout.

63. & mwowmis—moujoas. According to the Scholiast, the
verses are from the Cyprian poems, which dealt with the events
prior to the Iliad, of unknown authorship but probably hailing from
Cyprus, whence the name. Herodotus refuses to ascribe the poems
to Homer—otx 'Opsipov 74 Kiwpia Ewed éore dAX' &\Nov Twds, says
he (11 117): and in Athenaeus Xv 682 E (where several verses are
quoted) Hegesias and Stasinus are mentioned as authors to whom
the poems had been assigned. Perhaps Plato indicates his sense of
the doubtful authorship in the words é wouyris, like Plutarch (wept
dopynolas ch. 11. 459 D) : ob vydp, ds & woinThs elxev, va ydp déos
&0a xal aldds.

64 Zijva 8—aldés. These two lines involve considerable
difficulties, both of language and of meaning.

The accepted reading is 6’ &tavra (so the second hand in B) : but
B has 6éptavra, and T oréptarra: while Stobaeus Florileg. 31. 18
reads pétavra. If we suppose that pétavra or 6’ &ptavra is right (¥ptas
was used for &pfas=2¥pdoas, if we may believe the Scholiast on Ar.
Ach. 329), two difficulties arise. First, &pfarra is harsh if used
intransitively and should in that case be &pdorra (compare the word
éptlys in Hdt. VI 98, as a translation of the Persian Darius), nor is
it less harsh to supply rd3e wdrra as object, not to speak of the
tautology involved in &¢arra and épirevoer : such tautology is how-
ever not uncommon in verses of an Orphic character. Second, do

~
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7év @ ¥ptarra and xal ds—épUrevoer both refer to Zeus? At first
sight this appears to contradict the well-known idiom by which an
anaphoric pronoun replaces the relative after xal if a relative with
the same antecedent precedes (see on Apol. 40 A and supra 6 C):
but on the other hand rév @ ¥pfarra is not quite the same as 8s 7’
&pte: and on the ground of meaning it seems obvious that both
clauses are descriptive of Zeus. Perhaps Js still retains something
of its original anaphoric use.

Zeus is here conceived of as the creator, as so often in the
Orphic hymns e.g. Hymn. xv 3—5 (ed. Abel) & Baciked, &d oy
xepakyy épdvy Tdde pela, yala Oed pfrnp dpéwy @ Uymxées Exou xal
wbvros xal xdv0’, dwbo’ olpavds dvrds éépye. There is probably a
veiled allusion to some such derivation of Zfva as is alluded to in
Crat. 396 A—B ol uév yip Zfwa, ol §¢ Ala xalodoi. cvwriféueva &
els & Syhol THY @Pbow Tob Oeol, 8 5% wpochkew paudv dwbpare oly Te
e drepydiesOac (cf. Tow 0’ EptavTa). ob yadp Eorw Huiv xal Tois
@\\ois wiow, Soris éorly alrios paMov Tol iy 9 8 dpxwv Te Kal
Bagieds TGy wdvrwv. ovpBalve: olv 8pfds dvopdfeobas oVros & Oeds
evas, 3:' 8v ¢ del wdou Tols {Bow Umdpxe: see also Stobaeus
Eclog. Phys. 3. 24—16, 86 et al.: and cf. Aesch. Suppl. 584—585
¢valioov yévos, 70 &) Zinvés éorw dA908&s. The feeling that the
Highest should be unnamed meets us not rarely in Greek literature
e.g. Eur. Troad. 885—6 8oris wor’ €l o0, Svorémwacros eldévas, Zevs
(where see Paley). So in Plato Crat. 400 E and Phileb. 12 c: 73 &
éudy déos—del wpds T& TO¥ Oedw Svbpara obx Eori xar’ Gvfpwrov,
dA\d wépa Tod peylorov poBov. kal wiv Thw uév 'Agpodlrmy, Sxy
éxelry ¢pihov, Tadry wpoocayopevw. The last passage is thus appro-
priated by Origen adv. Cels. Iv 80—81 (ed. Migne) dA\\& xafapir
etoéBeiav els Td0 Snuiovpydy doxoivres odd3e¢ péxpt dvéuatos
xpalvouer Td Oeta, dwodexduero. rob IINdTwwos Tdv év BBy
Xéyor—rd ydp éudv 3éos xrA. It is in the same spirit that Plato
makes Socrates shrink from describing the Idea of Good otherwise
than by a simile in Rep. VI 506 D—E dAN', & paxdpeot, adrd uév i
wor’ ¢orl Tdyaddv édowuey 70 viv elvar—as 3¢ Exyovds Te Tol dyabod
¢alverac kal duobraros éxelvy Néyew ¢0Aw: with which compare
the impressive words of the Timaeus (28 C) 76v uév olv wouriy xai
warépa Tobde Tol wavrds elpeiv Te Epyow xal epivra els wdvras div-
varoy Néyew.

Throughout this note I have assumed the correctness of 8 &-
tarra, the reading of b: but T incline to think that 8’ &¢arra is a

9—2
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corruption of fpépavra—Zeus being conceived of as the sustainer
and creator of all that is. The Jarepor xpérepov would then be like
Homer’s well-known duob tpdgpev 3¢ yévorro e.g. in Od. 1v 7133,
where see Ameis.

12 B 65 ftva ydp 8éos, &vba xal alBds. Fntzsche points out that the
same sentiment occurs in Epicharmus (Schol. on Soph. Ajax 1074)
xal 'Ewlxappos &0a déos, évraifa xal aldds. So also in Plut.
Cleom. 9. 2 xaAds 0 elwwwv* lva ydp 8éos, &vfa kal alds, and
xepl dopynolas Ch. 11. (quoted above on line 63). Plato’s point
is that 3¢os (metus) is a wider term than aldds (pudor), which is
only osne kind of 3éos.

68. ol Boxel pov elvar. elvar=‘to be true’, and va 3éos, &ba
xal aldds is virtually a quotation. So presently in dAN’ Wa e aldws,
&0a xal déos elvac This is much better, because more emphatic,
than to regard elva: as merely the copula. :

71. olBeiobar 8t pndév. For undéy, oddév would be more
regular after doxofoc: undév is however a more emphatic negative:
see on 6 B above.

74. AN Tva ye alBds, Wla xal 8éos elvar. The Christian
parallel (with a characteristic difference) is ¢ Perfect love casteth out
fear’. On elva: see last note but one.

75. alBodpevos—8éBowkev. Plato’s choice of words is very
characteristic here. Wishing to prove that aldds implies 3éos, he
passes from the one notion to the other through a series of middle
terms, of which the later in each case involves more notion of 3éos
than the earlier. Thus in aldds fear is less prominent than in aloxy-
vesOui, in aloxivesfas than in gpofeicfai: and ¢pofeicfas (timere), in
which the physical agitation due to present danger (% wapavrixe
xrénois, says Ammonius) is the leading idea, forms the natural
transition to eduévac (metus, dwdvoa xaxod): see Prodicus’ perfectly
just distinction between déos and ¢dfos in Prot. 358 D and for other
examples of this quasi-sorites in Plato see on Crito 47 B 7¢ éxwrdrp
xai éwalovri. wepéByras as present of the state should be noticed.

t2C 77. 8owe piv odv. udv odv is corrective, as usual: see on
Apol. 26 B. Plato of course writes 3édouxe rather than wegpdfnras or
both because the point is to shew that aldws involves 3&éos, not
$dpos.

79. ol pévrov—ye: stronger than 3¢ after uév. e is regularly
separated from uévro by a word.

80. &m\ whdov: in logical terminology, 8éos has more éxtension
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and less insension than aldds. Schanz puts the reasoning well thus:
the higher idea (a) is the one which is poorer in essential marks, the
lower is the one which is richer in these (z+x): consequently, the
higher idea (a) is present where the lower (a+x) is, but not zice
* versa. For the phraseology cf. Euthyd. 29o B oddepla—rijs Onpevre-
s abriis éwl whéov éorly 9) Boov Onpedoar k. Notice the purely logi-
cal sense of uépior and uépos throughout this passage. It is important
to bear this sense of wépos in mind when Plato speaks of *parts’ of
soul.
86. xal ik Mywv. éxel refers to ITE—I12A. 70 Towobror of
course depends on Aéywy (meaning).

CHAPTER XIV.

Euthyphro now understands the logical difficulty just cleared
up: and Socrates, with a view to reaching a definition of &aio»,
asks ¢ what sort of a part of dixawow it is’. The reply is—that part
which is concerned with care for the gods.

3. Td wolov pépos. “ Articulus ubi pronominibus interrogativis
additur, semper refertur ad aliquid, quod praecessit”. Hermann,
quoted by Fritzsche. In Ar. Ran. 1227—1329 there is a case of
the violation of this rule: & dwmpuov’ dvdp&r, drowplw THy Nfkvlor,
Wa p3 daxvaloy Tovs wpoNbyous fuwv; ETP. 18 7i; éyi wplwuas
7¢de; This particular passage is probably corrupt: but Hermann’s
rule is by no means without exceptions e.g. Rep. v 469 B and X
595 A.

5. pdras 'n.—ct‘u-ov dv. 7 as internal accusative. With
épwriy this acc. is for the most part confined to neuter pronouns:
yet Crat. 407 ¢ 7dv "Apy épdra (ask about Ares). elwor is probably
preferred to the more regular &\eyor as more decisive and instan-
taneous. Schanz quotes Symp. 199 D dAN’ dowep & el adrd ToiTO
warépa ﬁpw‘rwr,—etm év xTA. So also in Soph. Ant. 755 el ph
xarhp ﬁo’O elxrov &y o’ odk el ppoveiv.

6. ovros ¢ dpiOpds i.e. & dprios.

7. oxaAnvds—loooke\fs. Greek arithmetic was largely geo-
metrical : see the well known passage in the Theaetetus 147 D—
148B. An even number is of course called isosceles as being
divisible by 2. So the Scholiast explains the passage.

12D

11. 30wy dorw. Hirschig would read (against the Mss) 78 12 E
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doiov, as in D above: but cf. infra in Euthyphro’s reply eva:
eboefés e xal Sowov. It is indifferent whether dowor or 70 &oior is
written, since dowv is to be no mere predicate of but absolutely
identical with, the part of d{xaww» sought for.

13. pepabnxéras. It is implied as usual that to lea.m piety is’
to be pious.

15. Tovro tolvww kTA. This is the fourth deﬁmtxon given by
Euthyphro. In harmony with the fact that it is led yp to by
Socrates, rather than by Euthyphro, we find it in other dialogues
of Plato, e.g. Gorg. 507 A—B kal uiw wepl udv dvfpdmovs Td *pooh-
xovra wpdrTwy dixal &y wpdrTos, wepl 8¢ Oeods Sowa. TO¥ 8¢ T4 Sixaa
xal 8oua wpdrrovTa dvayxn dlkawv xal Scwv elvac; &ore Tabra. Cf.
Zeno in Diog. Laert. VII 119 €lval Te mp eboéBeiar éxwrrhum Oedv
Oeparelas: the same definition is also gl'ven by Sext. Emp. Adv.
Math. 1x 123. See also Introd. p. xiii. -

CHAPTER XV,

This and the following chapters are concerned with the definition
now reached. First, Socrates raises the question as to what fcpareia
means. In the present chapter he proves that it cannot be a care
having for its object the benefit of the gods: and Euthyphro
explains it as service like that of slaves to their masters.

1. xal xakds ye. There is no sarcasm here : for this definition
(in Plato’s view) conceals at least if it does not reveal the truth:
see 13 E.

2. opkpod Tivos dvBerfs ept.  Schanz aptly quotes Prot. 3298

viv olv, & Hpwraybpa, cpikpod Tevos évdefs elps wavr’ Exew, e

pot dwokplvaco T63e.

6. MAéyopev ydp wov. Plato begins as if he would state the
difference between fepawxela of gods and that of other objects in
general terms: instead of which he breaks off and takes special
examples. olov is similarly used in olov Toudvde below (13 B).

7. Umwmovs—lwrmués. The order is for emphasis. The analo-
gies are quite in Socrates’ style: see Xen. Mem. I 2. 37 where
Critias says : dA\A& 7@»3¢é rol oe dwéxesbar defjoer, & Sdrpares, TOw
okvréwy xal Tov Texrévwy kal T@y xahkéwy kTN, olkoiw, Epn & Zw-
kpdrys, kal Tdv émopévwy Totrots, Tob Te Sikalov kal Tob dolov xal TG
EN\wy TOv TotolTwy §

.
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13. Kuryyerikds=xwdv O epaxcvrikds, for dyw often means to

educate or train.
> 22, Tadrdy Bwawpdrrerai: for TadTéy see above on 10 E.

34. ol twror—Pekrlovs ylyvovrar. See Gorg. 516A: Svwr
yoiv v éxiperyris xal Irrwy xal Bodv Towbros dv Kaxds Bv é36ke
ebvat, el wapakafiv un Nexrlfovras undé xvplrrovras undé ddxvovras
dwédeite Tabra dwavra wowobvras O dypwrgra. It is for this
reason that Plato censures Athenian statesmen, Miltiades, Cimon,
Themistocles and Pericles: see Gorg. 515 c ff., Meno 93 B ff,
Prot. 319 E ff.

30. &oadrwes is now written by Schanz ds afrws, on the ground
that Plato’s ds 8’ adrws shews that the two parts of the word were
still felt to be distinct.

7 &l BAdPy xTA. Is this the only alternative? Could they
not remain . statu quo? See above on feouicés in 7 A.

37. fvyxwpoas. This older form of opt. Aor. is frequent in
Plato.

38. PBarle—dmwepydle. Pelrlw is primarily not of character,
but of condition (prosperity and the like): but in the Greek view
character is improved by improved circumstances: see above on 3 A
xaxovpyeiv Thy wéhw. The absurdity here consists in supposing
that the gods are not already in the best condition possible.

43 oUxX nyolpevos explains Todrov 3% &vexa.

46. ev was pronounced elév, with intervocalic aspiration. The
particle (which is perhaps connected with ela) serves to dismiss one
point and introduce another. See on Crito 47 B.

48. {mep—ol 8othor. For fwep of B, T has #wwep, and so
Schanz reads. Fischer quotes Xen. Hell. 11 3. 14 éfepdxevor xdoy
Ocpawelg. The idea that man is a dodhos of the gods was tolerably
common among the Greeks. Plato Legg. Vv 726 A perd Oeods évras
deomoras : and especially Phaedo 62 B foll., where man is said to be
& Tdv xTyudTwy (here= ‘slaves’) rols feols: cf. ibid. D dwénros puév
&vbpwros Téx' dv olnbely radra, pevkréor elvar dxd Toi SeowéTov
x7\., .Rep. X 590 c—D, and Legg. X 9oz B: also Phaedr. 265¢C 7d»
éuév re kal gdv es wéTyw “Bpwra. So in Soph. Frag. 480 "Hhie
8éowora: Eur. Hipp. 88 dvaf, feods yip deowdras xakely xpeww:
Xen. Anab. III 3. 13 o08éva yép dvfpwxor decmbrny, dNAG ToUs feovs
wpooxweire. Socrates ever looked upon himself as Apollo’s slave;
see Apol. 30A éyu olopar 00déy xw Suiy peifor dyaldr yevésOa év
73 oAt 4 iy éuip 1§ Oep dmnpeslav. Compare Introd.' p.xiv

13 B

13 ¢C

I3 D



98 ) NOTES ON XV 13 D

50. vwmperiki)—0Oeots. So Charm. 158C éfdpr ¢ elvai 74 épw-
Tdpera: see on 1d ueréwpa ¢povrioris in Apol. 18 B.

CHAPTER XVI.

Socrates now asks—what does this service seek to produce?
Euthyphro is unable to reply, and the problem remains unsolved.
Presently be declares (Def. 5) that holiness consists in saying and
doing what is pleasing to the gods in prayer and sacrifice.

The key to the positive teaching of the Euthyphro lies in the
unsolved question propounded in this chapter: see Introd. pp. xii ff.

1. 1 lorpols mmpericr sc. Oepawela. The word Oeparela is
however not expressed, because its usual meaning is care which has
for its aim the good of the object: and this meaning has just been
excluded. The use of drugs and the like is meant. ’

6. 1) vavryyols Jmperwcd : viz. the dpyava of their craft.

12. 1} 8¢ Beols dmmperucri wrA. The possibility of piety being
an évépyeia without producing any Epyor is not entertained.

14. T4 ye O kd\\word ye. So B: T omits the second ~e.
Schanz quotes Rep. 111 389 D é&iv e, 5 & &5, éxl ye Noyy &ya
TéMjrar.  For xd\\ora dvfpumwy cf. Legg. 1 636 E 7& &' é&v Zxadpry
kdAXeo 7’ dvOpdxrwy Soxel po kelobai: Theaet. 148 B dpisrd
dvlpumav.

17. é&elvo 70 wdyxalov ¥pyov. Socrates asks the 7{: Euthyphro
in his reply gives the wofov. Compare Meno 86 D—E and Gorg.
448 E. In mayxalor Socrates gives a slight hint as to the nature
of the reply which he desired : see Bonitz Platonische Studien p.
238 note 7. The answer to the question is thus supplied by Bonitz
(p. 234) from hints in the Euthyphro and other dialogues: ¢ Piety
is nothing but perfect morality, only in such a form that man is
conscious of being thus the organ by which God works his will s
see Introd. p. xv.

18. 1fplv dmpérawg: we are as it were the body of rowers,
God the pilot: cf. Symp. 186E 7 7e olw larpiki—8id Tol Oeod
Tobrov kuBeprarac xTA. Heraclitus Frag. X1x (ed. Bywater) & 7
ooy, éxloraclar yrduny § kvBepvérar wivra 3id wivrwr,
With the general sentiment compare Isocrates 5. 150 oluat 8¢ o’ odr
dyvoey Ov Tpdmov ol Oeol Td Ty dvpdmwy diowxoloww. ob ydp alré-
Xetpes obre TGy dyadlv olre TGy Kak@y ylyvovrar TGY CUMBuMIVTWY

A
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adrols, dAN éxdoTois TowatTny Evvowar éuwowiow, dore 8’ dANGAwy
Wby éxarepa wapaylyvesfar Tobrw.

. 23. 713 kepdhawov avrdv. Schanz now inserts riis dwepyaclas 14 A
before atr@v: formerly he rejected s dwepyaslas in the second
passage below. The effect of adrdw is to identify the generals with
their profession : cf. To0r6 pot &dotev adrTdy dvawryvwritaror elvar
(Apol. 17 B). Contrast airdv Tis dwepyacias below : where atraw of
course depends on dwrepyaclas in spite of the hyperbaton, and has for
its antecedent, not woA\& xal kad, but yewpyol.

29. 7l 8 8j xrA. The usual punctuation places the mark of

interrogation after { 8¢ &: but this seems to involve a confusion of

thinking, unless 77s épyactas is regarded as merely epexegetic, which
is very awkward. (Engelhardt’s note can hardly be right: ‘duo -
genitivi 74v woAAdy xal kaAdw et s épyaclas eodem modo a
xegdhawov pendent. Eadem grata (?) negligentia Wolfius : multorum
et pulchrorum, quae dii efficiunt, quaenam summa est effectionis
huius?”.) Taking épyacslas with xoA\Gy xal kahdv, we get a wrong
meaning. The meaning required is not ¢ what is the xegpdawow of the
épyacta of the woAAd xal kaXd?’, but either, ¢ what is the xepdAawor of
the xoAd xal kaXa?’ or ‘what is the re¢pdhasor of the épyasia?’ With
the punctuation which I have adopted, the idiom is like Rep. V
470 A Tl 8¢ ijs Te TpNoews Tis "EXNpruciis xal olxidy éuwprfoews;
woby 7l ooi dpdoovowy ol arpatidrar wpds Tods woeulovs; where see
Stallbaum’s note. -

30. Tijs dpyaclas is said rather than dwepyasias, on account of
the preceding dwepydf{orrac: drepyacia would moreover require an
object, whereas épyacla is regularly used as equivalent to ¢ business’
or ‘trade’: see also on éuwopush in 14 E. Similar cases where a
preposition is dropped are Phaed. 104 D éxl 70 TowiTor 84, paué, %
évavrla 18éa éxelvy T4 popdf, 7 dv ToliTo dwepyd{nTat, obdéwor’ dv
E\fo—elpyd feTo 8é ye 1) wepirmi; Euthyd. 281 C o0k éNdrrw wpdrrwy
éNdrTw dv ¢Eapaprdvor, é\drTw 8¢ dpaprdvwy Grrov & Kakds
apdrroc (Schanz). So Eur. Bacchae 1065 xaryyer, fyew, fyer és
pékav wédov. .

31. kal SAlyov oo\ wpérepov. The reference is to 9 B. After
xal S\lyor we should expect xal »i» Tadrd Néyw or the like : in place
of which Euthyphro substitutes a sentence intended to’ contain his
last deliverance on the subject of piety. dsA\ds presently is
‘simply’, ¢ without qualification’. .

34. &dv ptv—rd 8o, This is strictly speaking no entirely new 14 B
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definition (though laid down by Euthyphro as such), but an amplifi-
cation of the definition given in 13 E (Sowor is 70 wepl Tip 73w Oedw
Oepawelav): see also note on 7is abry 7 Vmmpesia in 14D. The
special sense of fepaweia is now said to be saying and doing what is
acceptable to the gods in prayer and sacrifice, i.e. the formal aspect
of religion is now insisted on, while at the same time, as Socrates
proceeds to shew, there is a reminiscence of the definition already
refuted viz. that Piety is 7d feogudés (6 E). Euthyphro (as a
udvris) takes the purely sacerdotal view of religion: cf. Cic.
N. D. 1 116 ‘sanctitas autem est scientia colendorum deorum’.
The conception of ejeéBeia as a proper recognition of 9 xepl feovs Te
xal dvfpwwovs wpos dA\N\ijhovs xowwwla (Symp. 188 C)—originally a
strictly legal, almost mercantile relation—is well brought out in
Politic. 2g0C: xal piv xal 76 Tdv lepéwy al yévos—wapd pév Nuow
dwpeds Oeols id Ouoiav émoTiuéy éote kard vovr éxelvois Swpeiobal,
wapd 8¢ éxelvwy v edxals xrijow dyaldv almjcacfat. See Introd.
p-xxi. It should be noted that xexapiruévor is regularly used of what
finds favour with the gods e.g. Arist. Pax 386 xexaptouévor xotpl-
Scov: Hdt. 187 el 7 ol kexapiomévor & avrov édwpibn: Xen. Hip-
parch. I 1 8lovra xpij alreiobas Oeods Tavra Siddvar, kal voely xal Néyew
kal wpdrrew, dop’ Gv feols uév xexapiopevwrara dpfeas dv kT :
Anacreon 2. 7 o0 8’ ebuevis ENO Huiv Kexapiouévys 8 edxwhis
émraxobew. .

36. xal o¢les kYA. Wohlrab formerly found in this sentence
the most important positive result of the dialogue (see the Einlei-
tung to his edition of 1880, pp. 8 ff.): this can hardly be correct
however, for Socrates clearly implies in the immediate sequel (xal
¥ap viv émwed éx’ adr@ fjoba, dwerpamov) that Euthyphro has shirked
answering the vital question, viz. that in 13 E. See Irtrod.
p- xiii. Observe that Euthyphro looks on religion as essential to
the existence of a state: see on g E above.

CHAPTER XVIIL

The statement of Euthyphro is now examined, with a view to
elicit its meaning: and it is reduced to the form Piety is the éxirrjuy
almjoews xal déoews Peots’.

1. 9 wdAG pou 8ud Ppaxvrépwv. Prepositions are frequently
inserted between an adjective and the adverb going with it: e.g.

Y N
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Euthyd. 305 C xdvv rapd wohois and Symp. 192 C olrws éwl peydys
amovd7s : see on Apol. 36 A. ’

3. 1jpdrav: the reference is doubtless to 14 A 7¢ 8¢ 87 x7A., but
it should be noticed that Euthyphro’s answer is not so much a reply
to that question as a fresh deliverance on the subject of piety.

dM\d ydp oV wpdbupos: so in 12A &N\, & Ayw, Tpupds Umd
wAovTov Tijs coglas.

4. &ijMos €: a colloquial idiom, used in this paratactic way:
Ar. Av. 1407 xarayeA@s pov, dihos el

5 tmady & adrg foda: viz. in 13E. For éx’ airg in this
sense (‘at the point’) Schanz compares Phileb. 18 D 4 uip éx’ adr@
e 1710n yeyorbres {nreire, ds Pys, wdlac.

8 d dwexplvaw. The precise force of dwoxplvesfar here is ‘state in
your answer ' : cf. the use of épwrdv commented on above in 12 D.

6. ixavws: so B: T has lows. We have here as clear a state-
ment as is possible of the importance which Plato meant to attach to
the question in 13 E. See Introd. p. xiii.

7. &pepabijkn: so the second hand in B : éuepabiixev has inferior
Ms authority. Pluperfects in -ew are not found in the best Attic:
see on Apol. 23 C (£wpidn ovdev émrTauévy).

viv 8¢ dvdykn ydp : see on 11C viv 3¢ cal ydp k7.

Tdv lpdvra 1§ épopéve. So B: T has 7ov épwrdvra ¢ épwpéve.
Fritzsche and Wohlrab rightly retain the more difficult reading,
which Schanz changes to rov pwravra 7¢ épwrwpévy. There isa
similar confusion of épdueros and épwrwuevos in the Erastae 133 D,
and of épdrros and épwrdvros in Rep. IV 437 C. Socrates frequently
uses the language of the tender passion in talking with a younger
disputant: compare (with Wohlrab) 14D infra éwcQuunris ydp
elu, & pl\e, Ths ons coplas xal wposéxw To» vody avry: and
see Alcibiades in Symp. 216 D.

8. dxolovlely, 8wy dv dxeivos dmdyy. So in Rep. 111 394 D
87y & & Noyos dowep wvelpa Pépy, Tavry iréov. The preposition in
Uwdyw denotes the gradual leading on from step to step: a good
instance is quoted by L. and S. from Arist. H. An. 1x 8. 613 30 éd»

? dvfpdmov é@pbf (sc. f wépdif)—dwd Tv Gy dwdyey, wpd
033Gy pawonérn Tol dvlpuroy, Ews dv draydyy.

10. émomjpyy mwd krA. Note that in this short form of
Euthyphro’s definition there is nothing to represent the clause xal
o@te T¢& Totalra KTA. (14 B). A clause so unimportant cannot
therefore be regarded as the corner-stone of the dialogue: see

14 ¢
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Introd. p. xiv: and for the place of this definition in Greek religious
thought ibid. p. xxi.

12. 78 Obay Swpdiofar. Cf Eur. Med. 964 welfew dGpa xal
Oeods Moyos. Hom. Iliad 1x 493 ff. orpexrol 3¢ re xal feol adrol—ral
pév Tols Buéegar xal edxwhgs dyargow Aoy Te xvloy Te TapaTpwxride’
&vbpwwor Mgobueror krA. See Introd. p. xxi.

13. e¥xeodar alrdv. Fritzsche quotes Legg. vII 8or A edxal
" wapd Oedv alrices elol.

15. almjoews sc. xapd fedv. Compare Xen. Hell. 1 3. 9 Sprovs
&ogar (sc. Papvafifiy) xal E\afor wapd PapraBifov (Stallbaum). For
Sdcews Beols see note on Apol. 30 D 6o Dudv.

19. &mbupnmis has much the same sense as épaoris, see on 7ov
épavra 7@ pwpéry in 14 C and cf. Legg. 1 643 E éxcOvunTiv Te Kal
épaaTiv ToU woMTyy yevéobar TéNeov. '

20. ot Xapal meodirar. A proverbial expression éxl rdv Sia-
kevfls ovd&y Neyovrwr, dAN’ ‘émrvyxavévrww, says the Scholiast.
Fritzsche well compares Ar. Vesp. 1012 7& ué\or7’ el Néyesfac pr)
wéoy pailws xapdl ethafeicfe, and Pindars xapacwerés §° dp’
&xos ook dxépwpev (Pyth, vI 37).

21. 7ls adr 1 vmypeola. The word dwmpesla clearly shews
that Socrates looks on the answer of Euthyphro in 14 B as no new
" definition, but an attempt to explain more precisely the meaning of

Umyperixr Oeparela in 13 D.

22. adrodg—ikelvors. Both pronouns refer to the gods: Fritz-
sche compares Prot. 310 D dv airy &udps dpylpior kal wellOyps
éxetvor.

CHAPTER XVIIIL

The present chapter reduces Euthyphro’s theory to the state-
ment already canvassed and rejected, viz. that dowor is 76 Tois Oeots
@idor.

1. 70 &pOis alreiv: as & éxioripwy Tob alredy will: piety is
herewith virtually declared to be a kind of émwomjuy. With the
introduction of é8pfds here compare Alcib. 1 128 B 7{ &, &
"ANkiBuddn; 8p0Ss éxpenelofar kakels ¢ drovoly wpdyuaros;

4 ‘dAAA 7{; i.e. why, what should it be? what else?’ i.q. 7{ i ;
which Plato uses regularly in his later dialogues: see Ritter’s
Untersuchungen iiber Plato (1888) p. 57.




xvin 14 E  PLATO'S EUTHYPHRO. 103

§. rvyxdvovowy 8Bedpevor. There is the same ambiguity in i4 E

Sebperos as in the English ¢ wanting’.

7. vexnikbv Y dv . Piety being ex Aypothesi an émioripy,
the conduct of the pious man will be rexvwdv. Stallbaum is hardly
right : *“ Pietas 13 D vocata est dmnperich eols (int. 7éxvn)”: see my
note on the passage. Cobet would omit 8:86"4:, but dwpopopety is
used absolutely as if ‘throw one’s gifts away’: cf. Phaedr. 266 C ot
&y dwpogopely airois ds Pashelow 0éhwov—where the Basjs
are the Sophists.

10. &pwopucyi. Wohlrab aptly quotts Symp. 188 B xal dvolu
xdoas xal ols pavricy émworarei—ravra 8 éoTly % wepl Oeols Te xal
dvfpdmous wpds dANihovs xotwwwrla. The way has already been
prepared for this view of religion in the use of épyasla (which sug-
gests ‘trade’, ‘merchandise’) in 14 A above. See also Introd. p. xxi.

13. €& obrws f{8wyv. Euthyphro insinuates that Socrates is
using an invidious word.

16. & pv—8ilov. d here virtually=drra the indirect inter-
rogative: it is so used sometimes in dependent interrogative
sentences. So doos is used for éwéoos, and olos for éwoios: see Gorg.
451 B, where Thompson quotes Soph. O. R. 1271 d6odvex’ ovx 8ot
v 000’ ol’ Exaoyev 000’ dxol E3pa kaxd. Kiihner Ausf. Gramm. 11
P- 743 takes a somewhat different view, regarding s in such cases
as equivalent to olos and denying that Js is ever used for oris.

ov8ly ydp—Bdow. For Socrates’ views on Providence see
Mem. 1v 3. 3 ff. elwé pot, Epn, & EdOUSnue, 189 woré oot éxirfev &vbu-
pnOivas, bs émipueNds ol Oeol, &» ol dvOpwro: Séovrat, xaTeskevixase;
cf. Rep. 11 379 C 008" dpa—0 Oeds, éxerdh dyabds, mivrwy dv elp
alrios—dAN’ SNywr puér Tofs dvbpdmois alrios, woAN\@» ¢ dvalrios®
woN) ydp éNarTw Tdyald TOv KaxGv Huiv: see Introd. p. xv. The
Scholiast on this passage (as Cobet points out in Mnemosyne N. S.
11 88) was acquainted with St James’s Epistle. His comment is
owdy 7§ waoa ddous dywfy xal éifjs. The passage is in St James
i 17: wioa dbois a'yaaﬁ xal wdy Swpnua Téhewor dvwlhéy éa'-rw,
xarafaivov dxd Tol warpds Ty Purw.

24. dAAd T{—0eols; i.c. if not, what can these gifts be etc.? d\\d
has the same force as in éAA& 7{ in D above. 7{ shews that Socrates
wishes a general description by way of answer: Euthyphro replies
with an enumeration of details, much as in his first attempt at a
definition (5 D above). For the syntax Engelhardt compares
Phaed. 58 ¢ 7l 7w 76 Nex0éra kal xpaxfévra ;
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27. dprm Dueyov: viz. in 14 B. The words T, yépas, xdps (and
its derivatives xapwrripia, xapimiota etc.) are of frequent occurrence
in connection with Greek religion. xdpis prepares the way for
xexapiopévov as gratiae might for gratum.

15 B  39. ovxl ddfpoy od8t $pQov. 70 dpépor is naturally also
¢or. The justification for adding 76 ¢ihor is of course the desire
to make Euthyphro confess that his present definition is identical
with the earlier one in 6 E.

31. Tovro dp’ dorlv ad. robro refers forward to 7o 7ols Oeols
¢idov : ad back to 6 E.

CHAPTER XIX.

Socrates now retaliates on Euthyphro. ¢ You who call me a
Daedalus, yourself out-Daedalus Daedalus : for 76 7ols Geols ¢plhov is
simply GeoduNés .

1. ddv ool. I have accented gol, because it is emphatically op-
posed to xal éué alrdaed

3. almdoa: as in 11C. 7o Aaldalov alludes in particular to
11 C above, d\N& g0 ot Jokels, 6 Aaldalos: it is therefore virtually
a quotation. The passage would be much less forcible if the words
were expunged, as Schanz suggests. Liebhold’s proposal, 7péwor
AatddNov, is ingenious, but quite unnecessary.

5. «al xbxhg wepubyrag. So T: the second hand in B has
wepwovras : B has wepibvra. kal is explanatory; there is no need to
bracket the word, as Schanz suggests. For wepubrras Schanz reads
wepuérras: but in 11 ¢ above wepuévas (with the mss). The forms
wepur etc, are found occasionally in the Mss of Plato: but I cannot
believe that Plato would have written both wepuévar and wepibrras
within the compass of a single short dialogue. See on the subject
of wepiww in Greek manuscripts Naber in Mnemosyne N. S. v 417.
xix\g is by no means otiose here: since mepuévar may mean simply
¢to move about’ (as above in 11 C): Euthyphro is a greater artist
than Daedalus, because he communicates to his Aéyot a special sort
of motion viz. circular: Daedalus’ statues merely walked about.
With the whole passage cf. Euthyd. 391 c—D dowep els NaSipwbor
dureadvres, olbuevor 77 éxl Téhet elvar, wepikdpparres wiAw Sowep év
dpxi s trrhcews dvepdimuer Svres xal Tod toov Bebpevor, Soovmep dre
70 wpdrov élnrodpey.




XX 15 D PLATOS EUTHYPHRO. 105

7. & 1§ wpéobev: the reading of T : B has &uwposfer. Schanz 15 C

remarks that there is a tendency in Platonic Mss to write &uxposfey
for xpdadev. The reference is to 10E ff.

8. TavTéy: see above on 10 E.

12. d&N\o m #{: see on Apol. 24 c. If we regard the phrase as
already a stereotyped particle of interrogation, the # ot ; following
will present no difficulty: but in any case # of is otiose: and the
fuller form @\\o 7¢ 4 is rarely used without some hint of its origin=
ecquid alind quam? Hermann reads odx &\\o against the Mss and
places a colon after ylyverac. On the whole I prefer Schanz's
view, with which Wohlrab agrees. @&\\o 7¢ 4 is taken by them as
equivalent to German nich? wakr, used parenthetically in the sense
of ¢ I suppose’, without a distinctly interrogative sense. I know no
other case of such a use. ylyvera: is ¢ comes to be’ ‘is found to be ’:
cf. (with Schanz) Euthyd. 298 E o0xoiv warip &» oés éorwv, Gore gos
warhp ylyverat é kbwv kal o) xvvaplwy ddehgés ;

15.. dpri: viz. in 10 E where the identity of dowor and Geopilés
was finally disallowed. For r(6éuefa see above on 11 C.

CHAPTER XX.

In this concluding chapter Socrates complains of Euthyphro’s
wilful reticence.

3. d&xdv elvas : is used by Plato only in negative sentences: see
on Apol. 37 A.

4 mpooéxav—riv. § Tt palwTa is to be taken with wpocéxwr,
viv with elwé. )

7. &omwep & Ipwreis: Hom. Od. 1v 382 fl. Virg. Georg. 1v
437ff. Proteus is with Plato a figure for shiftiness and fertility of re-
source e.g. 1o 541 E drexrds Sowep 6 Ilpwreds wavrodawds ylyver arpe-
¢ouevos dvw xal kdrw: Euthyd. 288 B aA\& rév Ilpwréa mpueicfor 7ov
Alybxriov copioThy yonreborre fuds. Huels oly Tov Mevihaov wuducla
xal p?) dgudpela Tolv drdpoly xTA.

8. {f5nofa: the only correct form in Plato: see on Apol. 32C.
Here B has fjéetsfa, T elénofa.

10. dv8pds Onrds dvBpa mwpeoPirmy. dmip is frequently added
thus to words which denote one’s nationality, standing, condition and
the like, as in avhp udrris, dvip vopels (Sophocles), dvdpes dixagral
etc.

Swwxd@ev. Cobet Var. Lect. p. 390 (cf. Mnemosyne N. S.

1§D
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- 111 281) would write Juwxafeiy ; “ aoristos in -afeiv productos ubique

in -dfew depravarunt, ut multi hodieque opinentur, Graeca esse duww-
rafew, duwilew, elxdfew, Vrexdfew, rapewdew, elpydfew, dhxdfey,.
quum Suwxadey cett. aoristos esse Elmsleius ad Medeam vs. 186
acute perspexerit”. It is not however certain that the formation is
aoristic : nor that, even if aoristic, it would be accented on the last :
see on é¢Awr in Apol. 39 B and Curtius’ Greek Verb (E. T.) p. s03.
B has 8wwkdfew: T Siwkabew (sic). .

" 11, Tols Beods—mapaxwBuvedev. The construction of &ewas
is peculiar, if (with Schanz and Wohlrab) we regard rods feods and
wapakwduvebew as both depending on it directly : nor can rods feots
depend on wapaxwduretew, which can only take an internal accusative
of that which is risked. If wapaxwdwelew is not a marginal note
intended to explain the precise force of the following u# clause, it
should probably be explained as an epexegetic infinitive. On the
other supposition the balance is complete: rods feods d» Edegas—
Tobs dvfpdrmous (&v) goxivins.

12. 1) ok 4pbds adrd woufoois. An almost solitary case of
ph (Bwws wi) with future optative after a verb of fearing : see Good-
win (MT p. 40), who quotes from Xen. Hell. VI 4. 27 gofotueros
i Tives—mopeboowro éxl iy éxelvov Swamy. It corresponds to ui
with future Indicative in direct speech after verbs of fearing, an
idiom itself also rare: see Paley on Aesch. Pers. 117—121 uy wé\is
woOnrai—xal 8 Kioolwy wé\op’ dvridovwov Ecoerar. The expres-
sion ui odx 8p0ds KTA. recalls 4 A above o0 ydp oluas Tob émiTuxdrros
8p00s adrd wpatai: but the meaning here is ‘lest you should be
wrong in so doing ’.

13. ocadds olew eddbvar: so drpiBis ofe éxloraciar wepl TGw
Oelww 8wy Exei in 4 E. The emphasis is on ofet.

18. dw’ imwBos—xraraBakdy. Compare Phaedo 98B dxd &%)
Oavuaocrys, & éraipe, Ewidos Gxouny Pepduevos,

19. fv dxov. The concluding sentence recalls 5 A—B. Thus
in gogds 10y wap’ Edfippoves T4 Oeta ~yéyora we have an echo of
&ywye xal & 7 Euwposlev xpive T& Oeta wepl TONNOG éxoiotuny
eldévar—xal el pév, & Méhnyre, galyy dv, EvOi¢pova duooyels gogowy
elvac 7& Towalra: and in odkéri—adrooxedidw ovdé xaworoud wepl
aird there is a reminiscence of émedyj pe éxetvos avrooxedid {orrd
¢mot kal kaworouodvra wepl TGw Oelwr.

20. 7d Te oa xal py. It is unnecessary to read (with
Liebhold Woch. fiir kl. Phil. 1888 no. 40 p. 1229) xal 7& u.
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24. kal &) kal—Puwwoolpny. For xal &7 xal see above on 2 E. 76 A
For &ri duewov Schanz reads duewvor against the Mss, taking dm .
(like s wapd oo above) with é\widos: I prefer the Ms reading, as
forming a more euphonious and impressive conclusion. In the
concluding words of the Phaedo the traditional reading is to be
preferred for a similar reason. Here §7¢ depends on évdéifauevos and

is parallel to the other two &7t clauses: Socrates might hope to be
acquitted by convincing Meletus of his resolution to reform. For the
change of mood from Indicative to Optative we may compare (with
Schanz) Thuc. 11 80 1 Aéyorres Sre—padlws dv—kparijocovoe xal 6
weplwhovs ovkére Eroiro ' Abnvalos dpolws wept TIehowbvwnaov,

A, EU 10
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Aayxdvew dleny 56
Ayw 66

Adyos 65, 89
Advxeov 28

HaX' €D 44

pavricy 36, 38, 39, 43, 100
MapTUPEY THY TPOKANOW §7
1w 59

pév without 8¢ 40, 76

1év odv 745 94

o 94
pépos and udpior 95
pérpov 68

pij with vv. Sent. et declar. 62,

94
I;erpl! 338

AT U 40, 49
pbvor for péva 64
noxbnpbs 37

vedrrepov and vewtepliw 28
wopllew 37

vopos 6o

vipos s wpobesulas 49
vovferely 56

wwp illative 76

»iw 8¢ 85, 88

viv 81 42

v Exew versus & v Exew 3i

8 versus ¢ 72

6 woupmis 92

ol Oeol amavres 78
oluac 3¢ xal 43
S\ywpely 50
oudae lévas 39

8» omitted in Mss 72
8y versus wow 42
Sxws i 53

dpyal 68

8pbh 36ka 39
épfws 6o, 102
8p0s voplfew 56
Sppwdd 36
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doris 32

&ru 28

&7 31 38
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ovdép &v eln dndés 42
obdév wplyua 40
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oUKéTL 42

olv 50

odw after elre 40

olmw 43

odola 86

oifrot d7j—ye 29

olros sarcastic 57

ofrw 37, 81, 82

8peNés pob dorw 53

waykalor 98

wdfos 86

Havadpaa 63

wdrra woiely kal Néyew 74

whrra pet 86

wdvres feol v, wéyres ol feol etc.
81

wartds pd\hov 77

waphderyua 65

wapaxwdwwedey 100

Tapowely 50

whrpos é&mpynmiis s0

TEPAcTIKES 27

TENATNS 49

wepl 52

wepuévar 88 |
wepubvras (?) 104
werbueva Sudxewy 44
IIirfos 31

ro'io:pdand wolds Tis §8
wovnpos 37
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wpaxrwol 27
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INDICES TO

ribepas -
fb-.’lcv(l.q.-r(-nqﬁﬂ')@
s contempinous 31

79 wesow 95
T005TOS 40




INDICES TO THE NOTES. 113

II. ENGLISH.

Accusative, Adverbial 8%
» of internal object 30,

44y 95

Accusative of part. w. dat. pre-
ceding 54

Active and passive recognized
by Plato 83, 84

Anytus 31

Archon Basileus 29

Arithmetic, Geometrical 95

Article, qualifies a clause 74

Assimilation of endings in Mss

42
Asyndeton explicativum 76
Attraction of relative 31, 89

Blood guiltiness 29
Blood revenge 47

Cadence in Plato’s style ss,

107

Chiasmus 83

Christian parallels 94, 103
Comparisons in Plato 35
Conversion of propositions 59,

92
Copula omitted 48
Cronus cited by Euthyphro 61

Daedalus 87
Direct and Indirect speech, In-

terchange of 54

Education, Value of in Plato 34

Emendations 45, 75, 93, 9!

Ethics and Politics, Relation
between 34

Euthyphro 27, 72

Evil treatment corrupts the cha-
racter 37, 97

Example, The use of in Plato
91, 96

Friendship, Socrates on 63

Genitive abs. w. acc. abs, follow-
inggo .
Genitive, Partitive 31
,, of pronoun, Peculiar
force of
God is good 62
Gods as man’s masters 97

Hephaestus in mythology 73
Heterodoxy as treason 38
Hiatus in Plato 84

Highest The, not to be named 93
Homicide, when justifiable 48
Hyperbaton 89

Idea of Good 93

Ideas, Theory of 58

Illustrations in Plato 83

Imperative, Attic forms of 3rd

plur. 8o

Imperfect of elut 47

Imperfect of verbs of saying 64

Indicative passing to opt. 107
” versus opt. 42

Indictment of Socrates 32

Infinitive, Epexegetic 106

Infinitive of &xoua: 88

Intellect zersus will 33, 72

Interpolation 48, 79, 99

Irony 38, 53, 62, 89

Long hair, Significance of 31
Lyco 31

Man as slave of the gods 97
Meletus 31
Men and gods of one family 61,

71,
Metapﬁ»rs, from agriculture 34
» from good living go
s from the mint 37
" from rowing 98
9 from war 39
Middle fature 42
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Mixed conditional sentences 57
Monotheism 81
Mss B and T 29, note

Negative notions, rare in Greek
7 71, 97

Omission in Mss 84
Optative, of Aorist active 97
»w  of Aor. pass. 69
»  of contracted verbs 69
» of future with verbs of
fearing 106
Oratory, popular at Athens 78

Paronomasia 30, 34, 38, 39, 53,

57, 73» 99, 93
Parti,ciples, S’ugbordination of 59,

77
Particular for general in defini-
tion 59
Passives supplied from a differ-
ent verb 44
Person, Third for first 53
” » passing to first 54
Piety, Mercantile view of 100
» Place of in Protagoras
etc. 91
Pluperfect active, Endings of ro1
Poetry, Plato’s hostility to 64
Politicians, Plato’s view of 97
Prepositions between adjective
and adverb 100
Prepositions discarded after a
time 99
Prepositions, Omission of 84
Present, Conative 74
,,  for Imperfect 91
Pronouns, Anaphoric for rel. 63,

93
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Pronouns, Rel. forindir. interrog.

103
» Sing. with n. pl in
agreement 103
” Variation of 102
Proteus 105
Providences, Socrates’ views on

103
Punishment should be remedial
73

Quasi-sorites in Plato 94

Religion, Political aspect of 100
Robe, presented to Athene 64

Sacerdotalism of Euthyphro 100
Socrates as a preacher 41
s  Self-absorption of 78
Stasinus 92 ’
State, Motherhood of 33
Substantives, Verbal, governing
a case 98

Thought as soliloquy of soul 78
Thrasylus 27 -

Vice as ignorance 33, 46
Virtue as knowledge 33, 55
Vocative Ev6iégpwr 29

s followed by dANd 40

Wisdom the true riches g1
Youth the season for téil gr

Zeno on piety g6
Zeus as creator 93
s» Plato’s derivation of g3
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Ph.D. Revised edition by J. W. CARTMELL, M.A. 6d.
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Ancient Philosophyﬁ'om Thales to Oieero, A Sketch of. By '
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Bacon’s History of the Reign of King Henry VII. With
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Oowley’s Essays. Wlth Introductxon and Notes, by the Rev.
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More’s History of King Richard III. Edited wnh Notes,
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Books III. and IV. By the same Editor.
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GENERAL EpiTOR: J. J. S. PEROWNE, D.D,,
. DEAN OF PETERBOROUGH.
1t is difficult to commend too highly this excellent series.—Guardian.

““ The modesty of the general title of this series has, we believe, led
many to misunderstand its character and underrate its value. The books
are well suited for study in the upper forms of our best schools, but not
the less are they adapted to the wants of all Bible students who are not
specialists. We doubt, indeed, whether any of the numeroms popular
commentaries recently issued in this country will be found more ser-
viceable for general use.”—Academy. -

Now Ready. Cloth, Extra Fcap. 8vo. With Maps.
Book of Joshua. By Rev. G. F. MACLEAR, D.D. 2s. 64.
Book of Judges. By Rev. J. J. Li1as, M.A. 3+ 64.

First Book of 8amuel. By Rev. Prof. KIRKPATRICK,B.D. 3s.64.
Secon& Book of S8amuel. By Rev. Prof. KIRKPATRICK, B.D.
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First Book of Kings. By Rev. Prof. LuMBY, D.D. 3s. 6d.
Second Book of Kings. By Rev. Prof. LuMByY, D.D. 3s. 64.
Book of Job. By Rev. A, B. DAVIDSON, D.D. ss.
Book of Ecclesiastes. By Very Rev. E. H. PLUMPTRE, D.D. §s.
Book of Jeremiah. By Rev. A. W. STREANE, M.A. 4. 64,
Book of Hosea. By Rev. T. K. CHEYNE, M.A., D.D. 3s.
Books of Obadiah & Jonah. By Archdeacon PEROWNE. 2s.6d.
Book of Micah. By Rev. T. K. CHEYNE, M.A, D.D. 1s. 64,
Haggal, Zechariah & Malachi. By Arch. PEROWNE. 3s. 6d.
Book of Malachi. By Archdeacon PEROWNE. I,
Gospel according to 8t Matthew. ByRev.A. CARR,M.A. 25.64.

Gox;)p%l a.ccgding to 8t Mark, By Rev. G. F. MACLEAR,

Gospel according to St Luke. By Arch. FARRAR,D.D. 4s. 6d.
Gospel according to 8t John. ByRev. A. PLUMMER, D.D. 4s.64,
Acts of the Apostles. By Rev. Prof. LuMBY, D.D. 4s. 6d.

Epistle to the Romans, By Rev. H. C. G. MOULE, M.A. 3s5.64,
First Qorinthians, By Rev. J. J. Lias, M.A. With Map. 2s.
Second Oorinthians. By Rev. ]. J. L1as, M.A. With Map. 2s.
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Epistle to the Ephesians. By Rev. H.C.G.MOULE, M.A. 2s.64.
.Bpistle to the Philippians. By Rev. H. C. G. MOULE, M.A.

Bpistle to the Hebrews. By Arch. FARRAR, D.D. 3s. 64.

Go:ln)ell;al Bpistle of 8t James, By Very Rev. E. H. PLUMPTRE,
18.

Ppistles of 8t Peter and 8t Jude. By Very Rev. E. H.
PLUMPTRE, D.D. 2s. 64.

Epistles of 8t John., By Rev. A, PLUMMER, M.A,,D.D. 3s.6d.
Preparing.

. Book of Genesis. By Very Rev. the Dean of Peterborough.

Exodus, N d D By R
Boock% gmwm' Il‘lﬁ,D umbers and Deuteronomy. By Rev.

Books of Fzra and Nehemiah. By Rev. Prof. RYLE, M.A.
Book of Psalms. By Rev. Prof. KIRKPATRICK, B.D.
Book of Isaiah., By Prof. W. ROBERTSON SMITH, M.A.
Book of Bzekiel. By Rev. A. B. DAVIDSON, D.D.

Book of Malachi. By Archdeacon PEROWNE.

Epistle to the Galatians. By Rev. E. H. PEROWNE, D.D.

Epistles to the Oolossians and Philemon. By Rev. H. C. G.
Movurr, M.A.

Epistles to Timothy & Titus, By Rev. A. E. HUMPHREYS, M.A.
Book of Revelation, By Rev. W. H. S1Mcox, M.A,

ThHe Smaller Cambrivge Bible for Hchools,

‘The Smaller Cambridge Bible for Schools wil/ form an entively
new series of commentaries on some selected books of the Bible. 1t is expected
that they will be prepared for the most part by the Editors of the larger
series (The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges). The volumes
will be issued at a low price, and will be suitable to the reguxremnt: of
preparatory and elementary schools.

Now ready.
First and Second Books of S8amuel. By Rev. Prof. KIRkK-

PATRICK, B.D. 1s.
Gospel according to St Matthew. By Rev.A. CARR, M.A. 1Is.
Gospel according to 8t Mark, By Rev.G.F. MACLEAR,D.D. 1s.
Gespel according to 8t Luke. By Archdeacon FARRAR. 1s.

London: Cambridge Warchouse, Ave Maria-Lan.
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The Cambrivge Greek Testament for
Srhools and Colleges,

with a Revised Text, based on the most recent critical authorities, and
English Notes, prepared under the direction of the General Editor,

The Very Reverend J. J. S. PEROWNE, D.D.,
DEAN OF PETERBOROUGH.

Gospel according to 8t Matthew. By Rev. A. CARR, M.A,
Wllh4 Maps. 4s. 6d.

Go?el according to 8t Mark. By Rev. G. F. MACLEAR, D.D.
ith 3 Maps. 4s. 6d.

Gowel according to 8t Luke. By Archdeacon FARRAR.»

ith 4 Maps. 6s.

Gotwel according to 8t John. By Rev. A, PLUMMER, D.D.
ith 4 Maps. .6s.

Acts of the Apostles. By Rev. Professor LumBy, D.D.
With 4 Maps. 6s.

First Epistle to the Oorinthians. By Rev. J. J. Lias, M.A. 3s.
8econd Epistle to the Oorinthians, By Rev J. J. Lms, M.A.

In the Press.
Epistle to the Hebrews. By Archdeacon FARRAR, D.D. 35.64.

Epistle of 8t James. By Very Rev. E. H. PLUMPTRE, D.D.
[Preparing.
Bpistles of 8t John. By Rev. A. PLUMMER, M.A,, D.D. 4s.

fondon: C. J. CLAY anp SONS,
CAMBRIDGE WAREHOUSE, AVE MARIA LANE,
&lasgoto: 263, ARGYLE STREET.
Cambriyge: DEIGHTON, BELL AND CO.
Leipyig: F. A. BROCKHAUS.
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