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ADVERTISEMENT.

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

It may be convenient to state that Plato is cited
in this volume according to the pages of Stephanus.
In reference to the Orators the sections of DBaiter
and Sauppe’s Zurich edition have been given toge-
ther with the pages of Stephanus in the minor
Orators and Reiske in Demosthenes. In the Dra-
matists Dindorf’s numbers are followed as they
stand in the edition of the Poetie Scenici published
in 1830.  With regard to quotations, the text of
the Zurich editions has been used both for Plato
and for the Orators, the text of Dindorf (from the
edition of 1830) for the Dramatists. Wherever a
reading is quoted which is not found in these
cditions, I have endeavoured to indicate the source
from which it has been derived.
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The text of the Apology itself is in the main
that of C. F. Hermann. Even the punctuation is
his. Some of the brackets found in his edition
have been silently omitted: but, with this excep-
tion, every instance in which he has not bheen
followed is mentioned in the commentary.

EDWIN PALMER.

Bavruror, CoLLEGE, OXFORD,
June 8, 1867.
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INTRODUCTION

PART 1.

THE TRIAL OF SOCRATES.

1. NATURE OF THE PROCEEDING.

THE trial of Socrates took place before a Heliastic court,
according to the forms of an ordinary ypags dnuocia. The
indictment (&ykAnpa) is called dvropocia 19 B, 24 B, and dvri-
ypagy 277 C,—terms which allude to the proceedings of the
dvdkpiois before the Archon Basileus, before whom both the
indictment and the plea in answer to it were presented in
writing and confirmed severally by oath. And the terms
duriypadi, drreposia, proper at first to the defendant, came
to be used of the prosecutor, and even were transferred to
the indictment (éykAnua) itself, thus presented in writing and
sworn to.
2. THE AccUsEggs.

The indictment was. preferred by Meletus; see below the
form preserved by Diogenes Laertius, and compare Plato’s
Euthyphro 2 B. Hence it is Meletus who is called on by
Socrates to answer arguments as to its words and meaning in
the Apology. Hence again Socrates asks why did not Mele-
tus bring witnesses (34 A), and again observes (36 A) that the
penalty for not obtaining % of the votes would have fallen
on Meletus. Little account can be taken of the statement of
Maximus Tyrius, Disp. xxxix. p. 228, Mé\ros pév éypdyrato
" Avvtos d¢ elarfyaye Avkwy d¢ édlwke. For authors vary on this
distinetion, and the continuation of the passage—«aredikasar
d¢ of ’Afnvator &noav d¢ ol €vdexa dmékreive d¢ 6 Vmypérns—
shows that these words are, as Stallbaum says, magis oratorie
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quam vere dicta. See Meier und Schomann, Der Attische
Process, p. 709.n. 19.

Of Meletus, the ostensible prosecutor of Socrates, in reality
little more than the tool of Anytus, we only know that he was
a young tragic poet. He is characterised by Plato (Euthy-
phro 2 B) as véos 7is kal ayvds, and is ridiculed as a poet by
Aristophanes (Ran. 1302). The Meletus (Andoc. de Myst. g4.
p. 12) who was one of the four who arrested Leon (Apol. 32 C)
may have been this Meletus’ father, who bore the same name,
but there is nothing to show it.

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

Anytus was by far the most considerable of the three
accusers, whence they are described (Apol. 18 B) as rovs dudi
“Avvror, and Socrates is called by Horace (Sat. IL.iv. 3) Anyti
reus. He was a leather-seller (Xen. Apol. Soc. 29), and had
been a rich man. As a sufferer and worker for the popular
cause he had earned a reputation second only to Thrasybulus.
With Thrasybulus he had fled from Attica, and the Thirty
had confiscated his estates and included him in the decree of
banishment (Xen. Hell. II. iti. 42). He held a command in the
camp at Phyle (Lys. xiii. 78. p. 137), and at the restoration was
joint author with Thrasybulus of the Act of Amnesty (Isocr.
xviil. 23.p. 375)- Plato (Meno go B) represents him as high in
popular favour. His was nevertheless (Athenseus XIL. p. 534 E)
not a spotless character. Aristotle moreover (acc. to Harpo-
cration on the word dexd(ew) says that he was the first man
who bribed an Athenian court ; and Diodorus, who repeats this
(xiil. 64), adds that it was on his trial for treason (Zeller, Philos.
der Griech. IT. p. 142 n.). As Anytus was the most influential
accuser, so there i1s reason to think he was the most inflamed
against Socrates. Meletus and Lycon were actuated at most
by a class-prejudice,—if indced we should not rather regard
them as mere tools of Anytus. All three however belonged to
classes ! which Socrates had offended by his incessant censure

! Socrates is made by Plato (Apol.
23 E) to represent his three accusers
as all actuated by class-feeling in their
attack upon him.
AnTés pot émébeTo xal “Avvros kal Ab-

’Ex ToUTwy Kal Mé-

/ e v - ~
xwv, MeAnTos uev vmep TWy mOnTWY

axBépevos,” Avuros 8¢ tmep Ty Snuovp-
Yy kal T&V moNiTi@Y, Abkwy B¢ bmép
Tév pnrépwy. The contrast which is
implied in this sentence between g7
Topes and mohwrwkol shows that the
words severally denote definite classes
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of those who exercised professions of the principles of which

they could give no intelligent account.

Nowhere 1s this cause

of offence traced more connectedly than in the Apology itself

of Athenian citizens. There seems no
ground for thinking with Wiggers
(Sokrates p. 97) and others, who have
followed in this view Petitus’ Com-
nient, in Legg. Attic. Lib. ITI. Tit. iii,
that there was any order of pfropes,
ten in number, appointed yearly, and
deriving their origin from Solon. Any
such institotion could not but have
interfered with the iopyopia which
even to the time of Demosthenes was
the cherished charter of Athenian
democracy. On the contrary, even
the precedence which was allowed by
Solon in the assembly to speakers
above the age of 50 seems to have
fallen into abeyance. But we find
that in the time of the Orators or
earlier (see the latter part of Cleon’s
speech in Thucyd. ITI. 40) these fn-
Topes had attained a mischievous im-
portance. Alschines speaks of them
(iii. 3. p. 54) as dvvaoreias €avrols me-
purotobyres, and in Aleib. II. 145 A it
is waid that Soa &) moTe 3 méAis mpar-
TeL mpos AAAYY woNw 7 adT) kab adThy,
and s T@v fyrépwy fvuBovAijs dmavTa
yiyverar. To be a ghrwp had become
a regular profession. A new art had
arisen, designated by the name g7-
Toptkr, which is seen to have been
itself a new word from the way in
which it is used in the Gorgias (448
D)—7ny relovpévny pnropueqv.  In
their capacity of ovwyopor the grropes
were brought into prominence (Hee-
ren, Polit. Hist, of Anc. Greece, c. 13.
p- 232 of Eng. Transl) by the fre-
quency of state trials in the time suc-
cceding the Peloponnesian war. But
it was no less as o:byBov)\m to the
Assembly that the pnropes were in
requisition. In all questions of legis-
lation and of policy the debate was
mainly in their hands. The epoch of
this ascendancy is dated by Isocrates

(viii. 121. p. 183, where he calls it Tv
éml 100 Pruaros Svvaocreiav) from the
Decelean war, or subsequent to Pericles
(ib. 126.p. 184). The two species, ovu-
BovAevriryy and Sucavuren, of Aristotle’s
triple division of gnropuxr) in his trea-
tise correspond with this double scope
of the pfrap’s profession. The wo-
MeTkol as a clags must have emerged
at the same time as the grropes. In
itself moAirikds means no more than
‘Statesman’ in the sense in which
this term might have been applied to
Pericles. But an Athenian of Plato’s
time, speaking with reference to
Athens, would mean by moAirikol that
class of men who made public busi-
ness their profession,—7ods woAeTirods
Aeyouévovs, Plat. Politic. 303 C. Our
conception of the moAtTikol will be
best completed by comparing them
with the gfropes. Down to Pericles’
time there would be no distinction.
He united both characters like the
great men before him. But after-
wards the debates came into separate
hands, and the speakers in the As-
sembly were for the most part no
longer the great commanders in the
field and the bearers of the highest
offices. The fact and the reasons are
stated by Aristotle (Pol. V. v. 7), viv
8¢ 7ijs pnTopueiis ndEnuévns of Suvdpevor
Aéyew dnuaywyovor pév &' dmepiay be
TOV ToA€emurdy obr émTifevTar. At the
same time, inasmuch as counsel as
well as action was needed for the
conduct of the state, those who were
engaged in the different branches of
this common work were not abso-
lutely contradistinguished: cf. Plato,
Gorg. 520 A, Phdr. 258 B, and the
general terms in which the prfropes
are described—e. g. by Lysias (xviii.
16. p. 150) as of T4 Tis moAews MPAT-
TOVTES.
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(21 C—22 C). TIllustrations oceur also abundantly clsewhere.
We sce from the Ion (533 E) how poets were brought under
this censure for parading inspiration as the substitute for
reason. The rhetoricians  again as in the Gorgias were cen-
sured for producing persuasion without knowledge. Yet
stronger and yet more incessant was the denuneiation of the
mischievousness and presumptuousness of undertaking polities
amo radroparov (Xen. Mem. IV. ii. 3), or without knowledge
of principles (Aleib. I. 113 C). But Anytus was actuated, over
and above such a class-feeling, by personal animosity. One
ground of this has been said to have been his “ amor spretus
Aleibiadee #:” so Luzac and Wiggers. Plato further (Meno g4
E) makes him threaten Socrates with mischief in bewilderment
and mortification at being told, in effect, that in teaching * his
son the family business he had done nothing towards his real
education. These personal motives, however, remained in the
back-ground ; and so again, if he entertained yet another
grudge against Socrates as the teacher of Critias, the avowal
of it was incompatible with the Act of Amnesty. Therefore
he made the attack under cover of defending the democracy.
The émeikea of the restored people did not last long (Plat.
Epist. VIIL. 325 B), and was naturally succeeded by a sensitive
and fanatical zeal for their revived popular institutions.

3. NUMBER OF THE JUDGES.

The statement of Wiggers (Sokrates p. 132 note), and of
Matthie (Miscell. Philol. vol.1.p.252.note 35), that the number
of the judges on Socrates’ trial was 556 or 557, has been re-
peated without question even by Mr. Grote (Hist. Gr. vol. VITL.
p- 654, chap. 68). It is, however, as Dr. Cron ° remarks (in
his note on Apol. 36 A), merely an assumption from the false
reading rpefs in this passage, taken in connection with the

2 The enmity of the rhetoricians
extended itsclf after Socrates’ death
to the Socratists (Luzae de Dig. Socr.
Scet. IT. § 4).

3 The story of this “amor Alci-
biadae ” rests on the testimony of lu-
tarch and of Satyrus apud Athenzurn,
but is unlikely in itself, and because
Plato and Xenophon are wholly silent

about it.—Zeller I1. p. 141 note.

* Cf. Xen. Apol. Soc. 29. “Avvros
améxrové pe STi abTov T@V peyicTwy
Imo ThHs moNews dfiovuevov odk Epny
Xpiivae TOv vidv wepl Bupoas madedew.

5 Platon’s Ausgewihlte Schriften
erklirt von Christian Cron und Julius
Deuschle.—Teubner, 1865.
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statement of Diogenes Laertius (I v. 40), karedikdotn diako-
alas dydojjkovra uid mAeloot Yrgpois @y dmolvovody, whence
the numbers are supposed to have been 281 for condemnation,
275 for acquittal.

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

ITence, accepting the reading rpudkovra here, the whole
number cannot have been 556 or 557. An independent argu-
ment against such a number would be that it resembles no
other recorded numbers on trials. Those which we find, such
as 200 (Dem. in Mid. 223. p. 585), 500 (frequently), 700 (Isocr.
xviii. 54. p- 381), 1000 (Dem.in Mid. 223. p. 585), 1500 (Plu-
tarch. Vit. Periclis, 72), 2000 (Lysias, xiii. 35. p. 133), 2500
(Din. in Dem. 52. p. g6), 60co (Andoe. i. 17.p. 3), even if
they are only approximate, must stand for something near
multiples of 100.

Now Pollux (VIII. 48) mentions 401 and 201 as the num-
bers in two different cases of ¢pdots, and elsewhere 1001 and
1501. This affords the clue to a conjecture of much pro-
bability (Meier und Schémann, Der Attische Process, p. 140),
that this was a provision not exceptionally but uniformly for
an odd number of judges, (frustrated sometimes, it would
appear, by the default of individuals at the last moment), but
that the common way of indicating the number was, for
brevity’s sake, to mention the variable constituent, omitting
the invariable 1. And IHeffter (Athen. Gerichtsverfassung,
p- 55) clenches this by a passage from Ulpian’s © Commentary
on Demosthenes’ oration against Timocrates: 6o rofiro ¢ 6 els
mpocerifero del tols dikaoTals Wa uy loar yévowro ai Yijdot.
Thus a IHeliastic court always consisted of some multiple of
100,+1.

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

§ [Ulpian’s note is on the words
Sukaoryploy voly eis €va xal yihiovs
&npuopévar (Dem. c. Timocr. 9. p.

potvres dplfudy xihwr ral évés. &id
robro 8¢ & €ls mpooerifero del Tols
Sucacrals va ) lowy ~yevouévwy Tav

702) and stands as follows: é&v Tofs
peyahots kal éomovdaopévors mpdypac:
ourgyorTo éx Slo BikaoTnplav wA7-

Yhipay & Tons aménforev of Sucalbpevor
GAN ékeivos 8ofp wikdv ¢ dv 6 els
mpooeréln.]
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as 501 (which is also-Heffter’s conclusion), and the number of
those for condemnation as 281, we have 220 for his acquittal.
Then 31 exactly, or 30 in round numbers, changing sides,
would have effected his acquittal. Cron, not allowing for the
odd 1, reckons 219 for acquittal.

4. ForyM oF INDICTMENT.

Plat. Apol. 24 B. Soxpdrns adikel Tovs Te véovs diadplelpwy
xal eovs obs 1) moNis vopifer od voul(wy Erepa 8¢ dawudiia kawd.

Diog. Laert. II. 40. # avroposia rijs dikns elxe Toliror tov
Tpomoy dvdkertar yap érv kal viv, ¢nol PaPwpivos?, &y T My-
Tpde. Tdde éypdaro kal drroudoaro Ménros Mehdrov [Tirfeds
Swkpare. Swppoviokov *Ahwmekifer: 'Adikel Swkpdrys ods pev 5
wAs vouiler Beods oY vouilwv, érepa 8¢ kawd daiudvia elonyod-
jevos' adukel 3% kal Tovs véovs dadbelpwr. Tiunua Odvatos.

5. ProcEpure ar ToE TriaL. ORDER OF THE PLEADINGS.

From schines (iii. 197. p. 82) we learn that in a ypa¢y
mapavépuwy the time assigned for the trial was divided into
three equal lengths : éyxetrar 70 pév mpdror Hdwp 74 karnydpy
..... 70 ¢ dedrepor Udwp T T ypagiy pelyorti kal Tols els
atro 10 mpaypa Aéyovor (1. e. Tols cuvrmydpos, not the witnesses
whose examination was extra to the time allowed for the
pleadings: cf. Lys. xxiii. 4, 8. pp. 166, 167, ka{ pot énilaBe 7o
Twp) . . .. 70 7plrov dwp éyxelrar 7)) Tywjoe kal 7§ peyéle Tijs
Spyfis Tis uerépas (i. e. for the prosecutor to speak again on
the amount of penalty, and the defendant to reply, and the
Jjudges to vote).

The second of these lengths then would be occupied by the
defence of the accused and his ovrijyopor, represented by the
main part of the Apology, i.e. as far as 35 E. The Xeno-
phontean Apology says (22) that speeches were made ¥7d 7e
atrod kal TGy ovvayopevdvtwy ¢iwr atrg, but the Platonie
manifestly would have us think of Socrates defending himself
alone.

Then would follow the taking of the votes of the judges,
and the announcement of the result, by which the charge is
declared proven.

The third length then begins with the second speech of the

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

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

Here the formal trial would end, and the condemned person
would be led away by the officers of the Eleven (cf. Apol.
39 E). This is the moment, however, to which the concluding
portion of the Apology (from 38 C) belongs. Whether or not
the indulgence of such a concluding address was historically
conceded to Socrates, there must have existed sufficient pre-
cedent for it to give verisimilitude to the aseription of 1t to
him. The Xenophontean Apology (24) agrees here.

The raised platform, called Bfua, served for accuser and
accused in turn as well as for their witnesses, whence the .
phrase éy» mapaxwpd, Apol. 34 A, and similarly Andoc. 1. 26.
p. 4, kol cwwnd kal wapaxwpd €l Tis qraBalvew BovAerar, and
Asch. iii. 165. p. 77, mapaxwpd oot T0d Bijuaros ws dv elmys.

6. ProcepurRE AT THE TRIAL. SPEECHES OF THE ACCUSERS,

We find that speeches were made by all the three. Com-
pare for Meletus Apol. 34 A, and for the other two Apol. 36 B,
Gvé3n "Avvros kal Adkwr. It is implied however that Meletus
spoke first.

‘Grote (VIIL 647. c. 68) conjectures that they made a par-
tition of their topics, “ Meletus undertaking that which re-
lated to religion, while Anytus and Lycon would dwell on the
political grounds of attack.” More accurately, Meletus’ busi-
ness would be to support the indietment proper, while the
political charges and insinuations would be dwelt on by Anytus
as carrying with him 70w wioris in this topie, and by Lycon
as familiar with it in his capacity of gijrwp. The only citation
in Plato’s Apology which is referable to one accuser rather
than another is the saying ascribed to Anytus (29 C), el dia-
dpevlerar Swkpdrns, 10 av Yudy of viels émrndedorres & Swkpdrns
Owbdoker mdavres mavrdmaot dwadbapioorrar 1 ody THY dpxRy oDk
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&de Swrparn delpo eloeNleiv i) émedy) elofiNdev ody ofdy ¢ dor
7O Ju7) &TOKTEAL.

The other citations are general ; e.g. 17 A, xpn tuds edha-
Betobar un 10 Swkpdrovs éfanarnbire bs dewod dvros Aéyew,
and 33 B, kal Todrwy éyd eite Tis xpnoros ylyverar eite un odk
dv dukalws T alriey Sméxoyu—an allusion to the alleged dete-
rioration by him of Critias and Alcibiades, which was made
much of by the prosecution according to Xenophon.

In the Memorabilia of Xenophon likewise the citations are
all aseribed in general terms to 6 karifyopos. Mem. 1. 1i. g,
"ANG ) Ala, & karijyopos €, vmepopdy émolel TGV kabeaTdTwOY
vépwy ToUs guvdrras, AMéywy @s pwpdv € ToUs pev Tis TOAEws
apxovras ano kvdpov katordval. . .. .. Tovs 3¢ TolovTous Adyovs
émalpew €pn Tovs véovs katadpovelv Tis kaleardans molirelas
kal wotelw Pralovs. Ib. 12, Dekpdrer SuAyra yevopévo Kpirlas
T€ kal "AAkiBuddns mheloTa kakd Ty woAw émomodmy. Ib. 49,
Swkpdrys. . . . .1oUs marépas mpomnhakilewy ddacke melbov pev
T0VS cVVdrTas adTe copwTépous molely TGV marépwy, Ppaokwy &
katd vopov €feivar mapavolas éNdvra kal Tov Tarépa Sfjoai, Tekum-
plo TovTe Xpdueros s Tov duabéoTepor vmo Tod copaTépov vouL-
pov €l dedéoBar.  Ib. 51, kal Tods dAlovs cvyyevels émoler év
driple €lvar mapa Tols adte ovrolol, Aéywy Gs olire Tovs kdpvov-
Tas ovTe Tovs dikalopévovs of ovyyevels dderobow GANL TOVS ey
ol larpol Tovs d¢ ol ovrdikety émworduevol. EPn O kal wepl T@Y
Pihwv alrov Aéyew, bs oddy dPelos elvovs elval €l py kal Gpe-
At duvijoovTar pdrovs ¢ (dokew alror dllovs elvar Tiuijs Tovs
eldbras Ta déovra kal éppnredoar duvapévovs. dvamelborra obv Tovs
véovs alrov s adTos eln copdrards Te kal dAAovs ikavdratos
woujoal cools, olTw Siatifévar Tovs alte ovvdvras dore pnda-
pot wap’ adrols Tovs dAAovs elvar wpos avrév. Ib. 56, &¢n &
avtov 6 kamijyopos kal TGV vdofordTwy momTOY ékheyduevoy T
movnpdraTa kal ToUTols uapTvplols Xpouevor diddoKew Tovs TUVOY-
Tas K <0Upyovs Te elval kal Tupavvikovs, Howddov uey o

"Epyov & oldev Svedos depyein 8¢ 7’ Svewbos:

~ \ 1 3N € e \ / by o ‘4
TobTo On Aéyew adror os 6 monTis keAevor undevos €pyov uiTe
s/ / b ~ 3 ’ 3 N z ~ ~. b] \ ~
adikov pmTE aloxpod a-rrexea@ao GANG Kal ToUTo TOLEWw €Wl T
képdet . .. ..10 ¢ “Ousjpov &pn 6 Ka‘rnyopos' ToAAdkls adTov Aéyey
8t ’Odvoaevs

‘Ovrwa pev Bacihija k. 7. A.
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rabra 3 avrov é€nyeiobor bs 6 mowTis €mawolny waleofar Tovs
dnudras kal wévnras.

7. ProcEpurE At TiE TRIAL. SOCRATES’ SPEECH.
(1.) The defence.

Socrates speaks in presence of a large audience of Athenians
over and above his judges (cf. Apol. 24 E, where he speaks of
ofde ol drpoaral in pointed distinetion from of dikaoral), but he
is addressing professedly his judges alone® (ef. Apol. 17 C, els
Vpas eloéval, 18 A, dikaorod uiv ydp aliry dper)). It is there-
fore these alone who are designated by the dvdpes *Afnvaior
at the opening and throughout: Steinhart observes that the
appellation & dvdpes dikaoral is reserved until the final address
to be applied only to the judges who vote for acquittal. For
mention of such audiences cf. Liysias xii. 35. p. 123, moA\ol xal
T8y doTéY kal T8V Eévov fikovew eloduevor Tiva yrduny Tepl Tov-
Tov €fere, Lsch. 1. 117. p. 16, 6pdr woANovs uéy T6v vewrépwy

8 The dwacral were very animated
listeners. They answered speakers on
being appealed to: cf. Asch. iii. 202,
. 82; so Andoc. i. 33. p. 5, € pv
oty buiv Sorel ikavds mepl ToTwy dmo-
Aeroyiobar Snhwoaté por tva mpofuus-
Tepov mepl T@Y dAAwy dmohoy@uar. Or
they stopped a speaker to put a ques-
tion : cf. Andoc. i. 70. p. 10, € 7is T
budv wobel dvacrtas dmopvnedrw, and
ZEsch. ii. 7. p. 29. They used the in-
terpellation of kardBar Aristoph. Vesp.
979. It secws to have been a common
practice not only of political but even
of judicial assemblies to express their
pleasure or displeasure at what was
said. The general word for such ex-
pressions of feeling was 6JpvBos. That
it was a word medie significationis
we see from Plato, Legg. 876 B, dika-
orhpa . .. . . 6Tay pnde guydvra dAAG
OopiBov peard rabimep Oéatpa Emar-
voiytd Te Bofj kal Yéyorta TAV pyTi-
pwv éxaTepov &v uéper kpivy, and -
schines ii. 51. p. 34, OopvBnodvrwy én’
avTd TGV pev os Sewls Tis €l kal oly-
Topos T@y 8¢ mAewbvawy ds mwovypos kal
PpBovepis.  The word oecurs in an

A

unfavourable sense in Plato, Protag.
319 C, karayeraot kal GopuBoiiot, An-
doeides ii. 15. p. 21, Lysias xii. 73. p.
126, é0opuBeire dis ob morjoovTes TavTa,
74. p. 127, elmev b7t ob péhor adTH TOb
bperépov GoptBov. It was unrestrained
in its nature: cf. Asch. i. 83.p. 11,
pera yéhwros 06puBos, 164. p. 23, moA-
AY kpavyd) mapd TAY SikaocTay abTd
dravThoerar,iii. 122. . 70, £pavyn moA-
A kai 66puBos, Tsocr. xv. 272, GopiBou
kel Boijs dmav ¢umAjonTe TO dikacTi-
prov.  On the other hand it expressed
applause unequivocally : ef. Isocr. xii.
264. p. 288, odx &bopiBnoay & woely
eldfacy ém Tois xapiévTws Sretheypé-
vois @A’ dveBiénoay @s tmepBarAdvTws
elpnrdros. The 0bpvBos which Socrates
deprecates was of the unfavourable
kind. This is implied by his urging
that it is not his fault if the truth is
unpalatable. ©dpvBos would thus seem
to be confined to the &wkacrai, not
joined in by the dkpoarai. The word
is applied to Meletus in Apol. 27 B
merely in the sense of interrupting
by making irrelevant remarks instead
of answering.
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mpoTEFTNRGTAS TS TG dikacTnpiy WONNoVs B¢ Tdy mpeoPurépwy
obk SAlyovs d¢ ék 7ijs &AA\ns ‘EAAddos ocvveleyuévovs els v
axpdaciy, i1, 5. p. 28, ) 16 wber mepieoTnrdTwr (oX€dOY & 0f
m\eloToL TGY ToMT@®Y wdpewow) § T@Y dikacTdy, iil. 56. p. 61,
Soovs ovdels momore péuvyrar mpds dydva dnudoioy wapayevo-
pévovs.

Production of witnesses.

It has been questioned by C. F. Hermann whether Plato
intended the reader of the Apology to imagine any introdue-
tion of witnesses to take place. It can hardly be doubted that
he did: it is part of the verisimilitude which characterises the
whole speech. At 19 D Socrates, wishing to appeal to the
judges as witnesses, employs the common formula for doing so
—pdptvpas & adrovs Tudy Tovs moAlovs mapéyouar. Cf. Alsch. ii.
122. P. 44, kal ToUTow Yuels of v ijor uéAlovres pépew €oré
pot mdprupes.  Similarly, when at 21 A—«kal Tovrov wépt 6
&deXpos Dty adrod ovroot paprvpricel, émedy ekelvos TeTehelTnKE
—he uses the very circumstantial formula commonly in use in
such a case, he must intend us to go on to fill up the plcture
with the actual production of the witness. And at 32 E xal
ToUTOY DIy éoovtar mwoAlol pdprupes must mean that the pro-
duction of the witnesses is to follow, coming so near as it does
to the common formula rodrwr & duiv Tovs pdprvpas mapéfopar
(cf. e. g. Antipho v. 20. p. 131, and Lysias x. 5. p. 116). The
future consistently used in the two last cases (contrast the
present in the first case) would not suit the supposition of
mere reference to persons who are not to be produced. Again,
34 A, tovrov mav Todvavriov epijoere is very like an implied
promise to produce evidence. Lastly, the employment against
Meletus of the common topie (34 A)— Why did he not call
witnesses who if what he said was true could not have failed
to establish it?’—and the subjoining of the conventional chal-
lenge el 8¢ 7dre émeddfero viv mapaoyéolew' éyd mapuxwpd:
would be suicidal in a speaker who forbore to call witnesses
himself.

Interrogation of the accuser.

In accordance with the law (Demosth. e. Steph. B. 10.
p. 1131, Toly dvridikow émdvaykes €lwar émokpivaclar GAAfGAots
T0 épwtdpevor paprvpely d¢ wi), and with the common practice
(cf. Lysias xiii. 30, 32. p. 132, where spaces are left for a
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formal EPQTHSIS, as for MAPTYPES elsewhere, and add
Lys. xil. 24, 25. p. 122, where a specimen is given at length),
Meletus is questioned by Socrates in 24 C and the following
paragraphs. In 25 D Socrates himself appeals to the law in
support of his right to put such questions—amdxpwar, & *yadé:
Kal yap 6 vdpos kekeder amoxplveaar.

(1) *H dvniriunots.

In the Xenophontean Apology (23) it is denied that Socrates
made any dvririunois—olre abros vmeryumioaro otre Tovs dilovs
elaoer aM\a kai é\eyev 8tv 10 moTydobar SpuoloyodyTos € ddi-
ketr. The Platonic avmirfunois, both of the oirpois év mpvra-
velp and of the 30 minz, is (waiving the question of its being
historical or not) wholly ironical : there could he no serious
expectation that such an offer would be accepted. Diogenes
Lacrtius says that this dvrirfunois turned 8o more of the
judges against him—«al of Odvaror adrod karéyrocay mpoclévres
dXas Ynjdovs dydorjkovra.

(iii.) The last words.

The latter part from rofs 3¢ dmoynguoauévos (29 E) we are

to imagine as spoken év ¢ of dpxovres dayxoAlav fyov, and only

those who chose would hear it (cf. mapapelvare Tocotror ypdvov,
1hid.).
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE APOLOGY.

1. ITS ORATORICAL STRUCTURE.

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

2. IOW FAR CITARACTERISTIC OF SOCRATES.
3. ITS ADEQUACY AS A DEFENCE.

1. ORATORICAL STRUCTURE.

A close examination of the structure of the Apology resolves
the question how far it preserves to us the actual defence
made by Socrates. The criticism of Wiggers and Schleierma-
cher, that the Apology is the purest extant relic of Socrates,
falls to the ground before the internal evidence which the
Apology itself supplies. Xenophon (Mem. IV, viii. 5)'tells us
that Socrates turned his thoughts away from the preparation
of any defence—ijdn pov émixepoduros ¢povrivar tijs mpos Tovs
dikaords amoloylas jravridn to dawudrov. Now the Apology
is artistic to the core, whether in respect of the recurrence of
received rdmou of Attic pleaders, or of the arrangement and out-
ward dress of the arguments (observe especially the artifice of
“the old accusers,” of which presently), or of the tripartite
dramatic arrangement of the whole. The art and the manner,
worthy as they assuredly are of Plato, are also distinetively
characteristic of him. The subtle rhetoric of this defence
would 1ll accord with the historical Socrates, even had the
defence of Socrates been as certainly as we know it not to
have been the offspring of study and premeditation.
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(1) Employment of commonplaces.

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

The exordium may be completely paralleled, picce by pieee,
from the Orators. The imputation of conjoint falsity and
plausibility, the denial of being dewos Aéyew (cf. Lys. xix. 1, 2.
p- 152, Isewus x. 1. p. 79), the asking pardon for Adyovs moAv
6y elfiopévor Ayeclar map’ dpiv éfnAhayuévovs (as Isocr. xv.
179 expresses it), the plea of unfamiliarity with law-courts
(Isocr. xv. 38. p. 318, ofirws dméxopar TolTwy Os obdels dAAos
Téy molurdr), the begging for an impartial hearing (Lys. xix.
2, 3. p. 152), the deprecation of 8dpvBos (cf. c. g. Asch. ii. 24.
D- 31, émawd els vmepBohny Puds, & dudpes, 8ru olyn kal Sikalws
NGy drovere), the disclaiming a style unbefitting an old man
(cf. Isocr. xii. 3. p. 233, fyoduar yop odx &pudrrewr),—these
topics, of which the exordium of the Apology is wholly made
up, occur continually in the Orators.

Next, in meeting the judges’ prejudices, advantage is taken
of another common topic—allegation of the existence of dua-
Boai (cf. Lysias xix. 5. p. 152). The way in which the
charge of being a cogos is dealt with has many parallels:
of. e. g. Isocr. xv. passim. No accusation was more indiseri-
minately launched than this, and the answers to it assumed
consequently, in great measure, the character of common-
places.

Socrates twits Meletus with having instituted the whole of
the proceedings for his own amusement (24 C); so Lysias xxiv.
18. p. 170; and again with presuming on the inadvertence
or obtuseness of the court; cf. Lys. xxvi. 5. p. 175, Tadra xpy
vmohapBdvew ui endes alrg elvar dokijte.

Socrates alleges (32 A), though in a refined way, the meri-
torious acts of his past life ;—a common 7dmos. Cf. Lys. xvi,
13, xxi. L. pp. 146, 161.

Compare again éye d¢ dibdakalos uev otdevds mdmor eyevduny
(33 A) with Isocr. xv. 85, éya 8¢ 1@y uév BiwTdy oddéva wdmore
davioopar mapakaléoas én’ épavror Ty O moAw Ay wepdual
mellew Towobrols mpdypacwy émixepely ¢§ G adrol e eddavuovi-
ToVOL K.T.A.

The answer to the charge about perverting the ycung is




XX11 INTRODUCTION.

paralleled by Isoer. xv. 240, rovs marépas G éwplre TGy gvrop-
Tav YUy kal Tovs olkelons Gyavakrodvras Kal ypadopucrovs.

The partieular form of ehallenge is paralleled by Andoc.
i. 35. P. 5, To¥TOV Tolvvy TGV Gwdpdy of pew fjkovaL Kal eloty &vbade
Tév 8¢ dmobavdyrwy eloi moAAol mpoarkovres' Gv Somis BovAerar
& 16 éud Ny avapds pe é\eydro,

The argument (34 A) kal &\\ovs woAXovs éyd &xw Pty elnetw
by Tiwa epiy pdhioTa piy &y 1§ éawrod Adye mapacyéolar MéAn-
Tov pdprupa is a stock argument against an adversary who
does not produce witnesses. Cf. Arist. Rhet. I. xv. 17. The
avowal of disdaining to solicit compassion is to be compared
with Isoer. xv. 321. p. 345, and Lys. xviil. 24, XX. 35. pp- 151,
161.

The leaving the event to God (19 A), robro uev lre dm 79
06 pirov, and (35 D), duiv émrpénw kal 7¢ 0ed Kkpivew mepl éuod
is not characteristic of Socrates, for it oecurs in the typieal
oration of Antipho (i. 20. p. 113,79 & airla...... e [ra émixepal,
& tueis Te kal of feol O\wow,and ibid. 25, 31. p. 114), though
indeed sparingly in the Orators generally. The Gods are
invoked at the outset of Demosthenes’ speech on the;Crown

(p- 225)-

(i.) “The old aceusers.”

Anvistotle in his Rhetorie (IT1. xv. 1.) remarks, wepl o¢ dia-
BoAijs &v pev 16 &€ &v dv Tis YméAmPw dvoyep) dmodvoaro” ovler
yap dapépet, €ire elmdvros Tuvos, elte wa.

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

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

Oi mpérov kamjyopor are but a figure for 5 Gy moAAGY dia-
Bohij, and what makes the nentralising of this dwaBoAy at once
so necessary and so delicate a matter is that it is that fv Jueis
€y ToA@ xpdve &oxere. But these two identifications emerge
in one or two places only. Twice only is the reference to the
Jjudges pointedly disclosed,—T hope, if possible, to convert
you from a prejudice which gow” (the repeated pronoun is
emphatic) “have so long harboured” (19 A, 24 A). Imme-
diately, however, after these disclosures, the argument re-
sumes its disguise. In like manner once only, considerably
later (28 A), when he notices the inferior importance of the
charges of Meletus, which he has just answered, to the older
charges, he acknowledges these as vox populi—i) 7ér moANGY
duaBoAn) Te kal pbovos.

The seriousness of tone which marks the answer to “the
old accusers,” the #0ukn wloris which is thrown into it, and the
absence of irony, contrast sharply with the banter with which
the charges of the real indictment are met immediately after-
wards. This earncstness and almost anxiety of tone, the
prominent position of this portion of the Apology, the irrele-
vance of its ostensible reference, the very technicality with
which it 1s drawn up, forbid a more literal aceeptation of its
drift, and constrain us to find in it a signal excrcise of rhe-
torical art.

(iii.) The Delphie response.
Again, as the objective prominence given to *“the old
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accusers” 1s a rhetorical cloak for an attack on the prejudices
of the judges, so the prominence given to the Delphic response
(20 E sqq.) is a device of a semi-rhetorical character under
cover of which Socrates is enabled to avoid an avowal of the
real purpose which had animated him in his tour of exami-
nation,—which was to effeet an intellectual revolution by sub-
stituting a sounder knowledge for the prevalent pretensions
to knowledge, of the hollowness of which he entertained the
deepest convietion. Such an explanation would, to say the
least, not have been appreciated. What is to be noticed is,
that he does not plead the oracle, (the authenticity of which
there is no ground for doubting), as an after excuse for his
necessarily unpopular mission,—which would have been natu-
ral enough. But he goes beyond this, and represents the
oracle as the cause of his engaging in that mission; whereas
(as Zeller observes) he must have already been committed to
this and already been a marked person, before any such ques-
tion as that put to the Pythia by Charephon could have had
any point or elicited any such remarkable answer. The repre-
sentation of the oracle as giving him the first suggestion of
his crusade against fictitions knowledge, as having through-
out been the lodestar to which he shaped his course, and as
having sustained him in the thankless labour of years, is
unhistorical ; but Socrates employs it in the exposition of his
antecedents in a semi-rhetorieal spirit, to bring the audienece a
certain distance on their way without the offence which a direct
avowal of his purpose would have aroused in their minds.

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

Every care has been taken to marshal the topics of the
defence to the best advantage. The answer to the indietment
itself is placed in the middle of the speech, where least atten-
tion naturally falls upon it. The arrangement is the same as
that of Demosthenes’ speech on the Crown, but the reasons
are different in the two cases. In both the technical argu-
ment is introduced, where it will least challenge attention;
but there because it is the weak point of Demosthenes’ case,
here because, though easily established, 1t is comparatively
immaterial to the issue. The real effort of the defence needed
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to be exerted first in combating the general prejudices which
affected Socrates as a rveputed Philosopher and Sophist, and
secondly in offering a somewhat more particular personal jus-
tification of Socrates. Accordingly the portions of the defence
which are concerned with these two points, as they are the
fullest and most earnest, arc also the most conspicuons by
position. The first confronts us at the outset, and the other
engages us after Meletus has been dealt with.

(v.) Dramatic framework.

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

2. How ¥AR IS THE APOLOGY CHARACTERISTIC OX
SOCRATES ?

Zeller (I1. 134. note) insists that there 1s an absence in the
Apology of that free artistic handling which characterises the
Dialogues, and claims this as an evidence that Plato has bound
himself to follow the line actually taken by Socrates. Bub
the strength of this position is diminished by several con-
siderations, In the first place we have scen how great an
amount of art has found its way into the structure of the
Apology ; we have scen too how that same art has not heen
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restricted to the arrangement and outward dress of the speech,
but so penetrates its very substance, that even here it is im-
possible to ignore or definitively to limit the rhetorical element.
It is only with this considerable abatement that Zeller’s asser-
tion of the absence of free artistic handling can be admitted.
But, in the second place, so far as the fact remains,—and to a
certain extent it does,—it is referable to more obvious causes
than that of fidelity to the speech of Socrates. The con-
ditions which Plato had to fulfil were those of a speech in a
court of justice, pronounced on a definite historieal oceasion ;
he had to consult the exigencies of forensie verisimilitude, and
to embody a reply to the definite charges of a well-known
indictment. And although with him (as with Xenophon in the
Memorabilia, though in a different manner,) the main object
certainly was the ultimate one of presenting to the world a
serious and adequate justification of his adored teacher, yet
he was none the less under the necessity of adopting for his
framework the circumstances of the actual trial. In the third
place,—in presence of little or no independent testimony as to
what Socrates actually said,—we have the fact before us that
the Platonic Apology was not alone in the field as a professed
record of the great teacher’s defence. The Xenophontean
Apelogy, devoid as it is of authority, being perhaps a compi-
lation from Xenophon’s Memorabilia I.1i, 1i, IV. viii (see Stein-
hart’s Anmerkungen I. 2 in Platon’s Simmtliche Werke uber-
setzt von Hieronymus Miiller, Leipzig 1851), is a case in
point. Had the Platonic Apology been a record of confessed
history, is it possible that the Xenophontean Apology should
have been so framed as to differ from it not only as to what
was sald but as to what was done,—as for instance in the
statement (22) that Socrates’ friends spoke at the trial as
aurfyopor, and again (23) that Socrates refused dmoriudofar
altogether, both which statements conflict with the Platonic
representation ? But there were yet other Apologies extant
besides these. Aristotle in the Rhetorie (I1. xxiii. 13) quotes
from a Socratic Apology of Theodectes, as containing the fol-
lowing passage, els wotov iepov foéPnke; Tivas Oedv ol Teriunker
ods 7 wohts vouiler ; and besides in the same chapter he quotes
the following passages without mention of their authors but
obviously from similar compositions; pé\lere 8¢ kplvew od
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mepl SwkpdTovs GANG mepl émrndeduaros, el xpy pLhosodeiv (18),
and 70 dawdvior 00déy éamw AN 7 Oeds 7 Oeod épyov: kaiTou
8atis olerar Oeod &pyov €lvar Tobrov avdykn olecfar kal Oeods
elvar (8). Once more, it is probable enough, that the story? of
Lysias having offered Socrates for use on his trial a defence of
his own composing grew out of his having written an elaborate
posthumous Soeratic Apology.

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

Notwithstanding, we can seek in the Apology a portrait of
Socrates before his judges and not be disappointed. Plato has
not laid before us a literal narrative of the proceedings and
bidden us thence form the conception for ourselves : rather he
has intended us to form it through the medium of his art.
The structure is his, the language is his, much of the sub-
stance may be his; notwithstanding, quite independently of
the literal truth of the means, he guarantees to us a true con-
ception of the scene and of the man. We sce that ¢ liberam
contumaciam a magnitudine animi ductam non a superbia ”
(Cic. Tusc. 1. 29), and feel that it must be true to Socrates,
although with Cicero himself we have derived the conception
from Plato’s ideal and not from history. We hear Meletus
subjected to a questioning which, though it may not have been
the literal épdrnois of the trial, exhibits to us the great ques-
tioner in his own element. We discover repeated instances
of the irony, which, uniting self-appreciation with a true and
unflattering estimate of others, declines to urge considerations

? Diog. Laert. II. 40, Cic. de Orat. 11, Valer. Max. V1. iv. 2, Stob. Flor.
I. 54, Quintil. Inst. II. xv. 30, XI.i.  VTL 56.
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which lic beyond the intellectual or moral ken of the judges.
Here we have that singularity of ways and thoughts which
was half his offence obtruding itself to the very last in con-
tempt of consequences. Here we have that charaeteristic
assertion of private judgment against authority which declares
itself in the words éyo duas, ardpes *A0nvaior, domdlopar pev
xkal PG, meivopar d¢ pallov ¢ O 3 tuly (29 D). Ilere we
have also his disapproval of the existing democracy of Athens
which he rather parades than disguises. And lastly, the deep
religiousness which overshadowed all his character breathes
forth in the account he renders of his past life, in his antici-
pations of the future, and in his whole present demeanour.

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

3. THE ADEQUACY OF THE APOLOGY AS A DEFENCE.

That the Apology aims at much more than a refutation of
the indictment of Meletus is already sufficiently evident. We
have seen that the avowed answer to Melctus is that part of
the speech whieh by its position least challenges attention,
and which 1s least characterised by an air of serioys concern.
The statement is besides repeatedly made, that the real
strength of the prosecution lies outside of the indictment, and
requires a commensurately wider effort to meet it.

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

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

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

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

That indictment divides itself into two allegations, under
the heads respeetively (as we should say) of religion and of
morality. The mischief to morality s the perversion of the
youth ; the offence against religion 1s the setting forth of
strange gods in the place of those of the state.

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

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

scantation of Euripides’ Palamedes (41 whereas we find Xenophon, five years
B. n.) is fabulous. Taripides pre-  after Socrates’ death, dealing with the
deccased Socrates by 7 years. Xeno-  allegations against Socrates as if still
phon and Plato would have made the  in full possession of the popular mind.
most of any such change of feeling:  Sece Zeller, IL. p. 138. note.
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Here therefore Socrates contents himself with a dialectical
victory over Meletus; instead of entering into the merits of
the question with him, he disposes of him summarily by adding
him to the list of pretenders. If the charge of dauudria kawa
is subjected to the same treatment,—a treatment characterised
by Déllinger as little better than sophistical,—it is because
that charge is itself a sophistical one. It wrests 70 datudrior
into datudvia, the divine g e agency of of lx_ku_c_b___&gg@gwnsm‘t" ntly
spoke in 1"?’(11}7_'__“:';10‘1__5;5 Socrates thereforw&lugt_m ning
Meletus’ sophlsm 1 upon hlmself,'—\”enmaats the dayduma of
the indictment as if it had been BaL/J.ovLa wpayp.am His whole
dealing with the question of heterodoxy has an observable air
of carclessness. Though he explicitly disavows atheism, and
calls the sun and moon gods, yet he nowhere commits himself
to a distinet recognition of the state gods, any more than he
repudiates belief in any others. But it must be remembered
that in those days few could have cast a stone at Socrates for
such reticence : and that if a man’s practice was religious, there
was little enquiry into his opinions ; and that Socrates’ cha-'
racter as a religious man, his strietness and frequency in reli-
glous observances, was beyond doubt and made proof super-
fluous,—though the Xenophontean Apology enters into it at
length. From the personal imputation of irreligion, in short,
Soecrates had little to fear, and he could afford to deal with it
lightly ; whereas to that of perverting the youth he addresses
himself twice elsewhere, in addition to the dialectical refutation
of it here.

Thus what was really formidable in the indictment of Mele-
tus resolved itself into the more general imputations which
connected Socrates with those two suspected classes of men,
the Philosophers and the Sophists ; and, keeping in view the
fact that the Apology addresses itself elsewhere in full to those
imputations, any fuller treatment of them under the head of
the indictment can be spared.

The remainder of the defence is taken up with two lines of
argument : the first. at the outset of the speech, deals with the
general prejudices, which existed against Socrates as Philo-
sopher (Physieist) and Sophist ; the other, which follows the
special reply to the indietment, offers a particular justification
for Socrates’ manner of life as a citizen.
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In the earlier portion Socrates docs what he can, first to
separate himself from those two suspected classes, and then to —
explain how the prejudice arose in the public mind, and how it
became strengthened by personal animosity.

It is hardly necessary to show that the imputations of ¢ the
old accusers” contain nothing of an individual character, but
are (as Socrates alleges) mistakenly transferred from the popu-
lar notion of the Philosophers and the Sophists. The title
copos avp, which Socrates takes such pains to disclaim, is the
appellation originally bestowed on the Ionic philosophers, as
men whose speculations had fathomed the universe, and from
this association was matured that distinction between it and
¢pdvyros which we find in Aristotle (Ethie. Nie. VI. vii. 5,
Oalfjy kal Tovs ToloUTovs copods pry dpovipovs ¥ ob asiy lva).
It was in connecting Socrates with a supposed class of specu-
lative men that the force and odiousness of the designation
codos avp consisted. The imputation contained in the words
T8 peréopa ¢povrilwy or (nrdv, 1. e. Ta olpdma, is equally gene-
ral. The Scholiast on Aristoph. Nub. 96 says, xowor tév
PthoodPpor dmdvrov Eykhnua. In 431 B.c. Diopeithes, a fanatical
Rhetor, carried the law eloayyé\esfar Tovs Td Ocla pi) voul-
(ovras 7 Myovs wept tév perapoiov dddokovras (Plutarch. Vit.
Pericl. 169 D, Aristoph. Vesp. 380). Eupolis (Fragm. Com. ed.
Meineke, I1. p. 490) says of Protagoras, d\alovederar v, de-
mipios, Tept TOV peredpwr. Once more, the reference in 7ov
firte Adyor kpelrtew mouby_ral dAAovs Talrd Tadra diddokwy is
palpably general. The earlier Sophists, as teachers of plead-
ing, first incurred and perhaps courted the imputation of rov
frrw k7., and from them the imputation was derived to
others. TIsocrates (xv. 15. p. 313) speaks of the charge being
made against himself, &s éyo Tovs fjrrovs Adyovs kpelrrovs diva-
pat moely, and again (30. p. 316), as dpbelpw Tovs vewTépovs
Aéyew duddokmy kol wapa 10 dlkawor év Tols dy®aL TAcovekTElw.
Odium also attached to the profession!* of an instructor in
speaking. Ience /Eschines’ designation (i. 94. p. 13) of De-
mosthenes as Aoyoypdgos, and (117. p. 16) 6 ras TéGyr Adywy
Téxvas KaremayyeA\duevos Tovs véovs diddokeww, crowned by the

W Abyav Téxvny p) 8i8dorew (Xen.  freedom of speech. Tlow came the
Mem. T. ii. 31) was a law of the suspicion of Adywr Téxvy to survive
Thirty Tyrants against liberty and  the Tvranny?



XXXl INTRODUCTION.

designation sodeoris (125. p. 17): cf. ii. 165, iil. 173. pp. 30,
78.  Hence, weightier for its dispassionateness, a remark of
Thucydides (VIIL 68) about Antiphon dndnres ¢ mAifle dia
ddfav dewdmnTos diakeluevos, Tovs pévror dywvilouévovs kai v
dikaoyple kal év duew whelora €is avip, Soois LupBovAedoaitd
7, duvdueros dperelv. This odium, in which the profession
was held, was akin to fear; Isocrates (xv. 230) explains
it thus, % mepl Tods Adyovs dewdrns moiel Tols dANorplois émi-
BovAevew.

Thus the charges recited present us with nothing indi-
vidually characteristic of Socrates, but only (as he himself ealls
them 23 D) ra kara mdvrov rér ¢puhosopotvrer mpdxepa. These
were the materials for the popular representation of Socrates,
which accordingly (like the caricature in the Clouds) is a
compound of the conventional lineaments of the Philosopher
(Physicist), and of the Sophist. The peréwpa pporri¢wy is due
to the Philosopher, and the 7év frre Adyov k.7.A. to the Sophist,
while the title cogos dryp stands!? alike for the one and the
other. 0
To relieve himself from the yoke of these imputations
Socrates fairly draws attention to the want of conncetion be-
tween himself and these two suspected classes. Of those
speculative studies he'® denies any knowledge, and as to his
having ever discoursed on them to others he courts further
the testimony of his judges, of whom many had frequented
his society.

The line of argument which he takes in distinguishing him-
self from the Sophists seems less cogent than it might have

with the fact, that he used to call
attention to the evidence of design
in nature as a help to piety (Xen.

12 Plat. Apol. 20 A, Evenus is dvip
Mdpios codés, Xen. Mem. IL, i. 21,
TIpBikos 6 gopds is mentioned; as on

the other hand gopiorys is borrowed
to express Philosopher.

¥ There is no want of harmony
between Socrates’ disclaimer here and
what he tells us in the Phedo of his
having taken up physical speculation
in early life. He had given it up
forthwith, on finding no satisfaction
in it; and he could truly say (Apol.
19 C), épol TovTav 0bdey péreori. Nor
again is his disclaimer at variance

Mem. VL iii. 3 sqq.), that he is in fact
(as Zeller remarks, IT. p, 117) the pa-
rent of the teleological idea which has
given unity and ideality to the study
of nature ever since his days. This
half-religious view of his had nothing
in common with those indemonstrable
hypotheses, which the Physical Phi-
losophers tried in turn to fit to the
universe.
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been. He dwells on the most external difference alone. He
points to the Sophists giving courses of lectures on various
subjects, professing to turn out finished politicians, pleaders,
debaters, and the like, pursuing this as a regular trade, and
flourishing by it ; he flatly disclaims any such characteristics
(for even these, it seems, had been attributed to him, € Twos
axnkdate k.T.A. 19 D), and so passes on. Here certainly was a
sufficiently palpable dissimilitude, demanding no acuteness to
appreciate it; but why was it not worth while to clench the
argument by going more thoroughly into the contrast? We
miss the manifold and deep divergence which might have been
traced between a system which relied on the attainment of
objective certainty, and one which, while it questioned received
opinions, had no interest in cither substantiating these, or
establishing truer ones in their place; between a system which
opened out a method of truth-seeking investigation, and one
which, had it prevailed, would have made philosophy thence-
forth an impossibility (Zeller, IT. p. 130); between a system
which proposed to place all human action on an intelligible
principle, and one which professed to furnish the intellect alike
for any use, regardless of principles. All this and more could
have been pleaded in evidence of the wide gulf which sepa-
rated Socrates from the Sophists; we can only suppose that
the Court, or the people of Athens (to which ever we suppose
for the moment the justification to be directed),were incapable
of appreciating the fundamental unlikeness, and that the
dropping of the subject here is at once true to the Socratic
irony, and at the same time suggests that the real position of
Socrates was never understood by the mass of his country-
men or by their compendious representative the Heliastic
Court.

The sequel of this disclaimer of the popular identification is
a setting forth of the facts which were the ocecasion of it. A «
man who himself exereised no practical profession, was ever -
showing himself dissatisfied with received empirical rules and
maxims, and ever requiring from others a reason fortenets
which they had never questioned, while in doing this he
evinced matchless dialectical powers and forced a confession of
ignorance from men known to be perfeetly self-satisfied,—such *
aman answered sufficiently well the deseription of Philosopher ~

D
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and Sophist when once Aristophanes™ had given the hint.
This was the naked explanation of the popular identifica-
tion, and this it is in faet which lies couched under Socrates’
parables of the wisdom which consisted in knowing his own
ignorance, the Delphic Response, and the tour of questioning
(Apol. 20 D—E, 23 A—B). And this account, which has all
the appearance of truth, must stand good, in our estimate of
the defence, as a plea which ought to have commanded atten-
tion. The speaker himself indeed despairs of its obtaining
entrance into minds preoccupied ; it was likely, he says (20 D),
to sound to them like a jest. But the cause for despair lay
not in the insufficiency of the plea, but in the invineibility of
the prejudice to be combated. Nor has the whole strength of
that prejudice yet been indicated. Had Socrates been really
a Philosopher or a Sophist, there would have heen nothing to
be added ; the supposed mischiefs of his teaching would have
been alone in the scale. But so far as popularity was con-
cerned, the difference between Socrates and Philosophers or
Sophists told against him and not in his favour. The moral
suspicion harboured against what he was supposed to be was
aggravated by personal animosity against what he was. The
ever busy talker, the merciless questioner, who avowed the
exposure of self-deceived pretenders to be the mission of his
life, and pursued this mission uncompromisingly for a quarter
of a century and more in such a narrow society as was com-
prised within a Hellenic state, without ever even stirring from
the midst of them, encountered enmities which never lighted
on the head of Philosopher or Sophist ; a specimen of which
is the individual grndge which Anytus is said to have borne
Socrates.

It is then a mistaken moral prejudice, intensified and quick-
ened by the actual smart of personal affronts,—the former
refuted to no purpose, the latter absolutely intractable,—which
here threatens to overbear the defence. It is this aggravated
prejudice, the working of which is foreshadowed in those
discerning words (28 A), kal 7007’ éoriv O éui aipioel, éavmep

1 Zeller remarks that the fact of  popular conception. May we not ra-
the Aristophanic caricature having  ther supposc that he led it, and regard
stuck to Socrates to the end of his  the Apology here as elsewhere as true
life shows that Aristophanes hit the  to facts?
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atpfl, ov Mékyros ovd¢ “Awvros, GAN’ 9 7@y ToAAGY SiaBolt Te
kai ¢pOdvos.

On Socratic prineiples, a defence had discharged its office
when it had set before the Court not grounds of feeling but
rational grounds for its acceptance. Socrates has hitherto
disproved (as fully as the range of the popular mind admitted)
the mistaken v identification of him with Philosophers and
Sophists. He has given the explanation of the mistake, and
he has pointed out how that very explanation accounts for
the confirming of the mistake irrationally through personal
animosity. He has exhausted his armoury; against this
animosity itself he has no weapons; if his judges or the public
will allow it to affect their verdict, it cannot be helped—radr’
éorww Tulv, @ dvdpes *Alngvaiot, TAANOF, ... ... kal Tot olda ox€doV
dre Tols abrols dmexOdvopar (24 A).

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

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

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

¥ The mob who in 1791 sacked
Dr. Priestley’s house at Birmingham
in consequence of his espousal of the
principles of the French Revolution,
of which the news had just reached
England, proceeded to threaten all
with whom Priestley had been asso-
ciated not in politics or religion but
mercly by a common devotion to
chemistry and invention, “A com-
“mon cry among the mob was, <No

“ Philosophers!” ¢ Church and King for
“ever!’ And some persons, to escape
‘“their fury, even painted ‘No Phi-
“losophers’ on the walls of their
“houses! . .. Boulton and Watt were
“mnot without apprehensions that an
“attack would be made on them, as
““the head and front of the ‘Philo~
“sophers’ of Birmingham ”—Smiles
Life of Boulton, ch. 2o,

D2
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1t is tolerably clear from the accounts of the speeches for
the prosecution that political charges entered freely into them.
See Xen. Mem. 1. i1. g, 12, &e. To Socrates was there ascribed
the evil done to their country by Critias the oligarch and
Alcibiades the demagogue; the strange doctrine that the
poorer private citizens were a fair mark for ill usage; the
unfriendly eriticism on election to offices by lot,—which was
,probably made use of as a special ground in support of the

~ accusation of perverting the youth, since the ventilation of
such doetrines tended to make them disloyal or insubordinate.
A line of Hesiod was alleged to have been wrested by him to
a like purpose, as countenancing rapacity.

There were indeed independent and domestie proofs alleged
for perversion of the youth, but those whieh have been noticed
were political. All these topies had been employed by the
prosccution, and it is scarcely likely that in addition to them
Socrates’ abstinence from public affairs, his relations to Char-
mides, another of the Thirty, and to Xenophon, the friend of
Sparta, and under sentence of banishment at the time, and
perhaps his depreciating mention of the tradesmen in the
Eeclesia (Xen. Mem. ITI1. vil. 6), were not also brought up
against him. Such charges and insinuations as these were
indeed foreign to the indietment, but they were calculated to
have considerable weight with the Court.

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

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

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

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

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

1% [So Stallb. Prolegg. ad Plat. pation of the Thirty lasted from June
Sympos. p. 28.  Zeller (IL. p. 150) 404 B.C. to February 403. The Ar-
asserts the contrary and appeals to  chonship of Euclides began in 403
Aristoph. Ran. 1491 sqq.] and ended in g402. In April 399 Any-

17 Cf. Zeller, 11. p. 142. tus brought Socrates to trial.

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

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

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

But 1t is time to return to Soecrates, and to the part of the
Apology which still remains to be considered. We are now in
a position to judge of it as a political defence, if such it shall
turn out to be.

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

Wehave analysed the attitude of Soerates towards the state
of which he was a citizen into the following parts ;—first, dis-
satisfaction, chiefly on moral grounds, with the prevalent state-
theory; secondly, conception of the remedy to be applied to
it ; and, thirdly, conviction that the application devolved upon
himself. And in a full general justification of himself in a
political point of view, he would have had to expound all these
points seriatim.  We find him however retieent as to the first
point : at most he only hints at it in the simile (30 E) of the
high-bred horse, whose greatness of frame makes him some-
what sluggish, and who nceds some gadfly to stir his spirit,
and in the remark (31 A) that it is an extreme boon to be so
roused. He interweaves the second point with the third, yet
sparingly, and only in the way of explanation. It can hardly
be said that the conception of the remedial plan is completely
unfolded ; though we find notices of it in the doetrine (29 D
¢qq.) that the care and improvement of the soul, and the pur-
suit of wisdom, truth, and virtue, are to be ranked infinitely
above the pursuit of riches; the doctrine (36 C) of the need
of consciously-possessed prineiples of individual and politieal
action, tested (29 L, also 38 A) by self-examination ; and the
doctrine (33 A) of the imperative duty of adhering to what is
just, alike in public and in private life. It is the third point,
the assumption by himself of this mission, into which the
speaker throws his strength : with this he starts, and to this
he limits his justification.  His first and paramount plea in this
Justification is that (28 B sqq. and 33 C) the work was under-

o
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taken in obedience to the above-mentioned divine eall, 1. e. was
an indefeasible duty, and therefore to be performed without
respect of consequences, or counter-inducements, or human in-
hibition (29 D),—the proof of the divine call, i. e. of the reality
of the obligation, being that nothing else would have sustained
him in such a course of self-sacrifice (31 B). His other plea
is that his assumption of this work was an incalculable benefit
to his countrymen. In what remains he sets forth, in answer
to supposed objections, first, that to have entered public life
in preference to dealing with individuals would have been
neither a practicable nor an effective method of pursuing this
mission (31 Csqq.); and, secondly, the innocent tendency of
his work (inculeating righteousness, not training for professions
or imparting knowledge, 33 A), excluding the suspicion of per-
verting the youth,—a suspicion which is also refuted inde-
pendently (33 C).

- 'To have enlarged upon the first point would obviously have
stood Socrates in little stead. Ile could not have done so
without appearing to admit the political allegations of his
accusers in their entire force; and thus the vindication of
himself as a reformer lacks the support which it would have
gained from a premised statement of the need of reform.
But, to pass on from this first drawback to its effectiveness,
the actual vindication offered must in itself have seemed to
the majority of the Athenians partly paradoxical and partly

- visionary. In representing himself as having done good

service by urging on them the care of their souls, by unswerv-

ingly insisting on righteousness in them and in himself, So-
crates was traversing ground where they could not follow him.

These things had for them no meaning. They required devo-

tion to the letter of their constitution, they were on the verge

of a panic at the appearance of disaffection ; and this was their
righteousness. With this they were content, when the sub-
stance of the old religion and the old morality were really
departed from them. They were necessarily far from believing
that it could be any man’s duty or mission to set himself up
among them as a preacher of righteousness,—as he himself
says expressly in the avmriunois (37 E——38 A). To us there
may seem to be nothing so far out of the common in the moral
work of which Socrates claims to be the sole promoter, as to
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elevate him to a position of singularity. But 1t was a novel
work enough to his contemporaries. It is a difficulty through-
ut in the way of appreciating Socrates, that positions, which
ver since his time have been household words, not in moral
philosophy merely but in common life, were in his mouth, to
the men of his generation, original and novel ; and that the
simple principles he lays down here, so far from being common-
place to his audience, must have rather transcended their moral
apprehension.

Nor must it be forgotten that their old distrust of the Sophist
came in to the aid of their distaste for the reformer. So far
from believing in his principles of moral reformation, they were
confusedly identifying these with the old sophistical teaching.
Hence it is that the disclaimer éy® 8iddokaros odderds k. 7. A.
finds place here.

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

But the failure of the defence here urged by Socrates upon
his countrymen is to be laid not to his charge but to theirs.
The point upon which our whole judgment must turn is this.
‘Was the need of a reformation so urgent as Socrates supposed
it to be? If so, then Socrates was no less in the right, no less
a benefactor, because they failed to feel the need, and they in
crushing 1 him were no less guilty of a national hypocrisy.

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

19 Tt is a poor sophism to urge that
the stages of an dyaw 7iunrds, or the
venality of Athenian jailors, made So-
crutes’ death his own aet,—an even-
tuality whieh his accusers themselves
never contemplated. This last as-
sumption (which Kochly espouses) is
directly at variance with the Apo-
logy, which (29 C) makes Anytus
responsible for the argument that it
were better Socrates should never
have been tried, than that he should
escape with his life. To excuse the
judges as having been after the first

step unwilling instruments of a legally
unavoidable catastrophe, is a plea
which we never think of allowing to
the eastern despot, who after betray-
ing his righteous minister “ laboured
“ till the going down of the sun to de-
“liver him.” The justice or injustice
of the catastrophe is involved in that
of the first step. The whole respon-
sibility fell upon the judges from the
moment when, in affirming the acecu-
sation Swkpdrns ddikel k7M., they
gave their voice against the truth.
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inquiry into the worth of the Apology as a defence. 1Its art is
consummate ; its statements are (as the exordium promised)
unalloyed truth; its reticences are condescensions to the
audience with whom it deals. It is exhaustive; it lays open
by turns 2° all the motives and influences which were at work
against Socrates; and the more pains we are at to represent
these to ourselves by means of an independent investigation,
the more reason we shall find to acknowledge that the true
clue lay all the while close to our hand in the Apology.

% That the Sophists had no hand  selves too much under the same sus-
in bringing about the condemnation  picion with Socrates to have dared to
of Socrates is clear. Auytus was the inflame that suspicion. Cf. Zeller, IL.
enemy of Sophists. The Sophists had  p. 139.
no political influence, and were them-

ABBREVIATIONS IN TEXTUAL COMMENTARY.

V = Vulgar text, settled originally by Stephanus.
B=Bekker.

S = Stallbaum.

7 = Zurich editors.

H =Hermann.

Oxon.=the Bodleian MS. known as ¢ Codex Clarkianus.’

[Dr. Gaisford first published the readings of this MS, in £820. Mr. Riddell
collated the Apology anew for this edition, and also the Crito, Phedn, and
Symposium.]
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ovlev eipnkaci. palwTe O auToy ev édavpaca TV
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TOANAGY v éfreigavto, ToUTO € @ éNeyov s XpNY
~ 3 ~ ) ~ ~
vpds evAafBeiofat, ) O Euod éfamarndnTe, s Oei-
.~ / 7/ \ \ \ ~ 4 ’
bvod ovtos Aeyew. To yap un aioxvvlnval, 6T avTika
€ 3 3 ~ 3 ’ b4 3 \ ’ e
U éuov efedeyxOnaovrar €pyw, émelbay und omwo -
~ ! \ s ~ ’ b4
700y Qawwpar Oecwos Néyew, TovTo mor €dofev
3 ~ ’ 3 \ 74 AY
aUTOY avaLTXUYTOTATOY €lval, € 1) dpa Oewoy Ko-
~ Gl Ve \ > ~ / . 3 \ \
Aovow ovtor Aéyew Tov TaAndn Aéyovta €l uev yop

~ ’ A ’ N b 3 \ ’
TOUTO A€YOUTy, OMOAOYOINY GV €YWYE OV KOTO TOU-

5 e/
TOUS €lvon pPnTWP.

5. @s émos eimeiv| This quali-
fies the o2dér following, making
it equivalent to #
below.

8. uy— éfamarybire]  This
sentence is not affected by the
tense of the main construction,
because the contingency it ex-
presses remains still future at
the moment of its being al-

; 3NN
TL 7 ovOey

? \ 3 o > A\ 7
OUTOL i€V OUV, WOTEP €Y® A€y,

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

14. ob «ara] A thorough
litotes: “far above these:” ‘a
far greater orator than they.
Cf. Hdt. i. 121, marépa xai uy-
Tépa ebpnaets, o kard Mirpadd-
™y Te TOv Boukdlov kai Tw yu-
vaike aiTov.

=

5
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~ \ N 7 3 / \ 3
cgeale macay Ty aAnbeav. oV pévror pa AL, o

dvdpes ' Abnvaiot, kekaAemnuevovs ye Aoyovs, Gomep

13 e/ 14 3 ’ 3 \
ol TOUTWY, PUATL T€ Kal OVOMATLY, 0VOE KEKOTM1)-cC

1. 1 f m’;@év} This form
of expression we have from
Homer, Od. iv. 8o, *Avdpar & 7
kéy Tis pou éplocera, né kal ovkd.
So Hdt. iil. 140, # s 7 oldels.
And Eurip. Dan. Fr. vi. Kpelo-
cwov yap olms ypypdrov mépuk
dvip, 1Ay €l 7is* domis & odrés
éoTw oly Opd.

2. ot pévroi]  Opposed to
drovoesfe . . ah.—You shall
have the truth entire, but not
drest up. This contrast is only
carried as far as dvdpaoe after
which the 1dea of the contrast
between truth and falsehood
is resumed (that is, morelo
yap kX gives the rationale of
duets  §'—dMbewr) and con-
tinues to elowévar,—since whdr-
Torre Adyous refers not to arti-
ficial language but to falsifi-
cation; a pewdkoy, to hide a
fault, uses falsehood and not
rhetoric.

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

4. pipace . . . 6V6,uao'L] What
do these two terms mean here?
For in Sophist. 262 a, b, they
distinetly mean ‘verb’ and
‘noun,” in Cratyl. 399 b, ¢, as
distinctly  “ expression’ and
‘word’ (At ¢pidos is the pijpa,

Alpuhos the dvopa). Now the
conjoint phrase secems to have
had a familiar rhetorical sig-
nification ; cf. Symp. 198 b, o
& émi Tehewris Tov kd\Novs TV
Svopdrwy kal pyupdrev Tis olk &v
éenhdyn drovwy ; 199 b, dvipact
kal Oéoer pppdrov, 221 e, roadra
kal ovdpara kai pnpara’ whence
we may conclude that the asso-
ciation here is similar. And
if we compare passages of rhe-
torical criticism in the Ora-
tors, where these words occur,.
we shall find the meaning ap-'
proaches to that in Cratyl. ra-
ther than that in Sophist. : cf.
[Eschin. iil. 7z, p. 64, od yap
épn detv (kal yap 76 pipa péuvn-
par Gs eime, Sy Ty dndiav Tov
ovdparos) dmopprfar Tiis elpnyys
T ovppaxlav—where the pipa
1s the whole expression, the gvo-
pa is amoppiéar.  Further, as So-
crates could not speak without
‘cxpressions’ and ¢ words,’ it is
the artistic use of them he here
disclaims ; which, in the case of
évépara, would consist in what
schines—ii. 153, p. 48—calls
n TéV Ovopdrwy olvbests, and
also in tropes and other figures
of speech, and choice of un-
usual words, cf. Isoer. ix. g.
P. 190, iy pdvor Tois TeTaypévors
¢vépacw, dA\A& Ta uév Eevols Ta
8¢ kawois Ta 8¢ peragpopais” while
pipara would extend to whole
expressions, cf. Alschines’ cari-
cature, iil. 166. p. 77, Ta papd
atrol kal amifava prpara.
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4 ’ ~ 14 ~ 3>
P- 17. pévovs, aAX’ axovoeale €ik]] Aeyoueva ToOls €miTU-
~ 3 7 4 \ ’ 3 & ’
X00ow Ovopaol TOTEV® yap Olkaio €var o A€yw,
\ N e ~ /’ L4 . LN \ N
kal undels vy Tpogloknaare® aAAws ovle yap av
’ / 4 ~ @ € / L4
Onmov mpémot, @ avdpes, THOe TN NAkig OTTEP fuEL-
’ ’ ’ s ¢ A > ’ \ ’
paKie TAATTOVTL AOYOUS €ls UUAS €LOLEVOL.  KOL jLEV=5
\ 4 5 ¥ 3 ~ ~ e ~ /
ToL Kal Tavy, & avOpes Abfnvaioy, TovTo vuwy Séopal
\ 7 3\ \ ~ 3 ~ ’ 3 4 /
kal Tapleuar €av O TOV aUTOY AOywy aKouvnTé
’ / > iy 3/ ’ \
pov amoloyovuevou, O @vmep €lwba Néyew kol €v
1Y0pa €Tl TG (ov, Wa dpadv ToAAol aknkoadt
ayopa €rl TOV TPATE(OY, Wa UGy TOANOL aKY) s
/ 4 4 4 ~ ’
dkal dAMofy, unre Gavualew pire OopuBelv TovTov 1o
4 \ ’ -~ \ -~ \
€veka. €xeL yap ovTwal. VOV €ym TPOTOV €l Olka-
4 3 7/ JI‘ \ / € ’
arypov avafBeBnka, € yeyovws mAelw €B0ounkovTa.

12. mhelw] Hermann’s note may satisfy us here: “Ielw vel
contra Oxon. cum VBS retinere quam cum Turicensibus omittere

with it (30 d, 31 ¢, 35 b, ).

4. Gomep—ciogiévar] Three
9. dyppa k7 \.] The passage

peculiarities ; 1. pepacie is at-

|

tracted into the case of mh\dr-
rovre, cof. Dig. 176; 2. mhdr-
rovry is attracted into the case
of JAwig' and 3. the gender of
7kdrrovry notwithstanding fol-
lows the thought, ef. Dig. 184.

5. kal pévror] A stronger
form of kai—38. Dig. 145.

7. Tév abréy Aéyws| This
has respect primarily to the
conversation with Meletus,
which is prefaced by the re-
quest, 27 b, un BopvBeiv éaw év
¢ elwbite Tpdme Tovs Adyovs
modpar.  But, as something
like this was recognised in
ordinary pleadings under the
name of épodrnos (see Introd. p.
x.), the reference here probably
extends to the conversations
rehearsed (20 a), alluded to
(21 ¢8qq., 23 ¢), and imagined
(28 b, 29 c), in the eourse of
the defence; perhaps also to
the castigation intermingled

of Xenophon (Mem. I. 1. 10) is
well known ;—ékeivds ye det pév
W év T4 pavepd. mpwi Te yap eis
TOVS TEPITATOUS Kal T4 yvuwdoia
Het, kal mAnBolans dyopas eéket
Pavepods v, kai T6 Nowwdy del TiS
npépas v dmov mheloTois péANou
owégeau. For rpdmefar as
places of resort ef. Lysias ix.
5. P. 114, kdpot pév Ta mpoetpn-
péva Sielhexro émi ) Pikiov Tpa-
wéln and shops generally, cf.
Lys. xxiv. 20. p. 170.

Suéy molhol]| tudv is em-
phatic. As Stallb. remarks,
the frequenters of the rpdmefa
would be of the richer class.

10. fopuBeiv] Sce Introd. p.
xvii. note 8.

11, émi dicagripiov] The prep.
has the notion of ‘presenting
oneself to’ the court. Cf. Iseus,
Fr. vil. 1. 1. 15, Néyew émi Sika-
arnpiov. The dvaBé3nka refers
to the Bipa, cf. Introd. p. xv.
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drexvis obv Eévos éxw Tis évfade Aéfews. oTTEPP. 17,
odw dv, € 7 dvrt Eévos érdyxavov G, Evveyryvo-
okere Sfmov Gy ot €l év ékelvy TR Pwvi) Te Kal TG p. 18.
TPOTE €AEYOV, €V olomep éredpapuny, kai O kai vov
sTcbTo vudy déopar dikatov, Bs Y éuol Ookd, TOv pev
Tpémov s Aéfews éav' lows uév yap Xelpwv, lows
8¢ Behtiwy v €y avTd 8¢ TODTO TKOTEW KoL TOUTG
) - ’ 0 oy 2" o .
TOv volv mpogéxew, e Olkaww Aéyw 7 iy SikacTov
uév yap abry apern, piropos 8¢ TaAndn Aéyew.

- > g ’
Fistpat 10 11 TTp@rov pev odv Sikawos eip amoloynoacfad,

of Defence; 5 ~ N \ ~ 7 -

—Justific & avdpes Abnvaior, Tpos To TPATA prov Yevdy Kkarr-
cation of , N 8 , ’ > \
himself YOPNUEve, Kol TOUS TPMTOUS KOTTYOpovs, €meira O€

against the

S \ \ \ \ c ’ > ~ \ AA \b
prejudices TPOS TA VOTEPR KAL TOVUS VO TEPOVS. €uov yap mo oL

of the ’ ’ \ ¢ A \ ’ oy
court, and  KOTTYOpOL YEYOvaoL TPOSs VUAs Kol TaAatl TOAAa 70n
his coun- ”

\ \ \ /7 A 3 \ ~
trymen ge- 15 €7 kal ovOev aAnlés Aéyovres, ovs €yw paAAoV
nerally. ~ ) \ s N ’ > \
¢oBovpar n Tovs aupt “Avvrov, kaimep ovras Kal

malui, quia doctius additamentum est quam quod ad interpolato-
rem referamus. Immo facile ¢jici poterat propter Criton. 52 e,
videturque jam Apollodoro ignotum fuisse, qui apud Diog. La. T1.
§ 44. ipso septuagesimo ante mortem anno natum statuit; at
duos ut minimum annos adjiciendos esse scite Boeckhius Corp.
Inscr. IL. p. 341 probavit, nosque mox comparato Synes. Calv.
Encom. c. 17 confirmavimus ; cf. de theor. Deliac. p. 7. Zeller
agrees, but makes 72 years the extreme limit.

5. Stkawov] ‘I request this
of you as a piece of justice’
Cf. 41 d, xpn. ... Tovr0 &ia-

will interfere with true judg-
ment.
9. avry] This represents

voetcfar  dhnbés, Legg. 795 ¢,
Talroy 8 Tovr . . .. év Tols dA-
Nows mage xpn mpogdokay Spboy
“as the right thing.’

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

the preceding clause adro—3
pp- being in fact roiro, at-
tracted into the gender of
dpery. Dig. 201.

14. «kai mdhat] This «ai only
emphasises  mddar.  Dig. 133,
And in kel oddéy—Néyovres we
have the common «ai after moh-
Aoi.—1It was 24 years since
the Clouds were represented :
Forster.
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p. 18. Tovrous Sewovs® aAX’ ekewor Seworepor, @ dvdpes, oL o Lo
A \ \ s , ence o
Uu@y Tovs moAlovs €k malbov mapalapSavovres _su:i:h pre-

’ \ ’ 3 ~ ~ sa > , juaices,
eémelfov Te kal karyyopovy €uol uaAlov ovdey aAnbés, and théir
e »” ’ i \ o= o o , nature, viz.
WS €0TL TIS ZWKPATYS, TOPOS avip, TA TE [ETEWPA  that So-

\ \ A e\ ~ o s \ N crates was,
GpovrioTys Kal Ta VT YNs awavTe ave(nTKWS KOL5 asa Phy-
\ o ’ ’ -~ @ 5 sicist and
CTOV NTTw AOYOV KPEeiTT®w TOLdY. 0UTOL, @ avdpes a Sophist,

> ~ e ’ < ’ ’ . asubverter
Abnvaio, ot TavTny TNV Pnuny KATAOKESATAVTES, OL  severally

’ s g ’ e N sy ¢ A of religion
Oewol €lal oV KaTipyopor oL yap GKoUOVTES NYOUVTAL  and of mo-

rality.

\ ~ ~ 3 \ \ ’ b4 ’
Tovs Tavta (nrobvras ovde Oeovs vouilew. eémerd
Gl € 4 \ 14
€loWw oUTOL 0L KaTnyopor TOANOL Kai TOAVY Xpovoy ro
3/ ’ 3 \ \ 3 ’ N ¢ /
700 KkaTyyopnkoTes, €L 8¢ kol €v TowTy TN NAkin
’ \ ~ K Y 7 3 ’
Aéyovtes wpos Vuds, €/ 1) Qv MOAOTO ETLOTEVOATE,
~ / 74 ~ ’ ~
Taides OvTes, €vior O VMOV Kol MELPAKIA, ATEXVOS
4 ~ 3> S 3 14 & \
EpMuNY KaTNY0POUVTES ATONOYOUMEVOU 0UOevas. o Oe

3. paMor] BS omit: Z retain, and rightly; for the rhythm
would be intolerable without it, or without (which Hermann

would prefer) the three words paXhov o?dév dhnbés.

2. rovs moMovs|  Closely
with é maldwr. They émefov
all, but only most, not all, as
children. Cf. below e, waides dv-
Tes, €vtor O¢ kT,

3. paMor] With &refor and
karpydpovy just in the same
way as wod palov [karny.] be-
low, e. Here it is intended to
balance the comparative dewd-
Tepor—*were more busy in ae-
cusing me and trying to per-
suade you.’

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

are two-edged, being borrowed
partly from the vulgar repre-
sentation of the Philosopher,
partly from that of the Sophist:
the peréwpa Ppovr. points to the
Philosopher, the rév—madr to
the Sophist. The title ocogos
dvip would at once be under-
stood as a class-appellation,—
cf. 23 a, 34 e; in 1t the mean-
ing and associations of Philo-
sopher are uppermost, yet not
so as distinetly to exclude those
of Sophist. See Introd. p. xxxii.
n. Iz,

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

14. 6 8¢—dér] This is not a
changed but an abbreviated
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’ > ’ o ,6‘ A s s </ 18.
TaYTOY GAOY®TATOY, OTL OVOE TO OVOUATO 0i0V TED.
wirdy addvar kel €imely, TA € Tis Koppdomoros d
Tuyyover Gt boor O $Oove kai SrafoAf) xpwpuevol
Suas avérelfov, ol O¢ kal az’)r‘oi TETELoUEVOL AANOVS
< welfovres, obroL wdvres dmoperarol €lgw' ovde yap
avaBiBacacfar oidv T éoTw avrov évravbor ovd
EXéyEar obdéva, GAN dvaykn drexvis Gomep okl
paxelv amoloyoUpevoy Te Kol ENEyxew undevos amo-
kpwopdvov,  cEidoare ody Kal Upels, domep €yw
10 \éyw, SiTTOUS MOV TOVS KaTyyOpovs yeyovévai, €Té-
povs ulv ToUS dpTi KaTTYyopRTaYTaS, ETEPOUS O€ TOUS
waAat, ods €y Aéyw, kal otifyre Selv wpos €kelvous ¢
TpOTOY pe amodoypoaclor kal yop VpELs €kelvwv
TPOTEPOY KOUTATE KATIYOPOUVT®Y, KAl TOAU MAAAOY

2. koppdwrods] VH ; koppdorass BSZ with 2 MSS. B quotes
Fischer mistakenly asserting that at Phwedo 70 c all the MSS.
have kopodom.; but this is untrue for Oxon. and 6 others.

Maris’ assertion that kepedorowss is the Attic and the other
the common form does not bind us.

construction. In full it would
be b 8¢ mavray éoTiv dNoydraroy,
coTi Tovro, 6re. Dig. 247.

2. € ms| Aristophanes is
named Dbelow, 19 ¢ and is
doubtless chiefly meant, but
not exclusively. Eupolis had
sald (Meincke ii. p. 553), Mwé
8" éyd kal Swxpdrmy, Tov mTaxOY
dBoAéaxny, *Os Té\ka pév mepdy-
Tey, oméfev ¢ karagpaye Exou
Tovrov karnuérqpker. And a play
of Amcipsias, represented with
Aristophanes’Clouds, was called
the Connos, and the Chorus
was of Phrontistee (Athen. v.
p. 218). It is likely enough
(Zeller, 3i. p. 41. note 3), that
Amecipsias introduced the same
fact, or the same fiction, as

Plato (Menex. 255 ¢, Euthyd.
272 c¢), and made the musie-
master Connus Socrates’ 1in-
structor. .

3. dooc 8¢ includes all but
the € s that is, éooc stands
for éoot dMhow. Cf. Theswet. 159 b,
where mdvra @ is equivalent to
mavra t@\a & This door [4A-
Xoc] is then subdivided into
[of uév] Ppbove xpopevor and of
0é—melfovres.  The of pev is
supplied from of & by ana-
strophe; Dig. 24 [he &@A-
Novs meifovres is put 1n to make
the sense clear, but virtually
repeats the idea of tuas dvé-
mefor it does mnot affect the
regularity of the construction.
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N ~ ~ 4 5 . > 7 ’ 3 ¥
p- 18. ) Tdvde TOV UoTepov. elev amoloynréov 01, & av-
3 ~ ~ \
- 19. Opes *Afnvaiot, kal émixelpnréor vudy éfeéafar T
alaﬁ A ’ & Q ~ 3 }\A ~ 7 b4 ’
OANY, NV UuEls €V TOANG XPOVG ETXETE, TAUTNY
> ~ 38 2 ’ ’ \ 5 A P
€V 0UTws 0Aly® xpove. BovAoiuny pev odv av ToUTO
4 ’ s/ 3/ \ €~ \ 3 7 \
0UTw yeveoal, €l TL QUEWOY Kal VMW Kol €MOL, KaLs
’ / ~ 5 ’ ) 3 \ 5> 3\
TAEOY T( e TOMTAL ATONOYOUMEVOY” OlpaL O€ QUTO
N 5 \ ) ’ ’ R/ >
XaAemoy elvat, kol ov wavv pe Aavfaver olov éoTw.
o ~ ) o ~ ~ ’ ~ a\ ’
Opws TOUTO peév iTw omy T Oep pidov, T d€ vouy
TETTEOY Kal ATONOYNTEOD.
3 7 l ~ 4
II1. ’AvadaBoper odv €€ apyis, tis 1 karyyo-
’ b 14 > ? ¢ 3 N\ \ / A \ \
pio. €oTiv, €€ fis n éun OSwPBol yeyover, 1 On kol
’ Ié 7 3 ’ \ \ ’
morevwy Mé\yTos pe eypaparo Ty ypagmy Tavtyy.
3. / M ’
elev' 1( O Aéyovres SuéBardov ol SwBaAlovres ;

</ ) 7 ~ ~ .
WOTEP 0DV KATYOPWY THY AvTwuodiay Ol avayvd-

3. eoxe-re] BZH ; éere V. The preposition év would be strange
with & éoxere if the meaning were ¢ have entertained during so long
a time. ¢ means rather ¢ within the limits of ;” and so, with
respect to the further limit, ‘at the distance of’ Thus éoyere
exactly falls into its place; ‘ye first came to have so long
ago.’ 4. év otres| Though this collocation is rarer than
olres é 4\, yet it occurs; c.g. below 24 a (Where this passage
is alluded to) Iszeus vi. 33 P- 59, év mdvv oMlye xpdve, Lysias,
xix. 8. p. 152, & ofre Sewd kabéorpeey. 'The rhythm probably
determines the order. There is no need for the otrwsiy of V.

2. 7 SwBoriy] Not the

éoriv & éué alpfoet, . . . ob Mékp-
name of codds (cf. z0 d, 76 7e

T0s, . . . AN ) T@Y ToNA@Y Sua-

dvopa kal Ty SuaBolqy, and again
23 a); nor ‘calumny’ simply
(cf. below, i xkarnyopla . . . é€ fs
7 éun SwaBoln) but calumny
believed, 1. e. ¢ prejudice.’

%7. o mdw here as elsewhere
retain¥ 1tg Mganing of ¢hardly,
“scarcely ;’ but this is to be in-
terpreted as a litotes :—*T can
hardly say I do not know.’
Dig. 139.

11. 7 8] The antecedent of
7 is dwaBorn.  Cf. 28 a, «ai Toir

BoAd.

13. OiéBaldov of Bta,&i)\)\ovrec]
This fulness of expression is
common in Plato, and gives
the air of deliberateness. Dig.
262.

14. &omep qualifies not only
«arpyépor but also dvreposiay
and dvayvova. They are quasi-
prosecutors ; it is a quasi-in-
dictment ; and Socrates makes
believe to read it.

&Vrmyoa'z’nv] So 24 b. This
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~ 4 k] ~ \ /7 _
var abtev: Sokparns adiel kol mepepyalerar Gy p- 16
~ > ’ \ \ (74 ’
TOV TA T€ VIO YIS Kal 0Upavia, Kal TOV 1TT® Aoyov
~ 5 3 N\ ~ 7
KpelrTe oIy, Kal dAAovs TovTa TabTa OdackKwy. ¢
~ \ € ~ \ > \ 3
TolUTy Tis 0T TAUTA YOpP €MPUTE Kal QUTOL €V
~ 3 4 7 ’ \ 3 ~
577 ApioTodavovs kouedig, ZwKPAT) T €KEL TEPL-
4 > ~ N £74
(epopevor, Gackovra Te aepofatelv kat aAAny mToA-
~ G s\ 1\ L4 ’
Ay pAvaplay GAvapodrTa, wr éyw ovder oUTE ueya

L4 \ ’ 3 A . 3 Q i) 4 A 7
b. Refu- ovTe [LLKPOV 7Tfpt ETTalW. Kot OUX ws aTl[J.a(COV 404
tation of P . N - 0
them. TT‘]V TOLal;T??V 5)77'(0'7'77,(1.771/, E;, TS 7T€pL TV TOLOVTWV

y 0\ € \ ’ ’
wooos éoris wy mos €yw vro Me\jrov Tooavras

2. kal otpdma| So Z ; VBSI «al & émovpdma. 8. pkpov|
According to Meeris, opkpos is Attic. Yet in /Eschin, and Isocr.
wikpds occurs uniformly.  Below, d, all the MSS. have ouikpdr.
But to press uniformity would be arbitrary. See Lobeck, Pa-
thol. Pars II. De Orthogr. Gr. inconst, § 1, who instances pas-
sages in which both forms occur in close neighbourhood or even
in the same sentence ; Dem. Ol B. 14. p. 22, Arist. Hist. An. I1.
XV. pp. 500, 507. He quotes from Apollonius (Pron. 63) the
general principle olk éfwudhiorar 7é Téy Sialékrwy kal pdAioTa TG
rov "Arriéy.  Cf. Phado, go a. Rhythm must be in some degree

a guide.

term, like dvrvypagn 27 a, is
used to designate the &hg-
pa.  Both dvreposia and dvre-
ypagy were properly said of
the defendant’s plea, presented
in writing and sworn to, in
the dvdrpious, or preliminary
proceeding before the Archon
Basileus. But as the &pua
was likewise then presented in
writing and sworn to, the same
words came to be applied to it
also.  Sce Introd. p. ix.

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

ovdéy olTe péyal Accus. cog-
nate, not accus. of the object ;
Dig. 6. ’Emdi is intransitive,

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

10. Togavras| ‘ Upon so grave
a charge’ as that of pronounc-
ing upon things of which he
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p. 19. Oikas (uyour dAAa ydp éuol TovTwy, @& avdpes

d *AfGyvaiot, ovdév pérear.

7 ' ] 3 \ L4 ~
MapTUpAS O aUTOUS VUGV
\ \d 3 ~ L4 ~ ’
Tovs TOAAOUS Tapexopal, kal afid Uuds dAApAovs
’ \ 4 o 3 ~ ’ 3
dibaokew e kai Ppalew, Goor éuot wdmore K-
!’ / . \ \ € ~ 3 ~ 7 s q
koate Otadeyoucrov’ moANol Oe vu@y ol TowvTol €lat 5
’, 5 > ’ 5 ’ A ) ’
¢palere olv alilots, €l woTOTE ) TUIKPOY ) pEYQ
’ & A & ’ ’
PKOUTE TIS VMGV €0l TEPL TOV TOWUTOY Slaleyopué-
/ ’ 174 ~ 3 3 \
vov' kal €k TOUTOU Yyvowageole 0Tt TolabT €0TL Kal
5 ~ & !
TaAa Tepl €pOU o oL ToANOL Néyovaw.
P \ \ /7 LA /
IV. AN a yap ovre Tovrwr ovdév éoTw, 0ddé ¥ 10
Y > ’ ¢ IR ’ > ~ s 2’
€l Twos aknkoaTe ws €yw Tabevew emixelpd avfpa-
7 ’ 3 \ ~ I
TOUS Kal XPIMaTa mPATTOMAl, OVOE TOUTO aAndés.
5\ \ > 'y ’ = \ 3 o R
emel kol TOUTO Y€ pot Ookel kaAov elvau, €l Tis olos
3 S/ ’ 5 4 o ’ 3
T ey madevew avBpomovs womep Dopyias T 0

3. rovs] H. brackets. But if we read airods just before, follow-

ing the weight of MSS,, rovs is required by the Greek.

‘was ignorant,—the fault he

himself so strongly reprobated
in others.

1. d\& yap] ‘But the truth
is.” Dig. 147.

3. Tols moMhods| A modest
way of saying all of you’ Cf.
Lsoer. xvil. 23. p. 363, ¢ dv duiv
Ta& woMa Aéyowe; and Rep.
556 a, 7a woA\a Tév ékovalwy
guuBokaioy.

AN\hovs Oddokew Te kal Ppd-
lew] This is a hysteron pro-
teron: Dig. 308. With ¢pd-
{eww 18 to be supplied of course
dMdocs, dropped by an idiom
of abbreviation : Dig. 233.

14. domep I‘op'yt’ar] Gorgias
is spoken of by Isocrates as
having made greater profits by
teaching than any other man
of his profession. Yet the sum
was but small: 6 8¢ mheiora
kTnodpevos v fHuels prnpovelouey,

Topylas 6 Aeovrivos, though a
single man and unburdened by
Liturgies, xeAlovs pévovs oraripas
karéhere.  Isocr. xv. 155. p. 83.
The dmoxpiral, he says, ib. 157,
made much greater fortunes.
Nor indeed is Socrates saying
that the profits made by the
Sophists were great. The sum
which Socrates mentions below,
20 b, as Evenus’ price, 5 mine
(500 franes), seems to have
been above the average: Iso-
crates, xiii. 3. p. 291, speaks of
3 or 4 mine (3—400 fr.) as a
common price. Isocrates has
been said, it is true, to have
taken as much as 1o minz for
his rhetorical course; Gorgias
and Prodicus even 10o. But
what made the frequenting of
Sophists’ courses expensive was
that people never thought they
had had enough of them.

E 2
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Aeovrivos kai Ipodikos 6 Ketos kai “Imrmias 0 "Haetos.
rovrer yop ékaotos, & @vdpes, olos 7 éoTlv lov
els ékdoTny TOV TONEWY TOUS VEOUS, ols éfearL TOV
davrdy molrdy mpoika Evvelvor ¢ av BovAwvra,
s rourovs melfovat Tas ékelvov Evvovalas amolumovras
opiow Evvetvar xpipata SiSovtas kal xapw wpooet-
Svar.  émel kal dAhos avip éore Tlapios €evfade
aohos, ov éyw nalopny émdnuotvra: érvyor yap
mpogeov Gvdpl Os TeTéleke xpnuora copoTals

» N 4 ’ ~ ’ .
omAelw ) Eopmavres ot aldot, KaAAiy 76 “Irmovikov

~ % ) 4 5 \ \ s~ 8 ’ - s 03
TODTOY 00V AvipOuny —ETTOY Yap OUTG OVO viée—
3 / \ / 4 N
KaAlla, v & éyw, €@ pév oov tw vide mwAw 7
14 » ’ 3 A > ~ > ’
pooxw eyeveathy, elyoper dv avToly €mOTATNY Ad-

~ A / 3\ ’ \
Betv kat pobooaclal, os EueArer avrw kaA® TE Kol

s \ ’ \ ’ s /.03 > A
15 ayabo womjTEWw TNV TPOUNKOVTUY apeTNy’ v & av

? B ~ -~ A ~ ~ ~ 4]
o0T0s ) TGV ITTKGY TIS ) TOV Yewpylkdy viw
> \ > 4 i s 4 2 ~ b ~ ¥ b
emeldn avfpomw €0TOV, TIVR QUTOW €V VO EXELS €TTL-
4 ~ ’ ~ 7 3’ ~ ~ ’
araryy Aafev; Tis TS TOWWTNS apeT)s, Tis avfpw-
-~ / 3 / ) \

NS T€ Kal TONTIKYS, EMTTYUGY €TTV; oluaL yop

I4. ka\o Te kai dyabd] So Oxon.

It scems unnccessary to
introduce a synaleepha.

5. rovrovs melfovar]  The

construction is changed from
the infin. to a finite verb. Dig.
277. The change of construe-
tion is not gratuitous, but ex-
presses (ironical) admiration.

there is quite as good a ficld
for professed teachers as clse-
where.’

8. by éywnobéuny] Socrates im-
plies that he speaks from hear-
say when he states éoriv évfade.

The passage in Theages, 128 a,
is a reminiseence of this pas-
gage, including the change of
construction,

6. mpooedévar |
stands compounded
verbial and not in
sitional sense. Dig, 129.

7. émel kai] The connecting
thought is—‘and at Athens

The mpos
in its ad-
its prepo-

1o. KaMig] Cf. Cratyl. 391 b,
of goioral, olomep kai 6 AdeApds
oov KaM\las mol\a Teléoas xp7j-
para copos Soxel evar.  “ Cal-
lias fuit omninm Atheniensium
suge eetatis non modo facile di-
tissimug, ita ut simpliciter &
mhovaws diceretur, sed etiam
nequissimus  suique  peeulii
maxime prodigus.”—TFischer.

p. Ig.

p. 20.
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i 7 A \ ~ ~
P- 20. ge €oképfar Sia Ty ThOV vidwy kTow. €oTL TUS,

3 > 7N £ ’ 5 7 3 I} V4
épny €yw, n ov; Ilavv ye, 7 & 0s. Tis, v & éyo,
N\ ’ \ ’ ’ E) ’ kY 5
kal wodamos, kai mooov Owbacker; Einvos, épn, @
2 ’ H ’ 7 ~ [T \ E > \
wkpartes, Llapios, mévre pvdv kat €yow Tov Evmrov
3 ’ s e 3 ~ b 4 \ 4 \
¢ éuakapoa, €l ws a nlos éxer TavTyy THY TEXVNY Kals
o 3 -~ 4 S N 3 \ N\ 3
0UTws €upmeNds Obaokel. €yw oby Kal avTOs EKAAAU-

’ ¢ ’ 3, £ 4 ~
vouny Te kal nPpuvouny v, € NTOTAUNY TOUTO.

\ ! 5 ¥ ~
aAX’ ov yap emioTapal, & dvipes Abnvaiot. =
3 ’ A 5 -~ ' k) sy 5 ’ .
V. “YroraBor av odv 7is vpov lows” aAN & Zo- :i.t:iE;ipgf
\ \ ’ 3 @ 3 ’ Q / 10 the verit-
10
KpaTes, TO O'OV,TL €0TL 7rpay‘,ua g /7ro€ev al StaBo)\cju ahlo. poca-
< 0 2 2 7 liarities
got az;TaL yeyovaaw,, ov yap Onmov O'()/U ye ”ové‘ev it
D which
TOV GAA®Y TEPITTOTEPOY TPOYMUATEVOUEVOY ETELTE e
’ 4 \ d 4 v ’ ¥ . t, k n
T00QUTY (U1 TE Kal NOYos Y€yovev €l pi) TL €TpaT=- mistake
or ose
~ A ’ 5 e A A}
Tes aAdolov i) oi moANoi* Aéye olv nuiv, Ti €oTw, of Phy-

o N e A . n R 8 oG , s}cist'and
d wo un nuelts mEpL gov aUTOTXE ta{w,uev. TQUTL 0L 15 bppl}u_st.——
viz. his

~ oot ’ ¢ ’ 5 N e A ’ IS
Ookel Oikata Aéyeww 0 Aéywv, kKayw VMY TEpacopat C(t)‘niwt}llo?
> -~ / > o a ’ 0 of the hol-
armrodeifat, TL woT €0TL TOUTO O €Ol TETOIKE TO Te lowness of
the preva-

s s ; e . lent pre-

6. éyé ofv] So Oxon. and 2z other MSS. &wye is not wanted oo

here. to know-

ledge,

9. ‘YroAdBouw &v otv | Here
Soerates, though still ostensibly
occupied with ‘the old ae-
eusers,” passes from the denial
of the imputations eurrent
against him as a reputed oo-
¢os to an account of the per-
sonal dislike which had be-
fallen him individually. Sece
Introd. p. xxxiv,

10. mpaypa] In the sense of
pursuit, or plan of life or
study or the like. Cf. Crito
53 d, 70 700 Swrpdrous mpaypa,
Euthyd. 304 a, roiro 700 mpdy-
paros apdv, e, xapiev yé Tu mpayud
éarw 7 phododdia.

The order of the words in
this clause gives cmphasis to

odr: < What 1s it, then, that you
(since we are not to identify
you with the cogoi) have been
about 7’

13. el pp—moXol| This clause
1s the double of ood ye—mpay-
parevopévov an instance of the
widely extended idiom which I
have ventured to call Binary
Structure : Dig. 207. Very
parallel is Thue. V. 9%, kai 7o
dogpalés quiv Sut 70 karaoTpagij-
var dv mapaoxoite . . . ., €l p1) mwe-
pryévoicfe,—where el uy mepryé-
vowrfe repeats &ut 6 karaoTpa-
Pivar. Cf. also Hom. Od. ii. 246,
Eimep yap «’ *O8voeds k.\., d\\d
kev abdrol dewkéa morpov émicmot,
Ei mhedvegot pdyoiro.
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’ 3 4 / \ Y b
Svopa kol Tyv SwaBolqy. akovere On. kol lows pev - 20
~ ) 4 s/ ~ e~
Sofw TioWw DUV wailew, €0 pévror 10TE, TATAY VULV
-~ \ ’ 5 Y b ~ ]
T aAjfeav €pd’ €yo yap, & avdpes Abnvaiol, O
s\ > A \ / \ ~ Ny 3
008&v aAN ) i dotplay Twa TOUTO TO OVOpO ETXNKO.
’ \ 4 4 . 24 > \ s/ > 0
smolav 8 coplay TavTny; mep €0TW lows avfpw-
~ L’ \ ’ ’ 3
wly coPla. TP OvTL yap Kwlwew TauTnY €lvau
’ G \ L4 A Né 3 ’ \
copos® obro B¢ Ty dv, ols apre €Aeyow, pelw Twe ¢

" R / \ o) A > ¥ 4
n kar dvfpomov copiar goPol clcv, 1) oUK €X® Ti

’ AY 3 N ~ ~ 3 ~ ’ r
10 ol Yevderal Te kal éml Otafol]) Th €up Aeyer. Ko

3 3, i 3 4
Aéyw' ov yap &) éywye abTyy émioTapat, aAXN 00TLS

pou, & dwvdpes ~Abnvaio, uy GopuBionte, und éav
8ofw T Dpiv péyo Néyew' ov yap éuov épd TOV

1. dwopa] Of codpds. See note
on cogés, 18 b.

5. fmep k. X] ¢ My wisdom
is precisely (mep) that only wis-
dom, as I believe (lows), which
is possible to man:’ namely
(21 d, 23 b), knowledge of his
ownignorance. Socrates speaks
of this as knowledge because it
implies two things ;—(1) the
possession of a standard or
ideal of knowledge, with the
conception of a method for at-
taining it; and (2) self-know-
ledge, such as would result
from the Socratic system of
self-examination (cf. 38 a, note),
revealing the amount of actual
short-coming. This is know-
ledge until the positive know-
ledge is attained, and if that
never can be, then this is the
only knowledge. Socrates’ faith,
however, in the partial attain-
ableness of positive knowledge
never wavered, and his mis-
giving here must be restricted
to the possibility of complete
attainment.

8. 9 otk &o T Nyw] ‘Or
some wisdom that—I know
not how to characterise it It
is some predicate, alternative
with peilw ) kar” dvbpomov, which
Socrates affects to be at a loss
for. The idiom is an expe-
dient for abbreviation; the
sentence is hurried to its con-
clusion after its point has been
ewpressed, by a clause super-
seding the enumeration of fur-
ther particulars: cf. Dig. 257,
where the present passage is
especially compared with Gorg.
494 d, (A) @ppt oy xwapevoy
ndéws av Piovar. (B) Iérepov el
Ty Kkeakjy pdvov kvmad, 7 €r
7l o€ €puTd

12. od yép éudr] CL Symp.
1797 a, n pév por dpyy Tod Adyov
éori kard Ty Edpum{Sov Mehavim-
' ob yap éuds 6 uibos dAd
daiSpov Tovde. Cf. also Ale. L.
113 ¢. The verse in the Me-
lanippe was Oix éuos & pibos
AN’ épiis pnrpos mdpa.  So Bur.
Hel. 513, Adyos ydp éorw oix
éués, aopav & Emos.
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4 & 2 I4 c o~ \
D- 20. Aoyov, ov dv Aéyw, GAN es aoypewy Vv TOV

p. 21.

/ b ’ @ \ y ~ > ’ 7 > /
Aéyovta avolow. T1s yop €uis, € 01 TIS €0TL Topio
N o s e~ / \ \ \ 2
kal ola, paprvpe vuiy mapéfouar Tov Oeov TOV €V
@ ~ \ ) ® 7
Aelpois. Xoupepdvra yap lore wov. obTos €uos Te

[3 ~ 3 Iy Vi \ 3 -~ ~ 7 € ~ 7
€Talpos M €k veov, Kal vHmYy T TAnOel €Taipos Tes

kol Evvepuye Ty puyny TavTny kal ped vudv ko-
ThiMbe. kal loTe O olos By Xawpepov, ds adodpos

49 o 3 4
€ 0 TL opunaete.

\ 4 \
kat On wore kal eis AeApovs
3 \ s 7/ ~ ’
eXNwv eroNunoe TovTo pavrevoacfar

4 o
Kal, OTep

Aéyw, ) Oopufeire, & avdpes: 7jpero yap o7, €l Tis
> ~ ’ 5~ Iy € ’ ’
€nod €in goporepos. avetlev ovw n ITvOin undéva

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

6. kal pov—rxariMe| This
allusion to Cheerephon’s ante-
cedents is added not without
purpose,—to dispose the court
to hear more indulgently the
story which is to follow.

In detail :—The full point
of the phrase w\jfe éraipos is

to be found in the contrast of
the adherents of the Thirty;
more especially the éraipor of

the oligarchical clubs, and the

body of 3000 hoplites organ-
ised by the Thirty from their
partisans.  ¢uvyyv refers to the
subsequent expulsion of all
not included in the 3000 from
Athens, and their withdrawal
presently after (when they
found no safety in Attica) to
Thebes, Megara, Oropus, Chal-
cis, Argos, &c. This flight, as
an event still vividly remem-
bered, is called raimy, ¢ the re-
cent.” So Isocer. matches it with
the old troubles under the Pi-
sistratidee ;—myv Snpokpariav. . .
dis 70y karavbeloay, kal Tas Puyas
Tas éml TéY Tupduvey kal Tas émi
TOVY 'rpuixou'ra ‘yeuope’vas‘, viil. 1 23.
p- 184. With karibe cf. Lysias,
X. 4. . 116, é€ Grov duels kare-
AMAddarer it is the recognised
description of the restoration of
democracy and end of the eight
months’ reign of the Thirty,
signalised by the solemn return
of Thrasybulus and the exiles
from Pireeus to Atheus.

(attested
by the
enigmati-
cal re-
sponse
from
Delphi),



and the
course of
experi-
ments by
which he
had con-
firmed that
conviction ;
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’ /’ e b \ L4 ~
copdTepoy elvar. kal TouTwy mépL 0 adeAdos Duiv p. 21.

b ] ~ L4 \ 4 b 6\ b4 ~ A 4
QUTOV OUTOOL MOPTUPNOTEL, ETTELON EKELVOS TETENEV -

THKED.

® ~ . ’
VI. Sképacle d¢ dv éveka Tavra Aéyw' péAlw
€ ~ < A / ~
s yap vuds Odaew, 00ev pot 1) Siafoly yéyove. Tavra
yop éyw akovoas évefuuovuny ovTwTL TL ToTE Aéyel

4 14 \ 7 s 7 . >\ N 8\ 3/
0 Geos, kal TL TOTE QUVITTETAL; €Y®W Yyap O OUTE

/ 3 \ ’ 8 > ~ \ L ’r 3
Meyo OUTE O'/J.leOV gUVOL a e,uav‘rcp G'O(pOS‘ Wy TL OVY

\ / 4 3\ ’ 3 3 \
more Néyer (paokwy €ue coPwTaror ewar; ov yap

\ ’ ~ \
10 §ypmrov Pevderal ye' ov yap Géuts avre kal moAuw

’ 7 7 ’ b4 ’
[ev XpOvov nTOPoVY, TL TOTE NEYEL, ETETA [LOYLS

4 ~ /7 \ 3 14
mavy éml Gpriow avTod TOLWTNY TWwa €Tpamouny.

~ ~ ~ 5 e
7Nfov émi Twa TOV OokovvTov TOpLY elval, o

> ~ 5 ’ [ \ ~ s
GVT(LU&O!, €L TTEP TTOV, 6)\6’)/5601/ TO JMQAVTELOY KOl QTO -

~ ~ ~ g k4 \ 3 ~ 7 4 3
15 havdy TG XPNoUG OTL 0UTOTL €MOD TOPWTEPDs €T TL,

\ I 4 \ ~ 3 ~ s 7
ov 6 cue épnobda. Siaokomwdy odv ToUTOV—OVOUATL

\ ’ % ~ ~
yap ouvlev Ocopar Aéyew, v 8¢ Tis TGOV TOMTIKGY,

Y & > o\ ~ ~ 7 bY4 5T ¥
TPOS 0V €yw OKomGy TowvTor TL €mrabov, & avdpes

"AOnvaio—rkal Otaleyipevos avrg, €50&€ ol obros

3 \ ~ 5 EY ~
200 avnp Ookelv uév elvoar coos dAAots Te moAMois

I. ddehpos | Cheervecrates :
Xen. Mem. IT. iii. 1.

2, pap'rvpﬁo'ﬂ] The paprvpia
is to he supposed to follow at
once. Introd. p. xviii,

10. ol yap bOéus afn‘cﬁ] CR
Pind. Pyth. ix. 42, rov od Oeur-
Tov Yrevder Ouyeiv,

17. T8y Wo)\LTLKrBul In itself
this word means no more than
‘statesman,” in the sense in
which it might have been ap-
plied to Pericles, and is applied,
Lega, 693 a, to the old law-
givers and scttlers of Hellas.
But an Athenian of Plato’s
time speaking of Athens would

mean by mohiriot that class of
men who made public business
a profession,—rods molurikovs
Neyopévovs (Politic. 303 ¢). As
distinguished from the giropes,
they were men who sought
appointments to public offices,
while the p#ropes were pro-
fessional speakers in the Ee-
clesia. Cf. 23 e, and see Introd.
p- x. note 1.

19. dwakeyduevos abrg, E8ofé
por] This inversion of govern-
ment is of common occurrence
among the forms of changed
construction : Dig. 2%1. €ofe
15 T came to think,’ as 32 b

&
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> ’ \ ’ 3 ~ ) > S, ¥
avfpomols kat paAOTA €qvT, €lvon & ov kdmera

d 3 ’ 5 ~ 6 ’ 4 s/ \ 3 7
ETELPOUNY QUTGH OELkVUVaL, OTL 0LOLTO ey evat Toos,

p. 22.

3 8’ 3 3 Ae > ’ L] 9! \ A

€ 8 oU. évredfev oy TovTw Te amnxfouny kai TON-
-~ ~ ’ \ 3 \ \J 5 \

Nois TOV ToPOVTWY, TPOS €UAUTOY O 0DV amiwy €Ao-
! o ’ \ ~ 3 7 s \ ’

yilopny orL TouTov mév TOb avBpwmov €y dopd-
’ ’ \ \ e -~ 3 /7

Tepos el kwdvvever pev yap Mudv ovdérepos ovdev

\ \ 4 b Gl A )
kalov kayalov eidevai, aAX’ o0Tos uev oleTal Tt €idé-

3 3 /7 > N\ ! o 3 L] 5 LR
var ovk €idws, €ym O, wOTeEP Oy OUK olda, ovde
3/ L4 ~ ’ ~ 2 ~
olopar  €otke. yoUY TOUTOU Y€ OUIKPP T auTe)

’ ’ 3 4 & \ ’9‘8 18\ of
TOUTQ GopwTepos elval, 0Tt @ pn olda 0vde oloua
/ -~ i 74 3 ~
eidévar. €évreblev er allov na TOY ékelvov Bo-
’ / 5 14 \ ~
KoOUVTWY CoPwTépwy €lval, Kai [OL TOUTG TADTO
3/ ~ 3 4 4 ~
édofer ki évrabOa kakewep kol dANois ToAMols

14
amnxGouny.

\ ~ Y > 54 3 ~ 3 ’
VII. Mera radr obv 70n eépeéns na, aiocOavopue-

\ \ 4 \ \ 4 3 14
vos pev kal Avrovuevos kal Oediws ott amnyfovouny,
</ \ > ~ L4 5 \ -~ -~ \
Opws O¢ avaykaiov €doker evar To ToU et Tepl

~ 7 > ~ \
wAeloTov ToeloOar iTéoy 0By TKOTOUYTL TOV YpnO-
S ’ 14 2 A\ 14 4 ~ b 7
WOV, Ti Aéyet, eml amavras Tovs Tt dokovvras eldeval.
\ . \ ’ 5 ¥ s ~ & \ \
kal vy TOV Kuve, & avOpes AOnvaior et yap mwpos
e o > ~ ’ . 3 \ s Ny ’ ~
vpas TaAndn Aéyew' 1 unv éyo emalov Ti TolovTOV
\ ’ 3 -~ kY 7/ ~
0i uév padiora evbokyuotvres €0ofdy por dAéyov Sty
~ ’ 3 ~ ) ~ \ \ ’
700 wAeloTov évdeels elvar (probvTi kara Tov Ocdv,
\ ~ 14 3 ’ 5
dAlot Oe Ookovyres havAoTepor €miewkéoTepor elvar
> N \ ’ ¥ ~ N e A \
dvdpes mpos TO Ppovipws exew. Ol Oy vulv T
’ ~ 4 ’ \ ~
éuny wAavmy €mbelfar @omEp wOVOUS TIAS TOVODY -

mouth of Socrates.

20. vy 7ov kiva| What was
meant by this oath is clear
from Corg. 482 b, pd 7ov kiva
Tov Alyvrriov fedv,—that is, the
dog-headed or, more correctly,
jackal-headed Anubis. In Plato
this oath is only found in the

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

23. 70D mheloTov e’z/ﬁee?s‘]
Euathyd. 292 ¢, 700 {rov iy
éydetl 1) érv whclovos.

e
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5H8 ITAATONG2

€ ’ Ié \ )
Tos, (o, poL Kal GVENEYKTOS 1) JOWTELQ YEVOLTO.  [ETQ P 22.
\ Kl EIERY \ \ 7
yap Tods TOMTIKOUS 7jat €L TOUS WOUTAS TOUS Te
~ ~ \ -~ ’ \ \

7OV Tpay@oioy ko Tovs Ty OtlvpauBwy kot Tovs b

L’ -~ bl k] 3 ’ ’

dAAovs, ws evtavla € avTopwpe kaTamropuevos

3 \ 3 7 3 /7 L 3] A B Vi
sépavrov apaléoTepoy Ekelvwy ovra.  avaAapSovoy

) ~ e/ b ’ ’

odv abrév Ta TorjuaTe, & MOt €00KEL UaAOTG TTE-

~ ~ ’ N > \ /7 14
mpoyuarebcfou avrois, OmpoTwy av aUTOUS TL Aé-
@ ’ 3 s A 5 ’
yoev, I dpa Tt kal pav@ovoyu Tap avTOY. AUOXV-
3 € ~ 3 ~ 3 b4 8 ’A 6'\' c/ 8\

vopar odv vuiy eimety, & avdpes, TaAndn® ouws 0O€

(3 ~ b 7 ’ ~ e
10pnTéor. s €mos yap elwel OAyoU QUT®Y QTOVTES

< ’ A ’ b \ 7 3 D

ot wapovtes av BEATIOV €Neyov TEPL WY AUTOL ETETOL

- ~ -~ 3 " ’
Nkeaay. Eyvov o0V Kol mEPL TOV TOMTOV €V OALY®

1. kal dvéheykros| H's conjecture kiv éeykrds (1) is mere con-
jecture ; (2) would not give the sense he wishes, sinee éAeykros
is not “contradicted’ but ¢ admitting contradietion ;” and (3) if it
did, would spoil the general meaning, since Socrates’ leading
principle throughout is that the oracle must be true, and that
the proof of this would come out simultaneously with the true
sense. 12. & dNiyp ] H’s conjecture éi Aéye is needless. For
év OMyw means the same, viz. ‘in short, not ‘in a short time;’
just like év Bpaxei, Symp. 217 a, é é\axiore, Isocr. 1. 40. p. 11.
Of course éi Ndyw oceurs also, e. g. Lysias, xiil. 38. p. 133; and
T might have argued something from the variation of reading
between kar’ éhiyor and xard Adyov, Thue. vi. 34. med.

1. v poo— yévarro| ‘With  distinet from that of pavreio,
the object of finding positively  which was the form of words
unimpeachable proof of the in which the oracle was given ;
divine declaration.” A double  pavrela is the meaning of the
meaning is wrapped up in pot, pavreiorr a distinetion to feel
—it is both ‘by my agency’ which we have only to remem-
and ‘for my satisfaction” «ai  ber that to get at the meaning
significs the superaddition of from the words was in the
demonstration, which all the case of oracles a process in-
world must aceept, to the cer-  volving exactly that degree of
tainty which had been in So-  difficulty which suited the god
crates an - excreise of faith.  or his prophet.
pavrela gignifies (1) the process 11. of mapérres] With Stallb.
by which oracles are obtained, and against Wolf, we must
or (2), as here, and 29 a, the take this to mean ‘those pre-
::}«P oyum‘llarl)" communicated.  sent at each several time,” and
This signification still remains  not “the present audience.
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~ / 5 ~ A& ~ 3 \ ’
p. 22. ToUTO, OTL OV Cola Towley a mowoter, aAda (Ppiae

\ \ 3 4 (4 3 ’ \ (4
eTwl kai évBovawalovtes, womep oi Oeouavres kal ol

Xxpno pgdol:

\ ? /
kald, loagt 8¢ ovdev v Aéyovat.

\ \ < / \ \ \
Kol yap oUToL A€Yovot pey mOAAA Kal

-~ 7
TOLODTOV Ti jOL

3 ’ ’ \ 13 \ 14 . \ (4
epavnoay mabos kai ot womTal wewovfores kar apas

) ’ > A \ \ /7 3 ’ \ 3
nNofouny avrdy So. Ty TOMTW OlopEveY Kal TAAAX

’ 5 s 7 a s 3
godwrarev ewvu wbporwr, a ovk Noav.

amijo odv

N -~ ~ >~ s/ , ?
Kat EVTEU@EI/ TCLL) avrcp olopevos WEPLVE}/OVEV(Z[, CPWGP

Kal TGOV TOANTIKOV.

. VEER. Televrov odv éml Tovs xaporexuas' na

d epovre yap gvun&w ovder émaT
elmety, TovTovs O ¥ Nlew i €

euco, o5 €mos

7 \
nooyu ToAAa Kal

\ ’ \ 4 \ >
KOAG €TOTauéVOVS. Kal TOUTOU mev ovk erevaldny,

> s 5 7 A 3\ 3 Y ’ ’ ’
aAX’ YTITTOVTO @ €yw VK MTWTTAUNY Kal pov TovTy

4 >
gopwrepor Naav.

b4 b €
pot €dofav éxew du

5y -
N, & dvOpes *Abnvaiot, TatToy

’ 4
dprypa, OmwEp Kol o TounTaly Kol

ot ayafol Snuigbpyol: Sia To THY Téxyny KaAGs éfep-

o ! 3 A /
yaleaOu éxaoros nélov kal TAAAa Ta péyioTe oo-

7 5 \ > A (4 G ] 3 7
poTatos evar, kol aUTOY alTy 1 TAUUEAELR Exelvny
\ 3 ’ o/ ’ 3\ > \ S
eTNY COPLOY ATOKPUTTEW ®OT EUE ELAVTOV AVEpm-

20. dmoxptmrew]| This is the reading of onc MS. &. The
dominant reading of the MSS. (lncludmrr Oxon.) is dmokpimrer.
The cditors have espoused amxgvn--reu but such a text would
not account for such a variant as dmokpimres in the best MSS.
"Amokpimre itself is scarcely possible (on the principle of mempay

The wusage of the orators
proves this; cf. Antipho ii. A.
a. 9. p. 116, and (esp.) y. 5.
P- 118, oldeis yap SoTis Tov wap-
SvTov otk v Gkvr]pd'repos‘ . T
Lysias uses in the same mecan-
ing, but without the same pos-
sibility of question, of wapaye-
vépevor. The expressions used,
whether for the audience or
for the court, are different;

e. g. Antipho vi.
oot
taira wdvra dkpiBos émioTavrar,
Andoc. 1.139.p. 18,008 Spav rav
kafnpévov oddels dv émrpéfrete.

16, €ofav] The nom. is «ai
oi dyafoi Snmovpyol. The force
of the aor. is, as in 21 ¢, &ofe,
‘I came to see.’

18. 7 péyora] Politics are
especially meant,

14. P. 143,

T@Y TTEPLE(TTL:JT(OV TOI:T(;)V

-

5



which
experi-
ments fur-
ther sup-
plied the
key to the
intensity
of the
prejudice
against
Socmtu
individu-

ally, in the

personal
enmities
which
they had
excited ;
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TQV v7rep 70V xpn(r;uov, ToTEPOL Beéaqu.r)v av olres p- 22.

OOTEP exco éxew, wire T Gogos ov TV ékelvwy

oofhiow e apaldnys T a,uoc@ww, 17 a,u(]Sorepa o

ékewol exovow éxew. a'Terwa/mv olv éuavre Kal

rco XPN0 1B, 0Tt pot AvaureAot doTEP EXW exew

IX. Ex ravrygol 8) tijs éferacews, & auSpes‘

*Abnpraior, ToAAal pev améxbeal pov yeyovaot kai P- 23

viaw yolemdrarar kal BapiTaTal, GoTe molas Oua-

BoXés ar avrév yeyovévar, dvopa 8¢ TobTo Aéyeafat, (- 1v
10g0(pos elvar.  olovTar yap e €KAOTOTE 0L TAPOVTES

TobTa avTov elvar copov, & av GANov eleAéyfor 70

8¢ kwdvvevel, @ dvdpes, TG dvTL 6 Oeos ToPos elva,

kel €v TG XpNOT PG TOUTG TOUTO Aéyew, ot ) dvé?pw-

mivy ooio 0/\Lyov Twos aéle éoTl Kkal 0vlevos® Kal
15 (j)awemt TOUT OV )\e}/ew TOV SwkpdT), Wpoaxexpnaﬂat '

8¢ 763 éudp Gwopart, éué mapdderypa molovpevos, domep b

v €l elmor o1 obros Sudv, & o’c/vt?pwﬂ'm, Go([)érarés

€rTw, 60TIS BTTEP Ecokpa'rns‘ eyuwkeu oTL ovlevos

afios éori T aAnBela mwpos o*o(j)tau. 70T 00V €y o d'"

pdrevpar, arelpnka, Pheedo 99 d, 6pa ib. 98 b); but points to dmo-

kptmrew, which is to be governed by éofe understood from €ofav,

which gives also the best sense.

6. 7avrnot]| The ~t is not always strictly dewriév. Lob. Path,
Pars IL p. 230, “Sepe Oratores, ctiamsi de absentibus loquuntur,

quos modo designarunt et anditoribus quasi spectandos propo-
nunt, iota demonstrativo utuntur, et s@pius ctiam negligunt, si

de preesentibus.”  Cf. rovri, 37 e. éteraoews| We cannot fol-
low Oxon.and 3 other MSS. in reading ngwg, which is the result
of an old contraction misread. 15. 7007 o] This conjegture

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

9. dvopa é—elvar| Lit. ‘and 11. 7 8¢] Accus. of pronoun
I am called by this name, that  neuter, standing for the whole
T am wisge.” The suluect ofne sentence immediately follow-
yeola is [e,u] not dvopa.  And  ing: Dig. 19.
dopds evar is by attraction for 14. kaiotdevds' ¢ or nothing :’
[7(‘)] elval e 17(1'1"‘(51/. the kat iz f“}‘jull(‘ﬁVC.
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p. 23. uév €rL kai viv 7T€ptLa)V Gro kal epevuwt\Kam 7OV
¢
Heou, Kal TOV aTTOV Kal feuaw dv_ Twe olopat UO¢)OU AV
elvar kol émeldav por py Ooky, ¢ e Ponbav év-
2 > y ’ A =
delkvupar 0Tt 0UK €0TL TOhos.  Kal UTO TAUTYS TNS
> ’ 5 ~ ~ ’ ~ ’ N
agXoAios OUTE TL TV TI)S TOAEwS Wpagm poL oxXoA 5
7 5 A/ 3/ N 3 'I ’AA‘ Ed ’
yéyovev dfiov Noyov oUte THv olkelwy, aAN €V wevig
14 LR \ \ ~ ~ ’
puple €ipl S Ty T0U Geol AaTpelav.
\ \ ’ [4 / ~
¢ X. Ipos 8¢ Tovrots oi véor pot émakolovbovvres, and
moreover
T g 4 ~ 4
ols MANOTO GXON) €0Tw, Ol TOV TAOUTLOTATWY, IR
text for
’ ! ’ . 3 / ~ .
abroparor xalpovaw akovovres €EeTalouévwr T 10 fastening

s ’ \ S , s A e . 5. onSocrates
avfpoTwr, Kol auTol TOAAAKLS €ME MLUOUVTAL €T individu-

3 ~ ¥ 3 ’ . » %5 o ?,lly the.

émixetpobow dAdovs éferalew’ kdmera, oluol, €V-  imputation

’ \ ) ’ s ’ \ YY) (previously

plokovar moAjw apfoviav olopévor pev edévar Tt only a

> 4 N4 A\ 3y 7 A L4 > -~ 5 class-lmpu-

avlpamwy, €idotwy O 0Alya 7 0UOEV. €vTeUley 0UY  tation) of
perverting

¢ ¢ 3 3 ~ 3 "4 3 \ 3 ’ 3 b 3
ol v avrey éferalopevor éuot opyilovral, aAX 0UX 15the youth:
~ ’ ’ S
avTols, kal A€yovow s ZwKpatys TiS €0TL pMApo-
\ 4 \ ’ \ 3 ’
d Taros kal Owxpleiper Tovs véovs' kal €meldav Tis

1. pév & Oxon. gives péy &o &, but in the hand of a re-
storer, and not on the traces of the old letters. (Gaisf. wrongly
represents éxov as the reading. &yor would be redundant, like
Exov Phvapels, &e.) 2, Kai Se’uaw] So Oxon. and 3 other MSS.
Edd. kai 74y £évov.  But the variation is in the spirit of Plato:
of. Dig. 237, and add Phedo 85 a, airy 7 7e dpdov kat xehdow kat
6 émor, 11, ppodvrar] So Oxon. &e. ppotperor is a con-
jecture of Hermann.

4. Omo rabrys| Later, 31 ¢, ster compares Rep. 539 b, oi
he gives a second reason for pepaxioro, Grav 0 mpdTOY Néywy
abstaining from public life. yebovral, s wadd adrols kara-

6. & mevig pvpla] Cf. Legg.  xpdvray, del els dvrihoylay ypé-
677 ¢, the beautiful expression — upevor, kai piypobpevor Tods éfeNé-
pvplay Twd pofepav épnuiav, Rep.  yxovras alroi d\ovs éNéyyovo
520 ¢, pupio Bektioy. .« .. kal ék ToUTEV O adrol Te

For the fact, with respect «ai 70 Glov pdoooias wépe els
to Socrates, cf, with Stallbaum  rods dAovs SwaBéBAnyrar,

Xen. (Econ. ii. B epé ptp.oﬁu'rm] By practising

Y1, kai airo‘t—s’ferd(ew] For-  upon each other.



and lastly,
in com-
bination
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o ~ \ o ’ >

abTods €pWTd, O TL TOLBY KAL O Tt 3t3a0'/<aw, xovot
ey ovdev errew, GAN ayvoolow, lva O¢ um Sok@aw
amropely, TR KaTG TAVTOV TOV (j)u\ocro(f)ovvrcov 7rpo-
Xelpo TAUTA )\eyovow, ori T p.e‘récopa Kal TQ U0
Y’?S'a kol Oeovs ;m Voluz{ew, kol TOV TT® Adyov
kpelrtw mowelv. Ta yap aAndn, olpat, ovk Gv E0¢-
Aotev )\eyew, ore karadnAot ‘}/L)/I/OVT(ZL 7rpoo7rowv-
HEVOL ey etBevw, €iddres O¢ ovle.

<f)z/\orqum Svres kal apodpol kal moAAoL, kal Evvre-

dre odv, olual,

1o Taypueves kal Tilavos Aéyovres mepl €pov, éuemiy-

kagw Vudy Ta @re kal TdAar kal gPodpws Oa-

BaAlovres.

/ 3 7/
¢k Tovrwy kol MéNyTos pot éméfero kat

9. éwreraypévos| So BSZ. H with two MSS. fuvrerauévos.

But £wrerayp. means ‘in set array:

< T
oi Euvrerayuévor pTopes.

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

ére ta peréwpa] Understand
&ré or the like, by com-
parison of 19 D.

12. é tolrev]| ‘It is upon
this footing’—namely that of
an old general prejudice, ag-
gravated by supervening per-
sonal animosity,—‘that I am
now attacked by’ &ec. The
meaning ‘in consequence of’
would be too strong, both for
the sense here, and for the
wliomatic use of the phrase;
cf. Dig. 116: the 1meaning
‘upon the strength of’ would
alzo exceed the warrant of the
Greels, though not of the sense,
cf. 19 a, 5 8} kal moTedwy Mé-
)\q-rns kTN,

kai Mé\gros — pqropwu] For
an account of Socrates’ three
accusers  and  their motives,

> cf. Aschin. il

and of the classes of per-
sons called here wohwoi and
phropes, see Introd. p. x.
note 1.

The ypeovpyor are here joined
with the wo\erikol, because Any-
tus represented a trade himself,
and herein was but one of many
instances of the same conjunc-
tion of pursuits in those times
at Athens. Socrates was <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>