Classical Quarterly 62.2 523-531 (2012) Printed in Great Britain 523
doi: 10.1017/S0009838812000134

PARALLEL TRIALS: THE DRAMATIC
STRUCTURE OF PLATO’S EUTHYPHRO

Two trials frame the argument of Plato’s Euthyphro: Meletus’ prosecution of
Socrates and Euthyphro’s prosecution of his own father. The first case deals with
an alleged pollution within the polis, the other with an alleged pollution within
the oikos.! Setting up the details of these two trials takes up almost one third of
the whole dialogue.> Socrates’ trial is of course well known, and Plato uses the
reader’s familiarity with its fatal result as recounted in his Apology to dramatic
effect in the Euthyphro. But what should surprise the reader of this dialogue is
the amount of detail Plato includes concerning the circumstances of Euthyphro’s
father’s alleged crime. In this article I suggest that Plato includes these dramatic
details of Euthyphro’s prosecution of his father® to establish a very exact parallel
with Meletus’ case against Socrates. The literary drama establishes this parallel
to suggest that the two elderly defendants are in fact innocent, and that the two
young prosecutors are guilty of the very charges they have laid against their elders.
Though the parallels between the two situations have often been noted,’ the rigour
and exactness of Plato’s analogy have not been fully appreciated.

" Note the suggestion in Euthyphro’s final definition that true piety will preserve both oikos
and the polis: T68e uévror cou amlas Aéyw, 6Ti éav pev keyapiopéva Tis émicTnTar ToOlS
feois Méyew Te kal mpdrTew edxduevds Te kal Bbwv, TadT éoTi T4 dowa, kal owle TA
TowadTo ToUs Te (8lovs olkovs kal Td Kowd TAV moAewv (14b2-5).

2 See M. McPherran, ‘Justice and pollution in the Euthyphro’, Apeiron 35.2 (2002), 105-27,
at 105.

3 On the legal status of Euthyphro’s case, see I. Kidd, ‘The case of homicide in Plato’s
Euthyphro’, in EMM. Craik (ed.), Owlis to Athens: Essays on Classical Subjects Presented to Sir
Kenneth Dover (Oxford, 1990), 213-21. Kidd argues, against D. MacDowell, Athenian Homicide
Law in the Age of the Orators (Manchester, 1963) and others who contend that Euthyphro’s case
would not be permitted by law, that Euthyphro could legally initiate a 8{kn ¢dvov on behalf of
his servant, because of his legal position as meAdrns in Euthyphro’s house. See Kidd 213 nn.
1-2 for the relevant literature on the topic, as well as the more recent A. Tulin, Dike Phonou:
The Right of Prosecution and Attic Homicide Procedure (Stuttgart and Leipzig, 1996).

4 See L. Versényi, Holiness and Justice: An Interpretation of Plato’s Euthyphro (Washington,
DC, 1982), 25, 40.

> M. McPherran, The Religion of Socrates (University Park, PA, 1996), 31-6, outlines the
analogy most fully of any interpreters. See also his excellent comments in McPherran (n. 2),
117 on what he calls the ‘sine qua non of any adequate interpretation’: ‘the dialogue’s obvi-
ous pairing ... of Meletus — a seeming advocate of “traditional partialities” — with Euthyphro.
Socrates, then, should be compared to Euthyphro’s father; for like Euthyphro’s father, Socrates is
elderly (Euthyphro 3a), “goes to each Athenian like a father, persuading each to care for virtue”
(4p 31b; my emphasis), and yet now finds himself indicted by a younger man on the grounds
of piety (5a-b). This analogical connection argues in turn that we are to pair Meletus’ formal
charge of corruption with Euthyphro’s informal charge of pollution.” Apart from McPherran,
interpreters do not explore the connection between Socrates and Euthyphro’s father. On the
parallel between the two cases more generally, see Kidd (n. 3), 214-15; D. Anderson, ‘Socrates’
concept of piety’, JHPh 5 (1967), 1-13. More commonly, readers attentive to the significance
of the trials for the argument of the Euthyphro simply notice the way Plato sets up Euthyphro
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That a parallel exists between the characters in the dialogue is clearly the view
of one of the main characters himself. Euthyphro evidently sees himself as having
a great affinity with the character of Socrates. At 3b5—c5, he identifies his own
prophetic abilities with Socrates’ Satudviov, compares the prosecution of Socrates
for theological innovation with the ridicule he experiences when speaking of divine
matters in the assembly and, using a first personal plural pronoun, bemoans how
the many $fovodow 7uiv wéor Tois TowovTois (‘are jealous of all people such as
us’, 3c3-4). As far as Euthyphro is concerned, both he and Socrates belong to a
kind of theological elite whose special insight into the divine set them apart from
the crowd and free them from customary morality.®

Plato makes it clear that despite his self-identification with Socrates, Euthyphro
is more of a character foil to Socrates than a likeness. Socrates claims to have
no knowledge, while Euthyphro is confident of his own certain religious wisdom.
Socrates is full of a ¢lavfpwmia (3d7) which causes him to pour out naturally
whatever he thinks to anyone at all, while Euthyphro guards his wisdom jeal-
ously, since it is this mysterious religious knowledge that distinguishes him from
the unwashed masses (4e9-5a2). Socrates is like a foreigner in the courts, while
Euthyphro is confident in his ability to win any case regardless of its particular cir-
cumstances (5b8—c3). Socrates actually seeks to distinguish himself from Euthyphro,
referring to dpiv Tois pdvreow (‘you prophets’, 3e3), a group to which Socrates
does not belong. While Socrates distances himself from any identification with
Euthyphro, the reader is clearly encouraged to see convergences between the two
young prosecutors, Meletus and Euthyphro. Both are referred to as being relatively
unknown and unrecognized (for Meletus see 2b7—cl; for Euthyphro, see 5c4-8),
in contrast to the constant attention Socrates has inadvertently drawn to himself.
Most importantly, for both Meletus and Euthyphro, the act of prosecuting suggests
a confident knowledge of the terms of their charges: what it means to corrupt and
improve the youth, what is the nature of piety and impiety (4e4-8).

In response to Socrates’ shock at a son’s prosecution of his father for murder,
Euthyphro offers the following account of the circumstances of the father’s crime:

émel ¢ ye dmobavwv meddtns Tis v éuds, kal ws éyewpyoiuev év 75 Ndlw,
éirever éxel map piv. mapowioas olv kal dpyiabels TOV olkeTdV TwL TOV
ﬁperépcuv o’moc¢(i~rrﬂ adTév. 6 olv mx-r'r‘]p cwdroas Tovs 7765(15 Kkal TAs yeipas
av70v, KaTa,Ba)\wV els Tad)pov Twd, weywec detpo dvdpa mevoduevov Tol efm/nrov
67U Xpeln moieiv. év 8¢ ToUTw TYH Xpovw T00 Seﬁe,u,evov (/J)\L’ya)péL Te Kal YNLG)\GL wg
avdpodpdvov kal o0dev Sv mpdyua € wkal dmofldvol, Smep odv kal émalber Vmo yap

as similar to Meletus and a character foil for Socrates. See e.g. Versényi (n. 4), 40; J. Hoopes,
‘Euthyphro’s case’, CB 47.1 (1970), 1-6.

¢ There is considerable controversy about whether the character of Euthyphro should be under-
stood as representing a traditional or an idiosyncratic and sectarian religious viewpoint. On this
issue, see W.D. Furley, ‘The figure of Euthyphro in Plato’s dialogue’, Phronesis 30.2 (1985),
201-8. See McPherran (n. 2), 111 for a list of interpreters on both sides of the issue. My own
view is that Euthyphro does not doubt the authority of traditional religious beliefs and customs,
but as a prophet he has direct and privileged access to the will of the gods beyond them.

7See Kidd (n. 3) 219-220 for an excellent suggestion about how to read this phrase as
‘though, as a matter of fact, the murdered man was a meAdrns of mine.” For Kidd, in response
to Socrates” question about whether the meAdrns was dAAdTpios or olkeios, Euthyphro is amused
that the distinction should even matter to him, but notes that even if this distinction did matter,
his status as meAdrys justifies the prosecution.
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Aol kal plyovs kal Tdv deoudv dmobviioker mpiv Tov dyyelov mapa Tob éémynTod
apucéclar.

Though, as a matter of fact, the dead man was my dependent, and when we were farm-
ing in Naxos he served us there for hire. He became drunk and angry and slit the throat
of one of our household slaves. So my father bound his hands and feet and threw him
down into a ditch, then sent a man here to inquire from the religious adviser what must
be done. During that time he had little esteem and care for the bound man, since he was
a murderer, and it made no difference if he died, which indeed he did. He died from
hunger, cold and his bonds, before the messenger returned from the religious adviser.
(4c3-d5)

Of course the primary reason why Euthyphro’s prosecution so scandalizes Socrates,
Euthyphro’s relatives and the majority of Athenian citizens is its violation of the
fundamental law of the oikos which demands that the blood relation, and especially
the father, be treated with reverence by his offspring far beyond what is owed to
other individuals.® Yet beyond this violation of one’s obligation to the family and
its divinities, there are several details in Euthyphro’s account cited above which
either suggest his father’s innocence, or at the very least introduce ambiguities into
the question of the father’s guilt — ambiguities reminiscent of the moral complexity
of a Greek tragedy:’

1) the victim was himself a drunken murderer deserving of punishment;

2) the father did not actively kill the victim — the direct causes of death were
internal or natural (hunger) and external or environmental (cold), while the
father’s actions — binding the servant’s hand and feet — merely facilitated these
direct causes and therefore were only indirectly responsible for the death;

3) the binding of the servant was not done with the intention of killing him, but
rather of ensuring he did not escape while the gods were consulted about the
proper course of action.!

Euthyphro defends himself against the charge that a son should not prosecute his
father with the plausible'' argument that it makes no difference eire aAASTpios eite
olkeios 6 Tevedss, dAX ol TolTo wdvov Selv duddrTew, eite év diky éxTewe
6 ktelvas elte w1, kal € pév év Siky, éav, el 8¢ w1, émeéiévar, édvmep o
kTelvas owéoTids cou rkal opotpdmelos 7 (‘whether the dead man was a stranger
or a relative, but it is necessary to look out for this alone, whether the killer kills
justly or not. If so, let him go, if not, prosecute, even if the killer shares your
hearth and table’, 4b7—c1).!? Against the other reasons for considering Euthyphro’s

8 For some references to this idea in Plato, see McPherran (n. 2), 108 n. 5.

° On the possible implicit references in Euthyphro to tragedy, see R.B. Egan, ‘Tragic piety in
Plato’s Euthyphro’, Dionysius 7 (1983), 17-32; D. Rohatyn, ‘The Euthyphro as tragedy: a brief
sketch’, Dialogos 9 (1973), 147-51; Versényi (n. 4), 34-40.

"In case this question of intention seems anachronistically imposed on ancient Greek
jurisprudence, consider Socrates’ own words in the Apology: v TowobTwy [kai dkovoiwv]
duaptnudTwy ob 0ebpo véuos elodyew €otiv, dAAa dia AaPdvra Oibdokew kal vovbereiv,
Ap. 26a2—4.

"'In a qualified sense this is a perfectly Socratic principle — whatever Socrates’ relation to his
interlocutor and whatever social role he occupies, he must be subjected to the cross-examination
and prosecution of the elenchus.

12 See also 5d8—e2 on this point.
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action to be unjust, Euthyphro argues that although his father was not the direct
cause of death and although his intention was not to kill him, he simply did not
exhibit sufficient care or concern for the well-being of the bound man. Euthyphro’s
father gave primacy to what the gods demanded — the well-being of the bound
man was secondary to his fear of contravening the will of the gods — and so he
did nothing until the divine will was made manifest through the é¢nynris. This
question of sufficient care for one’s fellow human being will be important for
understanding the concluding scene of the dialogue.

There are two aspects to the charge against Socrates emphasized in Euthyphro:

1) Socrates corrupts the youth;
2) Socrates does not believe in the old, traditional gods, and makes up new gods.

Meletus, on this account, prosecutes on behalf of two groups of victims in order
to protect them: the young men and the traditional gods." The literary drama of
the Euthyphro focusses on responding to the first part of the charges laid against
Socrates — his alleged corruption of the youth." The stance of his accusers relative
to this charge is generally a conservative one — customary Greek beliefs, once
embraced unquestioningly by Athenians, especially their youth, are being under-
mined by Socrates’ asking his interlocutors about their reasons for holding these
beliefs. The question of whether this kind of questioning should be permissible or
not is brought up indirectly by Socrates in relation to Euthyphro’s third definition:
ovkoby émiokomrdper ad ToiTo, & Evfidpwr, € kadds Aéyerar, 1 édpev kal
0UTw YUV TE adTdV dmodexdpela kal Tov dAwv, éav udvov ¢y Tis TL Exew
oUTw ovyxwpoivres éxew; 7 okemtéov T( Néyer 6 Aéywv; (‘Then shall we not
examine this, Euthyphro, whether it is true, or shall we let it pass, and accept it
both from our ourselves and from others, if someone simply says something, agree-
ing that it is so? Or is it necessary to examine what the speaker says?’, 9e4-7).
Meletus and his fellow accusers would answer: ‘you should simply let customary
opinions pass, you should not subject them to rational investigation’. The prophets,
like Euthyphro, would proclaim that in so far as something is pronounced by his
prophetic infallibility, it should be accepted without examination. In contrast, for
the philosopher, one is duty-bound to examine everything said.

What then is the parallel between Euthyphro’s murder prosecution against his
father and the charges against Socrates, who has killed no one? Though Socrates
is not accused of killing any human being, he is being accused of destroying the
youth’s belief in customary ethical and religious opinions. From the conservative
perspective of his accusers, Socrates is a revolutionary who calls into question
principles so fundamental to Greek society that they should remain unquestioned.

'3 While the charges of corrupting the youth are answered through the dialogue’s literary
structure, the charges of impiety are answered through its philosophical argument. See my
“Philosophical piety in Plato’s Euthyphro”, forthcoming.

¥ As McPherran (n. 2), 120 notes, the alleged corruption of Socrates is to be compared
with the alleged pollution of Euthyphro’s father. There is a qualified sense in which Socrates
is indeed a corruption in the polis, and that Euthyphro’s father is a source of pollution in their
oikos. But both Socrates and the father are themselves responding to an existing contamination
(contradictory and unexamined opinions in the souls of his interlocutors and the murder of the
household slave by the meAdrns) which they are trying to purify.
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The conservative character of the charges against him comes out most clearly
in the Meno in an exchange between Socrates and Anytus, another of his accusers
(Meno 89e9-95al). Socrates there asks Anytus to whom should a young man go to
learn virtue concerning the governance of oikos and polis? When Socrates brings
up the possibility that it is the sophist who properly teaches this virtue (since it
is the sophists who claim to sell this knowledge), Anytus regards the suggestion
as unspeakable (Meno 91cl). The sophists, argues Anytus, do exactly the opposite:
they corrupt otherwise virtuous youth. Anytus ascribes the continued success of
sophists like Protagoras to a widespread madness that has infected these youths,
their permissive parents and their irresponsible cities.

For Anytus, the vast majority of Athenian citizens are virtuous, and they did not
acquire their virtue through abstract speculation; they acquired this virtue through
the transmission and preservation of customary knowledge from one generation of
Athenians to the next. From this conservative viewpoint, the content of virtue is
fully present in the way things have always been done in Athens. Any rational
inquiry into the reasons why what has always been believed to be right is right
destabilizes the only source of ethical life, and makes the human being the meas-
ure of what is. From this conservative perspective there is no difference between
Socrates and a sophist: both measure traditional opinions by their own reason, draw-
ing the clear objectivity of custom into a whirlpool of subjectivity, and destroying
the possibility of a common ethical life in the process. The questioning rational-
ity of Socrates and the sophists is a pollution, a plaopa in the language of the
Euthyphro (4cl), that should be eradicated from the city by any means necessary.
Socrates is seen in this light as a kind of figurative murderer — a destroyer of
customary beliefs concerning both the nature of the gods and the traditional virtues
and duties of a Greek citizen.

This is the core of the parallel between the two criminal cases. Socrates’
destruction of these customary opinions about divine and human matters through
dialectical questioning should be juxtaposed with Euthyphro’s father’s murder of
the servant. By destroying customary opinions and replacing them with no positive
knowledge, Socrates destroys the very basis of practical activity in the polis. On
what basis are the youth to be expected to act, given that their customary views on
what is good, noble and generally virtuous have been undermined and destabilized?
They have been, to push the image, bound hand and foot by Socrates so that they
have no basis for action.

Recall the important questions about whether the death of Euthyphro’s depend-
ent should be considered a murder at all: first, the victim was drunk and out of
control, having himself already committed atrocities; second, the father’s actions
were merely the indirect cause of the man’s death; and third, his intention was not
for the man to die, but to rectify his injustice in accordance with the will of the
gods. These translate into the following questions that I would argue are absolutely
central to the Platonic consideration of the significance of Socrates.

Firstly, is Socrates reacting against the customary virtue of the youth, or rather
against the reckless subjectivist (and potentially violent) spirit that has taken hold
of them and made any return to unquestioned adherence to tradition impossible
for them? Characters like Meletus and Euthyphro act without knowledge or even
reflection upon the grounds of their actions — this passionate, irrational behaviour
is a kind of intoxication. More generally, are the youth, in the clutches of this
subjectivist revolution, not already decadent, reckless and intoxicated? Socrates is
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deeply concerned that Euthyphro is acting impulsively and unreflectively,”® without
pausing to deliberate upon whether this prosecution is in accordance with the divine
will.'®

Secondly, does Socrates himself destroy these customary beliefs by showing his
interlocutors that they do not know what they thought they knew, or is it rather
that the paralysing effects of Socratic ignorance leave them particularly vulnerable
to corruption, and offer them no positive knowledge upon which to order their
lives? Is it that, being paralysed through Socratic refutation, they are left vulner-
able to the corruption of their virtue by the internal force of their desires (hunger)
or the external force of sophistic manipulation (cold), that these direct causes are
indirectly facilitated by the bonds Socratic refutation places on them?

The question of whether Socrates is the direct or indirect cause of the destruction
of customary beliefs arises out of Euthyphro’s frustration with Socrates’ refutations
of his definitions of piety. Socrates famously destabilizes his definition of the pious
as what all the gods love through a paradox: is the pious pious because it is loved
by the gods, or is it loved by the gods because it is pious? In the face of this
problem, Euthyphro is at a loss to offer any further suggestions for a definition.
He puts the blame for this paralysis squarely on Socrates’ methods:

AN B S sy ‘ v , , ¢ n
AN, & Zdkpates, ok éxw €ywye bmws ool elmw 6 VoW TEpLEpxETAL VAP TWS MUY
Y , AASYY , " PR / > 7 A
det 6 v mpobduela kal odk é0éler pévew Smov dv (Spvoddueba adTé ... TO yap
mepuévar adTois TovTO Kal pN pévew év TH avT® ovk éyd elut 6 évtibels, dAla oV
wou Sokeis 6 Aaidalos, émel éuol ye évexa éuever av TaiTa oUTwS.

But Socrates, I am not able to tell you what I am thinking. For somehow what we lay
down always goes around and does not want to remain where we establish it ... For I
am not the one who puts this circulating around and not remaining in the same place
into them, but it seems to me you are the Daedalus, since on my account they would
have stayed put. (11b6-8; 11c8-d2)

Does Socrates destabilize Euthyphro’s views because they are inherently unstable,
or are Euthyphro’s views destabilized because of what Socrates does with them?
Structurally, this question is identical to Socrates’ paradox: is the pious pious
because the gods love it, or do the gods love the pious because it is pious? The
question in both cases is the following: is the cause of the effect properly in the
agent or the patient?

Was Euthyphro’s father the cause of the death or only an indirect facilitator?
Is Socrates the cause of the destruction of the customary views of the Athenian
youth or merely an indirect facilitator? On this question hinges the verdict both of
the father’s case and that of Socrates. If the views are in themselves stable and
true, and Socrates destroys them without providing anything to replace them, then
he is a pollution destructive of the city that should be purified. If the views are
in themselves unstable, then Socrates is not the cause of the destabilization, but
merely the indirect catalyst of their fleeing away.

Thirdly, is Socrates’ intention in subjecting their opinions and traditional beliefs
to rational scrutiny really the destruction of these beliefs? Socrates makes it clear

'S These are the very charges laid against Socrates, that he adrooyedidler and rawoTouel
(see 3b5, 16a2) about divine things.
16 See 5b, 4e, 15d.
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that this is not in fact his intention. When Euthyphro accuses him of deliberately
destroying his views through his dialectical prowess, Socrates replies:

Con Ny .y > o / v - (L ,
kal 0fTa ToUTG pov THs Téxvms éoTl kowpdTaTov, 6TL dkwv elul codds éBovAduny
yap dv pot Tods Aéyouvs pévew kal dkuntws (dpicfar wdldov 7 mpos 7 daddlov
copla 70 Tavrdlov ypipata yevésbhar.

And this is the most clever aspect of my art, that I am unwillingly wise. For I want
your words to remain and to stand unmoved more than I want to obtain the wisdom of
Daedalus and the wealth of Tantalus. (11d6—el)

The third objection to Euthyphro’s prosecution is that the father’s intention was
simply to wait patiently for the divine will to be revealed before acting, and he
did not intend killing the meldrns. Does Socrates intend to destroy the traditional
beliefs of the Athenian youth he dialectically cross-examines? Recall the Meno,
when, at the end of the dialogue, Socrates takes up the image of Daedalus relative
to this question of the mobility and stability of his interlocutor’s opinions. There
he argues that from the perspective of practical activity, there is no difference
between true opinion and true knowledge. But it is not for nothing that he seeks
to destabilize opinion. These opinions, as long as they stay, are just as good as
knowledge, but they can run away — if confronted by the questioning sophistic spirit
from without or the influence of desires from within. Changing true opinion into
true knowledge can ensure that it will not be lost when investigated or opposed
by alternative views.

According to this formulation, Socratic questioning is only a provisory desta-
bilization of true customary opinions, for the ultimate sake of regrounding them
upon rationally understood foundations. The goal of philosophical inquiry is the
stabilization of true opinions and genuine wisdom already contained in ethical and
religious customs as fela polpa mapayvyvouévy dvev vod (‘obtained by divine lot
without understanding’, Meno 99¢6). In this case, Socrates would not be considered
a pollution, a foreign invader destroying the city, but rather as Euthyphro suggested
at the beginning of the dialogue, Socrates would be the very heart or ‘hearth’
(éorias) of the city (Euthphr. 3a), essential to its very identity and continued
existence. Socrates’ intention in his quest for stable definitions of ethical concepts
is not the destruction of traditional ethical life. Until these are made clear, there
is a real possibility that his dialectic might further weaken the hold of customary
morality on his young interlocutors, though this consequence is not only unintended,
but is opposed to what motivates him.

Finally, the actions of both Euthyphro’s father towards his victim and Socrates
towards his young interlocutors are guided by a prior obligation to the divine which
supersedes any immediate obligations from one human to another. Unsure of what
to do in the face of the man’s vicious action against his slaves, the father simply
neutralizes him so that he cannot get away or do any further damage, and sends
a messenger to consult an interpreter of the will of the gods. I am suggesting
that Euthyphro’s father is not the only one who, not knowing how to act in
accordance with the will of the gods, immobilizes his victims in order to consult
the divine oracle for practical guidance. Socrates, in the face of his self-conscious
ignorance, consults oracles for practical guidance in order to avoid transgressing
the divine. Euthyphro brings up Socrates’ Sawudviov early in the dialogue. In the
Apology, Socrates repeatedly claims that his entire philosophical activity is based on
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obedience to his personal daipdviov, to the oracle and to Apollo. One might even
argue that the search for the (6éa or eidos!” of piety beyond opinion is a quest to
reveal the divine truth beyond merely human custom.'® Thus the activity of both
older men in immobilizing and ultimately imperilling their victims is inspired by
a concern not to transgress the divine will.

The concluding scene of the dialogue completes the reversal of the trials.
Euthyphro had accused his father of murder through lack of care and attention
to the needs of his bound victim. From the beginning of the dialogue, Socrates
makes explicit what hangs in the balance of his discussion with Euthyphro — his
very life. If Euthyphro can teach him what true piety is, he will be able to defend
himself against Meletus’ charges. Yet while claiming to know the nature of the
pious, Euthyphro flees the shameful indictment of his ignorance by Socrates by
demonstrating a total lack of care for Socrates. When Socrates insists that they
continue their quest for the essence of piety, Euthyphro replies: els adfis Tolvov, @
Zdrpatest viv yap omebdw mot, kal pou dpa dmiévar (‘Another time, Socrates,
for I am in a hurry now to go somewhere, and it is time for me to go’, 15¢3-4).

Without any knowledge of the pious, Socrates is left unable to defend himself
against his charges. Consider his closing words in the dialogue:

e ~ N 3 ~ > 2 3 7 \ ’ > 7 o o) €

ola moiels, & €raipe. dam éAmidos pe warafalwv peyddns amépyn v elxov, s
mapa cob pabwv 7d Te Sowa kal pn kal Tis wpos MélnTov ypadis dmalddéouad,
dvdeifduevos Exelvw Stu coos 7dm map EdOippovos Ta Oeia yéyova kal 6Ti ovkéT
JoeLsapepos erewy T 00Pos 19m map povos Ja Tel Nt Kt ) 7

A ,

v dyvolas avrooyedidlw 006e kawoToud mepl aldTd, kal 67 kal Tov dAdov Blov
671 duewov PBuwooluny.

What a thing you are doing, friend! You leave, casting me down from a great hope which
I had, that after learning from you the pious and the impious I would escape Meletus’
indictment, after showing him that I had already become wise concerning divine matters
from Euthyphro, and that I no longer extemporize or make innovations about these things
out of ignorance, and further that I would live better for the rest of my life.
(15e5-16a4)

Euthyphro’s neglect is to be contrasted with the numerous references to Socrates’
attentiveness to and concentration upon every last word spoken by his interlocutors,
his unwillingness to give up on conversation until the goal is reached.”

In contrast to this care, Euthyphro has left Socrates, so to speak, tied up and
thrown in the ditch to die. The word Plato uses for the father’s throwing into the
ditch at 4c7, and Euthyphro’s throwing Socrates down from his high hopes, is
the very same: xarafBadwv. Such neglect of one’s fellow humans to the point of
allowing their death is far worse than the actions of Socrates towards the youth
or the father towards Euthyphro’s dependent, since both of these occur through
attentive dedication to one’s duty to the divine.

In escaping his conversation with Socrates and neglecting his obligation to seek
the truth, Euthyphro shows himself to be not only impious but, by analogy, guilty
of the very act for which he prosecutes his father: leaving a human being for dead
by neglecting what he needs to survive (compare dAvydper 7€ ral Huéler at

7 For reference to (5éa in the dialogue, see 5d3—4, 6dl1-el, 6e3; for reference to eidos,
see 6d10-11.

'8 See my ‘Philosophical piety in Plato’s Euthyphro’, forthcoming.

1 See, for example, 14¢3-d6, 15¢c11-d2.
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4d1-2). Plato seems to be suggesting that it is only by devoting proper attention

to 7a Oeia, as exemplified by Socrates and Euthyphro’s father, that proper care
for other human beings will follow.?
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2T am grateful to Michael Fournier, James Gilbert-Walsh and Peter O’Brien for their helpful
comments on this article.
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