SOCRATES
EUTHYPHRO
MELETUS

Philosopher
Prophet or “seer” / priest
Poet: represents poets in charges

One who would not prosecute
One who would prosecute
One who would prosecute

“Court” = Streets / Agora / city
Court is the “law courts” of Archon
Court is the “law courts” of Archon

· Teaches men of their own ignorance & elicits their own truth through reason. 

· Elicits internal truth and reasoned opinion through Socratic questioning and reason / self-evaluation.
· Teaches Socrates of Euthyphro’s own ignorance & confuses truth & falsity through lack of reason.

· Externally enforces his opinion (unreasoned opinion) on others in the name of innovation & remains traditionalist.
· Teaches us of his own ignorance & confuses truth & falsity through lack of reason.

· Externally enforces his opinion (unreasoned opinion) on others in name of protecting youth through traditional values.

Claims ignorance (“Socratic ignorance) yet he is the wisest.
Claims knowledge (especially of piety) but does not know.
Claims knowledge (especially of those who corrupt / are impious) but does not know.

· Socrates is “the old one” being weeded out by Meletus, yet claims ignorance and is sarcastic about the wisdom of youth, yet he tries to improve the youth and in so doing improve the city.  

· His actions improve the youth and the city, but is accused of the opposite.
· Euthyphro is “the young one” trying to identify with Socrates in wisdom, but is not wise.  He is also weeding out the old one(s) since he is bringing charges against his own father.  

· His actions may harm the city, though he thinks he improves, like Socrates.
· Meletus is “the young one” who claims to know it all and is accusing (weeding out) the old one(s).  

· His actions harm the city.  They use the Laws for vengeance due to indignation and for self aggrandizement.

· He who would not prosecute is the elder who instructs the youth, but his methods incite indignant reactions in a certain kind of person – one who is arrogant and caught up in himself, but Socrates is not such a person.  

· He demonstrates a humble attitude toward the most reverent things, though he is accused of not being so.
· He who would prosecute his own father who is an elder, probably following usual practices, and is seeking help of a seer or authority when he does not know and knows he does not know (like Socrates, he admits when he does not know – at least in this circumstance).  

· Euthyphro is “caught up” in himself and is not humble with regard to the most reverent things,  though he professes to be.

· Note also: His father sends for another seer (other than his son, Euthyphro) to find out what he should do.  Do you think Euthyphro’s arrogance is coming into play here?
· He who would prosecute Socrates, an elder like a father, who cares and mentors the youth.  Meletus is indignant and prosecutes Socrates on behalf of the poets. 

· Meletus is “caught up” with himself and is not humble with regard to the most sacred things, though he professes to be.

· Socrates is not after praise and fame, nor is he after wealth or money.  He does not take money for teaching and says he himself would gladly pay to teach instead of take money.  He is not intending to make a public name or successfully establish himself politically.  

· In fact, what he does hurts him in the public eye (though not with regard to his own soul.)  He is not self-enterprising and remains poor.
· Euthyphro is after praise and seems to be trying to make a place for himself and his public success.  He takes his father to court for a capital crime.  What happens if his father is convicted?  Would he inherit?  What might his soul inherit? 

· What he does is analogous to parricide, yet he goes forth sure of himself even when Socrates shows that he does not know what he is doing.  Self-enterprising in an ignorant way.
· Meletus also is after fame and success.  He takes Socrates, a father image, to court for a capital crime.  What happens if Socrates is convicted?  What would Meletus inherit (i.e., what would his soul inherit)?  Refer to the admonition by Socrates to his accusers at the end of Apology.  

· What he does is also analogous to parricide, yet he does not care because he is indignant, scheming, and power hungry.  Self-enterprising in a bad way

The one who would not prosecute does his fighting / wrestling in the streets to teach.
The one who would prosecute does his fighting in the courts to condemn.
The one who would prosecute does his fighting in the courts to condemn.

Fights fairly and wins the argument.  He looses his life but saves his soul.

· Socrates mentors youth and tires to get elders to question entrenched beliefs through reason.

· The entrenched beliefs are stale insofar as they are not sought in reason or made one’s own through questioning and thought, just accepted blindly without reason.


· Fights ignorantly, remains confused, lives, endangers soul.

· Euthyphro fights certain entrenched values with other entrenched values and beliefs while believing he is like Socrates and innovative when he is not.  

· The tradition he fights in the person of his father is the image of a person like Socrates insofar as he in a sense admits when he does not know.
· Fights unfairly, wins case, lives, loses the argument and his soul.

· Meletus fights innovation from entrenched values and stale reason.

· The innovation he fights in the person of Socrates is the innovative idea of humility and Socratic ignorance – a seeking to know for the sake of knowing itself using reason, not for the sake of self-aggrandizement.

· Socrates’ god is his daemon: a little voice that tells him when he is doing the wrong thing.  

· This is a “novel” kind of god, but a god still.  Socrates’ situation is no laughing matter – it is serious – even “capital.”
· Euthyphro holds the traditional gods and their stories of intrigue.  He tries to identify with Socrates on the grounds of novelty.  

· They laugh at Euthyphro and his visions / prophesy.  Euthyphro thinks it is jealousy, but it seems Euthyphro is laughable.
· Meletus claims to hold the values of the traditional gods without room for novelty at all.  

· For him Socrates has false gods, but really the gods of Meletus are stale because unreasoned – perhaps even having lost what makes them divine.

· Meletus is indignant at being laughed at and is vengeful.

· Socrates laughs in good play trying to make people “unlaughable,” but he is not a laughable sort of fellow.  

· His soul is not in danger, though his life is in danger.  This is not a laughing matter.
· Euthyphro is too ignorant to know why he is a laughable kind of fellow.  

· He is the fool whose soul is in grave danger and does not see it.
· Meletus is indignant at being laughed at because of his own arrogance and lets it get in the way of his judgment thereby gravely threatening the state of his soul.  This is not a laughing matter.

Socrates pours himself out (gives) to the crowd, but is not of the crowd.  He is the loving guide who is sacrificed because of his love, his gifts, and his service to the crowd.
· Euthyphro is aloof from the crowd – he does not go out to the crowd – but he is still of the crowd even though he thinks he is extraordinary (a “legend in his own mind” we might say.)  

· He is another kind of lynching crowd, but operating in the guise of justice (in his own mind) when he cannot show what justice really is.  He walks away oblivious to the whole point.
· Meletus is part of the crowd, he represents the crowd, and it is like a lynching crowd stealthy operating under the guise of justice in the courts.  

· He is their leader and representative and presumably knows the evil he does in the name of justice.

Teacher’s responsibility:  Should the teacher be responsible for what is taught?  If a teacher corrupts the youth, who is at fault?  Socrates feigns to want to be Euthyphro’s student, since he is so “wise” about piety.  Perhaps Euthyphro who knows so much would then either convince the jury or else take the wrap.  Or better, it could be cleared up before any proceedings.  (sarcasm!)

Socrates continues in his ignorance, knowing where he knows and not knowing where he does not know, and in the grave circumstance: a capital accusation against him, analogous to parricide, that could bring an end to his life, though no real harm to his soul.
Could Euthyphro as teacher remove responsibility from Socrates.  But he cannot prove himself – he cannot pass the test – and is oblivious to this fact.  He walks off and leaves Socrates to his fate.  He continues in his ignorance, claiming to know when he does not know, and in the gravest of circumstances:  a capital accusation, analogous to parricide, that could bring the gravest results to his own soul.
Holds Socrates responsible as a teacher for corrupting the youth, but is dishonest about what that means.  Claims to know where he does not know, and in the gravest of circumstances: a capital accusation, analogous to parricide, that could bring the gravest results upon his own soul.





















