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You see, I think that people today are so deeply asleep that
unless, you know, you’re putting on those sort of superficial
plays that just help your audience to sleep more comfortably, it’s
hard to know what to do in the theater.

Andre Gregory and Wallace Shawn, My Dinner with Andre
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We have based the text for Plato’s Apology on the 1900 Oxford
Classical Text of John Burnet, noting departures from Burnet in
the appendix. We have also divided the Apology into thirty-three
chapters in order to include supplementary material in the intro-
ductions to each chapter and in the essays following the text.

The citations we have used in this commentary are traditional,
based on the page and paragraph numbers from the edition of
the French humanist Henri Etienne, often referred to by his Latin
name, Stephanus. These numbers and letters (a–e) can be found
in the margins of the text. The paragraphs are further subdivided
into lines. The Apology thus begins at Stephanus page 17, para-
graph a, line 1 (written 17a1). Our basic policy for expressions
that spill over into the next line is to cite only the line in which
the first word occurs. More complex phrases and long sentences
are sometimes cited with inclusive page numbers.

For words quoted in isolation from their context we follow
standard practice and convert all grave accents to acute. Thus, we
print frontistÆw quoted in isolation (18b8) but in context katå
toÊtouw (17b6).

Because many readers will come to this book as intermediate
students of Greek, we have tried to err on the side of generosity
when providing assistance. It goes without saying that we have
done far too much for some and nowhere near enough for others.
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The running vocabulary presents less common words and expres-
sions the first time they appear in the text. Readers should learn
them at that time. We do not include in the running vocabulary
words that are generally learned in first-year Greek, but all words
can be found in the glossary (pp. 197–222). We give parsing help
for verbs that use different stems to form their principal parts
and for the less frequently encountered tenses and moods.

EDITORIAL NOTE
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Plato’s Apology of Socrates





We have chosen not to produce a highly detailed survey of the
historical and cultural contexts of Plato’s Apology of Socrates. The
amount of relevant material for such a study is vast, and much of
it is collected usefully in works such as those by Brickhouse and
Smith (1989) and Nails (2002).

Instead, we have tried to frame our task more simply with the
needs of the intermediate Greek student in mind: what is the
minimum amount of factual information necessary for someone
encountering the work in the original language for the first time?
To answer that question, we have divided what follows into two
categories. Section I gives a basic outline of the historical context
of Socrates’ trial, focusing on the oligarchic revolution of 404 and
the counterrevolution that followed. This section concludes with
brief remarks about judicial procedure in Athens and the physical
setting of the trial. Section II situates Plato and Socrates within
fifth- and fourth-century Athenian society and emphasizes their
place within the history of Western culture. It concludes with a
discussion of what is sometimes known as the “Socratic question,”
the fact that Socrates wrote nothing and that much of what we
know about him, including the Apology, comes through Plato.

In addition to this introduction, following the Apology text,
we have supplied each of the chapters with short essays. There
we introduce additional background information designed to
clarify the points raised by Socrates and to encourage readers to
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think critically about them from a historically informed position.
These essays can be assigned and used as the basis for class dis-
cussions, or they can be the starting point for paper topics or for
general reflection.

I .  THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The “Thirty Tyrants”

Socrates’ trial took place in 399 b.c.e., after the end of the Pelo-
ponnesian War between Athens and Sparta (431–404). After the
surrender of Athens, the Spartan victors chose a group of thirty
citizens (the Thirty) to dismantle the democratic government and
replace it with the “ancestral laws” (nÒmoi pãtrioi), by which Athens
was now to be governed (Xenophon, Hellenica, 2.3.2). These men,
led by Critias, Plato’s uncle, used their authority to restructure
the courts and purge the city of their opponents. Many of those
who were not executed fled to the Piraeus, where they were joined
by Thrasybulus and began to organize resistance under his leader-
ship. In 403 they were attacked by the oligarchs, whom they
defeated, killing Critias and also Plato’s uncle Charmides, who
had been an important collaborator of the Thirty.

Amnesty

Most of the oligarchs who survived fled to Eleusis, where they
had prepared a refuge for themselves. The exiled democrats, who
included in their number Socrates’ close friend Chaerephon, as
Socrates reminds the jury (Apology 21a), returned to Athens. An
amnesty was negotiated (with the help of the Spartan commander
Pausanias) that extended to all but the Thirty and a few others.

Aftermath

Socrates himself did not go into exile and was regarded with sus-
picion by some democratic leaders, although he was sixty-five at

INTRODUCTION
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the time of the revolution. He makes it quite clear that he was no
supporter of the Thirty and tells a story about a time when he
explicitly disobeyed their orders (Apology 32c–d). Whatever doubts
the democrats may have had about Socrates, the amnesty agree-
ment prevented anyone from prosecuting him for having given
even tacit support to the oligarchs. In 399, however, he was brought
to trial on a charge of impiety (és°beia) by three Athenians: Meletus
and Lycon, about whom little is known, and Anytus, a prominent
democratic leader.

The Charges against Socrates

Socrates quotes the charges against him at 28b–c: “Socrates does
wrong, both because he corrupts the youth, and because he does
not recognize the gods the city recognizes.” At the beginning of the
Memorabilia (1.1.1), Xenophon quotes a similar charge. Diogenes
Laertius (2.40) repeats the charge and adds that the penalty sought
by the prosecution was death. Religious offenses in ancient Athens
were taken seriously, as the welfare of the city was understood to
depend upon the continued support of the gods. At the same time,
religious practice, so often an emotional issue, could be exploited
cynically by one’s political opponents.

Pretrial Hearing

Following the accusation, a formal hearing was held before the
King-Archon, the official responsible for cases involving viola-
tions of religious law.1 If the King-Archon decided that there 
was sufficient evidence to bring the accused to trial, as he clearly
did, the case was sent to the Heliaea, the court that heard cases
regarding impiety.

INTRODUCTION
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The Courtroom

The trial took place outdoors. The courtroom was a semipublic
setting that allowed spectators to hear the speeches and react to
them. At the same time, the court was physically separated from
the public, probably by a low wall that allowed officers of the
court to maintain order and to make certain that only actual
members of the jury were allowed to vote.

The Jury

The pool of jurors was chosen annually. On any given day when
the courts were in session, interested jurors assembled early and,
through a complex procedure designed to guard against jury
packing, received a token that gave them entrance to the appropri-
ate court. Although precision is not possible due to the lack of evi-
dence, Socrates’ jury probably consisted of 500 jurors, or perhaps
501 to avoid the possibility of a tie.

The Trial

On the day of the trial, after the traditional prayers and sacrifices
had been made, each side was given an equal amount of time 
to present its case. A vote was then taken to determine the guilt
or innocence of the defendant. If the vote was in his favor, he
walked away a free man. Further, if the prosecutor did not secure
one-fifth of the vote, the latter was subject to a fine for frivolous
prosecution (cf. Apology 36b). But if the jury voted to convict, as
was the case for Socrates, a second penalty phase ensued. The
original indictment would have included the penalty proposed
by the prosecution, and at this time the accusors justified their
reasoning. The defendant then had the opportunity to suggest a
different penalty, as Socrates does beginning at 35e1. After this
speech, the jury voted again for one of the two alternatives. In the
Apology, they accepted the proposal of the prosecution and sen-
tenced Socrates to death.

INTRODUCTION
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II .  SOCRATES AND PLATO

In the Apology, we read the response of a philosopher on trial for
his life. It is a work admirable for the luminosity of its writing, its
depiction of the philosopher’s reply to an uncomprehending and
hostile public, its dramatization of a crucial moment in Western
intellectual history, and its unwavering defense of the value of
the philosophical life.

Plato’s Apology is only one version of Socrates’ defense. There
were a number of different versions of this speech in circulation.
Each portrayed Socrates’ trial and conviction in a different light,
depending on whether the writer was a supporter of Socrates or
an opponent.2 The fact that the trial had such a galvanizing effect
on so many people indicates that Socrates was no ordinary man
and that he remained a source of controversy and contention in
death at least as much as in life.

To understand why Plato felt it necessary to produce his own
version of Socrates’ defense speech, we must first try to under-
stand what has made Socrates such an object of fascination and
controversy. There are many answers to this question, and we
cannot possibly hope to cover them adequately in such a small
space. Nonetheless, there are several points that the beginning
reader needs to consider.

First Philosopher

Socrates was in a real sense the first philosopher of the Western
tradition. While there were certainly men before him whom we
now call pre-Socratic philosophers, the very fact that they are so
labeled denotes that the arrival of Socrates marks a fundamental
break in the history of formal thought in the West. The nature of
that break, as it is presented to us by Aristotle (Metaphysics 1) and
by the fragments of those earlier thinkers, is as follows: while the
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pre-Socratics were, by and large, concerned with cosmogonic
and physical speculations, Socrates turned philosophical inquiry
inward and asked “who am I?” and “how should I live?” He does
not ask what the basic physical or metaphysical elements of the
universe are, but what the nature of the self is, how one cares for
it, and how one does so in the company of others.

The Socratic Method

Socrates’ “method,” at least as it is presented by Plato, Xenophon,
Aristotle, and others, was to inquire into the nature of the good,
the self, justice, wisdom, and so forth by asking his fellow citizens
what they thought these things were. In so doing, he also asked
them to defend their beliefs and assumptions, while demanding
that they maintain a high standard of logical consistency. Such
questioning often revealed the existence of unfounded or contra-
dictory sets of beliefs, which could not be defended and hence
demanded revision. Thus, Socrates was not a dogmatic philoso-
pher or a builder of elaborate systems, nor did he present a series
of abstract speculations as received truth or the product of his
genius. Rather, he defined philosophy as an ongoing mode of
inquiry into the foundations of our communal and individual
lives—one that is undertaken in dialogue with others.

Philosophy’s Challenge

By demanding that individuals examine in a rigorous manner
their beliefs and assumptions concerning the values they held
most dear, Socrates was also necessarily a provocative figure, who
often occasioned anger and resentment from those he questioned.
His actions, which often cast him in the role of a dissident within
his community, clearly made him enemies. He did not simply
accept the received verities of Athenian ideology and religion, but
demanded that his fellow citizens subject those “truths” to rigor-
ous examination. Socrates, in effect, founded philosophy as a form
of political and social criticism if not direct civil disobedience.

INTRODUCTION
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The “Socratic Question”

Socrates was a philosopher who did not write. In fact, the memory
of Socrates largely survives into the modern world owing to the
works of Plato. The son of an aristocratic family that was deeply
embedded in the politics of Athens, Plato was well placed to
become one of the ambitious and cynical young men who popu-
late his dialogues. Instead, he appears to have committed himself
to Socrates and to philosophy at an early age. Plato was twenty-
eight, according to Diogenes Laertius (3.6), when Socrates was
executed. He devoted the rest of his long life (he died in 348 b.c.e.)
to trying to understand what this formative influence on his life
meant and how to live in accord with his understanding of it.
Plato produced a large body of work, much of which is centered
around the conversations of Socrates. While other portraits of
Socrates were in circulation in antiquity, and especially in the
immediate wake of his execution, Plato’s became authoritative,
and it is through Plato that the founder of Western philosophy
has come down to us.

Platonic Writing

Plato’s Socrates achieved preeminence for at least two reasons.
First, Plato is a writer of extraordinary talent. His characters are
drawn vividly; his language is clear and precise; his syntax is
conversational and his wit brilliant. Every word in a Platonic dia-
logue is chosen for maximum impact. Indeed, Plato’s attention to
revision (philoponia) was legendary in antiquity.3 The result is that
even when the language appears to be casual and improvised,
we can assume that a great deal of labor has gone into making it
appear that way.

Second, Plato was an original philosopher of genius. This descrip-
tion may seem a bit of a paradox for a man who devoted his life to
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conserving the memory of his teacher, but it is nevertheless true.
Further, there is a great deal of debate in the scholarly literature
about which dialogues are early and which are late, which dia-
logues are closer to the teachings of Socrates and which are more
clearly the products of Plato’s invention. The controversies here
are many, and it is not necessary for the first-time reader of the
Apology to feel a need to decide on such matters. What seems
clear, however, and what nobody seriously denies, is that Plato
does not simply set himself the task of recording Socrates’ speeches
and conversations. He is not a journalist. Rather, he strives from
first to last to come to grips with both Socrates as a man and the
challenge he offered to received modes of thought. To do that
effectively, Plato was required to develop his own understanding
of these matters, eventually writing long and complex works
such as the Republic, Symposium, Parmenides, Philebus, and Timaeus.
These could only have been produced through a process of con-
siderable reflection and elaboration and not through the simple
transcription of a set of conversations, no matter their brilliance,
subtlety, or depth.

The result of this complex authorial situation is that we must
always speak of Plato and Socrates when responding to the
Apology. There is no doubt that Socrates was a very real individ-
ual, who provoked both fierce hostility and fond attachment
among his fellow citizens. He stands at the head of a long list of
truth tellers and inquirers who have challenged the received
opinions of their governments and their peers in the name of
the love of wisdom (philo-sophia). But the Socrates we have in
the text of the Apology, although he exists in other recorded ver-
sions that have come down to us from antiquity, especially
those of Xenophon, is largely a product of the literary and philo-
sophical genius of Plato. With the Apology, then, we stand at the
beginning of the Western literary, philosophical, and political
tradition, and this is why no one can seriously call him- or her-
self educated who has not closely pondered the meaning and
art of this seminal text.
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Apology of Socrates





17a1 ˜ti = ˜ ti “Whatever.”
Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi Although this is supposed to be a defense speech, in var-
ious places Socrates goes out of his way to antagonize the jury. One way he
does this is by choosing to address jury members only as “Athenians.” He
saves the commoner and more respectful form of address, Œ êndrew dikasta¤,
“O judges,” for the jurors who vote to acquit him and pointedly adds that
only they could rightly be addressed in this way (see 40a2–3). In another ver-
sion of this same speech by Xenophon, Socrates is even more antagonistic.
pepÒnyate The verb is essentially passive in meaning, so ÍpÒ + genitive
commonly follows to indicate the person responsible.

17a2 dÉoÔn “Anyway.” The particle intensifies the contrast signaled by m°n . . . d°.
ka¤ Adverbial here, as often: “even.”

17a3 §mautoË Object of §pelayÒmhn < §pilanyãnomai. Verbs of remembering
and forgetting regularly take the genitive.

17a4 …w ¶pow efipe›n Unlike the English, “so to speak,” this idiom limits the
scope of the statement. Translate “almost, practically.”

17a

19

pepÒnyate pf. act. indic. < pãsxv experience
kathgÒrvn < katÆgorow, -ou, ı accuser
Ùl¤gou almost, just short of
piyan«w persuasively
efirÆkasin pf. act. indic. < l°gv say

a

C H A P T E R  1

(17a1–18a6)

Socrates introduces two important themes for the rest of the dia-
logue in the first sentence: (1) the effect of speech on the hearer,
and (2) the relation between what one thinks one knows and the
truth. These topics, however, are introduced casually and seem at
first to have no further significance than “what effect my accusers
have had upon you, I don’t know.” For additional discussion of
the chapter and questions for study, see essay 1.

ÜOti m¢n Íme›w, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, pepÒnyate ÍpÚ t«n
§m«n kathgÒrvn, oÈk o‰da: §g∆ dÉ oÔn ka‹ aÈtÚw ÍpÉ aÈt«n
Ùl¤gou §mautoË §pelayÒmhn, oÏtv piyan«w ¶legon. ka¤toi
élhy°w ge …w ¶pow efipe›n oÈd¢n efirÆkasin. mãlista d¢



17a5 aÈt«n Agrees with poll«n.
œn Genitive by attraction.
toËto “Of their many lies, I marveled at this one in particular.”

17a6 mÆ The negative introduces a clause of fearing dependent on eÈlabe›syai.
17b1 …w de¤nou ˆntow “On the grounds that [I] am (ˆntow) skilled at speaking

(deinoË l°gein).” The genitives are governed by the ÍpÒ (ÍpÉ) in 17a6. The
prosecutors have apparently warned the jurors that Socrates’ speech will
be full of deception. This was a charge often leveled at professional teachers
of rhetoric (sophists) and their students. Athenian oratory is full of dis-
claimers designed to counter such attacks. Litigants often strike the pose of
simple men who speak the truth (see Lysias 19.1.2; Isaeus 10.1). Like them,
Socrates denies any particular eloquence. Nevertheless, his pause at 17b4
to consider ironically that he may have misunderstood what his accusers
meant by deinÚw l°gein clearly illustrates his skill at speaking.

17b1 tÒ . . . mØ afisxuny∞nai “The idea that [they] would not be shamed . . .” The
articular infinitive functions as the subject of ¶dojen (b3) and is the
antecedent of toËto.

17b3 aÈt«n “Of them” (the accusers).
17b4 efi mØ êra “Unless, of course.” êra ironically draws attention to the special

sense of deinÚw l°gein that Socrates pretends to discover.
17b5 télhy∞ = tå élhy∞

l°gousin “They mean.”
ımologo¤hn Potential optative.

17b6 oÈ katå toÊtouw “Not after their fashion.”
m¢n oÔn oÔn (“so, . . .”) resumes the discussion interrupted by Socrates’
musing on what his accusers meant by deinÒw. m°n sets up a contrast with
Íme›w d° (17b8).

17a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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§yaÊmasa < yaumãzv marvel at
xr∞n = ¶xrhn, impf. of xrÆ it is necessary
eÈlabe›syai < eÈlab°omai beware, take care
§japathy∞te < §japatãv deceive
afisxuny∞nai aor. pass. infin. < afisxÊnv shame
§jelegxyÆsontai fut. pass. < §jel°gxv examine closely, refute
ıpvstioËn in any way at all
énaisxuntÒtaton most shameless
ımologo¤hn < ımolog°v agree
=Ætvr, -orow, ı orator
Àsper just as

5

b

5

aÈt«n ©n §yaÊmasa t«n poll«n œn §ceÊsanto, toËto §n ⁄
¶legon …w xr∞n Ímçw eÈlabe›syai mØ ÍpÉ §moË §japathy∞te 
…w deinoË ˆntow l°gein. tÚ går mØ afisxuny∞nai ˜ti aÈt¤ka
ÍpÉ §moË §jelegxyÆsontai ¶rgƒ, §peidån mhdÉ ıpvstioËn
fa¤nvmai deinÚw l°gein, toËtÒ moi ¶dojen aÈt«n énaisxun-
tÒtaton e‰nai, efi mØ êra deinÚn kaloËsin otoi l°gein tÚn
télhy∞ l°gonta: efi m¢n går toËto l°gousin, ımologo¤hn ín
¶gvge oÈ katå toÊtouw e‰nai =Ætvr. otoi m¢n oÔn, Àsper



17b7–c5 From me, you shall hear the unvarnished truth; it is not fitting for a man of
my age to play rhetorical games.

17b8 mou . . . élÆyeian ékoÊv takes an accusative of the thing heard and a geni-
tive of the person.
må D¤a “No, by Zeus.” mã is a negative interjection, used with oÈ or inde-
pendently.

17b9 kekalliephm°nouw . . . lÒgouw “Artful language . . . arranged with phrases
and words,” that is, “with artfully arranged phrases and words.” The par-
ticiples go with lÒgouw in form but with =Æmas¤ te ka‹ ÙnÒmasin in sense.
Socrates’ diction parodies the type of speech he is imagining. Note the
rhyming endings (homoioteleuton), evocative of the style of Gorgias of Leon-
tini, one of the most influential sophists of the fifth century. His visit to
Athens in 427 b.c.e. provides the occasion for Plato’s dialogue Gorgias.
ofl toÊtvn Supply lÒgoi.

17c2 §pituxoËsin The claim cannot be taken at face value. As we have already
seen, Plato chooses Socrates’ words carefully. Note how the loose structure
of this sentence gives the impression of improvisation.

17c3 d¤kaia For the idea that simple words are inherently more likely to be
trusted than clever ones, see on 17b1.
ì l°gv The relative clause (antecedent omitted) functions as the subject of
e‰nai.

17c4 oÈd¢ . . . ín . . . pr°poi Supply moi with the potential optative, which also
accounts for the case of meirak¤ƒ below.
dÆpou “Surely.” The word is used ironically, as often in Plato.

17c5 tª ≤lik¤&, “At my age.”

CHAPTER 1 17b
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≥ ti µ oÈd°n little or nothing
efikª at random
§pituxoËsin aor. act. part. < §pitugxãnv chance upon
ÙnÒmasin < ˆnoma, -tow, tÒ name
prosdokhsãtv 3rd pers. aor. act. imper. < prosdokãv expect
pr°poi opt. < pr°pei (impers.) be fitting
meirak¤ƒ < meirãkion, -ou, tÒ youth
plãttonti < plãttv shape, fashion
efisi°nai < e‡seimi go into

c

5

§g∆ l°gv, ≥ ti µ oÈd¢n élhy¢w efirÆkasin, Íme›w d° mou ékoÊ-
sesye pçsan tØn élÆyeian—oÈ m°ntoi må D¤a, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi, kekalliephm°nouw ge lÒgouw, Àsper ofl toÊtvn,
=Æmas¤ te ka‹ ÙnÒmasin oÈd¢ kekosmhm°nouw, éllÉ ékoÊ-
sesye efikª legÒmena to›w §pituxoËsin ÙnÒmasin—pisteÊv
går d¤kaia e‰nai ì l°gv—ka‹ mhde‹w Ím«n prosdokhsãtv
êllvw: oÈd¢ går ín dÆpou pr°poi, Œ êndrew, tªde tª
≤lik¤& Àsper meirak¤ƒ plãttonti lÒgouw efiw Ímçw efisi°nai.



17c6 ka‹ m°ntoi ka¤ “Yes, indeed, and.”
17c6–d1. The sentence raises the question of whether the jurors might wonder and

create a disturbance because they are unused to hearing everyday speech in a
court setting or because, as we see later in the speech, Socrates’ normal manner
of speaking with his fellow citizens causes consternation and wonder.

17c7-8 diå t«n aÈt«n lÒgvn . . . diÉ œnper “By the very same words which.” Socrates’
request is both conventional and idiosyncratic. Demosthenes 25.14 has a
speaker making a similar plea. At the same time, Socrates’ lack of pretense
and fondness for homely examples are axiomatic in both Plato and Xenophon
(although generally understood to be ironic). Note that he makes a similar
request prior to the conversation with Meletus (27b).

17c8 §n égorò The agora was the social center of Athenian public life. As Burnet
(1924) notes, words such as égorã, êstu, and égrÒw appear so commonly that
they are treated as virtual proper nouns and thus appear without the article.
§p‹ t«n trapez«n The variety of coined money circulating in Athens stimu-
lated the development of private banks conducted at “tables” in the agora,
where money could be exchanged and transactions could be witnessed by a
third party.

17d1 yaumãzein . . . yorube›n Both infinitives depend on d°omai and par¤emai,
above. Although the Apology is not a court transcript, Plato goes out of his
way to include details that suggest otherwise. Unlike modern courtrooms,
where extraneous noise is strongly discouraged, Athenian juries could be
quite noisy. Burnet (1924) correctly notes that the verb yorube›n can refer
either to heckling or to applause. Although Socrates here refers to the former,
his speech to those who vote for a lesser punishment after his conviction
indicates the presence of hard-core supporters as well. Athenian rules of
jury selection made jury-packing difficult, however, with potential jurors
assigned randomly to courtrooms. Nevertheless, there were plenty of oppor-
tunities for spectators to make their opinions known, whether they were
members of the jury or not.
oÍtvs¤ The adverb is made more emphatic by the addition of the deictic
iota. Note that its accent is fixed and is not affected by the normal accentua-
tion of the adverb.
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d°omai ask
par¤emai beg
e‡vya pf. (with pres. meaning) < ≥yv be accustomed
êlloyi elsewhere
yorube›n < yorub°v make an uproar
oÍtvs¤ thus

d

ka‹ m°ntoi ka‹ pãnu, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, toËto Ím«n d°omai
ka‹ par¤emai: §ån diå t«n aÈt«n lÒgvn ékoÊht° mou épo-
logoum°nou diÉ œnper e‡vya l°gein ka‹ §n égorò §p‹ t«n
trapez«n, ·na Ím«n pollo‹ ékhkÒasi, ka‹ êlloyi, mÆte
yaumãzein mÆte yorube›n toÊtou ßneka. ¶xei går oÍtvs¤.



17d2 §p‹ dikastÆrion énab°bhka “I am appearing before the court.” §p‹
dikastÆrion énaba¤nein is a technical legal term.
¶th . . . •bdomÆkonta Later, Socrates, will say that such longevity would
never have been possible had he not abstained from politics. The fact that
he regards his complete absence from the courts as worthy of mention
gives some indication of the litigious nature of Athenian society.

17d3 t∞w §nyãde l°jevw “The style of speech here.”
17d4 Àsper oÔn ên The condition is present contrary-to-fact. ên (both of them)

goes with sunegign≈skete. The metaphor hinted at with j°nvw (c3) now
becomes a full-blown analogy.

18a1 ka‹ dØ ka‹ nËn “And so, now.”
18a3 ‡svw m¢n går xe¤rvn, ‡svw d¢ belt¤vn ín e‡h “Perhaps it may be worse,

perhaps better.” On one level, this sentence asks the jurors to withold judg-
ment on the untutored forensic oratory of Socrates. On another, it raises the
possibility that his seemingly spontaneous style may well be superior to
that of his rhetorically trained opponents.
aÈtÚ d¢ toËto “This very thing,” referring to efi d¤kaia l°gv µ mÆ below.

18a5 aÏth < otow not aÈtÒw. éretÆ is predicate, as omission of the article
shows: “This is the virtue [i.e., the defining quality] of . . .”

CHAPTER 1 17d
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énab°bhka pf. act. indic. < énaba¤nv appear in court
¶th < ¶tow, -ouw, tÒ year
gegon≈w pf. act. part. < g¤gnomai attain, become
•bdomÆkonta (indeclinable) seventy
étexn«w literally
t“ ˆnti really
sunegign≈skete impf. act. < suggign≈skv pardon
fvnª < fvnÆ, -∞w, ≤ voice, speech style
trÒpƒ < trÒpow, -ou, ı manner
§teyrãmmhn pluperf. pass. < tr°fv raise, bring up
§çn pres. act. infin. < §ãv allow
dikastoË < dikastÆw, -oË, ı judge, juror

5

18

5

nËn §g∆ pr«ton §p‹ dikastÆrion énab°bhka, ¶th gegon∆w
•bdomÆkonta: étexn«w oÔn j°nvw ¶xv t∞w §nyãde l°jevw.
Àsper oÔn ên, efi t“ ˆnti j°now §tÊgxanon \n, sunegign≈-
skete dÆpou ên moi efi §n §ke¤n˙ tª fvnª te ka‹ t“ trÒpƒ
¶legon §n oÂsper §teyrãmmhn, ka‹ dØ ka‹ nËn toËto Ím«n
d°omai d¤kaion, Àw g° moi dok«, tÚn m¢n trÒpon t∞w l°jevw
§çn—‡svw m¢n går xe¤rvn, ‡svw d¢ belt¤vn ín e‡h—aÈtÚ
d¢ toËto skope›n ka‹ toÊtƒ tÚn noËn pros°xein, efi d¤kaia
l°gv µ mÆ: dikastoË m¢n går aÏth éretÆ, =Ætorow d¢
télhy∞ l°gein.



18a7 d¤kaiow “Justified,” a common usage. Note the recurrent use of vocabu-
lary derived from d¤kh (see, for example, 18a1, a4, and a5). As a result of
their frequent appearances, these words come to have thematic connota-
tions beyond their literal definitions. They remind the jury that their con-
stant concern should be what is just. Moreover, the words are designed to
spur a more general philosophical reflection on the nature of justice.

18a8 mou Genitive with a verb of accusation (kathgore›n). Nouns derived from
such verbs also take a genitive object. See 18b1 below.

18a9 tå Ïsteron “The later ones.” That is, the most recent false charges. Socrates
decides to deviate from the accusation at hand to address charges made by
an earlier set of accusers. This is perhaps not a good legal strategy and raises
again a question alluded to earlier (see on 17a1) regarding Socrates’ attitude
toward his judges and whether he is really trying to save his life. Xenophon
writes in his Apology that Socrates had determined that it was time for him
to die and so deliberately provoked the jury (4).

18b3 toÁw émf‹ ÖAnuton “Those around Anytus.” Anytus was a prominent leader
of the democratic faction and is represented in Plato’s Meno as resentful of
Socrates’ criticism of his associates. He was later exiled by the Thirty (see
introduction), with whom some democrats may have associated Socrates,
and lost most of his considerable inheritance. His coprosecutors may have

18a

24

kathgorhm°na pf. pass. part. < kathgor°v accuse, charge

b

C H A P T E R  2

(18a7–19a7)

Overview of the defense: Socrates defends himself against the
charges of his fellow Athenians, both those present in the court
(ofl Ïsteroi katÆgoroi) and those who have slandered him for a
long time (ofl pr«toi katÆgoroi). For additional discussion of the
chapter and questions for study, see essay 2.

Pr«ton m¢n oÔn d¤kaiÒw efimi épologÆsasyai, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi, prÚw tå pr«tã mou ceud∞ kathgorhm°na ka‹ toÁw
pr≈touw kathgÒrouw, ¶peita d¢ prÚw tå Ïsteron ka‹ toÁw
Íst°rouw. §moË går pollo‹ katÆgoroi gegÒnasi prÚw Ímçw
ka‹ pãlai pollå ≥dh ¶th ka‹ oÈd¢n élhy¢w l°gontew, oÓw
§g∆ mçllon foboËmai µ toÁw émf‹ ÖAnuton, ka¤per ˆntaw



had similar motivations. Lycon’s son was executed by the Thirty. For a dis-
cussion of the prosecutors, see on 23e3–24a1.

18b5 §k pa¤dvn “From the time you were children.”
18b5-6 ¶peiyon . . . kathgÒroun The imperfects suggest ongoing action.
18b6 …w Here introducing indirect statement after kathgÒroun.

¶stin When ¶stin signifies the existence of something, it is accented on the
first syllable and appears at the beginning of the clause. Translate: “there is.”

18b6-7 mçllon oÈd¢n élhy°w “Nothing very true.” mçllon does not appear in all
manuscripts.

18b7 sofÒw Socrates imagines the term used contemptuously by his detractors.
In traditional societies such as fifth-century Athens, terms that suggest
innovation of any kind often appear suspect and lacking the proper respect
for received wisdom. See, for example, the portrayal of Socrates’ school in
Aristophanes’ Clouds; see also Places (1964, 3) on sofÒw. Xenophon gives a
pointed example at Symposium 6.6, where the Syracusan impresario says
scornfully to Socrates: “Aren’t you called ‘the thinker’ (frontistÆw)?”
tå met°vra, “Middle air.” Close attention to the movements of heavenly
bodies and to weather signs was well established in Greek culture and is
abundantly demonstrated in the second half of Hesiod’s Works and Days.
Speculation about the mechanical causes of these phenomena was less well
regarded and considered impractical. In Clouds, Aristophanes refers to people
such as Socrates as metevrosofista¤, “sophists of the middle air” (360). In
fact, our first look at Socrates there finds him hanging in a basket “walking
on air and investigating the sun” (225; cf. Apology 19c2–5).
frontistÆw Derived from front¤w, “thought,” and pejorative, like sofÒw
above. Mockery of intellectual activity was common in the late fifth century,
especially in comedy. By putting such language in the mouths of the first
accusers, Socrates also begins to introduce ideas that will culminate in the
references to Aristophanes’ famous play, Clouds, below. There Aristophanes
imagines Socrates as not only making use of phrontis, but literally inhabiting
it. His school is called a phrontisterion, a “thinking place.” Socrates was not
the only philosopher to find himself the butt of a joke. Thales of Miletus was
said to have fallen into a well while gazing at tå §n oÈranoË (Plato, Theaetetus
174a; cf. Apology 19b5), and Anaxagoras was nicknamed Nous, “Mind,” after
the principle that he had identified as organizing the universe (Diogenes
Laertius 2.6). See also essay 14 (pp. 167–69).
tå ÍpÚ g∞w ëpanta énezhthik≈w The parody of philosophy students in
Aristophanes’ Clouds influences Socrates’ language directly. In an early scene
from the play, a student explains to Strepsiades, an old Athenian, the strange
behavior of his fellow students: zhtoËsin otoi tå katå g∞w “They are investi-
gating things underground.” Strepsiades replies, “Oh! You mean onions!”
(188–89).

CHAPTER 2 18b
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paralambãnontew < paralambãnv take in hand, take aside

5

ka‹ toÊtouw deinoÊw: éllÉ §ke›noi deinÒteroi, Œ êndrew, o„
Ím«n toÁw polloÁw §k pa¤dvn paralambãnontew ¶peiyÒn
te ka‹ kathgÒroun §moË mçllon oÈd¢n élhy°w, …w ¶stin tiw
Svkrãthw sofÚw énÆr, tã te met°vra frontistØw ka‹ tå



18b8-c1 tÚn ¥ttv lÒgon kre¤ttv poi«n “Making the weaker argument the stronger.”
Note the contracted masc. sg. acc. forms of the comparatives ¥ttv and
kre¤ttv (= ¥ttona and kre¤ttona). As Socrates implies, the phrase is a cliché
used unreflectively by opponents of the new education, with its emphasis
on public speaking (cf. Clouds 112, where the same phrase occurs). Such criti-
cism often attacked the sophists, a diverse group of men with widely different
interests, united only, it seems, in their willingness to teach rhetoric for a fee.
A possible implication of the representation of Socrates in Clouds is that he,
too, is a sophist, a charge he strenuously denies. Such teachers were neverthe-
less in high demand by young men eager to gain influence in the Assembly
and were resented by some of the entrenched elites. The beginning of Plato’s
Protagoras captures the equivocal position of the sophists neatly. There we
meet an ambitious young man, burning to become a student of Protagoras,
but who blushes at the thought of being called a sophist (312a).

18c1 <ofl> Bracketed text does not appear in the surviving manuscripts but has
been restored by the editor, who thinks that it was there originally. The
insertion allows us to take otoi . . . ofl taÊthn tØn fÆmhn kataskedãsantew
as the subject and ofl deino¤ . . . mou katÆgoroi as the predicate: “these men
who have broadcast this rumor are my dangerous accusers.” deino¤ pre-
serves something of its original sense (< d°ow, “fear”).

18c3 yeoÁw nom¤zein “Acknowledge the gods,” as is clear from Socrates’ remark
at Euthyphro 3b describing to Euthyphro the charges of Meletus: “For he
says that I am a maker of gods, and he brings charges because, in making
new gods, I do not honor the old ones (toÁw érxa¤ouw [yeoÁw] oÈ nom¤zonta).
The phrase is therefore to be distinguished from nom¤zein yeoÁw e‰nai
(26d2), “believe that the gods exist,” a charge Socrates takes pains to rebut.

18c4 katÆgoroi Subject of the sentence, agreeing with kathgorhkÒtew (c5), l°gontew
(c6), and kathgoroËntew (c8).
pollo¤ Predicate adjective.

18c6 √ The antecedent is ≤lik¤& (dative of time within which).
ên . . . §pisteÊsate Here, with the aorist indicative, ên indicates potential
in the past: “when you were likely to believe.”

18b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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énezhthk≈w pf. act. part. < énazht°v seek out
fÆmhn < fÆmh, -hw, ≤ report
kataskedãsantew aor. act. part. < kataskedãnnumi spread
nom¤zein acknowledge, believe in
¶ti d¢ ka¤ moreover
≤lik¤& < ≤lik¤a, -aw, ≤ age, time of life

c

5

ÍpÚ g∞w pãnta énezhthk∆w ka‹ tÚn ¥ttv lÒgon kre¤ttv
poi«n. otoi, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, <ofl> taÊthn tØn fÆmhn
kataskedãsantew, ofl deino¤ efis¤n mou katÆgoroi: ofl går
ékoÊontew ≤goËntai toÁw taËta zhtoËntaw oÈd¢ yeoÁw nom¤zein.
¶peitã efisin otoi ofl katÆgoroi pollo‹ ka‹ polÁn xrÒnon
≥dh kathgorhkÒtew, ¶ti d¢ ka‹ §n taÊt˙ tª ≤lik¤& l°gontew
prÚw Ímçw §n √ ín mãlista §pisteÊsate, pa›dew ˆntew ¶nioi



pa›dew ˆntew ¶nioi “When some of you were children.”
18c7 §rÆmhn kathgoroËntew Supply d¤khn. A technical legal expression: “prose-

cuting an undefended case.” The phrase is glossed by the genitive absolute
that follows for the benefit of jurors less familiar with legal jargon than
Plato’s Socrates, an irony that should not escape us, given his lack of court-
room experience. The overarching issue, however, is that Socrates did not
choose to leave his “case” undefended but was compelled to do so by the
anonymity of his accusers.

18c8 ˘ d¢ pãntvn élog≈taton Supply toËtÉ §sti. élog≈taton operates on both
literal and metaphorical levels. In the most conventional sense, Socrates’
situation is êlogow, that is, “unreasonable,” since it was not possible to
make a reply, or épologe›syai, to those who were not present. More liter-
ally, êlogow (é- + lÒgow) means “without speech, unutterable.” Inasmuch as
Socrates cannot name the accusers, their names are literally élog≈tata,
“most unutterable.” Finally, this kind of anonymous slander represents the
opposite of the philosophical mode of life for which Socrates stands. It is
without lÒgow in its most profound sense, neither able to offer an account of
itself (cf. 39c7), nor willing to submit to the process of questioning and
examination of others in dialogue (dialÒgow).

18d1 oÂÒn te Supply §st¤. Idiomatic: “it is possible.”
18d2 kvmƒdopoiÒw Aristophanes (ca. 451–388) is the primary referent (see also

19c2), and his Clouds (423) has just been alluded to at 18b7. Other comic
poets, however, like Ameipsias (Connus, 423) and Eupolis (Colaces, 421), had
also written about Socrates. In addition, Aristophanes rewrote Clouds around
417 and mentions Socrates in Birds (414) and Frogs (405) just a few years
before the trial.
˜soi d° . . . The first accusers turn out to be extremely numerous: the origi-
nal slanderers (˜soi d°), those “of you” whom they persuaded (ofl aÈto¤, in
the next line), and a third generation of slanderers persuaded by the second.
én°peiyon Impf. of repeated actions.

CHAPTER 2 18c
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§rÆmhn < §rÆmh, -hw, ≤ undefended
kvmƒdopoiÒw, -oË, ı comic poet
fyÒnƒ < fyÒnow¸ -ou, ı envy, resentment
diabolª < diabolÆ, -∞w, ≤ slander
xr≈menoi < xrãomai use
én°peiyon impf. act. < énape¤yv try to persuade, seduce
épor≈tatoi impossible to deal with

d

Ím«n ka‹ meirãkia, étexn«w §rÆmhn kathgoroËntew épolo-
goum°nou oÈdenÒw. ˘ d¢ pãntvn élog≈taton, ˜ti oÈd¢ tå
ÙnÒmata oÂÒn te aÈt«n efid°nai ka‹ efipe›n, plØn e‡ tiw
kvmƒdopoiÚw tugxãnei \n. ˜soi d¢ fyÒnƒ ka‹ diabolª
xr≈menoi Ímçw én°peiyon—ofl d¢ ka‹ aÈto‹ pepeism°noi
êllouw pe¤yontew—otoi pãntew épor≈tato¤ efisin: oÈd¢ går



18d5 énabibãsasyai Supply efiw tÚ dikastÆrion.
§l°gjai The verb and its compounded form §jel°gxein (cf. 17b2) suggest
both examination and refutation. They occur frequently in Plato’s dialogues
to describe Socrates’ characteristic style of conversation.

18d6 étexn«w Àsper “Practically like.”
skiamaxe›n “Fight in the dark,” and therefore “randomly” (as at Republic
520c). The verb can also mean “shadowbox,” that is, practice fighting moves
without a partner. The first sense predominates. Note the parallelism cre-
ated by the two genitive absolutes: §l°gxein mhdenÚw épokrinom°nou and
kathgoroËntew épologom°nou oÈdenÒw (18c7).

18d8 oÔn ka‹ Íme›w oÔn often signals the return of the discussion to the main
point after a digression. Translate: “So, you also . . .”

18d9 gegon°nai The perfect aspect is relevant. The first accusers began their
work in the past, and its effects continue into the present.

18e1 toÁw pãlai Supply kathgorÆsantaw.
18e2 ka‹ gãr “In fact.”
18e3 t«nde t«n Ïsteron That is, Meletus and his crew. Supply ±koÊsate kath-

goroÊntvn from the first part of the sentence: “In fact, you heard them
accusing [me] earlier and much longer than [you heard] these men [accusing
me] later.”

18e5 épologht°on . . . §pixeirht°on These neuter verbal adjectives, like the Latin
gerundive, express necessity: “there must be a defense . . . and an attempt.”

19a1 §jel°syai “Remove the slander from you.” §j- governs Ím«n.

18d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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énabibãsasyai < énabibãzv bring into court
§ntauyo› to this place
§l°gjai aor. act. infin. < §l°gxv examine, refute
éji≈sate < éjiÒv believe, think
êrti just now
ofiÆyhte aor. pass. imper. < o‡omai think
e‰en very well then
§jel°syai aor. mid. infin. < §jair°v remove

5
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énabibãsasyai oÂÒn tÉ §st‹n aÈt«n §ntauyo› oÈdÉ §l°gjai
oÈd°na, éllÉ énãgkh étexn«w Àsper skiamaxe›n épologoÊ-
menÒn te ka‹ §l°gxein mhdenÚw épokrinom°nou. éji≈sate
oÔn ka‹ Íme›w, Àsper §g∆ l°gv, dittoÊw mou toÁw kathgÒrouw
gegon°nai, •t°rouw m¢n toÁw êrti kathgorÆsantaw, •t°rouw d¢
toÁw pãlai oÓw §g∆ l°gv, ka‹ ofiÆyhte de›n prÚw §ke¤nouw
pr«tÒn me épologÆsasyai: ka‹ går Íme›w §ke¤nvn prÒteron
±koÊsate kathgoroÊntvn ka‹ polÁ mçllon µ t«nde t«n
Ïsteron.

E‰en: épologht°on dÆ, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, ka‹ §pixeirh-
t°on Ím«n §jel°syai tØn diabolØn ∂n Íme›w §n poll“ xrÒnƒ



19a2 taÊthn The antecedent is diabolÆn: “this one which.”
m¢n oÔn This combination asserts the strong emotional interest of the
speaker, here affirmative (and ironic). Translate: “I would really like . . .”

19a4 pl°on t¤ . . . poi∞sai “Succeed,” literally, “do something more,” an exam-
ple of rhetorical understatement (litotes). The infinitive is dependent on
boulo¤mhn.

19a5 oÈ pãnu lanyãnei oÂÒn §stin Technically, the subject of lanyãnei is oÂÒn
§stin, but the idiom does not translate literally into English. Try instead: “It
doesn’t really escape me how it is.”

19a6 t“ ye“ No specific divinity is intended. The remark, coupled with a simi-
lar statement at 35d7–8, works to undermine further the charges of atheism
without committing Socrates to a very specific statement of belief.

CHAPTER 2 19a
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¶sxete aor. act. indic. < ¶xv acquired
˜mvw all the same, nonetheless
lanyãnei < lanyãnv escape the notice of
‡tv 3rd person imper. < e‰mi go
˜p˙ where, in what way
peist°on neut. verbal adj. < pe¤yomai (+ dat.) one must obey

5

¶sxete taÊthn §n oÏtvw Ùl¤gƒ xrÒnƒ. boulo¤mhn m¢n oÔn
ín toËto oÏtvw gen°syai, e‡ ti êmeinon ka‹ Ím›n ka‹ §mo¤,
ka‹ pl°on t¤ me poi∞sai épologoÊmenon: o‰mai d¢ aÈtÚ
xalepÚn e‰nai, ka‹ oÈ pãnu me lanyãnei oÂÒn §stin. ˜mvw
toËto m¢n ‡tv ˜p˙ t“ ye“ f¤lon, t“ d¢ nÒmƒ peist°on ka‹
épologht°on.



19b1 ≤ §mØ diabolÆ The possessive adjective has the force of the objective geni-
tive: “the slander against me.”
√ The antecedent is diabolÆ. Socrates assumes that Meletus and his
cronies would not dare bring him to trial without the implicit support of
the older accusers, an impression strengthened by dÆ, which emphasizes

19a

30

épologht°on neut. verbal adj. < épolog°omai one must make a defense
énalãbvmen aor. act. subj. < énalambãnv resume
§grãcato < grãfv (mid.) indict

b

C H A P T E R  3

(19a7–d7)

Socrates defends himself against the old accusers’ charge of being
interested in science. The search for the causes of natural phenomena
was considered suspect by many cultual conservatives in fifth-
century Athens, inasmuch as such investigations sought to offer
mechanical explanations for things that heretofore had been left
to religion and mythology. As will become clear later in the speech,
Socrates only had a very minimal interest in such speculations,
preferring to concentrate on problems of self-knowledge.

Nonetheless, to many, Socrates’ consistent questioning of all
received notions seemed as corrosive to traditional morality as
the natural philosophers’ attempt to substitute rational causes for
the explanations offered by poetry, religion, and myth. This critical
approach to tradition was the basis, at least in part, of the charge
that Socrates had corrupted the youth. For additional discussion
of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 3.

ÉAnalãbvmen oÔn §j érx∞w t¤w ≤ kathgor¤a §st‹n §j ∏w
≤ §mØ diabolØ g°gonen, √ dØ ka‹ pisteÊvn M°lhtÒw me §grã-



the relative. Meletus is said to have written the indictment on behalf of the
poets Socrates has angered (23e). In the Euthyphro he is referred to as young
and unknown, and this sense of his relative obscurity is echoed in the Apology
(36a–b). In addition, see on 23e5–24a1.
§grãcato grãfesyai takes an accusative of the charge and of the person
charged.

19b2 t¤ dØ l°gontew “By saying what, precisely?” For the use of dÆ, see on 19b1.
19b3 éntvmos¤an Literally, “the swearing against.” The formal charge was read

aloud before the trial began. The thought here is compressed. The simplest
approach is to take de› énagn«nai both in the main clause and in the Àsper-
clause: “So it is necessary to read their (aÈt«n) indictment just as [it is nec-
essary to read] that of the prosecutors.”

19b5 zht«n tã te ÍpÚ g∞w ka‹ oÈrãnia ka‹ tÚn ¥ttv lÒgon kre¤ttv po›vn See on
18c1. In Clouds Aristophanes had portrayed Socrates and his students as
involved in both activities.

19c1 êllouw taÈtå taËta didãskvn taÈtã = tå autã, “the same things.” didãskv
takes a double accusative to indicate the recipient and the content of the lesson.
toiaÊth t¤w §stin “It’s something like this.” toiaÊth agrees with éntvmos¤a.

19c3 Svkrãth tinã “Some Socrates.” Socrates distances himself from Aristo-
phanes’ caricature of him in Clouds.
periferÒmenon In Clouds, we first meet Socrates suspended in a basket so his
thoughts can become as rarefied as the “middle air” that he proposes to study.
éerobate›n Quoted from Clouds 225.

19c4 fluar¤an fluaroËnta Cognate accusative: “talk nonsense.”
œn The relative is governed by p°ri in the next line. The position of the
accent on the first syllable indicates that the preposition follows its object
(anastrophe). The word order is extremely disturbed here (hyperbaton).

CHAPTER 3 19b
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éntvmos¤an < éntvmos¤a, -aw, ≤ formal charge, affidavit
énagn«nai aor. act. infin. < énagign≈skv read
édike› < édik°v do wrong
periergãzetai < periergãzomai busy oneself
¥ttv (= ¥ttona) < ¥ttvn weaker
kre¤ttv (= kre¤ttona) < kre¤ttvn stronger
•vrçte < ırãv see
fãskonta < fãskv assert

5

c

cato tØn grafØn taÊthn. e‰en: t¤ dØ l°gontew di°ballon
ofl diabãllontew; Àsper oÔn kathgÒrvn tØn éntvmos¤an
de› énagn«nai aÈt«n: “Svkrãthw édike› ka‹ periergãzetai
zht«n tã te ÍpÚ g∞w ka‹ oÈrãnia ka‹ tÚn ¥ttv lÒgon kre¤ttv
poi«n ka‹ êllouw taÈtå taËta didãskvn.” toiaÊth t¤w §stin:
taËta går •vrçte ka‹ aÈto‹ §n tª ÉAristofãnouw kvmƒd¤&,
Svkrãth tinå §ke› periferÒmenon, fãskontã te éerobate›n
ka‹ êllhn pollØn fluar¤an fluaroËnta, œn §g∆ oÈd¢n oÎte



19c5 oÈx . . . étimãzvn In Phaedo, the dialogue where the death of Socrates is
narrated, Socrates recalls that as a young man he was deeply interested in
natural science and the structure of the cosmos, but that he later became
disillusioned with it (96–97). In this passage, Socrates’ appreciation of the
sciences gives way to an ironic implication that these matters are unknow-
able (e‡ tiw per‹ t«n toioÊtvn, etc.).

19c6 §pistÆmhn The word is normally distinguished by Plato from dÒja, “opinion,
belief.” Here it is used ironically.

19c7 mÆ pvw §g∆ . . . tosaÊtaw d¤kaw feÊgoimi Opt. of wish: “I hope I don’t have
to defend myself against such great charges.”

19d2 didãskein te ka‹ frãzein The logical order of the two events is inverted
(hysteron proteron). The request that the jurors teach each other might look
like a Socratic mannerism, but it is not. Compare this passage to Andocides’
speech, On the Mysteries 46, where he, too, calls upon members of the jury
to verify his version of events and to “teach” each other.

19d3 dialegom°nou On the most basic level, Socrates merely says that members
of the jury have heard him in conversation. The end result of such conver-
sations, as reported by Plato anyway, is often an exasperated épor¤a, or
perplexity, on the part of the interlocutor. The dialogues with politicians,
poets, and craftsmen that Socrates summarizes a little later (21c5–22e6)
seem definitely to have been of this sort. The recollection of these conversa-
tions would quickly disprove the charge that Socrates engaged in scientific
speculations or taught rhetoric. Nonetheless, it is not clear that bringing to
mind these conversations would have been effective in winning the jury
over to Socrates’ side.

19c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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§pa˝v understand
étimãzvn < étimãzv treat with dishonor
§pistÆmhn < §pistÆmh, -hw, ≤ knowledge
éllå gãr but as a matter of fact
m°testin have a share in
mãrturaw < mãrtuw, -urow, ı witness
frãzein < frãzv point out
dialegom°nou < dial°gomai converse

5
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m°ga oÎte mikrÚn p°ri §pa˝v. ka‹ oÈx …w étimãzvn l°gv
tØn toiaÊthn §pistÆmhn, e‡ tiw per‹ t«n toioÊtvn sofÒw
§stin—mÆ pvw §g∆ ÍpÚ MelÆtou tosaÊtaw d¤kaw feÊgoimi—
éllå går §mo‹ toÊtvn, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, oÈd¢n m°testin.
mãrturaw d¢ aÔ Ím«n toÁw polloÁw par°xomai, ka‹ éji«
Ímçw éllÆlouw didãskein te ka‹ frãzein, ˜soi §moË p≈pote
ékhkÒate dialegom°nou—pollo‹ d¢ Ím«n ofl toioËto¤ efisin—



19d4 frãzete This extremely conversational sentence shifts its syntax midway
through (anacolouthon). The original construction, based on éji« + subject
acc. and infin., breaks off in favor of the imperative.

19d6 toiaËtÉ “Of such a sort,” that is, “equally baseless” (Burnet 1924).

CHAPTER 3 19d

33

5

frãzete oÔn éllÆloiw efi p≈pote µ mikrÚn µ m°ga ≥kous°
tiw Ím«n §moË per‹ t«n toioÊtvn dialegom°nou, ka‹ §k
toÊtou gn≈sesye ˜ti toiaËtÉ §st‹ ka‹ tîlla per‹ §moË ì ofl
pollo‹ l°gousin.



19d8 toÊtvn oÈd¢n §stin “None of these things are [true].”
oÈd° ge “Not even . . .”

19d9 xrÆmata prãttomai The Platonic dialogues highlight Socrates’ refusal to
participate in the pursuit of wealth. Indeed, he is portrayed in the same
light even in Aristophanes’ decidedly unfriendly portrait of him in Clouds.
Elsewhere in the Apology, Socrates explicitly denies that he makes money
by conversing with others (31c, 33b). Among some upper-class Athenians,
there is a prejudice against working for another on the grounds that who-
ever does so is not really free (see Xenophon, Mem. 2.8). For such people,
the accusation that Socrates took money for teaching would not sit well. In
Plato’s Apology, the issue is different: the professed ignorance of Socrates
means that there is nothing he is qualified to teach, and if he cannot teach,
he certainly cannot teach for a fee. Moreover, as he later shows, even those
who claim to have wisdom often do not, while the kind of self-knowledge
Socrates has on offer cannot be reduced to a commodity. See on 20c1–3.

19e3–4 Gorg¤aw . . . PrÒdikow . . . ÑIpp¤aw Gorgias of Leontini in Sicily, Prodicus of
the island of Ceos, and Hippias of Elis in the Peloponnese were famous
sophists of the late fifth century (for more complete biographical informa-
tion, see Nails 2002). They figure prominently in the Platonic dialogues.
Gorgias is known to have visited Athens in 427 as an ambassador, and his
visit is the dramatic occasion for Plato’s Gorgias, in which Socrates com-
pares rhetoricians to flatterers and philosophers to doctors who prescribe a

19d

34

oÂÒw tÉ e‡h (idiom.) is able

e

C H A P T E R  4

(19d8–20c3)

Socrates answers the charge that he teaches for money, like the
sophists. For additional discussion of the chapter and questions
for study, see essay 4.

ÉAllå går oÎte toÊtvn oÈd°n §stin, oÈd° gÉ e‡ tinow
ékhkÒate …w §g∆ paideÊein §pixeir« ényr≈pouw ka‹ xrÆmata
prãttomai, oÈd¢ toËto élhy°w. §pe‹ ka‹ toËtÒ g° moi doke›
kalÚn e‰nai, e‡ tiw oÂÒw tÉ e‡h paideÊein ényr≈pouw Àsper
Gorg¤aw te ı Leont›now ka‹ PrÒdikow ı Ke›ow ka‹ ÑIpp¤aw ı



bitter medecine. Hippias appears prominently in two dialogues, Hippias
Major and Hippias Minor. Both Prodicus and Hippias appear in the hilarious
opening scene of Protagoras, which represents the house of Callias (see below)
as virtually a camp for sophists.

19e4–20a2 oÂÒw tÉ §stin This sentence is artfully constructed to mimic the organic,
often ungrammatical quality of everyday speech and to suggest a contrast
with the elaborate periods of the rhetorically trained speaker. We expect a
complementary infinitive with oÂÒw tÉ §stin, but the relative clause inter-
venes, and when Socrates returns to the main clause, he abandons the
idiom and begins again with pe¤yousi (agreeing in number with toÊtvn [e4]
rather than ßkastow).

19e5 oÂw ¶jesti . . . “who can associate for free with any fellow citizens they
wish.”

19e6 ⁄ Dative following sune›nai. The second relative clause has been incorpo-
rated into the first (see trans. above).

19e6–a2 sune›nai . . . proseid°nai Dependent on pe¤yousi. Coordinate both with
épolipÒntaw, the aorist participle here expressing prior time.

20a1 §ke¤nvn That is, of their fellow citizens (obj. gen. with tåw . . . sunous¤aw).
sf¤sin Indirect reflexive, occurring in a subordinate clause and referring
back to the subject of the sentence (i.e., to Gorgias, Hippias, and Prodicus).

20a2 §pe¤ Another elliptical use of §pe¤. Translate “As a consequence.”
Pãriow Adj. Paros is an island in the northern Aegean Sea.

CHAPTER 4 19e
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pro›ka for free
sune›nai < sÊneimi associate with
xãrin proseid°nai < xãrin prÒsoida (idiom.) be grateful
§nyãde here, now
ºsyÒmhn < afisyãnomai perceive
§pidhmoËnta < §pidhm°v be residing
¶tuxon aor. act. indic. < tugxãnv (+ part.) happen to do something
prosely≈n aor. act. part. < pros°rxomai approach
tet°leke pf. act. indic. < tel°v spend
sofista›w < sofistÆw, -oË, -ı sophist

5
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ÉHle›ow. toÊtvn går ßkastow, Œ êndrew, oÂÒw tÉ §st‹n fi∆n
efiw •kãsthn t«n pÒlevn toÁw n°ouw—oÂw ¶jesti t«n •aut«n
polit«n pro›ka sune›nai ⁄ ín boÊlvntai—toÊtouw pe¤yousi
tåw §ke¤nvn sunous¤aw épolipÒntaw sf¤sin sune›nai xrÆ-
mata didÒntaw ka‹ xãrin proseid°nai. §pe‹ ka‹ êllow énÆr
§sti Pãriow §nyãde sofÚw ˘n §g∆ ºsyÒmhn §pidhmoËnta:
¶tuxon går prosely∆n éndr‹ ˘w tet°leke xrÆmata sofista›w



20a5 Kall¤& t“ ÑIppon¤kou Callias was an Athenian nobleman from a distin-
guished family with an interest in intellectual matters, fabulous wealth,
and a tendency toward self-indulgence. Plato’s Protagoras is set at Callias’s
house, as is Xenophon’s Symposium. The education of his sons may have
been a standard theme in Socratic literature, since the absence of a need to
economize would have allowed the subject to be treated in the abstract. In
addition to Plato’s use of the topic here, the lesser-known Socratic writer
Aeschines of Sphettios wrote a dialogue (Aspasia) in which Socrates
advised Callias to send his sons to Aspasia, the former mistress of Pericles,
for their education. Callias was a fellow demesman of Socrates and related
to Plato by marriage.

Socrates here poses a set of questions to Callias about his sons’ educa-
tion. This is the first specimen in the Apology of the style of conversation for
which Socrates was known. It has several features paralleled frequently
elsewhere in the dialogues: the examination of someone who claims a cer-
tain expertise; argument from analogy; and the use of humble metaphors
to discuss lofty matters.

20a6 §stÒn 3rd sg. pres. dual < efimfi.
20a7 t∆ Íe› Dual nom. of the masc. def. art. and ow. Note that the same endings

appear below with p≈lv and mÒsxv. Not much is known of the sons. One
was named Protarchus and appears prominently in Plato’s Philebus.
§gen°syhn, e‡xomen ên A mixed counterfactual condition. The aorist (middle
dual) in the protasis suggests that we translate the verb as “had been born”
rather than “were.”

20a8 aÈto›n Dual dat. < aÈtÒw “For the two of them.”
˘w ¶mellen “Who was going to . . . ,” that is, “whose job it would be to . . .”

20a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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ple¤v = ple¤ona < pl°vn more
sÊmpantew < sÊmpaw, -pan all
énhrÒmhn aor. mid. indic. < én°romai ask
Íe› (nom. dual) < ÍÒw, -oË, ı son
∑n dÉ§g≈ (idiom.) I said
p≈lv (nom. dual) < p«low, -ou, ı colt
mÒsxv < mÒsxow, -ou, ı calf
e‡xomen < ¶xv (+ infin.) be able to
§pistãthn < §pistãthw , -ou, ı overseer
misy≈sasyai aor. mid. infin. < misyÒv hire

ple¤v µ sÊmpantew ofl êlloi, Kall¤& t“ ÑIppon¤kou: toËton
oÔn énhrÒmhn—§stÚn går aÈt“ dÊo Íe›— “âV Kall¤a,” ∑n
dÉ §g≈, “efi m°n sou t∆ Íe› p≈lv µ mÒsxv §gen°syhn,
e‡xomen ín aÈto›n §pistãthn labe›n ka‹ misy≈sasyai ˘w

5



20b1 kal≈ te kégay≈ Predicate adjectives, agreeing with p≈lv (“colt”) and
mÒsxv (“calf”). The crasis in kalÚw kégayÒw (also present in the abstract
noun kalokégay¤a, the verb kalokégay°v, etc.) suggests that the phrase
had become a slogan to describe members of the aristocracy. It cannot have
been common to apply the phrase to farm animals, and it was just this sort
of undignified comparison that infuriated some aristocratic interlocutors of
Socrates. At Gorgias 494d1, for example, Callicles tellingly accuses Socrates
of being a “mob-orator” (dhmhgÒrow). On Socrates’ use of homely metaphors,
see Alcibiades in the Symposium 221d7–222a6.
tØn prosÆkousan éretÆn “With respect to their appropriate excellence,”
that is, with respect to whatever qualities make a calf or a foal good.

20b2 ∑n dÉ ên “He would be.” The clause is the apodosis of a present counter-
factual condition (impf. + ên) without a protasis.

20b3 nËn dÉ “As it is . . .”
20b6 ¶stin tiw Note the accent: “Is there anyone . . . ?”
20b7 ∑ dÉ ˜w Idiomatic: “he said.” So also ∑n dÉ §g≈ in the next line.
20b8 pÒsou Genitive of price, as in Callias’s answer below. Note the contrast

between Socrates’ careful and complete use of connectives (t¤w . . . ka‹
podapÒw, ka‹ pÒsou) and Callias’s response, which leaves them all out
(asyndeton).
EÎhnow Evenus of Paros is best known as an elegiac poet. Some fragments
have survived. He is represented in Plato’s Phaedo (60d) as being curious
about Socrates’ decision to write poetry after his condemnation and in the
Phaedrus (267a3) as the authority for certain rhetorical terms.

CHAPTER 4 20b
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flppik«n < flppikÒw, -Æ, -Òn equestrian
gevrgik«n < gevrgikÒw, -Æ, -Òn agricultural
n“ < noËw, noË, ı mind
ényrvp¤nhw < ényrvp¤now, -h, -on human, attainable by a person
politik∞w < politikÒw, -Æ, -Òn of a citizen
§sk°fyai pf. mid. infin. < sk°ptomai examine, consider
kt∞sin < kt∞siw, -evw, ≤ possession
podapÒw from where

5

b¶mellen aÈt∆ kal≈ te kégay∆ poiÆsein tØn prosÆkousan
éretÆn, ∑n dÉ ín otow µ t«n flppik«n tiw µ t«n gevrgik«n:
nËn dÉ §peidØ ényr≈pv §stÒn, t¤na aÈto›n §n n“ ¶xeiw
§pistãthn labe›n; t¤w t∞w toiaÊthw éret∞w, t∞w ényrvp¤nhw
te ka‹ politik∞w, §pistÆmvn §st¤n; o‰mai gãr se §sk°fyai
diå tØn t«n Í°vn kt∞sin. ¶stin tiw,” ¶fhn §g≈, “µ oÎ;”
“Pãnu ge,” ∑ dÉ ˜w. “T¤w,” ∑n dÉ §g≈, “ka‹ podapÒw, ka‹
pÒsou didãskei;” “EÎhnow,” ¶fh, “Œ S≈kratew, Pãriow,



20b9 p°nte mn«n The sum looks modest in comparison to those commanded by
celebrity teachers such as Protagoras, who in the previous generation were
said to have charged one hundred minas. Nevertheless, such a price would
have made Evenus’s instruction beyond the range of all but the wealthy. In
Xenophon’s Oeconomicus (2.3), five minas is estimated to be the total value
of all Socrates’ estate, a modest but not insignificant sum.
…w élhy«w That is, if he “truly” had the ability and did not just claim to
have it. The qualification, of course, negates the amazement that Socrates
claims to have felt.

29c1 ¶xoi The efi-clause is the protasis of a future-less-vivid condition, empha-
sizing the unlikely (to Socrates) possibility that Evenus could make good
on his claims to teach. The general thought of the sentences (expressed
ironically) is: “I was amazed, first at the idea that Evenus should have this
skill [optative], and second, that he teaches it [indicative] so cheaply.”
t°xnhn This is an important word in the Platonic lexicon, with many
nuances and complexities. One common translation is “craft.” It refers to
an “art” or a “skill” that can be reduced to a method, as opposed to an
open field of intellectual and ethical inquiry (cf. Phaedrus 274d–e). It is at
times contrasted with §pistÆmh and sof¤a (see Places 1964).

20c1–3 Socrates here speaks less of his own ignorance than of his conviction that
éretÆ cannot be reduced to a t°xnh capable of being transferred to another
in exchange for money (Nightingale 1995, 50). Further, by explicitly deny-
ing that he has any such knowledge, he implicitly shows that he is not a
sophist who sells his services to the highest bidder

20c2 goËn = ge oÔn, a common crasis. The combination calls attention to the jus-
tification for a statement that is only partly valid and is sometimes referred
to as the “goËn of partial proof.”
§kallunÒmhn . . . ≤brunÒmhn ên . . . efi ±pistãmhn The present counterfac-
tual condition has two apodoses, both coming before the protasis.

20b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES

38

§makãrisa < makar¤zv bless, deem happy
§mmel«w properly, at a reasonable price
§kallunÒmhn < kallÊnv (mid.) be proud
≤brunÒmhn < èbrÊnv (mid.) give oneself airs

c
p°nte mn«n.” ka‹ §g∆ tÚn EÎhnon §makãrisa efi …w élhy«w
¶xoi taÊthn tØn t°xnhn ka‹ oÏtvw §mmel«w didãskei. §g∆
goËn ka‹ aÈtÚw §kallunÒmhn te ka‹ ≤brunÒmhn ín efi ±pistãmhn
taËta: éllÉ oÈ går §p¤stamai, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi.



20c5 tÚ sÚn . . . prçgma “What, then, is your business?” The position of tÚ sÒn is
emphatic.

20c6 oÈ Governs the main verb, g°gonen (c7).
dÆpou = dÆ (“Certainly”) + pou (“I suppose”). The move from certainty to
doubt in the word makes it natural in ironic or incredulous questions, as
here.
t«n êllvn Genitive of comparison after oÈd°n . . . perittÒteron, which is
the object of the genitive absolute soË . . . pragmateuom°nou. The speaker
implies that “Where there’s smoke, there’s fire”: it is probably not by
chance that Socrates has this reputation.

20c8 efi mÆ ti ¶prattew The protasis of a present counterfactual condition and
equivalent in meaning to the genitive absolute above. The apodosis has to
be inferred from the question in 20c5–6.

20c
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Ípolãboi aor. act. opt. < Ípolambãnv understand, suppose
prçgma, -tow, tÒ thing, matter
pÒyen from where
perittÒteron < perittÒw, -Æ, -Òn extraordinary, remarkable
pragmateuom°nou < pragmateÊomai be busy, conduct oneself
éllo›on < éllo›ow, -a, -on of another sort, different

5
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(20c4–21a8)

“If you are not a teacher, where then do these rumors come from?”
Socrates begins the exposition of his practice by addressing this
question. Here we find the famous story of Chaerephon’s trip to
the Delphic oracle. For additional discussion of the chapter and
questions for study, see essay 5.

ÑUpolãboi ín oÔn tiw Ím«n ‡svw: “ÉAllÉ, Œ S≈kratew,
tÚ sÚn t¤ §sti prçgma; pÒyen afl diabola¤ soi atai gegÒ-
nasin; oÈ går dÆpou soË ge oÈd¢n t«n êllvn perittÒteron
pragmateuom°nou ¶peita tosaÊth fÆmh te ka‹ lÒgow g°gonen,
efi mÆ ti ¶prattew éllo›on µ ofl pollo¤. l°ge oÔn ≤m›n t¤



20d1 taut¤ The deictic iota added to taËta strengthens it. Note the alliteration
doke› d¤kaia l°gein ı l°gvn.

20d2 kég≈ = ka‹ §g≈
20d4 dÆ This usage is colloquial with imperatives for emphasis: “So listen!”

ka¤ . . . m°n introduces a new point. Note the absence of a corresponding
d°. He begins as if he were going to say, “I may seem to be joking [m°n], but
[d°] I am not.” Instead, he substitutes the imperative ‡ste for the d°-clause
and drives ahead.

20d6 éllÉ = êllo
20d7 sof¤an Socrates is sofÒw because he is wise, not because he is a sofistÆw.

po¤an dÆ The dÆ makes the po¤an (the antecedent is sof¤a) more specific:
“Precisely what kind of . . . ?” po¤an anticipates ¥per in the next line: “The
very kind which . . .”

20d8 ényrvp¤nh A split between human and divine wisdom is assumed in most
Greek literature. Here the distinction reveals an important ironic dimension. As
Socrates will go on to say, the only real wisdom belongs to the god, and human
wisdom will consist of recognizing this limitation (i.e., “this ignorance”).

20d9 taÊthn Accusative of respect, referring to sof¤a.
20d9–e1 otoi d¢ tãxÉ ên . . . sofo‹ e‰en otoi refers to the teachers of rhetoric just dis-

cussed (êrti, see 20b9–c1). The unnatural word order (hyperbaton) is extreme,
with subject otoi and predicate sofo¤ separated by twelve words. By pointing
ironically to the fact that the wisdom the sophists lay claim to is super-
human (i.e., inaccessible to men), Socrates suggests that what they claim to
teach is not wisdom at all. Thus Socrates’ modest claim to possess merely
human wisdom turns out to be a boast of sorts, since his wisdom is real
even if limited. d° is strongly adversative here, even without m°n: “But those
men I just mentioned . . .”

20d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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aÈtosxediãzvmen pres. act. subj. < aÈtosxediãzv judge carelessly
peirãsomai < peirãomai try, attempt
épode›jai aor. act. infin. < épode¤knumi show, demonstrate
pa¤zein < pa¤zv play
§r« fut. indic. < l°gv say
sof¤an < sof¤a wisdom
¶sxhka pf. act. indic. < ¶xv have
kinduneÊv (+ inf.) run the risk of, be likely to
taxÉ < taxa perhaps, possibly

d

5

§stin, ·na mØ ≤me›w per‹ soË aÈtosxediãzvmen.” taut¤ moi
doke› d¤kaia l°gein ı l°gvn, kég∆ Ím›n peirãsomai épo-
de›jai t¤ potÉ §st‹n toËto ˘ §mo‹ pepo¤hken tÒ te ˆnoma
ka‹ tØn diabolÆn. ékoÊete dÆ. ka‹ ‡svw m¢n dÒjv tis‹n
Ím«n pa¤zein: eÔ m°ntoi ‡ste, pçsan Ím›n tØn élÆyeian
§r«. §g∆ gãr, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, diÉ oÈd¢n éllÉ µ diå
sof¤an tinå toËto tÚ ˆnoma ¶sxhka. po¤an dØ sof¤an
taÊthn; ¥per §st‹n ‡svw ényrvp¤nh sof¤a: t“ ˆnti går
kinduneÊv taÊthn e‰nai sofÒw. otoi d¢ tãxÉ ên, oÓw êrti



20e1 me¤zv (= me¤zona) Acc. of respect, agreeing with tinã . . . sof¤an.
20e2 µ oÈk ¶xv t¤ l°gv Translate: “Or I don’t know how to express it.” l°gv is

deliberative subjunctive.
dÆ “Certainly.”
¶gvge “I, in any case . . .”

20e3 fhs¤ Supply toËto.
§p‹ diabolª tª §mª “To slander me.”

20e4 yorubÆshte mÆ + aorist subjunctive in prohibitions. The imagined reac-
tions of Socrates’ audience are a centerpiece of Plato’s dramatic recreation.
Athenian trials are likely to have been boisterous affairs, anyway. The court-
rooms were probably open air and surrounded only by low walls, except on
the side of the entrance, where admission was restricted. Consequently, in
addition to the jurors, bystanders were often present. Other orators make
reference to this fact (see, for example, Demosthenes On the Crown, 196).
ti . . . m°ga l°gein “Boast.”

20e5–6 oÈ går §mÒn . . . éno¤sv More colloquially: “The story I will tell is not my
own, but the source is reliable.”

20e6 éjiÒxrevn Masc. sg. acc., agreeing with tÚn l°gonta in predicative position.
t∞w §m∞w Supply sof¤aw. The genitives are dependent on mãrtura.

20e7 efi dÆ t¤w §stin sof¤a ka‹ o·a “If, really, there is anything to it at all.”
par°jomai The verb takes two accusatives here (“supply the god as a
witness”).

CHAPTER 5 20e
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éjiÒxrevn < éjiÒxrevw responsible, trustworthy
éno¤sv fut. act. indic. < énaf°rv refer

e

5

¶legon, me¤zv tinå µ katÉ ênyrvpon sof¤an sofo‹ e‰en, µ
oÈk ¶xv t¤ l°gv: oÈ går dØ ¶gvge aÈtØn §p¤stamai, éllÉ
˜stiw fhs‹ ceÊdeta¤ te ka‹ §p‹ diabolª tª §mª l°gei. ka¤
moi, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, mØ yorubÆshte, mhdÉ §ån dÒjv ti
Ím›n m°ga l°gein: oÈ går §mÚn §r« tÚn lÒgon ˘n ín l°gv,
éllÉ efiw éjiÒxrevn Ím›n tÚn l°gonta éno¤sv. t∞w går
§m∞w, efi dÆ t¤w §stin sof¤a ka‹ o·a, mãrtura Ím›n par°jomai



20e8 Delfo›w Apollo’s shrine in Delphi housed the Pythian priestess through
whom he prophesied. People came from all over the Greek world and beyond
to consult the oracle.
Xairef«nta (ca. 469–ca. 399) Apparently dead by the time of the trial,
Chaerephon was well known as a great admirer and close friend of Socrates,
as can be seen from references to the pair in comedy: for example, Clouds 104
(423 b.c.e.), and Birds 1553–64 (414 b.c.e.). In 404, with the Thirty in power
(see introduction), he chose exile with the democratic faction and returned
the next year when the democracy was restored (that Socrates did not join
them may have seemed an act of disloyalty, despite his advanced age).
Socrates thus assumes that the jurors will regard Chaerephon as one of their
own and, therefore, worthy of trust. Xenophon also mentions Chaerephon’s
trip to the oracle in his Apology, but he reports a slightly different response
from Apollo (14).
‡ste pou “I think you know . . .” pou is common where speakers pretend
to be unsure of the facts at hand.

21a1 •ta›row In the first instance, the word means “companion.” The word also
has a political sense of “partisan supporter,” however, the sense in which it
is to be understood in the second instance. pl∞yow is a euphemism for the
democratic faction opposed to the actions of the aristocratic clubs
(•taire¤ai) from which the oligarchs drew support. See on 36b8.

21a3 §fÉ ˜ti toËto, the antecedent of the ˜ in ˜ti, has been incorporated into the
relative clause: “how impetuous he was toward whatever . . .”
ırmÆseien The optative here expresses a general occurance in the past.

21a4 ka‹ dÆ . . . ka¤ “Moreover.”
21a5 ˜per l°gv “With respect to the very thing I am saying.” The present tense

here suggests continuity in the sense of “keep saying.” The precise refer-
ence, however, is to 20e4.
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§k n°ou from youth
sun°fuge aor. act. indic. < sumfeÊgv flee along with
kat∞lye aor. act. indic. < kat°rxomai return, come back
sfodrÒw, -ã, -Òn passionate, enthusiastic
ırmÆseien aor. act. opt. < ırmãv rush into, undertake
§tÒlmhse < tolmãv dare
manteÊsasyai < manteÊomai ask the oracle
≥reto impf. indic. < ¶romai ask

21

5

tÚn yeÚn tÚn §n Delfo›w. Xairef«nta går ‡ste pou. otow
§mÒw te •ta›row ∑n §k n°ou ka‹ Ím«n t“ plÆyei •ta›rÒw te
ka‹ sun°fuge tØn fugØn taÊthn ka‹ meyÉ Ím«n kat∞lye.
ka‹ ‡ste dØ oÂow ∑n Xairef«n, …w sfodrÚw §fÉ ˜ti ırmÆseien.
ka‹ dÆ pote ka‹ efiw DelfoÁw §ly∆n §tÒlmhse toËto manteÊ-
sasyai—ka¤, ˜per l°gv, mØ yorube›te, Œ êndrew—≥reto går



21a6 The fact that Chaerephon thought to ask a question about the wisdom of
Socrates shows that the tradition of Socrates as an énØr sofÒw (see, for
example, 18b7) has a history outside of the Apology. This idea is corrobo-
rated by the language of Aristophanes’ Clouds, where the school of Socrates
is referred to as a cux«n sof«n . . . frontistÆrion, a “thinkery of wise souls”
(94). That Aristophanes’ popular representation matches Chaerephon’s
“insider’s view” is interesting, particularly considering the energy that
Plato’s Socrates expends in denying that he has any wisdom at all, at least
as wisdom is popularly understood.
dÆ Emphasizes the gãr.
e‡h The optative is common in indirect questions in secondary sequence.
Translate: “was.”
éne›len énaire›n This is the technical term for a reply from the Pythian
priestess.
≤ Puy¤a The oracles of Apollo at Delphi were delivered by his priestess,
the Pythia, so called from the cult title Apollo took on slaying the serpent
that had previously held the site on which the shrine was built. They were
then shaped into hexameter verse by the prophetai or resident interpretors.

21a8 édelfÒw . . . oÍtos¤ His name was Chaerecrates. The deictic iota implies
that he is in the audience. Note how the postponement of oÍtos¤ creates a
sense of drama. If this incident was part of the actual trial, a statement by
Chaerecrates might be read at this point to confirm Socrates’ account.

CHAPTER 5 21a
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éne›len aor. act. indic. < énair°v (of an oracle) respond
marturÆsei < martur°v testify
teteleÊthken pf. act. indic. < teleutãv die

dØ e‡ tiw §moË e‡h sof≈terow. éne›len oÔn ≤ Puy¤a mhd°na
sof≈teron e‰nai. ka‹ toÊtvn p°ri ı édelfÚw Ím›n aÈtoË
oÍtos‹ marturÆsei, §peidØ §ke›now teteleÊthken.



21b1 œn ßneka “Why.”
21b3-4 pote . . . pote The parallelism is emphatic, followed up by an emotional

går dÆ (a souped-up version of explanatory gãr), and climaxing with
Socrates’ emphatic denial that he is wise.

21b4 afin¤ttetai The tradition of riddling Delphic oracles was well established
in Socrates’ time. The most famous is certainly the story of the Lydian king
Croesus recounted in book one of the Histories of Herodotus. Already in the
the sixth century b.c.e., however, the pre-Socratic (and famously oracular)
philosopher Heraclitus of Miletus had said of Apollo: oÎte l°gei oÎte
krÊptei, éllå shma¤nei, “he neither speaks nor conceals, but gives a sign”
(Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1993, fr. 244).

21b5 \n When forms of o‰da introduce indirect statement, the main verb of the
reported clause becomes a participle.

21b
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˜yen from where
§neyumoÊmhn impf. < §nyum°omai consider
afin¤ttetai < afin¤ttomai speak in riddles
sÊnoida be aware

b
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(21b1–e2)

Socrates claims to have been as puzzled as the jurors by this oracu-
lar statement, since he is convinced that he knows nothing. He thus
sets out either to unravel its meaning or to disprove it by going
about the city in quest of one wiser than himself. Wisdom, it will
turn out, is not positive knowledge, in the sense of a t°xnh or the
mastery of a set of facts, but self-knowledge. For additional discus-
sion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 6.

Sk°casye dØ œn ßneka taËta l°gv: m°llv går Ímçw didã-
jein ˜yen moi ≤ diabolØ g°gonen. taËta går §g∆ ékoÊsaw
§neyumoÊmhn oÍtvs¤: “T¤ pote l°gei ı yeÒw, ka‹ t¤ pote
afin¤ttetai; §g∆ går dØ oÎte m°ga oÎte smikrÚn sÊnoida
§maut“ sofÚw \n: t¤ oÔn pote l°gei fãskvn §m¢ sof≈-



21b6 y°miw The noun is derived from t¤yhmi and glossed as “law” or “right,” but
usually in the sense of something divinely ordained or “laid down.” The
moral uprightness Socrates attributes to the gods is not consistent with their
portrayal in Homer, Hesiod, and tragedy. The pre-Socratic philosopher
Xenophanes of Colophon (sixth century b.c.e.) says: “Homer and Hesiod
have attributed to the gods everything that is shame and reproach among
men, stealing and committing adultery and deceiving each other” (Kirk,
Raven and Schofield 1993, fr. 166). The fact that the gods themselves do not
appear to agree on the nature of piety is also discussed in the Euthyphro, the
dialogue that is set not long before the trial of Socrates (see introduction).

21b7 polÁn xrÒnon Acc. of duration of time.
t¤ pote l°gei Note how the presence of the direct interrogative t¤ in place
of ˜ti, together with the present tense l°gei, gives the impression that we
are inside Socrates’ head as he ponders the meaning of the oracle.

21b8 mÒgiw pãnu “With great difficulty.” “He would naturally shrink from the
idea of proving the god a liar,” says Burnet, which is certainly the surface
meaning of Socrates’ words. This sense is emphasized further by zÆthsin . . .
toiaÊthn tina, where the vagueness of the expression suggests that the expe-
rience was so unusual for Socrates that he still does not really have words to
describe it. Socrates’ aporia may have been genuine. Still, some audience
members might have suspected that these expressions of confusion were
feigned. The oracle as reported in Xenophon is a good deal less cryptic.
aÈtoË That is, Apollo.

21b9 ∑lyon Socrates’ dramatic rendering of his investigation begins abruptly,
without conjunctions or particles.
dokoÊntvn “Reputed to be.” The distinction between appearance (doke›n)
and reality (e‰nai) is fundamental to the Apology and to the Platonic dialogues
in general (see, for example, 21c6–7).
…w The future participle with …w is commonly used to indicate purpose.

21c3 toËton The pronoun refers back to tinã (21b9). Why does Socrates not give
the man’s name? Burnet thought that the line referred directly to Anytus,
who is represented as having a testy exchange with Socrates in Plato’s Meno.
There is no direct evidence for this claim, however.

CHAPTER 6 21b
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±pÒroun < épor°v be at a loss
zÆthsin < zÆthsiw, -evw, -≤ investigation
§trapÒmhn aor. mid. indic. < tr°pv turn
épofan«n fut. act. part. < épofa¤nv show, represent
xrhsm“ < xrhsmÒw, -oË, ı oracular reply
diaskop«n < diaskop°v examine, consider

c

taton e‰nai; oÈ går dÆpou ceÊdeta¤ ge: oÈ går y°miw
aÈt“.” ka‹ polÁn m¢n xrÒnon ±pÒroun t¤ pote l°gei:
¶peita mÒgiw pãnu §p‹ zÆthsin aÈtoË toiaÊthn tinå §trapÒ-
mhn. ∑lyon §p¤ tina t«n dokoÊntvn sof«n e‰nai, …w
§ntaËya e‡per pou §l°gjvn tÚ mante›on ka‹ épofan«n t“
xrhsm“ ˜ti “OÍtos‹ §moË sof≈terÒw §sti, sÁ dÉ §m¢ ¶fhsya.”
diaskop«n oÔn toËton—ÙnÒmati går oÈd¢n d°omai l°gein,



21c4 skop«n “In the course of my investigation.”
toioËtÒn ti “A certain kind of thing.”

21c5 dialegÒmenow . . . ¶doje The syntax of Plato’s sentences frequently recreate
oral mannerisms (see on 19e4–20a2). Here Socrates abandons the nominative,
on the basis of which we should expect a verb in the first-person singular,
and shifts the syntax midsentence (anacolouthon) to impersonal ¶doje.

21c6–7 doke›n m°n . . . e‰nai dÉ oÈ As mentioned above, it is difficult to overstate the
importance of the contrast between seeming and being for Plato in general
and for the Apology in particular. It is an idea that clearly sets him apart from
those in the conformist mainstream, for whom appearance (“seeming”) is
enough. Note the striking effect of the laconic d°-clause.

21c7 §peir≈mhn As Socrates will imply later, inadvertent ignorance is no crime,
and the person corrected should naturally be grateful for the assistance.
That the unnamed politician grew angry instead is shameful, if not particu-
larly surprising.

21c8 o‡oito . . . e‡h In indirect statement after ˜ti, verbs usually appear in the
optative (as here) if they are introduced by a verb of saying, showing, and
so forth in a past tense (§peir≈mhn . . . deiknÊnai).

21d2 dÉ oÔn “And so.”
épi≈n “As I left.”

21d4 kalÚn kégayÒn Neuter. It goes without saying that anyone in fifth-century
Athens who regarded himself as kalÚw kégayÒw felt that his actions were
similarly noble. Socrates’ most revolutionary act may have been to insist on
evaluating the individual on the basis of his deeds rather than on the basis
of wealth or inherited status.

21d5 efid≈w The participle is concessive.

21c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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politik«n < politikÒw, -Æ, -Òn statesman
§peir≈mhn impf. < peirãv try
§nteËyen from there
éphxyÒmhn aor. mid. indic. < épexyãnomai become hated
épi≈n part. < êpeimi go away
§logizÒmhn impf. < log¤zomai reckon
efid≈w part. < o‰da know

5

d

5

∑n d° tiw t«n politik«n prÚw ˘n §g∆ skop«n toioËtÒn ti
¶payon, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, ka‹ dialegÒmenow aÈt“—¶doj°
moi otow ı énØr doke›n m¢n e‰nai sofÚw êlloiw te pollo›w
ényr≈poiw ka‹ mãlista •aut“, e‰nai dÉ oÎ: kêpeita §peir≈-
mhn aÈt“ deiknÊnai ˜ti o‡oito m¢n e‰nai sofÒw, e‡h dÉ oÎ.
§nteËyen oÔn toÊtƒ te éphxyÒmhn ka‹ pollo›w t«n parÒntvn:
prÚw §mautÚn dÉ oÔn épi∆n §logizÒmhn ˜ti toÊtou m¢n toË
ényr≈pou §g∆ sof≈terÒw efimi: kinduneÊei m¢n går ≤m«n
oÈd°terow oÈd¢n kalÚn kégayÚn efid°nai, éllÉ otow m¢n
o‡eta¤ ti efid°nai oÈk efid≈w, §g∆ d°, Àsper oÔn oÈk o‰da,



21d6 goËn = ge oÔn “So, to that extent . . .”
toÊtou That is, the politician.
smikr“ tini aÈt“ toÊtƒ “By just this one small thing.” Dat. of degree of
difference.

21d7 ë The antecedent of ë is an unexpressed taËta that would be the object of
efid°nai: “that what I don’t know I don’t think I know.”

21e1 kéke¤nƒ (= ka‹ §ke¤nƒ) The demonstratives are a little confusing here.
§ke¤nou (d8) refers to the first of the politicians Socrates visited, §ke¤nƒ (e1)
to the second politician.

CHAPTER 6 21d
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¶oika I am likely
¬a 1st sg. impf. < e‰mi go

e

oÈd¢ o‡omai: ¶oika goËn toÊtou ge smikr“ tini aÈt“ toÊtƒ
sof≈terow e‰nai, ˜ti ì mØ o‰da oÈd¢ o‡omai efid°nai. §nteËyen
§pÉ êllon ¬a t«n §ke¤nou dokoÊntvn sofvt°rvn e‰nai ka¤
moi taÈtå taËta ¶doje, ka‹ §ntaËya kéke¤nƒ ka‹ êlloiw
pollo›w éphxyÒmhn.



21e5 tÚ toË yeoË Apollo’s oracle (obj. of poie›syai).
per‹ ple¤stou poie›syai “Take very seriously.”
fit°on Supply moi, agreeing with skopoËnti: “So I had to go investigate . . .”
Note how Socrates emphasizes divine necessity over his own volition.

22e6 ti Obj. of efid°nai.
22a1 nØ tÚn kÊna “Yes, by the dog!” This is a characteristic oath of Socrates,

who also swears by the gods. However, it is not unique to him. The scholia
on the Apology preserve a fragment from a comedy of Cratinus (fr. 249) in
which a speaker refers to those who swear by the dog and the goose but
not by the gods (see also Aristophanes Wasps, 83).

22a2 ∑ mÆn “Very truly.”
22a3 mãlista The adverb is in the attributive position, modifying ofl . . . eÈdoki-

moËntew.
Ùl¤gou de›n “Almost,” an idomatic use of the absolute infinitive (Smyth
1956, 2012).

21e

48

§fej∞w successively
afisyanÒmenow < afisyãnomai perceive
lupoÊmenow < lup°v cause pain, grief
dedi≈w < de¤dv fear
énagka›on < énagka›ow, -h, -on necessary
fit°on neut. verbal adj. (impers.) < e‰mi it is necessary to go
eÈdokimoËntew < eÈdokim°v seem good

5

22

C H A P T E R  7

(21e3–22c9)

Socrates continues his examination of the oracle by speaking with
the poets. For additional discussion of the chapter and questions
for study, see essay 7.

Metå taËtÉ oÔn ≥dh §fej∞w ¬a, afisyanÒmenow m¢n ka‹
lupoÊmenow ka‹ dedi∆w ˜ti éphxyanÒmhn, ˜mvw d¢ énagka›on
§dÒkei e‰nai tÚ toË yeoË per‹ ple¤stou poie›syai—fit°on
oÔn, skopoËnti tÚn xrhsmÚn t¤ l°gei, §p‹ ëpantaw toÊw ti
dokoËntaw efid°nai. ka‹ nØ tÚn kÊna, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi—
de› går prÚw Ímçw télhy∞ l°gein—∑ mØn §g∆ ¶payÒn ti
toioËton: ofl m¢n mãlista eÈdokimoËntew ¶dojãn moi Ùl¤gou



22a4 toË ple¤stou §ndee›w “Most deficient” (lit., “lacking the most”). For
Socrates, the world is upside down.
moi . . . zhtoËnti Note how the entire phrase is bracketed by the two
datives.
katå tÚn yeÒn The evident simplicity of the expression obscures Socrates’
more controversial claim. Apollo did not command anything at all. He made
a statement about Socrates’ wisdom that the latter decided to interpret in
a certain way. zhte›n katå tÚn yeÒn is only an accurate description of
Socrates’ activities if one accepts his less-than-straightforward interpreta-
tion of the oracle. Note also the imagery of philosophy as a pursuit rather
than as a body of doctrine (see also on 21b8).

22a5 §pieik°steroi “More suitable,” the predicate of êlloi: “and other men
appearing more worthless (faulÒteroi) appeared more suitable in regards to
intelligent thought (tÚ fron¤mvw ¶xein).” Note the effect created by placing
side by side the antonyms faulÒteroi and §pieik°steroi. Socrates here rede-
fines terms commonly used in a social or class context in terms of moral and
intellectual virtue.

22a6 dÆ The particle emphasizes de›. Its effect is intensified by the fact that the
two words are homonyms.

22a6–7 plãnhn . . . pÒnouw . . . ponoËntow Socrates casts himself as a latter-day Hera-
cles, whose labors are commonly described in Greek literature as pÒnoi. Note
the alliteration. The comparison to Heracles is important for the way that
Socrates presents his quest. He could, after all, quit here, having asserted that
in his experience, those with the best reputation for wisdom were frequently
found wanting. By styling himself a Heracles, however, a single encounter
will not be enough, and instead he presents his experience as a series of
labors: politicians, poets (the traditional source of didactic moral reflection),
and craftsmen (a group likely to have been well represented on the jury due
to the proximity of their jobs in the agora to the court). The result of this
series is that the critique of the politicians, traditional targets of invective in
comedy and elsewhere, expands to include the entire city. Socrates will come
back to this topic later in a famous metaphor in which he compares himself
to a stinging fly that keeps a noble but lazy horse (Athens) from dozing its
life away (30e).

22a7 §pide›jai Literally, “display,” but the verb and the related noun §pide¤jiw
are common for describing oratorical performances.

22a8 én°legktow Socrates’ mission, as he represents it, was undertaken to vin-
dicate the words of Apollo, however implausible they seemed to him.

CHAPTER 7 22a
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plãnhn < plãnh, -hw, ≤ wandering
ponoËntow < pon°v work hard
én°legktow, -on thoroughly tested

5

de›n toË ple¤stou §ndee›w e‰nai zhtoËnti katå tÚn yeÒn,
êlloi d¢ dokoËntew faulÒteroi §pieik°steroi e‰nai êndrew
prÚw tÚ fron¤mvw ¶xein. de› dØ Ím›n tØn §mØn plãnhn
§pide›jai Àsper pÒnouw tinåw ponoËntow ·na moi ka‹ én-
°legktow ≤ mante¤a g°noito. metå går toÁw politikoÁw ¬a



22a9 toÁw poihtãw It is no longer conventional to assume a connection between
poetry and wisdom. To an ancient audience, however, the association was
very close, since poetry claimed its inspiration from the Muses, themselves
the daughters of Zeus (see Theogony 22–34 for Hesiod’s description of his
encounter with them). Both the Iliad and the Odyssey begin by asking the
Muse to provide information about the subjects of their songs. Poetry’s
divine origin allowed poets to claim that their songs were “true,” despite
the fact that their subjects were set in distant times and places. From there it
was a short step to the claim that poetry is the source of wisdom itself. For
an amusing critique of the claim that poetry is knowledge, see Plato’s Ion, a
conversation between Socrates and Ion. The latter is a genial but somewhat
self-important rhapsode (professional reciter of Homeric poetry).
tragƒdi«n The Greater Dionysia and the Lenaea, where tragedy was per-
formed, were state-sponsored, communal, and highly ritualized events.
Tragedy was thus not only an entertainment, but an important part of how
the city represented itself, both to its own citizens and to the inhabitants of
other Greek cities attending the festival.

22b1 diyurãmbvn The dithyramb was a type of poetry, traditionally associated
with Dionysus, that treated mythological themes. It was performed at civic
festivals by choruses of boys or men.
toÁw êllouw That is, writers of comedies, elegies, lyrics, and so forth.
§pÉ aÈtof≈rƒ “Red-handed.” Note …w + fut. part. to indicate the purpose
of Socrates’ visit. For f≈r, “thief,” compare the Latin cognate fur.

22b2 §ke›nvn Genitive of comparison.
22b3 poiÆmata Socrates chooses a very neutral word here. poiÆmata (noun <

poi°v) simply identifies the poem as something created by artifice. By
choosing it in place of words such as ”dÆ or éoidÆ “song” (< ée¤dv, “sing”),
which are associated with inspired song (cf. Iliad 1.1), Socrates tacitly
undermines the claim that poetry has access to revealed wisdom. At 23c2,
he will concede its divine origin but suggest that the poet, like the prophet,
channels the word of the gods without understanding it.

22b4 aÈto›w A dative of agent is common with verbs in the perfect passive
(pepragmateËsyai).
dihr≈tvn ên The imperfect + ên is used to express habitual action in the past.
l°goien The optative appears frequently in indirect questions introduced
by a verb in a past tense. Note that l°gv here means “mean.”

22a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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katalhcÒmenow < katalambãnv find, understand
émay°steron comp. < émayÆw, -°w ignorant
pepragmateËsyai pf. mid. infin. < pragmateÊomai work over
dihr≈tvn impf. act. < diervtãv interrogate

b
§p‹ toÁw poihtåw toÊw te t«n tragƒdi«n ka‹ toÁw t«n
diyurãmbvn ka‹ toÁw êllouw, …w §ntaËya §pÉ aÈtof≈rƒ
katalhcÒmenow §mautÚn émay°steron §ke¤nvn ˆnta. éna-
lambãnvn oÔn aÈt«n tå poiÆmata ë moi §dÒkei mãlista
pepragmateËsyai aÈto›w, dihr≈tvn ín aÈtoÁw t¤ l°goien,



22b6 télhy∞ = tå élhy∞. The object is dramatically postponed until the final
position in the sentence.
…w ¶pow efipe›n See on 17a4.

22b7 aÈt«n Gen. of comparison with b°ltion.
ofl parÒntew That is, at that time, not the present audience.
ên . . . ¶legon Past tenses of the indicative + ên can be used to indicate
probability in the past: “[they] would probably speak . . .”

22b8 aÈto¤ Like aÈt«n above, referring to the poets.
§pepoiÆkesan For poets as “makers,” see on 22b3.
aÔ ka¤ “In turn also.” Socrates connects this experience with what he
found to be the case with the politicians, then he goes on to distinguish the
two by means of the ˜ti-clause.

22b9 §n Ùl¤gƒ Supply xrÒnƒ.
sof¤& Traditionally, sof¤a was an attribute of poets, so Socrates makes a
radical suggestion in denying it to them.
poio›en Optative in indirect speech after a past-tense verb.

22c1 fÊsei “Inborn capacity, nature.” Here the word is understood in opposi-
tion to t°xnh and sof¤a and locates the source of an ability for which the
possessor cannot (and does not need to) give a rational explanation. If the
composition of poetry is irrational, it is not surprising that the poets cannot
give a coherent account of their work.
§nyousiãzontew The participle is related to ¶nyeow, literally “having a god
inside,” and is used to describe both poetic inspiration and divine posses-
sion. Socrates’ treatment of the poets recalls that of the politicians; nonethe-
less, the participle, however ironic, betrays a certain respect for their work.
The poets may not know what they are doing and so fall short of philoso-
phy, but they are in some sense touched by the divine.

22c2 yeomãnteiw . . . xrhsmƒdo¤ A yeomãntiw is someone possessed by a god,
which can be good or bad. A xrhsmƒdÒw receives, and possibly promulgates,
the oracles of a god. They are also mentioned together in Plato’s Meno (99c),
where Socrates cites them as examples of people who act without frÒnhsiw
(“good judgment”) in language that is strongly reminiscent of the Apology.

CHAPTER 7 22b
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afisxÊnomai < afisxÊnv shame
=ht°on neut. verbal adj. it must be said
§pepoiÆkesan 3rd pl. pluperf. act. < poi°v make

5

c

·nÉ ëma ti ka‹ manyãnoimi parÉ aÈt«n. afisxÊnomai oÔn
Ím›n efipe›n, Œ êndrew, télhy∞: ˜mvw d¢ =ht°on. …w ¶pow
går efipe›n Ùl¤gou aÈt«n ëpantew ofl parÒntew ín b°ltion
¶legon per‹ œn aÈto‹ §pepoiÆkesan. ¶gnvn oÔn aÔ ka‹
per‹ t«n poiht«n §n Ùl¤gƒ toËto, ˜ti oÈ sof¤& poio›en
ì poio›en, éllå fÊsei tin‹ ka‹ §nyousiãzontew Àsper ofl
yeomãnteiw ka‹ ofl xrhsmƒdo¤: ka‹ går otoi l°gousi m¢n



22c3 pollå ka‹ kalã = pollå kalã, an example of hendiadys, a common
rhetorical figure by which one idea is expressed through two.
œn The relative is attracted into the case of the implied antecedent toÊtvn.
toioËtÒn ti . . . pãyow “A similar experience.”

22c5–6 The key syntactic units of the sentence are: ºsyÒmhn . . . ofiom°nvn . . . e‰nai.
The basic grammatical principles are as follows: (1) verbs of perception
typically have their objects in the genitive; (2) verbs of knowing, learning,
and perceiving often use a participle to express indirect statement; and (3)
o‡omai uses a subject-accusative + infinitive construction to express indirect
statement. Principles (1) and (2) explain the form of ofiom°nvn; (3) accounts
for e‰nai.

22c5 ka‹ tîlla “Also in respect to other things.” tîlla (= tå êlla) is the
antecedent of ë (also an accusative of respect) below.

22c6 sofotãtvn Predicate of ofiom°nvn.
22c7 t“ aÈt“ “The same thing”; that is, by recognizing that I was not wise.

perigegon°nai Verbs that express superiority and inferiority typically take
a genitive of comparison as their object. Here perigegon°nai goes with both
the main clause and the relative clause, but only its genitive complement
in the relative clause, is expressed (t«n politik«n). For the main clause,
supply t«n poiht«n.

22c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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po¤hsin < po¤hsiw, -evw, ≤ activity of creating poetry
épªa 1st sg. impf. < épe¤mi go away
perigegon°nai pf. act. infin. < perig¤gnomai be superior to

5

pollå ka‹ kalã, ‡sasin d¢ oÈd¢n œn l°gousi. toioËtÒn
t¤ moi §fãnhsan pãyow ka‹ ofl poihta‹ peponyÒtew, ka‹
ëma ºsyÒmhn aÈt«n diå tØn po¤hsin ofiom°nvn ka‹ tîlla
sofvtãtvn e‰nai ényr≈pvn ì oÈk ∑san. épªa oÔn ka‹
§nteËyen t“ aÈt“ ofiÒmenow perigegon°nai ⁄per ka‹ t«n
politik«n.



22c9 teleut«n “Finally.” The participle of teleutãv sometimes functions adver-
bially, as here.

22d1 sunπdh When the subject of the participle is the same as the subject of the
main verb, the participle can agree either with the subject (cf. 21b) or with the
complement (as here).
…w ¶pow efipe›n The phrase emphasizes oÈd°n: “nothing, to put it in a word.”
toÊtouw Object of eÍrÆsoimi. The position is emphatic.
d° gÉ The combination is strongly adversative.

22d3 ì §g∆ oÈk ±pistãmhn Socrates’ claims about his ignorance of the crafts
should probably be taken with some caution. Ancient tradition has Socrates
following the craft of his father, Sophroniscus, who was said to be a stone-
cutter. Socrates himself, in Theaetetus, refers to his mother, Phaenarete, as a
midwife (149a), and he claims to have taken after her (metaphorically) by
helping to give birth to the wisdom of others. For the ancient sources on the
biography of Socrates, see Nails 2002, 263–69.

22c
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teleut«n < teleutãv come to an end
sunπdh 3rd sg. impf. < suno›da be conscious, aware
èmãrthma, -tow, tÒ error

d
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(22c9–e5)

After being disappointed with the poets, Socrates goes to the
craftsmen (xeirot°xnai), who, while certainly in possession of a
t°xnh, irrationally use that expertise to claim a more general wis-
dom. For additional discussion of the chapter and questions for
study, see essay 8.

Teleut«n oÔn §p‹ toÁw xeirot°xnaw ¬a: §maut“ går
sunπdh oÈd¢n §pistam°nƒ …w ¶pow efipe›n, toÊtouw d° gÉ ædh
˜ti eÍrÆsoimi pollå ka‹ kalå §pistam°nouw. ka‹ toÊtou
m¢n oÈk §ceÊsyhn, éllÉ ±p¤stanto ì §g∆ oÈk ±pistãmhn
ka¤ mou taÊt˙ sof≈teroi ∑san. éllÉ, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi,
taÈtÒn moi ¶dojan ¶xein èmãrthma ˜per ka‹ ofl poihta‹ ka‹



22d6 égayo¤ The distinction is puzzling, since distinctions in ability have played
no role in Socrates’ story to this point.
diå tÚ tØn t°xnhn kal«w §jergãzesyai The articular infinitive is the object
of the preposition: “by performing their art well.”

22d7 tå m°gista That is, all the big questions about politics, ethics, and meta-
physics, as opposed to the limited (and perhaps trivial) wisdom they pos-
sessed about their craft.

22d8 §ke¤nhn tØn sof¤an “That wisdom they did have.”
22e1 épokrÊptein Traditionally, there are two ways of construing this passage: (1)

understand the infinitive as dependent on ¶dojan (d5), or (2) read ép°krupten,
as the text appears in several manuscripts.

22e3 sof¤an . . . émay¤an Accusatives of respect. §ke¤nvn goes with both.
émfÒtera That is, “both” their (limited) wisdom and their (appalling)
ignorance.

22e4 ¶xein Parallel with the ¶xein at 22e2, dependent on deja¤mhn ên.

22d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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dhmiourgo¤ < dhmiourgÒw, -oË, ı craftsman
±j¤ou 3rd sg. impf. act. < éjiÒv believe, judge
plhmm°leia, -aw, ≤ error
épokrÊptein < épokrÊptv conceal something (acc.) from someone (acc.)
Íper (+ gen.) on behalf of
pÒtera . . . ≥ whether . . . or
deja¤mhn aor. opt. mid. < d°xomai take
lusitelo› pres. opt. < lusitel°v be beneficial

e

5

ofl égayo‹ dhmiourgo¤—diå tÚ tØn t°xnhn kal«w §jergã-
zesyai ßkastow ±j¤ou ka‹ tîlla tå m°gista sof≈tatow
e‰nai—ka‹ aÈt«n aÏth ≤ plhmm°leia §ke¤nhn tØn sof¤an
épokrÊptein: Àste me §mautÚn énervtçn Íp¢r toË xrhsmoË
pÒtera deja¤mhn ín oÏtvw Àsper ¶xv ¶xein, mÆte ti sofÚw
Ãn tØn §ke¤nvn sof¤an mÆte émayØw tØn émay¤an, µ ém-
fÒtera ì §ke›noi ¶xousin ¶xein. épekrinãmhn oÔn §maut“
ka‹ t“ xrhsm“ ˜ti moi lusitelo› Àsper ¶xv ¶xein.



22e6 dÆ dÆ of identity: “precisely this.” The particle is made more emphatic by
the deictic iota on tauths¤.

23a1 m°n The particle stands in isolation (it is unrelated to the d° at 23a3). It sets
up the expectation of a d°-clause, but the Àste-clause intervenes and the
anticipated m°n . . . d° construction does not emerge.

23a3 sofÚw e‰nai Note the case of sofÒw. Names frequently are reported in the
nominative (with a redundant e‰nai, on which see Smyth 1956, 1615). Bur-
net cites Aeschines’ speech On the Embassy (99), where he says of Demos-
thenes: prose¤lhfe tØn t«n ponhr«n koinØn §pvnum¤an, sukofãnthw (“He
earned the generic name for worthless men—sychophant”). Here sofÒw
gets the same treatment.

23a3-4 me . . . aÈtÒn “I myself” (in contrast to êllon).
23a5 tÚ d° “But in fact . . .” The tÒ is used as a weak demonstrative pronoun

(lit.: “but with respect to this . . .”). Socrates now ventures a new interpreta-
tion of the oracle.

22e

55

§jetãsevw < §j°tasiw, -evw, ≤ close examination, scrutiny
ép°xyeiai < ép°xyeia, -aw, ≤ enmity, hatred
barÊtatai super. < barÊw, -e›a, -Ê heavy, onerous
•kãstote each time

23

5

C H A P T E R  9

(22e6–23c1)

These examinations explain how Socrates’ reputation for wisdom,
as well as the enmity against him, arose. For additional discussion
of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 9.

ÉEk tauths‹ dØ t∞w §jetãsevw, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi,
polla‹ m¢n ép°xyeia¤ moi gegÒnasi ka‹ oÂai xalep≈tatai
ka‹ barÊtatai, Àste pollåw diabolåw épÉ aÈt«n gegon°nai,
ˆnoma d¢ toËto l°gesyai, sofÚw e‰nai: o‡ontai gãr me
•kãstote ofl parÒntew taËta aÈtÚn e‰nai sofÚn ì ín êllon
§jel°gjv. tÚ d¢ kinduneÊei, Œ êndrew, t“ ˆnti ı yeÚw sofÚw
e‰nai, ka‹ §n t“ xrhsm“ toÊtƒ toËto l°gein, ˜ti ≤



23a7 Ùl¤gou tinow . . . ka‹ oÈdenÒw Both terms are dependent on éj¤a. ka¤ is
used occasionally to express alternatives where we would expect ≥ (Den-
niston 1954, 292). Translate “even.”

23b1 parãdeigma poioÊmenow The participial phrase explains in what sense
Socrates meant proskexr∞syai t“ §m“ ÙnÒmati.

23b2 <efi> The brackets indicate that the editor feels the word needs to be
added, despite the fact that it does not appear in any of the manuscripts. It
was written in the margin of an early manuscript by an anonymous reader
and included by Henri Etienne (Stephanus) in his early printed edition.
˜ti Do not translate.

23b4 tª élhye¤& The noun is used adverbially.
taËtÉ oÔn = diå taËta
¶ti ka‹ nËn “Even still now.” In this sentence we get the full statement of
what, for Plato’s Socrates, is the essential philosophical paradox: human
wisdom deserving of the name consists in the recognition of human igno-
rance before the most important questions of human life.

23b5 katå tÚn yeÒn “According to the command of the god” (see on 22a4).
ést«n ka‹ jen«n Partitive genitives, depending on tinã.

23b6 ên = §ãn
mØ dokª Supply sofÒw e‰nai.

23b7–8 Socrates’ interpretation of the oracle completely shifts its original emphasis,
with the result that his mission now takes on an evangelistic quality: every-
one with any claim to wisdom, Socrates implies, needs to accept this conclu-
sion about its limitations.

23a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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proskexr∞syai pf. mid. infin. < prosxrãomai use in addition
parãdeigma, -tow, tÒ example, lesson
perii≈n < per¤eimi go about
§reun« < §reunãv examine
ést«n < éstÒw, -oË, ı townsman, citizen
§peidãn whenever
§nde¤knumai demonstrate

b

5

ényrvp¤nh sof¤a Ùl¤gou tinÚw éj¤a §st‹n ka‹ oÈdenÒw. ka‹
fa¤netai toËton l°gein tÚn Svkrãth, proskexr∞syai d¢
t“ §m“ ÙnÒmati, §m¢ parãdeigma poioÊmenow, Àsper ín
<efi> e‡poi ˜ti “Otow Ím«n, Œ ênyrvpoi, sof≈tatÒw §stin,
˜stiw Àsper Svkrãthw ¶gnvken ˜ti oÈdenÚw êjiÒw §sti tª
élhye¤& prÚw sof¤an.” taËtÉ oÔn §g∆ m¢n ¶ti ka‹ nËn
perii∆n zht« ka‹ §reun« katå tÚn yeÚn ka‹ t«n ést«n ka‹
j°nvn ên tina o‡vmai sofÚn e‰nai: ka‹ §peidãn moi mØ
dokª, t“ ye“ bohy«n §nde¤knumai ˜ti oÈk ¶sti sofÒw. ka‹



23b8 ésxol¤aw The idea of leisure and its absence brings up the question of
Socrates’ vocation again. Note that by interpreting the oracle as a religious
duty, he implicitly addresses the charge of atheism that Meletus will raise.
Further, if assiduous service to the god produces ésxol¤a, it will leave no
free time, or sxolÆ, for traditional adult male citizen activities such as politics
and moneymaking. Finally, this particular idea of service inevitably puts
Socrates in contact with wealthy youths, who, because of the position they
occupy between childhood and adult life, have plenty of sxolÆ (23c3) to
devote to Socratic conversation.
ti t«n t∞w pÒlevw “Any of the city’s business.” For Greeks, and in particular
for Athenians, an individual was defined by his relationship to the polis.
Socrates, in saying that he had accomplished nothing for the city, confesses to
what many would have counted as a positive vice. The separation between
public and private life, which we take for granted, was not generally admitted.
For Athenian attitudes toward those who chose not to participate in public
affairs, see on 31c5.

23b9 êjion lÒgou He will, however, mention a few examples of his civic behavior
in the pages that follow.

23c1 pen¤& mur¤& Xenophon (Oeconomicus 2.1–4) reports Socrates as saying that
his property could be worth five minas. This would put him into the lowest
of the property classes into which all Athenian citizens were enrolled, that
of the thetes. This assessment does not accord with all of the evidence, how-
ever. In any event, he possessed sufficient wealth earlier in his life to outfit
himself for service as a hoplite, and the fact that Socrates seems clearly to
travel in the highest social circles may indicate that, despite his indis-
putable disdain for money, his family was well connected. Much of the evi-
dence is collected by Nails (2002) in her entries for Socrates, Phaenarete
(mother), Chaerodemus (stepfather), and Patrocles (half-brother).

CHAPTER 9 23b
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pen¤& < pen¤a, -aw, ≤ poverty
latre¤an < latre¤a, -aw, ≤ service

c

ÍpÚ taÊthw t∞w ésxol¤aw oÎte ti t«n t∞w pÒlevw prçja¤ moi
sxolØ g°gonen êjion lÒgou oÎte t«n ofike¤vn, éllÉ §n
pen¤& mur¤& efim‹ diå tØn toË yeoË latre¤an.



23c5 mimoËntai It is clear that the motives of Socrates are different from those of
the wealthy youths who “imitate” him, even if we think (reasonably) that
his interpretation of the Delphic oracle is ironic and that he has chosen this
vocation because he feels it is the best way to live. For the youths, Socratic
testing is entertainment and an amusing form of rebellion against their
elders. Socrates does not discount this motivation entirely (cf. éhd°w 33c4).

23c6 o‰mai Socrates’ words suggest that he is speculating, that is, that he has
not witnessed these demonstrations personally.

23c7 ofiom°nvn . . . efidÒtvn The genitives are partitive and depend on éfyon¤an.
efid°nai ti Here equivalent to “be wise,” as can be seen by the contrast with
(efidÒtvn) Ùl¤ga µ oÈd°n.

23c8 aÍto›w Note the rough breathing mark on the reflexive pronoun.

23c
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§pakolouyoËntew < §pakolouy°v follow after
plousivtãtvn super. < ploÊsiow, -a, -on wealthy
aÈtÒmatoi < aÈtÒmatow, -h, -on on one’s own
§jetazom°nvn < §jetãzv examine, scrutinize
e‰ta then, next
§pixeiroËsin < §pixeir°v try
éfyon¤an < éfyon¤a, -aw, ≤ abundance
efidÒtvn part. < o‰da know
Ùrg¤zontai < Ùrg¤zomai grow angry

5
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(23c2–24b3)

Over time resentment against Socrates increased, especially as his
young companions began to imitate him and aggressively ques-
tioned their elders and those in positions of authority. For additional
discussion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 10.

PrÚw d¢ toÊtoiw ofl n°oi moi §pakolouyoËntew—oÂw mã-
lista sxolÆ §stin, ofl t«n plousivtãtvn—aÈtÒmatoi,
xa¤rousin ékoÊontew §jetazom°nvn t«n ényr≈pvn, ka‹ aÈto‹
pollãkiw §m¢ mimoËntai, e‰ta §pixeiroËsin êllouw §jetãzein:
kêpeita o‰mai eÍr¤skousi pollØn éfyon¤an ofiom°nvn m¢n
efid°nai ti ényr≈pvn, efidÒtvn d¢ Ùl¤ga µ oÈd°n. §nteËyen
oÔn ofl ÍpÉ aÈt«n §jetazÒmenoi §mo‹ Ùrg¤zontai, oÈx aÍto›w, 



23d1 Svkrãthw tiw The words recall the accusation Socrates puts into the mouths
of the “first accusers” (18b7).

23d2 diafye¤rei toÁw n°ouw “Corrupts the youth.” This is the slander men-
tioned at 21b2. At the same time, Socrates implicitly argues that the charge
is little more than a face-saving gesture on the part of those who resent
having their ignorance exposed.

23d2-3 ˜ti . . . ˜ti In both cases the indirect interrogative is the object of the participle.
23d4 dok«sin Here as elsewhere the difference between seeming and being is

of crucial importance.
23d4–5 tå katå pãntvn t«n filosofoÊntvn prÒxeira taËta “These stock charges

against those practicing philosophy.” For a restatement of the charges, see
18b7–c4. It is important to note that the first time any form of the word
filosof¤a is found in the Apology, it appears as a verb. For the idea of philos-
ophy as something you do, see on 22a4.

23d8 katãdhloi The word is best translated here by an adverb such as “obvi-
ously.” It goes without saying that the statement is not calculated to win
over anyone who has experienced this kind of treatment from Socrates or
his imitators.

23d9 efid°nai, efidÒtew d¢ oÈd°n This idea is stated in a less compressed form at
23c6–7. Note that the state of mind in such people is precisely the opposite
of that of Socrates, who—although, like them, he knows nothing—never-
theless recognizes his ignorance.

CHAPTER 10 23d
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miar≈tatow super. < miarÒw, -ã, -Òn impure, defiled
diafye¤rei < diafye¤rv corrupt, ruin
égnooËsin < égno°v be ignorant
met°vra < met°vrow, -a, -on midair, above the earth
§y°loien < §y°lv wish
katãdhloi < katãdhlow, -on plain, obvious
prospoioÊmenoi < prospoi°v claim, pretend
ëte since
filÒtimoi < filÒtimow, -on ambitious

d

5

ka‹ l°gousin …w Svkrãthw t¤w §sti miar≈tatow ka‹ dia-
fye¤rei toÁw n°ouw: ka‹ §peidãn tiw aÈtoÁw §rvtò ˜ti poi«n
ka‹ ˜ti didãskvn, ¶xousi m¢n oÈd¢n efipe›n éllÉ égnooËsin,
·na d¢ mØ dok«sin épore›n, tå katå pãntvn t«n filoso-
foÊntvn prÒxeira taËta l°gousin, ˜ti “tå met°vra ka‹
tå ÍpÚ g∞w” ka‹ “yeoÁw mØ nom¤zein” ka‹ “tÚn ¥ttv
lÒgon kre¤ttv poie›n.” tå går élhy∞ o‡omai oÈk ín
§y°loien l°gein, ˜ti katãdhloi g¤gnontai prospoioÊmenoi
m¢n efid°nai, efidÒtew d¢ oÈd°n. ìte oÔn o‰mai filÒtimoi



23e3–24a1 Meletus, Anytus, and Lycon The three accusers are not well represented
in the Platonic dialogues. Lycon appears nowhere else. There is a brief dis-
cussion of Meletus at the beginning of Euthyphro, where the point of the
conversation is that no one knows who he is. Only Anytus has a promi-
nent role. In Meno he warns Socrates, after they have a series of sharp
exchanges, that his way of talking will get him into trouble (95a). Various
ancient sources preserve the (unlikely) tradition that the Athenians later
repented and avenged themselves upon the accusers (Nails 2002, 38).

Meletus is often confused with his father, who had the same name and
may have been the poet mentioned by Aristophanes as early as the 420s
(fr. 117) and as late as 405 in Frogs (1302). The name is not rare in Attic
Greek, however, so speculation is hazardous.

Lycon was a contemporary of Socrates. His family had apparently
attained some prominence, as he was regularly mocked in comedy, and
his son Autolycus was the victor in the pancration at the Panathenaea
in 422. Autolycus was later executed by the Thirty in 404/403.
Xenophon portrays father and son as particularly close (Symposium). By
the terms of the amnesty agreement (see introduction), Lycon would
have been forbidden to mention his son’s death at the trial, but he
might nevertheless have joined in the prosecution if he thought that
associates of Socrates were responsible for the death. He is by far the
least prominent of the accusers.

Anytus is the most prominent accuser. An energetic man who had
inherited a tannery from his father, he was general in 409 and sup-
ported the moderate oligarchic faction around Theramenes under the
Thirty. He was later expelled by them and joined the exiled democrats
at Phyle, where he was made a general again. With the fall of the Thirty,
he returned to Athens with Thrasybulus and was a respected leader.

23e5 Íp°r The preposition should be understood loosely. Of course, we are not
to imagine a conspiracy between these groups. Still, having accusers who
could appeal to different constituencies would be part of a strategy to cre-
ate a broad base of support. At Apology 36a8–b2 Socrates says that he
would not have been convicted had this “alliance” not been in place.

23e APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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sfodro¤ < sfodrÒw, -ã, -Òn passionate
suntetam°nvw vigorously
§mpeplÆkasin pf. act. indic. < §mp¤mplhmi fill up
Œta neut. acc., pl. < oÔw, »tÒw, tÒ ear
§p°yeto aor. mid. indic. < §pit¤yhmi set upon, attack

e

5

ˆntew ka‹ sfodro‹ ka‹ pollo¤, ka‹ suntetam°nvw ka‹ pi-
yan«w l°gontew per‹ §moË, §mpeplÆkasin Ím«n tå Œta ka‹
pãlai ka‹ sfodr«w diabãllontew. §k toÊtvn ka‹ M°lhtÒw
moi §p°yeto ka‹ ÖAnutow ka‹ LÊkvn, M°lhtow m¢n Íp¢r t«n
poiht«n éxyÒmenow, ÖAnutow d¢ Íp¢r t«n dhmiourg«n ka‹



24a1 ˜per . . . ¶legon The allusion is to 19a.
24a6 o‰da sxedÒn “I’m pretty sure.”
24a7 toÊtoiw aÈto›w The antecedent of these pronouns is not at all clear, and

commentators are divided; some understand them as referring to Socrates’
habit of exposing intellectual pretence (“these same things”), others as
referring to “these same men,” that is, the accusers. Both are possible, but
the first seems most relevant to the point Socrates is making.

24b1 §ãnte . . . §ãnte §ãn for efi, introducing a future-more-vivid condition (§ãn
with subj. + fut. indic.): “whether . . . or.”

24b2 eÍrÆsete Supply taËta as the object of the verb.

CHAPTER 10 24a
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érxÒmenow < êrxv begin
yaumãzoimi < yaumãzv wonder
§jel°syai aor. mid. infin. < §jair°v remove
gegonu›an pf. act. part. < g¤gnomai exist
Íposteilãmenow < Ípost°llv withhold
sxedÒn nearly, almost
tekmÆrion, -ou, tÒ evidence, proof
a‡tia < a‡tion, -ou, tÒ cause

24

5

b

t«n politik«n, LÊkvn d¢ Íp¢r t«n =htÒrvn: Àste, ˜per
érxÒmenow §g∆ ¶legon, yaumãzoimÉ ín efi oÂÒw tÉ e‡hn §g∆
Ím«n taÊthn tØn diabolØn §jel°syai §n oÏtvw Ùl¤gƒ xrÒnƒ
oÏtv pollØn gegonu›an. taËtÉ ¶stin Ím›n, Œ êndrew ÉAyh-
na›oi, télhy∞, ka‹ Ímçw oÎte m°ga oÎte mikrÚn épokrucã-
menow §g∆ l°gv oÈdÉ Íposteilãmenow. ka¤toi o‰da sxedÚn
˜ti aÈto›w toÊtoiw épexyãnomai, ˘ ka‹ tekmÆrion ˜ti élhy∞
l°gv ka‹ ˜ti aÏth §st‹n ≤ diabolØ ≤ §mØ ka‹ tå a‡tia
taËtã §stin. ka‹ §ãnte nËn §ãnte aÔyiw zhtÆshte taËta,
oÏtvw eÍrÆsete.



24b3 m¢n oÔn As it often does, this combination of particles resumes the narra-
tive interrupted by Socrates’ digression on Apollo’s oracle (20c3).

24b4 ¶stv 3rd imper. < efim¤: “let it be.”
24b5 tÚn égayÚn te ka‹ filÒpolin, Àw fhsi Socrates is apparently quoting from

Meletus’s description of himself in his speech for the prosecution. His tone
recalls the irony of Antony in Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar III (ii): “And Brutus
is an honourable man.”

24b6 går dÆ dÆ emphasizes gãr, drawing attention to the beginning of a narra-
tive, here the accusation of the prosecutors (Denniston 1954, 243).

24b7 •t°rvn toÊtvn ˆntvn In parallel with toÊtvn (b8).

24b
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¶stv 3rd imper. < efim¤ be
flkanÆ < flkanÒw, -Æ, -Òn sufficient

5
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(24b3–c9)

Here begins the defense against the charges Meletus has brought:
that Socrates has corrupted the youth and does not worship the
gods of the city. For additional discussion of the chapter and
questions for study, see essay 11.

Per‹ m¢n oÔn œn ofl pr«to¤ mou katÆgoroi kathgÒroun
aÏth ¶stv flkanØ épolog¤a prÚw Ímçw: prÚw d¢ M°lhton
tÚn égayÚn ka‹ filÒpolin, Àw fhsi, ka‹ toÁw Íst°rouw
metå taËta peirãsomai épologÆsasyai. aÔyiw går dÆ,
Àsper •t°rvn toÊtvn ˆntvn kathgÒrvn, lãbvmen aÔ tØn



24b8 éntvmos¤an The formal indictment (also called an ¶gklhma, “summons”)
refers to a proceedings that took place prior to the trial at the office of the
Archon Basileus, the official responsible for cases having to do with és°beia
(“impiety”), before whom both parties swore (ént-vmos¤a < ˆmnumi, “swear”)
to their version of the facts. It is precisely upon Socrates’ departure from that
meeting that he encounters Euthyphro at the beginning of the dialogue of
the same name. The éntvmos¤a as given falls into three parts: (1) corrupting
the youth, (2) failing to honor the gods of Athens, and (3) introducing new
divinities. Plato’s description is in general agreement with the versions of
Xenophon (Memorabilia 1.1.1) and Diogenes Laertius (2.40).
¶xei . . . pvw œde “It goes something like this . . .” If the actual words of the
indictment had been crucial to Socrates’ case, he could have asked the her-
ald to read from the official copy. He chooses not to make that request.

24b9 diafye¤ronta It is not clear that this was a common charge. The fourth-
century orator Aeschines refers to legislation dating from the time of Solon
(sixth century) and even earlier that was directed at ensuring the svfrosÊnh
of boys (pa›dew), youths (meirãkia), and on up, but he is not at all specific. At
any rate, there are no other recorded prosecutions on this charge. Burnet
thought the fact that Isocrates (fourth century) pretends to defend himself
against this charge in his per‹ t∞w éntidÒsevw (“On the Exchange”) shows
that it was a plausible accusation. That Isocrates’ model was Socrates him-
self, and not common Athenian legal practice, cannot be discounted, how-
ever. Note, for example, the reference to his age (Antid. 9) and the open legal
fiction that structures the work (Antid. 14), as well as numerous other echoes.
It should also be noted that diafye¤rv often has sexual connotations. See
Lysias (1.92.8). The charge, therefore, suggests the possibility of corruption
that is physical as well as moral.

24c1 nom¤zei oÈ nom¤zonta The participle agrees with Svkrãth: “not honoring
the gods the city honors.”
daimÒnia Literally, “divine things.” The word openly alludes to Socrates’
well-documented belief in a divine sign (daimÒnion) that guided his actions
(see also 31c–d). Reference to it appears frequently in the dialogues, for
example, in Euthyphro (3b5–6), where Euthyphro clearly associates the
indictment with Socrates’ divine sign. Certainly one of the most striking
things about the daimonion is the fact that, according to Plato, it only inter-
vened to stop him whenever he was about to do something wrong (in
Xenophon, Apology, it can be positive). Socrates credits it with his decision
not to enter politics, for example (31d3–4). The negative force of the divine
sign plays an important role later in the Apology. After the jury votes to con-
vict him, Socrates consoles his supporters by telling them that the daimonion
did not intervene to stop him when he left home that morning, and therefore
everything that has happened is for the best (40a–b). For further discus-
sion, see essay 15.

CHAPTER 11 24b
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kainã < kainÒw, -Æ, -Òn new, strange

c

toÊtvn éntvmos¤an. ¶xei d° pvw œde: Svkrãth fhs‹n
édike›n toÊw te n°ouw diafye¤ronta ka‹ yeoÁw oÓw ≤ pÒliw
nom¤zei oÈ nom¤zonta, ßtera d¢ daimÒnia kainã. tÚ m¢n dØ



24c2 ßn ßkaston “Each part.”
24c5 spoudª xarient¤zetai “He fools around in earnest.” Socrates mocks Meletus

in advance by suggesting that the prosecution’s case is an elaborate (and
inappropriate) joke. The notion of “care” embedded in spoudª (and picked
up a little later with spoudãzein [24c7] and kÆdesyai, “care for” [24c8]) antic-
ipates the relentless series of puns made by Socrates on the name of Meletus
and its relationship to meletçv, “care for” and related words: §m°lhsen
(24c8, 26b2), m°lon (24d4), mem°lhken (24d9, 25c3), ém°leian (25c3). Yet
Socrates’ comment is also ironic, for the combination of serious and comic
is often a characteristic of his own practice. See, for example, Phaedrus
(234d7), Gorgias (481b7), and Protagoras (336d3), where Socrates’ interlocutors
cannot tell whether he’s kidding or not. The same idea is implicit earlier in
the speech, when Socrates begins to tell the story about the Delphic oracle
(pa¤zein 20d5).

24c7 œn Supply a word like toÊtvn, “these things” for an antecedent.

24c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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¶gklhma, -tow, tÒ accusation
=&d¤vw lightly, easily
ég«na < ég≈n, -«now, ı trial
kayistãw pres. act. part. < kay¤sthmi bring
spoudãzein < spoudãzv take seriously
kÆdesyai < kÆdv (mid.) have a care for

5

¶gklhma toioËtÒn §stin: toÊtou d¢ toË §gklÆmatow ©n
ßkaston §jetãsvmen.

Fhs‹ går dØ toÁw n°ouw édike›n me diafye¤ronta. §g∆ d°
ge, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, édike›n fhmi M°lhton, ˜ti spoudª
xarient¤zetai, =&d¤vw efiw ég«na kayiståw ényr≈pouw, per‹
pragmãtvn prospoioÊmenow spoudãzein ka‹ kÆdesyai œn oÈd¢n
toÊtƒ p≈pote §m°lhsen: …w d¢ toËto oÏtvw ¶xei, peirãsomai
ka‹ Ím›n §pide›jai.



24c9 ka¤ moi deËro Athenian law allowed either party to question the other
through a process called §r≈thsiw (< §rvtãv, “ask”) and required a
response. By choosing to include this feature in his version of the speech of
Socrates, Plato also recreates a specimen of the question-and-answer style
that dominates the dialogues.
êllo ti ≥ . . . Translate: “Isn’t it the case that . . . ?” (lit., “Is anything else
the case, or . . .?”

24d1 per‹ ple¤stou poiª “You consider of the greatest importance,” that is,
“you take care.”

24d1 ˜pvw “That” (cf. Smyth 1956, 2211).
24d3 ‡yi Sg. imper. < e‰mi, “go.”

toÊtoiw Understand to›w dikasta›w.
belt¤ouw (masc. acc. pl.) Contracted form of belt¤onaw.

24d4 m°lon Impersonal accusative absolute. “Since it is a concern . . .”
ge lays additional stress upon the word and thus emphasizes the pun on
Meletus’s name. Socrates’ irony here is revealing: those who claim to have
a care for virtue are generally not possessed of any real, testable knowledge
but rely on conventional opinion, personal prejudice, and rote repetition.

24d5 §jeur≈n The participle has causal force: “since you have discovered.”

24d
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deËro come now!
…w b°ltistoi as good as possible
§jeur≈n aor. act. part. < §jeur¤skv find out, discover
efisãgeiw < efisãgv bring in (to court)

d
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(24c9–25c4)

Meletus is cross-examined about his claim that Socrates corrupts
the youth. For additional discussion of the chapter and questions
for study, see essay 12.

ka¤ moi deËro, Œ M°lhte, efip°: êllo ti µ
per‹ ple¤stou poiª ˜pvw …w b°ltistoi ofl ne≈teroi ¶sontai;

ÖEgvge.
ÖIyi dÆ nun efip¢ toÊtoiw, t¤w aÈtoÁw belt¤ouw poie›;

d∞lon går ˜ti o‰sya, m°lon g° soi. tÚn m¢n går dia-
fye¤ronta §jeur≈n, …w fπw, §m°, efisãgeiw toutois‹ ka‹ kath-



24d7 sigòw Silence on the part of the one being subjected to a line of Socratic
questioning is a common sign of resistance to the aporia that inevitably fol-
lows. Socrates, or the audience, is usually able to cajole the reluctant
responder into continuing, however. Compare Thrasymachus at Republic
350d and Callicles in the Gorgias 501c.

24d9 o dØ §g∆ l°gv “Of exactly what I am saying.”
24e7 pÒteron Untranslated. As is common in replies, the language is abbrevi-

ated: “[Do you mean] everybody, or [is it the case that] some [educate] and
some don’t?”

24e9 nØ tÚn ÜHran “Yes, by Hera.”
eÔ . . . l°geiw A colloquialism. Translate “Good answer!” (Weber 1986).
Compare Laches 180b3. ge is emphatic. Note that l°geiw also modifies pollØn
éfyon¤an.

24e10 »feloÊntvn “Benefactors.” The participle is used substantively and is
dependent on éfyon¤an.
t¤ d¢ dÆ “What, then?” This is a very common transitional question in Plato.
ékroata¤ “Listeners.” These should be imagined to include not just the
jury, but the spectators as well. See on 17c10.

24d
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mÆnuson aor. imper. < mhnÊv disclose, indicate
sigòw < sigãv be silent
ka¤toi and yet
afisxrÒn < afisxrÒw, -ã, -Òn shameful
mem°lhken pf. act. indic. < m°lei it is a care
paideÊein < paideÊv teach

10

e
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gore›w: tÚn d¢ dØ belt¤ouw poioËnta ‡yi efip¢ ka‹ mÆnuson
aÈto›w t¤w §stin. —ÑOròw, Œ M°lhte, ˜ti sigòw ka‹ oÈk
¶xeiw efipe›n; ka¤toi oÈk afisxrÒn soi doke› e‰nai ka‹ flkanÚn
tekmÆrion o dØ §g∆ l°gv, ˜ti soi oÈd¢n mem°lhken; éllÉ
efip°, »gay°, t¤w aÈtoÁw éme¤nouw poie›;

Ofl nÒmoi. 
ÉAllÉ oÈ toËto §rvt«, Œ b°ltiste, éllå t¤w ênyrvpow,

˜stiw pr«ton ka‹ aÈtÚ toËto o‰de, toÁw nÒmouw;
Otoi, Œ S≈kratew, ofl dikasta¤.
P«w l°geiw, Œ M°lhte; o·de toÁw n°ouw paideÊein oÂo¤

t° efisi ka‹ belt¤ouw poioËsin;
Mãlista.
PÒteron ìpantew, µ ofl m¢n aÈt«n, ofl dÉ oÎ;
ÜApantew.
EÔ ge nØ tØn ÜHran l°geiw ka‹ pollØn éfyon¤an t«n

»feloÊntvn. t¤ d¢ dÆ; o·de ofl ékroata‹ belt¤ouw poioËsin



25a3 bouleuta¤ The boule consisted of five hundred citizens, who prepared the
agenda for the general assembly (ecclesia). Socrates will later tell a story
about his own service on the boule (32b).

25a5 êra . . . mÆ “Can it be that . . . ?” (Denniston 1954, 47).
§kklhsiasta¤ The ecclesia met on the Pnyx, a small, rocky hill southwest
of the Acropolis, and in theory was composed of all citizens (i.e., all adult
males with citizen parents). §kklhsiasta¤, however, is an uncommon
word, and Burnet (1924) may be correct that after the periphrastic ofl §n tª
§kklhs¤&, it appears as an afterthought (“You could call them ecclesiastai”).

25a6 kéke›noi = ka‹ §ke›noi.
25a9 êra “Evidently . . .”
25a12 ge “Certainly.”

épÒkrinai Meletus must pay now for his exaggerations and his shameless
pandering to the vanity of the jury (e.g., ëpantew 24e8). If it is true that
Socrates alone corrupts the youth and that everybody else improves them,
then, as Socrates says, “That’s a lot of benefactors!” But if caring for the young
is like caring for horses (see 20a2–c3), it is hardly likely that one person alone
hurts them and everybody else—whether or not they have ever been on a
horse in their lives—improves them. It is typical of Socrates to argue that a job
will be best performed by a trained expert. Such thinking also provides the
basis for the division of labor in the ideal city described in the Republic.

25a13–b1 m°n . . . d° Supply in both clauses doke› from 24a13.

CHAPTER 12 25a
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¶oiken seems (impers.)
kat°gnvkaw pf. act. indic. < katagign≈skv recognize
dustux¤an < dustux¤a, -aw, ≤ bad luck
épokr¤nai aor. mid. imper. < épokr¤nomai answer
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µ oÎ;
Ka‹ otoi.
T¤ d°, ofl bouleuta¤;
Ka‹ ofl bouleuta¤.
ÉAllÉ êra, Œ M°lhte, mØ ofl §n tª §kklhs¤&, ofl §kklh-

siasta¤, diafye¤rousi toÁw nevt°rouw; µ kéke›noi belt¤ouw
poioËsin ëpantew;

Kéke›noi.
Pãntew êra, …w ¶oiken, ÉAyhna›oi kaloÁw kégayoÁw

poioËsi plØn §moË, §g∆ d¢ mÒnow diafye¤rv. oÏtv l°geiw;
Pãnu sfÒdra taËta l°gv.
PollÆn g° mou kat°gnvkaw dustux¤an. ka¤ moi épÒ-

krinai: ∑ ka‹ per‹ ·ppouw oÏtv soi doke› ¶xein; ofl m¢n
belt¤ouw poioËntew aÈtoÁw pãntew ênyrvpoi e‰nai, eÂw d°



25b2–3 eÂw m°n . . . ofl d° There is a slight anacolouthon in this sentence, as it shifts
from participial in the m°n-clause (oÂÒw tÉ \n) to indicative (diafye¤rousin)
in the d°-clause.

25b8 mÒnow The word, together with eÂw, emphasizes the absurdity of Meletus’s
claim that every Athenian except Socrates benefits the young. Socrates’ sar-
casm is dependent on the validity of his analogy between training horses
and training the young to be “as good as possible.” A recurrent question in
the Platonic dialogues is whether excellence (éretÆ) is a kind of knowl-
edge, in which case it should be teachable like any other subject. Here
Socrates simply assumes the analogy to ridicule Meletus.

25c3 tØn sautoË ém°leian “Your own lack of concern.” Unfortunately, the Eng-
lish translation obscures an important pun on the name of Meletus, whose
name suggests a connection with meletãv “be concerned” (so also in the
case of mem°lhken at 25c3), despite the fact that he does not seem to have
cared enough to think much about the principles on which he claims to act.
Also, by bringing up the “care of the self,” Socrates sets Meletus up as the
antithesis of his own thoughtful behavior and the moderation he attempts
to encourage among all Athenians (compare, for example, his assertions at
30b and 31b). Note how Socratic questioning leads the interlocutor to con-
vict himself of ignorance and/or bad faith.
oÈd°n Adverbial, “not at all.”
per‹ œn The full form of the construction, shortened to avoid repetition,
would be per‹ toÊtvn per‹ œn.

25b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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sun«si pres. subj. < suneim¤ be with, associate with
»feloËsin < »fel°v aid, profit
§frÒntisaw < front¤zv think, reflect upon
saf«w clearly
épofa¤neiw < épofa¤nv display, make known

5
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tiw ı diafye¤rvn; µ toÈnant¤on toÊtou pçn eÂw m°n tiw ı
belt¤ouw oÂÒw tÉ Ãn poie›n µ pãnu Ùl¤goi, ofl flppiko¤, ofl d¢
pollo‹ §ãnper sun«si ka‹ xr«ntai ·ppoiw, diafye¤rousin;
oÈx oÏtvw ¶xei, Œ M°lhte, ka‹ per‹ ·ppvn ka‹ t«n êllvn
èpãntvn z–vn; pãntvw dÆpou, §ãnte sÁ ka‹ ÖAnutow oÈ
f∞te §ãnte f∞te: pollØ går ên tiw eÈdaimon¤a e‡h per‹
toÁw n°ouw efi eÂw m¢n mÒnow aÈtoÁw diafye¤rei, ofl dÉ êlloi
»feloËsin. éllå gãr, Œ M°lhte, flkan«w §pide¤knusai
˜ti oÈdep≈pote §frÒntisaw t«n n°vn, ka‹ saf«w épofa¤-
neiw tØn sautoË ém°leian, ˜ti oÈd°n soi mem°lhken per‹ œn
§m¢ efisãgeiw.



25c5 efip°, Œ prÚw DiÚw M°lhte This is an example of interlaced word order. Œ is
an interjection, which normally accompanies the vocative and is untrans-
lated. prÚw DiÚw is an oath that calls upon Zeus to witness Meletus’s testi-
mony and should be construed with efip°. Translate “in the eyes of Zeus” or
“with god as your witness.”

25c6 Œ tãn Attic form of address, equivalent roughly to “O sir,” but the ety-
mology is uncertain.

25c9 ofl dÉ égayo¤ égayÒn ti Supply §rgãzontai toÁw ée‹ §ggutãtv aÍt«n.

25c
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pol¤taiw < pol¤thw, -ou, ı citizen
xrhsto›w < xrhstÒw, -Æ, -Òn useful, good
ponhro›w < ponhrÒw, -ã, -Òn worthless, bad
toi certainly
§rgãzontai < §rgãzomai do something (acc.) to someone (acc.)
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C H A P T E R  1 3

(25c5–26a7)

Socrates examines the argument that he is a bad influence on the
young and finds it incoherent: “Why on earth would I willingly
corrupt those in my company, since I would be among the first
harmed by their corruption?” For additional discussion of the
chapter and questions for study, see essay 13.

ÖEti d¢ ≤m›n efip°, Œ prÚw DiÚw M°lhte, pÒterÒn §stin
ofike›n êmeinon §n pol¤taiw xrhsto›w µ ponhro›w; Œ tãn, épÒ-
krinai: oÈd¢n gãr toi xalepÚn §rvt«. oÈx ofl m¢n ponhro‹
kakÒn ti §rgãzontai toÁw ée‹ §ggutãtv aÍt«n ˆntaw, ofl dÉ
égayo‹ égayÒn ti;

Pãnu ge. 



25d1 Socrates employs here a version of an argument that appears frequently in
Plato: no one ever does wrong willingly, because wrongdoing produces a
chaotic society. In a chaotic society, one cannot be secure. Therefore, it is not
in the interest of anyone to do wrong intentionally. One could act in error,
thinking incorrectly that something was good when in fact it is bad, but
one would not do it again once the mistake had been noted.
¶stin . . . ˜stiw “Is there anyone who . . . ?”

25d2 épokr¤nou Clearly we are to imagine a pause after Socrates’ question during
which Meletus attempts to avoid answering, another example of Plato’s
determination to create verisimilitude.

25d3 keleÊei A law purporting to establish this fact, and which may have been
in effect at the end of the fifth century, is quoted by Demosthenes (Against
Stephanus 2.10).

25d4 d∞ta The particle is emphatic, making Meletus’s reply a strong denial. It
is a common reply by speakers in Plato. In the context of Meletus’s refusal
to answer, however, the emphasis draws attention not to the certainty of
his conviction, but to his evident irritation at having to answer to Socrates.

25d5 f°re dÆ “Come then,” a common phrase that marks the transition from
one part of the argument to the next.
pÒteron Often, as here, the word indicates that alternatives will follow. In
such cases pÒteron itself is better not translated. See on 24e7.
…w diafye¤ronta toÁw n°ouw “On the grounds that I am corrupting the
young men.”

25d6 •kÒnta µ êkonta Both adjectives (here better translated as adverbs) agree
with §m°.

25d7 •kÒnta ¶gvge “Willingly, I tell you.”
25d8–9 tosoËton sÁ §moË sofot°row . . . \n “Are you so much wiser at your age

than I am at mine . . .”
25d10 toÁw mãlista plhs¤on •aut«n “The people closest to them.”

25d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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blãptesyai < blãptv harm
épokr¤nou pres. mid. imper. < épokr¤nomai answer
keleÊei < keleÊv order
•kÒnta < •k≈n, -oËsa, -Òn willing
êkonta < êkvn, -ousa, -on unwilling
thlikoÊtou < thlikoËtow, -aÊth, -oËto of such an age
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ÖEstin oÔn ˜stiw boÊletai ÍpÚ t«n sunÒntvn blãptesyai
mçllon µ »fele›syai; épokr¤nou, Œ égay°: ka‹ går ı nÒmow
keleÊei épokr¤nesyai. ¶syÉ ˜stiw boÊletai blãptesyai;

OÈ d∞ta.
F°re dÆ, pÒteron §m¢ efisãgeiw deËro …w diafye¤ronta toÁw

n°ouw ka‹ ponhrot°rouw poioËnta •kÒnta µ êkonta;
ÑEkÒnta ¶gvge.
T¤ d∞ta, Œ M°lhte; tosoËton sÁ §moË sof≈terow e‰ th-

likoÊtou ˆntow thlikÒsde \n, Àste sÁ m¢n ¶gnvkaw ˜ti ofl
m¢n kako‹ kakÒn ti §rgãzontai ée‹ toÁw mãlista plhs¤on



25e1 ofl d¢ égayo¤ Supply §rgãzontai.
efiw tosoËton “To such a degree.”

25e2 toËtÉ The pronoun is explained by the ˜ti-clause that follows.
25e3 sunÒntvn The participle (masc. gen. pl. < sÊneimi) is partitive with tinã.

moxyhrÒn is the predicate.
25e5 oÈd¢ êllon Supply soi pe¤yesyai (in indirect statement after o‰mai).
26a1 êkvn Supply diafye¤rv a second time here.

katÉ émfÒtera “Either way.”
26a3 efisãgein Dependent (with the infinitives that follow) on oÈ . . . nÒmow . . .

§st¤n: “it’s not customary . . .”
lãbonta The participle (masc. sg. acc.) agrees with the implied subject of
the infinitives dependent on nÒmow §st¤n (repeated from the previous clause
without the oÈ). Note the parallel between this sentence and 26a6–7.

26a4 dhlÒn Supply §sti. The expression is impersonal.
paÊsomai Supply poi«n.
˜ The antecedent (toËto) has been omitted.

26a5 sÁ d° The d° is adversative: “but you . . .”
26a7 kolãsevw . . . mayÆsevw Both genitives are dependent on the participle

deom°nouw.

CHAPTER 13 25e
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moxyhrÒn < moxyhrÒw, -ã, -Òn worthless
fid¤& privately
nouyete›n < nouyet°v admonish
suggen°syai aor. mid. infin. < sugg¤nomai associate with
oÂ to which place, where
kolãsevw < kÒlasiw, -evw, ≤ punishment
mayÆsevw < mãyhsiw, -evw, ≤ instruction, learning

e
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•aut«n, ofl d¢ égayo‹ égayÒn, §g∆ d¢ dØ efiw tosoËton éma-
y¤aw ¥kv Àste ka‹ toËtÉ égno«, ˜ti §ãn tina moxyhrÚn
poiÆsv t«n sunÒntvn, kinduneÊsv kakÒn ti labe›n ÍpÉ aÈtoË,
Àste toËto <tÚ> tosoËton kakÚn •k∆n poi«, …w f∫w sÊ;
taËta §g≈ soi oÈ pe¤yomai, Œ M°lhte, o‰mai d¢ oÈd¢ êllon
ényr≈pvn oÈd°na: éllÉ µ oÈ diafye¤rv, µ efi diafye¤rv,
êkvn, Àste sÊ ge katÉ émfÒtera ceÊd˙. efi d¢ êkvn dia-
fye¤rv, t«n toioÊtvn èmarthmãtvn oÈ deËro nÒmow
efisãgein §st¤n, éllå fid¤& labÒnta didãskein ka‹ nou-
yete›n: d∞lon går ˜ti §ån mãyv, paÊsomai ˜ ge êkvn poi«.
sÁ d¢ suggen°syai m°n moi ka‹ didãjai ¶fugew ka‹ oÈk
±y°lhsaw, deËro d¢ efisãgeiw, oÂ nÒmow §st‹n efisãgein toÁw
kolãsevw deom°nouw éllÉ oÈ mayÆsevw.



26a8 m°n Untranslated here. The strong adversative adverb ˜mvw in the d°-clause
(strengthened by the dÆ) will supply all the contrast the sentence needs.

26b1 oÍg≈ = ˘ §g≈.
oÎte m°ga oÎte smikrÒn The expresson is adverbial: “at all” (literally, “neither
in a big way nor a small one”). Note again the relentless punning on Meletus,
whose name does not appear to fit him well.

26b2 §m°lhsen The subject is impersonal.
p«w Note the use of the direct, and therefore more forceful, interrogative
in a place where the indirect form ˜pvw would be equally possible.

26b3 µ d∞lon dØ Supply §st¤: “or is it perfectly clear that . . . ?”
26b4 nom¤zein The indirect statement continues to be dependent on fπw

(above): “that I teach them not to recognize . . .”
26b7 m¢n oÔn In replies, m¢n oÔn indicates a strong emotional response, positive or

negative. Here, obviously, Meletus is made to express his emphatic agreement.
26b8–9 œn nËn ı lÒgow §st¤n “Who are now under discussion.”
26b9 ¶ti Used ironically. Socrates pretends that what Meletus says is clear to

begin with. In fact, the claims of Meletus will not be clarified by the ensuing

26a
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C H A P T E R  1 4

(26a8–27a7)

“Meletus, do you say I corrupt the youth by teaching them not to
believe in the gods? You must have me confused with a pre-
Socratic philosopher.” For additional discussion of the chapter
and questions for study, see essay 14.

ÉAllå gãr, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, toËto m¢n d∞lon ≥dh
oÍg∆ ¶legon, ˜ti MelÆtƒ toÊtvn oÎte m°ga oÎte mikrÚn
p≈pote §m°lhsen. ˜mvw d¢ dØ l°ge ≤m›n, p«w me f∫w
diafye¤rein, Œ M°lhte, toÁw nevt°rouw; µ d∞lon dØ ˜ti
katå tØn grafØn ∂n §grãcv yeoÁw didãskonta mØ nom¤zein
oÓw ≤ pÒliw nom¤zei, ßtera d¢ daimÒnia kainã; oÈ taËta
l°geiw ˜ti didãskvn diafye¤rv;

Pãnu m¢n oÔn sfÒdra taËta l°gv.
PrÚw aÈt«n to¤nun, Œ M°lhte, toÊtvn t«n ye«n œn nËn

ı lÒgow §st¤n, efip¢ ¶ti saf°steron ka‹ §mo‹ ka‹ to›w én-



discussion at all, except to the extent that they are shown even more clearly
to be incoherent.

26c2 The argument at this point turns on a difference between the original
charge that declared Socrates did not honor the gods (nom¤zein toÁw yeoÊw,
24c) and a new possibility introduced by Socrates (and snapped up by
Meletus) that he does not believe the gods exist at all (nom¤zein toÁw yeoÊw
e‰nai). While the latter possibility is certainly more dramatic (and perhaps
even true), it will turn out to be fatal to the argument of Meletus, which
accuses Socrates of introducing new gods. After all, says Socrates, a man
who introduces new gods can hardly be an utter atheist, can he?

26c4 oÈ . . . oÏsper The antecedent is yeoÊw: “not the same ones.”
m°ntoi . . . ge “To be sure.” Socrates ironically pretends to accept the
charge of neglecting the gods of Athens.

26c5 •t°rouw Supply nom¤zv.
me . . . aÈtÒn The pronoun is emphatic: “I myself.” Note that didãskein
takes two accusatives, of the thing taught (taËta) and of the persons taught
(toÁw êllouw).

26d1 ·na t¤ “Why?”
oÈd¢ ¥lion oÈd¢ selÆnhn The divinity of the sun and moon, while probably
assumed by most Athenians, did not play an important role in public cult.
This question seems designed to introduce ideas attributed to Anaxagoras of
Clazomene, Socrates’ older contemporary and an associate of the Athenian
politician Pericles (495–429 b.c.e.). He is said to have been prosecuted for
impiety (és°beia).

CHAPTER 14 26c

73

tÚ parãpan completely
§gkale›w < §gkal°v charge
pantãpasi completely
yaumãsie voc. < yaumãsiow, -a, -on wondrous, marvelous

c
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drãsin toutois¤. §g∆ går oÈ dÊnamai maye›n pÒteron l°geiw
didãskein me nom¤zein e‰na¤ tinaw yeoÊw—ka‹ aÈtÚw êra nom¤zv
e‰nai yeoÁw ka‹ oÈk efim‹ tÚ parãpan êyeow oÈd¢ taÊt˙ édik«
—oÈ m°ntoi oÏsper ge ≤ pÒliw éllå •t°rouw, ka‹ toËtÉ ¶stin
˜ moi §gkale›w, ˜ti •t°rouw, µ pantãpas¤ me f∫w oÎte
aÈtÚn nom¤zein yeoÁw toÊw te êllouw taËta didãskein.

TaËta l°gv, …w tÚ parãpan oÈ nom¤zeiw yeoÊw.
âV yaumãsie M°lhte, ·na t¤ taËta l°geiw; oÈd¢ ¥lion

oÈd¢ selÆnhn êra nom¤zv yeoÁw e‰nai, Àsper ofl êlloi ên-
yrvpoi;



26d4 Œ êndrew dikasta¤ Meletus uses the standard form of address for Athenian
jurors, in contrast to Socrates. See on 17a1. In a spluttering outburst, he
accuses Socrates of accepting the speculations of the pre-Socratic philoso-
phers. Much of their work attempts to give a rational account of the physical
processes (both celestial and terrestrial) that make up human life. See Kirk,
Raven, and Schofield (1993).

26d7 t«nde The pronoun is dependent on katafrone›w and refers to the jurors.
épe¤rouw grammãtvn That is, “uncultured.” Burnet notes that this remark
implies the existence of a reading public in Athens. This is certainly true to
a degree. In Aristophanes’ Frogs (52), produced in 405, the god Dionysus
talks about reading a tragedy of Euripides. See also Euripides, Erechtheus fr.
369 (422 b.c.e.?). Socrates’ remarks should not be taken at face value, how-
ever. The evidence for private libraries and a substantial book trade is scant
before the end of the fifth century. See Harris (1989) and Thomas (1989,
1992). Whatever reading public there was in Athens at the time of Socrates’
trial, it certainly cannot be presumed to have included the entire jury.

26d8 Àste oÈk Àste + infinitive normally takes mÆ, but oÈk appears here because
the clause is part of a larger indirect statement dependent on o‡ei.
bibl¤a Like other pre-Socratic philosophers, Anaxagoras supposedly wrote
a book per‹ fÊsevw. This would have been written on rolls of papyrus
(imported from Egypt). The earliest surviving papyri date from the second
half of the fourth century.

26d10 ë That is, the doctrines of Anaxagoras.
draxm∞w The price Socrates mentions would not be high for the young
men to whom Socrates alludes, whose families measured their wealth by
the talent of silver (= 6,000 drachmas). Day laborers, for example, earned
much less (1 drachma per day in the late fifth century, according to inscrip-
tions). Presumably, the price of books would be more of an obstacle for
them. It may have been for the jurors as well. They were paid 3 obols (1/2
drachma) per day. The reliance of jurors upon such subsidies had been
mocked publicly in works such as the Wasps of Aristophanes, although the
jury stipend was not necessarily their only source of income.

26d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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katafrone›w < katafron°v hold in contempt
épe¤rouw < épe¤row, -a, -on inexperienced
g°mei < g°mv be full of
§n¤ote from time to time
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Må D¤É, Œ êndrew dikasta¤, §pe‹ tÚn m¢n ¥lion l¤yon
fhs‹n e‰nai, tØn d¢ selÆnhn g∞n.

ÉAnajagÒrou o‡ei kathgore›n, Œ f¤le M°lhte; ka‹ oÏtv
katafrone›w t«nde ka‹ o‡ei aÈtoÁw épe¤rouw grammãtvn e‰nai
Àste oÈk efid°nai ˜ti tå ÉAnajagÒrou bibl¤a toË Klazome-
n¤ou g°mei toÊtvn t«n lÒgvn; ka‹ dØ ka‹ ofl n°oi taËta parÉ
§moË manyãnousin, ì ¶jestin §n¤ote efi pãnu polloË draxm∞w



26e1 §k t∞w ÙrxÆstraw “From the orchestra.” This is a much contested passage
on which most commentators and translators simply pronounce without
acknowledging the alternatives. These can be divided into three classes.
First, ÙrxÆstra refers to a dance floor in the agora where books were sold
(Dyer and Seymour 1908, Adam 1914, Grube 1988, Rose 1989, Helm 1997). Sec-
ond, ÙrxÆstra refers to the dance floor at the front of the stage at the theater of
Dionysus, where the chorus sang. Hence the reference is to plays by Euripides
and others in which the doctrines of Anaxagoras were sung (Riddell 1973,
Rose 1989). Third, ÙrxÆstra refers to the dance floor at the front of the stage
of the theater of Dionysus where the chorus sang, which apparently during
the majority of the year, when there were no performances, served as a book
market (Croiset 1920–, Tredennick 1967, Nails 2002).

There are numerous objections to these interpretations, however. Briefly,
with regard to the first, there is no evidence for a dancing floor in the agora
beyond the dubious interpretation of this passage, nor any ancient source
that refers to a part of the agora known as the ÙrxÆstra. As for the second,
since there was an orchestra in the theater, commentators point to passages
in tragedy that seem to echo Anaxagoras. None are simple transcriptions of
the philosopher’s doctrines. Further, there is no record of theater tickets
costing more than two obols, a third of the sum mentioned by Socrates. The
main disadvantage of the third interpretation is that we must assume the
existence of a book market—for which there is no corroborating evidence
beyond the testimony of the present passage.

We are inclined to favor the third interpretation, since it requires the
fewest assumptions. At the same time, it is worth noting that the word
ÙrxÆstra is itself quite rare in our fifth-century sources (see Bosher 2007),
and so all interpretations are bound to be somewhat speculative.
katagelçn Dependent on ¶jestin above. The clauses, rearranged, go
together as follows: “Do they learn these things from me, which if Socrates
were to claim them as his own it is possible for the young men (who buy
them from time to time in the orchestra—and for a drachma at most) to
laugh at him?”

26e2 êllvw te ka‹ oÏtvw êtopa ˆnta “Especially since they [the ideas] are so
strange.” In the Phaedo (98c2), Socrates again uses êtopa to describe the
ideas of Anaxagoras. Yet the same term is used of Socrates at Symposium
215a, Theaetetus 149a, and Gorgias 494d.

CHAPTER 14 26e
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priam°noiw < pr¤amai purchase
katagelçn < katagelãv laugh at

e

5

§k t∞w ÙrxÆstraw priam°noiw Svkrãtouw katagelçn, §ån
prospoi∞tai •autoË e‰nai, êllvw te ka‹ oÏtvw êtopa ˆnta;
éllÉ, Œ prÚw DiÒw, oÍtvs¤ soi dok«; oÈd°na nom¤zv yeÚn
e‰nai;

OÈ m°ntoi må D¤a oÈdÉ ıpvstioËn.



26e6 êpistÒw gÉ e‰ “I don’t believe you.” It is hard to improve upon Riddell’s
(1973) paraphrase of this sentence, “Very well; nobody else will believe that
and I am pretty sure you do not yourself.”

26e9 Ïbrei . . . neÒthti This is not the metaphysical Ïbriw of tragedy that brings
about divine retribution, but a crime clearly recognized in Attic law, in
cases as different as assault and adultery. Basically, Ïbriw is committed
when someone blatently disregards the rights of another citizen. Such acts
are often perceived to be mitigated by their association with youthful
pranks (see Demosthenes 54.13–14), an association that Socrates appears to
make as well (neÒthti). Note also his repeated insinuations that Meletus is
not serious (24c5, 27a3, 27a7). There is high irony here, as Socrates, who is
being prosecuted for being a bad citizen, accuses Meletus of a crime that
strikes at the heart of citizenship.
ékolas¤& One of the concepts that the Socrates of Plato regularly opposes
to svfrosÊnh (“moderation”).

27a1 ¶oiken . . . diapeirvm°nƒ “He seems like someone who composed a riddle as
a test,” literally, “while testing” (diapeirvm°nƒ). A fine example of Socratic
irony: a mistake on the part of the interlocutor is treated facetiously as a test
of Socrates himself.

27a2 sofÚw dÆ As Denniston (1954) notes, dÆ is often used in the manner of quo-
tation marks: “the ‘wise’ Socrates.” Socrates imagines a Meletus resentful of
Socrates’ reputation for wisdom and constructing his “riddle” to expose him.
Of course, as has already been made clear, Socrates has a very low regard for
Meletus’s abilities, so his scenario of a Meletus envious of Socrates’ “unde-
served” reputation for wisdom is itself ironic.

27a3 §nant¤É §maut“ l°gontow §nant¤(a) is neut. acc. pl. The participle is genitive
following gign≈skv. The Socratic dialogues of Plato are full of characters
who, in the course of their conversations with Socrates, are forced to realize
that different aspects of their beliefs are inconsistent and often in conflict.

27a7 pa¤zontow Gen. of characteristic: “This, I tell you, is [the work of] a man
who is joking.”

26e APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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ékÒlastow, -h, -on undisciplined
neÒthti < neÒthw, -htow, ≤ youthful recklessness
xarientizom°nou < xarient¤zomai make a joke
§japatÆsv < §japatãv deceive

27

5

ÖApistÒw gÉ e‰, Œ M°lhte, ka‹ taËta m°ntoi, …w §mo‹
doke›w, saut“. §mo‹ går doke› oÍtos¤, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi,
pãnu e‰nai ÍbristØw ka‹ ékÒlastow, ka‹ étexn«w tØn gra-
fØn taÊthn Ïbrei tin‹ ka‹ ékolas¤& ka‹ neÒthti grãcasyai.
¶oiken går Àsper a‡nigma suntiy°nti diapeirvm°nƒ “ âAra
gn≈setai Svkrãthw ı sofÚw dØ §moË xarientizom°nou ka‹
§nant¤É §maut“ l°gontow, µ §japatÆsv aÈtÚn ka‹ toÁw êl-
louw toÁw ékoÊontaw;” otow går §mo‹ fa¤netai tå §nant¤a
l°gein aÈtÚw •aut“ §n tª grafª Àsper ín efi e‡poi: “ÉAdike›
Svkrãthw yeoÁw oÈ nom¤zvn, éllå yeoÁw nom¤zvn.” ka¤toi
toËtÒ §sti pa¤zontow.



27a8 √ The relative pronoun is used adverbially: “how.”
27b1 katÉ érxãw . . . yorube›n He alludes to the request he made at 17c–d.

Again, Plato includes details to heighten the verisimilitude of the speech.
27b3 Socrates now proceeds to explain the contradiction in Meletus’s “riddle.” It

contains two parts: first, that a belief in divine things (daimÒnia) implies a
belief in divinities (da¤monew); second, that divinities are gods (yeo¤). This
problem was not important for the original charge. Since then, however,
Socrates has baited Meletus into accusing him of being a complete atheist
(26c) and can now ignore the charge of religious nonconformism to concen-
trate on refuting Meletus’s latest claim.

27a
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sunepisk°casye < sunepiskop°v examine together
par˙thsãmhn < parait°omai ask earnestly, beg
m°mnhsye pf. act. indic. < mimnÆskv remember
efivyÒti pf. part. < ¶yv be accustomed
épokrin°syv 3rd sg. imper. < épokr¤nomai answer
êlla ka‹ êlla one thing after another
yorube¤tv 3rd sg. imper. < yorub°v make a racket, interrupt
aÈlhtãw < aÈlhtÆw, -oË, ı flute player

b

5
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(27a8–28a1)

Socrates demonstrates that Meletus contradicts himself in the
indictment. For additional discussion of the chapter and ques-
tions for study, see essay 15.

Sunepisk°casye dÆ, Œ êndrew, √ moi fa¤netai taËta
l°gein: sÁ d¢ ≤m›n épÒkrinai, Œ M°lhte. Íme›w d°, ˜per
katÉ érxåw Ímçw par˙thsãmhn, m°mnhsy° moi mØ yorube›n
§ån §n t“ efivyÒti trÒpƒ toÁw lÒgouw poi«mai.

ÖEstin ˜stiw ényr≈pvn, Œ M°lhte, ényr≈peia m¢n nom¤zei
prãgmatÉ e‰nai, ényr≈pouw d¢ oÈ nom¤zei; épokrin°syv, Œ
êndrew, ka‹ mØ êlla ka‹ êlla yorube¤tv: ¶syÉ ˜stiw ·ppouw
m¢n oÈ nom¤zei, flppikå d¢ prãgmata; µ aÈlhtåw m¢n oÈ



27b7 oÈk ¶stin Socrates answers his own question. We must assume a pause
after prãgmata, during which Socrates waits in vain for Meletus’s reply.

27b8 l°gv Hortatory subjunctive: “Let me say.”
27b9 tÚ §p‹ toÊtƒ “The next thing.” toÊtƒ (emphasized by ge) refers to the

question Socrates has just answered.
27c1 daimÒnia The introduction of “divine things” into the discussion is

important for Socrates’ argument. He has not yet mentioned the “divine
sign” that regularly advised him to refrain from political life, but Socrates
discusses it later (31d–e) and accuses Meletus of caricaturing it. Here, how-
ever, by linking daimÒnia and yeo¤, Socrates will lay the groundwork for his
claim that there is nothing inconsistent (or illegal) about believing in both.
Euthyphro, a dialogue that takes place before the trial, begins with a discus-
sion of the charges brought by Meletus. There Socrates’ interlocutor, Euthy-
phro, assumes that the reference to “introducing new divinities” in the
indictment (Apol. 24c) is code for the daimÒnion of Socrates (2b).
da¤monaw Gods are referred to as da¤monew, particularly if the god’s iden-
tity is unknown. In the Iliad, for example, the Greek warrior Teucer unex-
pectedly breaks the string of his bow and blames a da¤mvn. The term is
used more broadly, however. Hesiod’s Golden Age men are called da¤monew
as well (Works and Days 122).

27c4 …w \nhsaw [Understand §m°]: “how you benefited me!”
27c6 éllÉ oÔn . . . ge “Nevertheless, they’re still . . . da¤monaw.” As often, the ge

(translated here as “still”) follows the word it emphasizes.
27c9 ¶xei dÆ “It certainly does!” Socrates answers his own question. dÆ strength-

ens an affirmative response.

27b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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aÈlhtikã < aÈlhtikÒw, -Æ, Òn pertaining to flutes
\nhsaw aor. indic. act. < Ùn¤nhmi profit

épekr¤nv 2nd sing. aor. indic. < épokr¤nomai answer
divmÒsv aor. indic. mid. < diÒmnumi swear
éntigrafª < éntigrafÆ, -∞w, ≤ response to a charge, plea

c

5

nom¤zei e‰nai, aÈlhtikå d¢ prãgmata; oÈk ¶stin, Œ êriste
éndr«n: efi mØ sÁ boÊlei épokr¤nesyai, §g∆ so‹ l°gv ka‹
to›w êlloiw toutois¤. éllå tÚ §p‹ toÊtƒ ge épÒkrinai: 
¶syÉ ˜stiw daimÒnia m¢n nom¤zei prãgmatÉ e‰nai, da¤monaw d¢
oÈ nom¤zei;

OÈk ¶stin.
ÑVw \nhsaw ˜ti mÒgiw épekr¤nv ÍpÚ toutvn‹ énagkazÒ-

menow. oÈkoËn daimÒnia m¢n fπw me ka‹ nom¤zein ka‹ didã-
skein, e‡tÉ oÔn kainå e‡te palaiã, éllÉ oÔn daimÒniã ge
nom¤zv katå tÚn sÚn lÒgon, ka‹ taËta ka‹ divmÒsv §n tª
éntigrafª. efi d¢ daimÒnia nom¤zv, ka‹ da¤monaw dÆpou
pollØ énãgkh nom¤zein m° §stin: oÈx oÏtvw ¶xei; ¶xei dÆ:



27c10 t¤yhmi gãr se ımologoËnta “I’ll take it that you agree,” lit.: “I put you
down as agreeing.”

27d1 f∫w µ oÎ Supply fpw again with oÎ.
27d4 yeo¤ tin°w “Gods of some kind.”
27d5 ˜ Accusative of respect.
27d6 fãnai The infinitive is equivalent to an articular infinitive and in apposi-

tion to toËtÉ: this is what I mean by riddling, “to say that . . .”
27d6–7 yeoÊw . . . yeoÊw . . . The syntax is deliberately complicated, mirroring what

Socrates perceives as the latent incoherence of Meletus’s charge. The first
yeoÊw is the object of the participle ≤goÊmenon, which modifies me, the sub-
ject of ≤ge›syai. The second yeoÊw is the object of ≤ge›syai. In each case, we
must assume e‰nai.
oÈx ≤goÊmenon . . . ≤ge›syai Note how the aspect of the (concessive) par-
ticiple and the infinitive reinforce each other in describing two beliefs that
are supposed to coexist at the same time: “that although I don’t believe, on
the other hand I do.”

27d7 §peidÆper ge “Inasmuch as.” Both –per and ge qualify Socrates’ statement
and show that he is accepting Meletus’s claims about him (for the sake of
the argument) rather than expressing his own opinion.

27d8 ye«n pa›dew . . . nÒyoi tin°w “certain illegitimate children of the gods.”
27d9 œn = §j œn For l°gontai, supply e‰nai.
27d10 yeoÁw d¢ mÆ “But no gods.” The extreme brevity of the construction heightens

the contrast.
27e1 Àsper ên Supply e‡h. The phrase is coordinated with the ımo¤vw–clause

above: “It would be equally odd, just as it would be if . . .”

CHAPTER 15 27d
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≥toi surely
afin¤ttesyai < afin¤ttomai speak in riddles
êtopon < êtopow, -on strange

10

d

5

10

e

t¤yhmi gãr se ımologoËnta, §peidØ oÈk épokr¤n˙. toÁw d¢
da¤monaw oÈx‹ ≥toi yeoÊw ge ≤goÊmeya µ ye«n pa›daw; f∫w
µ oÎ;

Pãnu ge.
OÈkoËn e‡per da¤monaw ≤goËmai, …w sÁ fπw, efi m¢n yeo¤

tin°w efisin ofl da¤monew, toËtÉ ín e‡h ˘ §g≈ fhm¤ se afin¤t-
tesyai ka‹ xarient¤zesyai, yeoÁw oÈx ≤goÊmenon fãnai me
yeoÁw aÔ ≤ge›syai pãlin, §peidÆper ge da¤monaw ≤goËmai:
efi dÉ aÔ ofl da¤monew ye«n pa›d°w efisin nÒyoi tin¢w µ §k num-
f«n µ ¶k tinvn êllvn œn dØ ka‹ l°gontai, t¤w ín ényr≈-
pvn ye«n m¢n pa›daw ≤go›to e‰nai, yeoÁw d¢ mÆ; ımo¤vw går
ín êtopon e‡h Àsper ín e‡ tiw ·ppvn m¢n pa›daw ≤go›to



27e2 ≤miÒnouw The noun is in apposition to pa›dew. Just as the da¤monew are the
offspring of gods and mortal women, so mules are the offspring of horses
bred with donkeys. ≤miÒnouw also puns on ≤miy°ouw, “demigod.”

27e3 oÈk ¶stin ˜pvw . . . oux¤ “There is no way that . . . not,” a true double nega-
tive, since the negations belong to different clauses.

27e4 oÈx‹ épopeir≈menow §grãcv “That you didn’t bring this indictment as a
test (lit. “testing”). ≤m«n is the object of épopeir≈menow.
µ épor«n ˜ti “Unless, at a loss as to what . . .”

27e5 §gkalo›w Optative in place of subjunctive in an indirect (deliberative) ques-
tion after a verb in the past tense. épor«n, as a present participle, expresses
time contemporaneous with the aorist §grãcv and thus is treated as though
it were a past tense.
˜pvw is introduced by oÈdem¤a mhxanÆ §stin (28a2), which is postponed
for maximum effect.

27e7 …w oÈ toË aÈtoË Gen. of characteristic: “that it is not [characteristic] of the
same person to . . .”

27e APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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ˆnvn < ˆnow, -ou, ı donkey
≤miÒnouw < ≤m¤onow, -ou, ı mule
épopeir≈menow < épopeirãomai test
éd¤khma < éd¤khma -tow, tÒ wrong, injury

5

28

µ ka‹ ˆnvn, toÁw ≤miÒnouw, ·ppouw d¢ ka‹ ˆnouw mØ ≤go›to
e‰nai. éllÉ, Œ M°lhte, oÈk ¶stin ˜pvw sÁ taËta oÈx‹
épopeir≈menow ≤m«n §grãcv tØn grafØn taÊthn µ épor«n
˜ti §gkalo›w §mo‹ élhy¢w éd¤khma: ˜pvw d¢ sÊ tina pe¤yoiw
ín ka‹ smikrÚn noËn ¶xonta ényr≈pvn, …w oÈ toË aÈtoË
¶stin ka‹ daimÒnia ka‹ ye›a ≤ge›syai, ka‹ aÔ toË aÈtoË mÆte
da¤monaw mÆte yeoÁw mÆte ¥rvaw, oÈdem¤a mhxanÆ §stin.



28a3 poll∞w . . . e‰nai . . . épolog¤aw Lit. “be of much defense.” On the one
hand, the weak accusations of Meletus do not need much defense in order
for Socrates to dispatch them. On the other, Socrates’ refutation of Meletus
does not constitute much of a defense. Both senses are operative. Thus,
Socrates justifies the relative shortness of his response to the actual indict-
ment. At the same time, he prepares the way for a return to the topic of
popular prejudice against him.

28a4 flkanå ka‹ taËta Take with moi doke› e‰nai.
§n to›w ¶mprosyen Supply lÒgoiw.

28a8 ë That is, diabolÆ and fyÒnow. The difference in the genders of the two
nouns causes the relative pronoun to shift to the neuter.

28b1 deinÒn The adjective is related to the noun d°ow, “fear,” and so can intro-
duce a clause of fearing.
mØ §n §mo‹ stª “that it will stop with me.”

28a
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ørhken pf. act. indic. < aflr°v seize
stª aor. act. subj. (intrans.) < ·sthmi stop, stand

5

b
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(28a2–d10)

Socrates moves from a refutation of Meletus’s indictment to a
general defense of the philosophic life. For additional discussion
of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 16.

ÉAllå gãr, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, …w m¢n §g∆ oÈk édik«
katå tØn MelÆtou grafÆn, oÈ poll∞w moi doke› e‰nai épo-
log¤aw, éllå flkanå ka‹ taËta: ˘ d¢ ka‹ §n to›w ¶mprosyen
¶legon, ˜ti pollÆ moi ép°xyeia g°gonen ka‹ prÚw polloÊw,
eÔ ‡ste ˜ti élhy°w §stin. ka‹ toËtÉ ¶stin ˘ §m¢ aflrÆsei, §ãn-
per aflrª, oÈ M°lhtow oÈd¢ ÖAnutow éllÉ ≤ t«n poll«n dia-
bolÆ te ka‹ fyÒnow. ì dØ polloÁw ka‹ êllouw ka‹ égayoÁw
êndraw ørhken, o‰mai d¢ ka‹ aflrÆsei: oÈd¢n d¢ deinÚn mØ §n
§mo‹ stª.



28b3 e‰tÉ = e‰ta The word appears frequently in Plato and comedy, often indi-
cating real or feigned indignation.

28b4 toioËton . . . §j o “Such a practice, from which.”
époyane›n Here, as often, époynπskv is used as the passive of épokte¤nv.

28b5 toÊtƒ “To this man.”
28b6 oÈ kal«w l°geiw “You’re wrong.”
28b7 toË z∞n µ teynãnai Both articular infinitives are dependent on k¤ndunon.

˜tou ti ka‹ smikrÚn ÙfelÒw §stin “Of whom there is even a small value,”
that is, “who is worth anything at all.”

28b8 skope›n Dependent on o‡ei (28b6).
28b9 faËloi Predicate adjective; the subject is ˜soi.
28c2 o· te êlloi While English prefers to say “Achilles and the others,” Greek

usually puts the emphatic term last.
Y°tidow Thetis is a minor sea goddess who married the mortal Peleus and
became the mother of Achilles. She appears several times in the Iliad to
advise and comfort her son.

28c3–4 parå tÚ . . . Ípome›nai “As opposed to enduring anything shameful.”
28c4–5 proyumoum°nƒ ÜEktora épokte›nai In the Iliad, Achilles returns to battle

in order to avenge the death of his friend Patroclus, who has been killed
by Hector.
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82

§pithdeÊsaw < §pithdeÊv pursue, practice
énte¤poimi aor. act. opt. < éntil°gv reply
k¤ndunon < k¤ndunow, -ou, ı danger
Ípolog¤zesyai < Ípolog¤zomai take into account
z∞n < zãv live
˜tou = oÏtinow < ˜stiw whoever
ˆfelow, -ouw, tÒ use, good
faËloi < faËlow, -h, -on worthless, insignificant
≤miy°vn < ≤m¤yeow, -ou, ı demigod, hero
teteleutÆkasin pf. act. indic. < teleutãv die
katefrÒnhsen < katafron°v despise
proyumoum°nƒ < proyum°omai be eager, zealous

5

c

ÖIsvw ín oÔn e‡poi tiw: “e‰tÉ oÈk afisxÊn˙, Œ S≈kratew,
toioËton §pitÆdeuma §pithdeÊsaw §j o kinduneÊeiw nun‹ épo-
yane›n;” §g∆ d¢ toÊtƒ ín d¤kaion lÒgon énte¤poimi, ˜ti “OÈ
kal«w l°geiw, Œ ênyrvpe, efi o‡ei de›n k¤ndunon Ípolog¤zesyai
toË z∞n µ teynãnai êndra ˜tou ti ka‹ smikrÚn ˆfelÒw §stin,
éllÉ oÈk §ke›no mÒnon skope›n ˜tan prãtt˙, pÒteron d¤kaia µ
êdika prãttei, ka‹ éndrÚw égayoË ¶rga µ kakoË. faËloi
går ín t“ ge s“ lÒgƒ e‰en t«n ≤miy°vn ˜soi §n Tro¤&
teteleutÆkasin o· te êlloi ka‹ ı t∞w Y°tidow ÍÒw, ˘w
tosoËton toË kindÊnou katefrÒnhsen parå tÚ afisxrÒn ti
Ípome›nai Àste, §peidØ e‰pen ≤ mÆthr aÈt“ proyumoum°nƒ



28c5 oÍtvs¤ pvw “Something like this.” This phrase, along with the parenthetical
…w §g∆ o‰mai, excuses any mistakes in advance. Socrates quotes from Thetis’s
speech to Achilles in book 18 of the Iliad: aÈt¤ka går toi ¶peita meyÉ ÜEktora
pÒtmow •to›mow, “Immediately after Hector your fate is prepared” (96).

28c8 ˜ d° Pronominal use of the article: “And he . . . ”
28d2 d¤khn §piye‹w t“ édikoËnti That is, to Hector. This formula for vengeance

nicely encapsulates the traditional Greek understanding of retributive justice.
28d3 parå nhus‹ korvn¤sin The phrase is formulaic in Homer. Note the non-

Attic ending for the dative plural.
28d4 êxyow éroÊrhw “A weight upon the earth,” a memorable Homeric phrase.

mÆ Introduces a question expecting a “No” answer.
28d6 o ên Take with §ntaËya (d7): “Wherever . . . in that place . . .”
28d8 taxyª The metaphor is from hoplite warfare, in which, for the survival of

all, it is crucial that each man occupy the position to which he is assigned.
28d10 toË afisxroË “Shame.” The neuter singular of the adjective is often used in

place of an abstract noun.

CHAPTER 16 28c
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épokte›nai aor. act. infin. < épokte¤nv kill
timvrÆseiw < timvr°v avenge
fÒnon < fÒnow, -ou, ı murder
aÈt¤ka right away, at once
pÒtmow, -ou, ı fate
»lig≈rhse < Ùligvr°v think little of
teyna¤hn pf. act. opt. < ynÆskv? die
katag°lastow, -on laughed at, ridiculous
korvn¤sin < korvn¤w, -¤dow, ≤ curved
front¤sai < front¤zv think upon, reflect
tãj˙ aor. act. subj. < tãttv station
êrxontow < êrxvn -notow, ı commander
tãxy˙ aor. pass. subj. < tãttv

5

d

5
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ÜEktora épokte›nai, yeÚw oÔsa, oÍtvs¤ pvw, …w §g∆ o‰mai:
ÑâV pa›, efi timvrÆseiw PatrÒklƒ t“ •ta¤rƒ tÚn fÒnon
ka‹ ÜEktora époktene›w, aÈtÚw époyanª—aÈt¤ka gãr toi,É
fhs¤, ÑmeyÉ ÜEktora pÒtmow •to›mowÉ—ı d¢ toËto ékoÊsaw
toË m¢n yanãtou ka‹ toË kindÊnou »lig≈rhse, polÁ d¢ mçl-
lon de¤saw tÚ z∞n kakÚw Ãn ka‹ to›w f¤loiw mØ timvre›n,
ÑAÈt¤ka,É fhs¤, Ñteyna¤hn, d¤khn §piye‹w t“ édikoËnti,
·na mØ §nyãde m°nv katag°lastow parå nhus‹ korvn¤sin
êxyow éroÊrhw.É mØ aÈtÚn o‡ei front¤sai yanãtou ka‹
kindÊnou;”

OÏtv går ¶xei, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, tª élhye¤&: o ên tiw
•autÚn tãj˙ ≤ghsãmenow b°ltiston e‰nai µ ÍpÉ êrxontow
taxyª, §ntaËya de›, …w §mo‹ doke›, m°nonta kinduneÊein,
mhd¢n ÍpologizÒmenon mÆte yãnaton mÆte êllo mhd¢n prÚ toË
afisxroË.



28d10–
29a1 This elaborate sentence, in the form of an inverted condition (future-less-

vivid: ên + opt., efi + opt), is Socrates’ response to the imaginary questioner
at 28b3 who said, “Aren’t you ashamed to have followed a way of life that
has gotten you into so much trouble?” The structure is as follows: deinå ín
e‡hn efirgasm°now . . . efi, ˜te m°n me . . . ¶tatton . . . tÒte . . . ¶menon . . . toË d¢
yeoË tãttontow [gen. abs.] . . . l¤poimi tØn tãjin.
e‡hn efirgasm°now Pf. optative middle. Trans.: “I would be acting terribly,
if . . .”

28e1 ofl êrxontew Many offices in fifth-century Athens were chosen by lot. Indeed,
this is how Socrates himself ended up as a member and perhaps the chief offi-
cer of the boulÆ, the council of five hundred that prepared the business for
the §kklhs¤a (see Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.4.2; see also Hellenica 1.7). Military
commanders, however, were elected, as can be seen from e·lesye (below).

28e2–3 §n Poteida¤& . . . ÉAmfipÒlei . . . Dhl¤ƒ. Three battles from the Pelopon-
nesian War, in which Socrates appears to have distinguished himself. At
the Battle of Potidaea (432), Socrates rescued the wounded Alcibiades, as
the latter describes in Plato’s Symposium (219e–221b). Delium (424) was an
Athenian defeat where Socrates’ courageous retreat is praised by Alcibiades
in the passage referred to above and by the commanding general, Laches,
in the dialogue that bears his name (181b). Amphipolis (422), too, was an
Athenian defeat (see Thucydides 5.6–5.11), but nothing is known about
Socrates’ exploits there.

28d

84

e·lesye aor. mid. indic. < aflr°v choose
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e
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(28d10–30c1)

Socrates explains how he follows the maxim outlined in the pre-
vious chapter, not abandoning the philosophical post to which
Apollo had assigned him. For additional discussion of the chapter
and questions for study, see essay 17.

§g∆ oÔn deinå ín e‡hn efirgasm°now, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi, efi ˜te m°n me ofl êrxontew ¶tatton, oÓw Íme›w e·lesye
êrxein mou, ka‹ §n Poteida¤& ka‹ §n ÉAmfipÒlei ka‹ §p‹
Dhl¤ƒ, tÒte m¢n o §ke›noi ¶tatton ¶menon Àsper ka‹ êllow



28e3 Àsper ka‹ êllow tiw “Like anybody else.” Socrates represents his obedi-
ence as somewhat ordinary.

28e5 de›n Indirect statement, dependent on tãttontow (e3). Note that Socrates
sees philosophy not just as a process of examining others, but also himself.

29a1 deinÒn tên (= toi ên) . . . “It really would be terrible.” deinÒn recalls the
point made at 28d9 (deinã), which may have been forgotten in the inter-
vening lines.

29a3 ˜ti “On the grounds that.”
épeiy«n The participle is causal, as Socrates explains why minding his
own business would be equivalent to atheism.

29a4 e‰nai Infinitive in indirect statement after ofiÒmenow.
oÈk \n Supply sofÒw. The participle is concessive. The striking brevity of
the construction (brachyology) recalls Socrates’ description of the attempt
to disprove Apollo’s oracle (e.g., at 21c7).
toi “I assure you.” yãnaton is the object of the articular infinitive tÒ . . .
dedi°nai (< de¤dv). The fear of death is irrational, because it presumes that
we have enough knowledge to know that it is something to fear. Persisting
in this irrational fear, therefore, is another example of pretending to know
things you don’t (i.e., it is identical to the experience of the politicians,
poets, and craftsmen whom Socrates met).

29a5 doke›n Treat as parallel with tÒ . . . dedi°nai: “ I assure you, Athenian men,
that fearing death is nothing more than a man thinking himself to be wise,
without being so.” The accusative participle and the accusative predicate
adjective (sofÒn) agree with the implied subject of the infinitives.

29a7 m°n Best left untranslated. The contrasting thought is expressed at ded¤asi
dÉ (29a9).

CHAPTER 17 28e
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”Æyhn aor. pass. indic. (act. sense) < o‡omai think
Íp°labon aor. act. indic. < Ípolambãnv suppose
fobhye¤w aor. pass. part. (act. sense) < fob°omai fear
tãjin < tãjiw, -iow, ≤ station
dikastÆrion, -ou, tÒ law court
épeiy«n < épeiy°v disobey
dedi≈w pf. act. part. < de¤dv fear

5

29

5

tiw ka‹ §kindÊneuon époyane›n, toË d¢ yeoË tãttontow, …w §g∆
”Æyhn te ka‹ Íp°labon, filosofoËntã me de›n z∞n ka‹ §jetã-
zonta §mautÚn ka‹ toÁw êllouw, §ntaËya d¢ fobhye‹w µ yãnaton
µ êllÉ ıtioËn prçgma l¤poimi tØn tãjin. deinÒn tín e‡h, ka‹
…w élhy«w tÒtÉ ên me dika¤vw efisãgoi tiw efiw dikastÆrion,
˜ti oÈ nom¤zv yeoÁw e‰nai épeiy«n tª mante¤& ka‹ dedi∆w
yãnaton ka‹ ofiÒmenow sofÚw e‰nai oÈk \n. tÚ gãr toi
yãnaton dedi°nai, Œ êndrew, oÈd¢n êllo §st‹n µ doke›n
sofÚn e‰nai mØ ˆnta: doke›n går efid°nai §st‹n ì oÈk o‰den. o‰de
m¢n går oÈde‹w tÚn yãnaton oÈdÉ efi tugxãnei t“ ényr≈pƒ



29a8 …w “As if.” Supply tÚn yãnaton.
29b2 ≤ toË o‡esyai Supply émay¤a before the articular infinitive.
29b3 toÊtƒ Dative of degree of difference.

t«n poll«n ényr≈pvn Genitive of comparison with diaf°rv.
29b4 efi dÆ dÆ frequently appears after efi to soften the supposition, that is, “If I

really am wiser [and it’s not just a mistake the god made]” versus “If I am
wiser.”
tƒ = tini.
tou = tinow. Genitive of comparison.

29b8 œn Relative pronoun attracted into the case of the antecedent.
ë Object of fobÆsomai and feÊjomai.
ˆnta Supplementary participle with tugxãnei.

29c1–30c1 A very complex sentence in the form of a conditional with a three-part pro-
tasis, leading to an apodosis (e‡poimÉ 29d2) that introduces an extended
hypothetical quotation (29d2–30c1).

29c2 tØn érxÆn Accusative absolute: “at the beginning.”
oÈ de›n §m¢ deËro efiselye›n Refusing to face the charges would have meant
exile, a possibility that Socrates addresses in Crito. Burnet (1924) thought
that this phrase represented an actual quotation from Anytus’s speech,
which is possible. There is no evidence, however, that any such speech by
Anytus was ever published, although among the pseudo-Socratic literature
an “Accusation of Socrates” was written by Polycrates and is mentioned by
Isocrates (Busirus 4). Plato could, of course, be quoting from memory and
giving a general sense of Anytus’s remarks, and it is clear that he takes
pains to make it look like Socrates is quoting. Socrates’ arrival at court, after

29a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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§pone¤distow, -on shameful, reproachful
diaf°rv differ from; be superior to
oÈd°pote not at any time, never
éf¤ete pres. imper. < éf¤hmi release, let go
épistÆsantew < épist°v disbelieve
§peidÆ since, when

b

5

c

pãntvn m°giston ¯n t«n égay«n, ded¤asi dÉ …w eÔ efidÒtew
˜ti m°giston t«n kak«n §sti. ka¤ toËto p«w oÈk émay¤a §st‹n
aÏth ≤ §pone¤distow, ≤ toË o‡esyai efid°nai ì oÈk o‰den; §g∆
dÉ, Œ êndrew, toÊtƒ ka‹ §ntaËya ‡svw diaf°rv t«n poll«n
ényr≈pvn, ka‹ efi dÆ tƒ sof≈terÒw tou fa¤hn e‰nai, toÊtƒ
ên, ˜ti oÈk efid∆w flkan«w per‹ t«n §n ÜAidou oÏtv ka‹ o‡omai
oÈk efid°nai: tÚ d¢ édike›n ka‹ épeiye›n t“ belt¤oni ka‹ ye“
ka‹ ényr≈pƒ, ˜ti kakÚn ka‹ afisxrÒn §stin o‰da. prÚ oÔn t«n
kak«n œn o‰da ˜ti kakã §stin, ì mØ o‰da efi ka‹ égayå ˆnta
tugxãnei oÈd°pote fobÆsomai oÈd¢ feÊjomai: Àste oÈdÉ e‡
me nËn Íme›w éf¤ete ÉAnÊtƒ épistÆsantew, ˘w ¶fh µ tØn
érxØn oÈ de›n §m¢ deËro efiselye›n ≥, §peidØ efis∞lyon, oÈx



all, could have been perceived by supporters and defenders alike as an act
of defiance in and of itself. Such an interpretation is certainly consistent
with much of Socrates’ behavior throughout the speech, from his persistent
refusal to address the audience as “judges” to the “punishment” he will
later propose for himself (37a).

29c3 oÂÒn tÉ e‰nai For the construction, see on 19e5. Note the change to neuter
for the impersonal subject.
mÆ Negates the articular infinitive (tÒ . . . épokte›nai).

23c5–6 efi moi . . . e‡poite . . . The structure of the condition (future less vivid) is as
follows: efi moi e‡poite . . . efi me . . . éfo›te (29d1) . . . e‡poimÉ ên . . . There is a
slight anacolouthon. The efi-clauses continue the construction begun at
29c1: efi éf¤ete . . . (simple present).

29c6 taËta That is, the claim that the failure to execute Socrates would lead to
the corruption of the youth.

29c7 §p‹ toÊtƒ “upon this condition . . . that” toÊtƒ is the antecedent of the rel-
ative pronoun ⁄te.

29d2 §p‹ toÊtoiw That is, on the conditions given in the §p‹ toÊtƒ-clause above.
29d3–4 pe¤somai d¢ mçllon t“ ye“ µ Ím›n This passage is one of the foundational

Western texts for thinking about civil disobedience and, more generally, the
conflict between public behavior and private beliefs (see also Sophocles,
Antigone).

29d4 ßvsper ên Emphatic version of ßvw ên (+ subj.), introducing an indefinite
temporal clause.
oÂÒw tÉ œ See on 19e5.
oÈ mÆ The double negative is emphatic.

CHAPTER 17 29c
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diafeujo¤mhn fut. opt. < diafeÊgv be acquitted
⁄te < ˜ste, ¥te, ˜te who, which
diatr¤bein < diatr¤bv spend time
èl“w aor. act. subj. < èl¤skomai be caught
éspãzomai embrace
ßvsper (+ subj.) so long as
§mpn°v draw breath
oÂÒw te œ < oÂÒw te efimfl be able

5

d

oÂÒn tÉ e‰nai tÚ mØ épokte›na¤ me, l°gvn prÚw Ímçw …w efi
diafeujo¤mhn ≥dh ín Ím«n ofl Íe›w §pithdeÊontew ì Svkrã-
thw didãskei pãntew pantãpasi diafyarÆsontai, —e‡ moi
prÚw taËta e‡poite: “ âV S≈kratew, nËn m¢n ÉAnÊtƒ oÈ pei-
sÒmeya éllÉ éf¤em°n se, §p‹ toÊtƒ m°ntoi, §fÉ ⁄te mhk°ti
§n taÊt˙ tª zhtÆsei diatr¤bein mhd¢ filosofe›n: §ån d¢
èl“w ¶ti toËto prãttvn, époyanª” —efi oÔn me, ˜per e‰pon,
§p‹ toÊtoiw éf¤oite, e‡poimÉ ín Ím›n ˜ti “ÉEg∆ Ímçw, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi, éspãzomai m¢n ka‹ fil«, pe¤somai d¢ mçllon t“
ye“ µ Ím›n, ka‹ ßvsper ín §mpn°v ka‹ oÂÒw te Œ, oÈ mØ



29d6 Ím«n Partitive with ˜tƒ.
oÂãper “Just the kind of things.”

29d7–e3 If this is actually the way Socrates was accustomed to approach his fellow
citizens, however deserving of his remonstrations they may have been, it is
little wonder that he was the recipient of ≤ t«n poll«n diabolÆ te ka‹
fyÒnow (28a8).

29d7 e‡vya Supply l°gein.
˜ti Do not translate.
êriste Socrates turns this common and facile address into an ironic defla-
tion of Athenian self-conceit. It is precisely their unwillingness to dedicate
themselves to éretÆ that has brought the criticism of Socrates upon them.

29d9 ˜pvw Here introducing an indirect question and dependent on §pimeloÊmenow,
like xrhmãtvn above. Although common in Greek, this type of construction is
archaic in English. See, for example, the King James translation of Matthew
6.28, which translates literally the koine of the original: “Consider the lilies of
the field, how they grow” (= “Consider how the lilies of the field grow”).

29e1 dÒjhw ka‹ tim∞w These two terms are regarded with suspicion throughout
the Platonic dialogues, and a critique of his fellow citizens’ excessive reliance
on what seems best is implicit in Socrates’ account of his quest, during the
course of which he spoke to many who seemed wise but were not (21c–22e).
timÆ is a core value for the Homeric hero, representing acknowledgment of
his value to the social group. In fact, the entire plot of the Iliad revolves
around the loss of timÆ that Achilles suffers at the hands of Agamemnon.
This sense is still visible in the fifth century, where the term often denotes
public offices and civic distinctions. Such honors are harmless in themselves,
but Socrates suggests that the unscrupulous use them as a means for creating
the appearance of accomplishment, while neglecting excellence (éretÆ) itself.

29d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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parakeleuÒmenow < parakeleÊomai exhort
§ndeiknÊmenow < §nde¤knumi point out
fisxÊn < fisxÊw, -Êow, ≤ strength
§pimeloÊmenow < §pimel°omai care for
dÒjhw < dÒja, -hw, ≤ reputation, opinion
tim∞w < timÆ, -∞w, ≤ honor
fronÆsevw < frÒnhsiw, -evw, ≤ thought
émfisbhthsª aor. act. subj. < émfisbht°v dispute
§pimele›syai < §pimel°omai care for

5

e

paÊsvmai filosof«n ka‹ Ím›n parakeleuÒmenÒw te ka‹
§ndeiknÊmenow ˜tƒ ín ée‹ §ntugxãnv Ím«n, l°gvn oÂãper
e‡vya, ˜ti ÑâV êriste éndr«n, ÉAyhna›ow \n, pÒlevw t∞w
meg¤sthw ka‹ eÈdokimvtãthw efiw sof¤an ka‹ fisxÊn, xrhmãtvn
m¢n oÈk afisxÊn˙ §pimeloÊmenow ˜pvw soi ¶stai …w ple›sta,
ka‹ dÒjhw ka‹ tim∞w, fronÆsevw d¢ ka‹ élhye¤aw ka‹ t∞w
cux∞w ˜pvw …w belt¤sth ¶stai oÈk §pimelª oÈd¢ front¤-
zeiw;É ka‹ §ãn tiw Ím«n émfisbhtÆs˙ ka‹ fª §pimele›syai,



30a1 fãnai d° “But to say he does.”
per‹ §lax¤stou poie›tai Idiomatic: “consider least important.” The object
of the verb is tå ple¤stou êjia, “the most valuable things.”

30a2 per‹ ple¤onow Supply poie›tai from above: “consider more important.”
30a2–4 “I shall test stranger and citizen alike.” Socrates’ refusal to show deference

to his fellow citizens would have been viewed by many as a provocation.
In fact, his only concession is to be even more exacting in his criticism of
them. This novel behavior marks the beginning of a philosophical concep-
tion of universal humanity.

30a4 ˜sƒ Dative of degree of difference.
g°nei Dative of respect. Socrates here uncovers another paradox of philos-
ophy, as he understands it, that philosophy’s search for an absolute truth
independent of history is nonetheless rooted in the local political condi-
tions of the citizen-philosopher.

30a7 Íphres¤an “Service.” The metaphor derives from the subordinate position
of the rowers on a ship, who sit at (lit., “under”) their oars (§retmo¤). It is inter-
esting to note, however, that the rowers were the backbone of Athenian naval
power. They were also among the most democratic factions in the city, since
they were composed of citizens who lacked the wealth to serve as hoplites.
While Socrates was no great lover of Athenian democracy, the decoupling of
political power from the external markings of social status was among the
first necessary steps on the road to a truly philosophical reflection on the
nature of the state, its rulers, and its stakeholders. Thus, in his service to the
god, Socrates, like the rowers, exercises a profession that is despised by those
who represent the traditional ideology, which he calls into question, yet one
which, as he sees it, is essential to the well-being of the polis and its citizens.

CHAPTER 17 29e
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éfÆsv fut. act. indic. < af¤hmi set free
Ùneidi« fut. act. indic. < Ùneid¤zv reproach
presbut°rƒ < presbÊterow, -a, -on older
§ntugxãnv pres. act. subj. encounter
§ggut°rv < §gguw nearer
g°nei < g°now, -ouw, tÒ kinship

5

30

5

oÈk eÈyÁw éfÆsv aÈtÚn oÈdÉ êpeimi, éllÉ §rÆsomai aÈtÚn ka‹
§jetãsv ka‹ §l°gjv, ka‹ §ãn moi mØ dokª kekt∞syai éretÆn,
fãnai d°, Ùneidi« ˜ti tå ple¤stou êjia per‹ §lax¤stou poi-
e›tai, tå d¢ faulÒtera per‹ ple¤onow. taËta ka‹ nevt°rƒ
ka‹ presbut°rƒ ˜tƒ ín §ntugxãnv poiÆsv, ka‹ j°nƒ ka‹
ést“, mçllon d¢ to›w ésto›w, ˜sƒ mou §ggut°rv §st¢ g°nei.
taËta går keleÊei ı yeÒw, eÔ ‡ste, ka‹ §g∆ o‡omai oÈd°n pv
Ím›n me›zon égayÚn gen°syai §n tª pÒlei µ tØn §mØn t“ ye“
Íphres¤an. oÈd¢n går êllo prãttvn §g∆ peri°rxomai µ



30a8 Ím«n Partitive with nevt°rouw ka‹ presbut°rouw.
svmãtvn Note that “bodies” here are classified with external possessions
and are contrasted with the soul.

30b1 §pimele›syai Dependent on pe¤yvn. Socrates here appropriates the vocabu-
lary of public concern as it was employed in the institutions of fifth-century
Athenian politics to describe the assumption of well-defined duties, for
which one must be accountable after the term of office. Weber (1986) argues
that this move is not accidental and insightfully connects it with Socrates’
reformulation of citizenship in terms of individual ethics, with the result that
“the §pim°leia t∞w cux∞w is, following Socrates, something just as natural as
the assumption of public office.”
prÒteron mhd¢ oÏtv sfÒdra …w t∞w cux∞w “Before, nor with as much eager-
ness as for the soul.” The rejection of material goals and the exhortation to
care for the soul is a crucial part of Socrates’ revolutionary approach to
thought (see Hadot 2002, 22–38).

30b2 ¶stai The implied subject is cuxÆ. Note the elaborate chiasmus of §k
xrhmãtvn éretÆ . . . §j éret∞w xrÆmata, made more striking by the presence
of the same words in different cases (polyptoton).
˜ti Do not translate.

30b8–c1 §moË oÈk ín poiÆsontow êlla ên with the future participle is unusual. Some
editors consequently emend to ín poiÆsantow, which would be equivalent to
the apodosis of a future-less-vivid condition (optative + ên). There is no
manuscript support for such a change, however. Translate: “since I will act
no differently.”

30c1 oÈdÉ efi “Even if.” m°llv + infin. is equivalent to a future indicative.

30a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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svmãtvn < s«ma, -tow, tÒ body
dhmos¤& < dhmÒsiow, -a, -on of the people
blaberã < blaberÒw, -ã, -Òn harmful

b
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pe¤yvn Ím«n ka‹ nevt°rouw ka‹ presbut°rouw mÆte svmãtvn
§pimele›syai mÆte xrhmãtvn prÒteron mhd¢ oÏtv sfÒdra
…w t∞w cux∞w ˜pvw …w ér¤sth ¶stai, l°gvn ˜ti ÑOÈk §k
xrhmãtvn éretØ g¤gnetai, éllÉ §j éret∞w xrÆmata ka‹ tå
êlla égayå to›w ényr≈poiw ëpanta ka‹ fid¤& ka‹ dhmos¤&.É
efi m¢n oÔn taËta l°gvn diafye¤rv toÁw n°ouw, taËtÉ ín e‡h
blaberã: efi d° t¤w m° fhsin êlla l°gein µ taËta, oÈd¢n
l°gei. prÚw taËta,” fa¤hn ên, “Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, µ
pe¤yesye ÉAnÊtƒ µ mÆ, ka‹ µ éf¤et° me µ mÆ, …w §moË oÈk
ín poiÆsontow êlla, oÈdÉ efi m°llv pollãkiw teynãnai.”



30c2 §mme¤nate . . . Ím«n The metaphor is spatial. Socrates asks the jurors to
“stay” with his previous request that they not interrupt.

30c3 oÂw Dative with §mme¤nate. The relative clause has been incorporated into
the main clause by ellipsis of its antecedent. So also with §fÉ oÂw later in the
line. The requests to which he refers were at 17d1 and 20e4.

30c4 går oÔn oÔn emphasizes the gãr in the manner of går dÆ and heightens
the provocativeness of Socrates’ claim both to benefit the audience and to
give them something to shout (boÆsesye) about.

30c5 êtta (= tinã) . . . ka‹ êlla Hendiadys: “certain others.”
30c7 oÂon §g∆ l°gv “Such as I claim to be.”

me¤zv Masc. acc. sg. (contracted form of me¤zona).
30c8 Ímçw aÈtoÊw The reflexive pronoun for the first- and second-person plural

is formed from the personal pronoun + the appropriate form of aÈtÒw, -Æ, -Ò.
m°n The clause begins as if Socrates were going to elaborate the contrast
made in the previous sentence between the possibility that the jury mem-
bers could injure him (m°n) and that they might injure themselves in so
doing (d°). Instead, Socrates digresses briefly, and when he concludes he
picks up the contrast with nËn oÔn (d6) and abandons the second part of the
m°n . . . d° construction.

30c
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§mme¤nate < §mm°nv stay with
ÙnÆsesye ftr. indic. < Ùn¤nhmi profit, derive benefit
mhdam«w in no way
épokte¤nhte < épokte¤nv kill

5
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(30c2–31c3)

“My service to the god, far from being a liability, is a divine blessing
on the city.” For additional discussion of the chapter and questions
for study, see essay 18.

MØ yorube›te, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, éllÉ §mme¤nat° moi
oÂw §deÆyhn Ím«n, mØ yorube›n §fÉ oÂw ín l°gv éllÉ ékoÊein:
ka‹ gãr, …w §g∆ o‰mai, ÙnÆsesye ékoÊontew. m°llv går oÔn
êtta Ím›n §re›n ka‹ êlla §fÉ oÂw ‡svw boÆsesye: éllå
mhdam«w poie›te toËto. eÔ går ‡ste, §ãn me épokte¤nhte
toioËton ˆnta oÂon §g∆ l°gv, oÈk §m¢ me¤zv blãcete µ
Ímçw aÈtoÊw: §m¢ m¢n går oÈd¢n ín blãceien oÎte M°lhtow



30c9 yemitÒn The adjective is derived from y°miw, “that which has been laid down
(< t¤yhmi),” and, by extension, “law, right.” It possesses a certain solemnity
often associated with divine decrees. In Hesiod (Theogony 901), the Titan
Themis is Zeus’s second wife and a personification of his divine authority.

30d2 mentên Crasis of m°ntoi ên. m°ntoi is condescending. See Denniston (1954,
402, iii). Translate: “He could perhaps . . .”
étim≈seien This is the reading of Stobaeus in the Florilegium (fifth century
c.e.). The manuscripts read étimãseien (< étimãv, “dishonor”). Both verbs
make sense in the context, but §jelaÊnein refers to a specific legal proce-
dure, so it is arguable that the other verb should as well. On this argument,
étimãseien would have been an error made by an ancient copyist unfamiliar
with the details of Attic law who substituted a more familiar (and less spe-
cific) word.
otow Presumably he is referring to Meletus.

30d3 pou “I suppose.” Take with êllow tiw.
30d4 éllå polÁ mçllon Supply o‡omai and use megãla kakã as the predicate of

the indirect statement (subject = ë . . . poie›, in apposition with êndra . . .
épokteinÊnai).

30d6 polloË d°v A common idiom. “I am far from.”
30d7 §jamãrthte Subjunctive in a clause of fearing, dependent on épologe›syai.
30e1 §moË katachfisãmenoi “By convicting me.” The chf-root in the participle

refers to the bronze “pebbles” (c∞foi) used by the jurors to cast their votes.
For illustrations see Lang (1978).

30e2 étexn«w “Truly,” adding emphasis to a striking expression. Weber (1986).

30c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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§jelãseien aor. act. opt. < §jelaÊnv send into exile
étim≈seien < étimÒv punish with the loss of citizen rights
épokteinÊnai pres. act. infin. < épokte¤numi kill
§jamãrthte aor. act. subj. < §jamartãnv make a mistake
dÒsin < dÒsiw, -evw, ≤ gift
proske¤menon < prÒskeimai be attached to

d

5

e

oÎte ÖAnutow—oÈd¢ går ín dÊnaito—oÈ går o‡omai yemitÚn
e‰nai éme¤noni éndr‹ ÍpÚ xe¤ronow blãptesyai. épokte¤neie
mentín ‡svw µ §jelãseien µ étim≈seien: éllå taËta otow
m¢n ‡svw o‡etai ka‹ êllow t¤w pou megãla kakã, §g∆ dÉ oÈk
o‡omai, éllå polÁ mçllon poie›n ì oÍtos‹ nËn poie›, êndra
éd¤kvw §pixeire›n épokteinÊnai. nËn oÔn, Œ êndrew ÉAyh-
na›oi, polloË d°v §g∆ Íp¢r §mautoË épologe›syai, Àw tiw
ín o‡oito, éllå Íp¢r Ím«n, mÆ ti §jamãrthte per‹ tØn toË
yeoË dÒsin Ím›n §moË katachfisãmenoi. §ån gãr me épo-
kte¤nhte, oÈ =&d¤vw êllon toioËton eÍrÆsete, étexn«w—efi
ka‹ geloiÒteron efipe›n—proske¤menon tª pÒlei ÍpÚ toË yeoË



30e4 genna¤ƒ . . . nvyest°rƒ The comparison of Athens to a horse that is noble but
lazy is not flattering. It contrasts markedly with the famous eulogy of Athens
as “the school of Greece” in Pericles’ Funeral Oration (Thucydides 2.41).

30e5 §ge¤resyai Dependent on deom°nƒ.
mÊvpow This is one of the best-known passages from the Apology, depicting
Socrates as the annoying “fly” who continually pesters his fellow citizens.
Many readers have seen a link between Socrates’ comparison and the genre
of the Aesopic fable, which, to judge from references in Herodotus and Old
Comedy, was well known in the fifth century. The connection is worth
exploring. At the beginning of Phaedo (60d), the dramatization of his death,
we learn that Socrates has spent some time in prison putting fables of Aesop
into verse.
oÂon Untranslated predicate accusative of §m°, object of prosteyhk°nai. It
anticipates toioËtÒn tina in the next line.

31a2 Ím›n Dative of possession.
31a4 ên This ên, plus the two in 31a5, goes with épokte¤naite (optative in the

apodosis of a future-less-vivid condition). The image of the stinging fly and
the lazy horse is developed further, as the sentence subtly slides between
the literal and the metaphorical.
kroÊsantew . . . me The image preserves the idea of Socrates as a fly but
imagines him getting crushed not by an irritated horse, but by Athenians
influenced by Anytus. The verb means “to strike” but also “to examine by
tapping” when checking to see if a pot is cracked.

CHAPTER 18 30e
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genna¤ƒ < genna›ow, -a, -on noble
meg°youw < m°geyow, -ouw, tÒ greatness, size
nvyest°rƒ comp. < nvyÆw, -°w sluggish
§ge¤resyai < ege¤rv be roused
prosteyhk°nai pf. act. infin. < prost¤yhmi put beside
proskay¤zvn < proskay¤zv land on
fe¤sesye fut. act. indic. < fe¤domai spare
nustãzontew < nustãzv doze
kayeÊdontew < kayeÊdv sleep
diatelo›te < diatel°v continue

5

31

5

Àsper ·ppƒ megãlƒ m¢n ka‹ genna¤ƒ, ÍpÚ meg°youw d¢ nvye-
st°rƒ ka‹ deom°nƒ §ge¤resyai ÍpÚ mÊvpÒw tinow, oÂon dÆ
moi doke› ı yeÚw §m¢ tª pÒlei prosteyhk°nai toioËtÒn tina,
˘w Ímçw §ge¤rvn ka‹ pe¤yvn ka‹ Ùneid¤zvn ßna ßkaston
oÈd¢n paÊomai tØn ≤m°ran ˜lhn pantaxoË proskay¤zvn.
toioËtow oÔn êllow oÈ =&d¤vw Ím›n genÆsetai, Œ êndrew,
éllÉ §ån §mo‹ pe¤yhsye, fe¤sesy° mou: Íme›w dÉ ‡svw tãxÉ
ín éxyÒmenoi, Àsper ofl nustãzontew §geirÒmenoi, kroÊsantew
ên me, peiyÒmenoi ÉAnÊtƒ, =&d¤vw ín épokte¤naite, e‰ta tÚn
loipÚn b¤on kayeÊdontew diatelo›te ên, efi mÆ tina êllon ı



31a7 ˜ti dÉ §g∆ tugxãnv \n Indirect speech introduced by ín katanoÆsaite.
31b1 oÈ . . . ényrvp¤nƒ ¶oike “Aren’t natural for a man” (lit. “are not similar to a

human thing”). ¶oike has three articular infinitive subjects: tÒ . . . ±melhk°nai,
[tÚ] én°xesyai, and tÒ . . . prãttein with §m° as their subject.

31b2 ±melhk°nai This is one of a series of verbs derived from the same stem
as §pim°leia, “care.” Socrates here does not care for his xrÆmata (30b1),
but he neglects his worldly affairs so as to urge his fellow citizens to care
(§pimele›syai 29e3–4, 30a9, 31b5) for their true selves, defined as their souls
(cuxÆ 29e1, 30b2).
t«n ofike¤vn Neuter plural.

31b3 tÚ . . . Ím°teron “Your business,” as opposed to t«n ofike¤vn.
31b4 fid¤& Socrates’ public behavior is very different from that of Meletus men-

tioned at 26a3. Plato’s use of fid¤& in both passages emphasizes the contrast.
Socrates in effect establishes philosophy as an extrademocratic practice that
takes place outside the realm of the d∞mow (cf. 30b4), which defined the center
of civic life in democratic Athens. Socrates’ activities might reasonably be
viewed by some as a threat to the existing political order.
prosiÒnta Masc. acc. sg. participle < prÒseimi, agreeing with §m° (b1).

31b5 §pimele›syai éret∞w The infinitive is dependent on pe¤yonta. Note the
repeated focus on internal development characteristic of Socrates’ approach
to civic virtue.

31b5–7 efi . . . ép°lauon . . . e‰xon ên Present counterfactual condition.
31b7 lÒgon That is, some justification for neglecting my personal affairs. Socrates

ironically adopts the thought patterns of his fellow citizens, who, he implies,
only act for material gain.
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94

khdÒmenow < kÆdv (mid.) care for
dedÒsyai pf. pass. infin. < d¤dvmi give
¶nyende from what follows
katanoÆsaite aor. opt. < katano°v understand
±melhk°nai pf. act. infin. < émel°v neglect
én°xesyai < én°xv hold up, bear up
ép°lauon < épolaÊv benefit from
misyÒn < misyÒw, -oË, ı wage
parekeleuÒmhn < parakeleÊomai urge

b

5

yeÚw Ím›n §pip°mceien khdÒmenow Ím«n. ˜ti dÉ §g∆ tugxãnv
Ãn toioËtow oÂow ÍpÚ toË yeoË tª pÒlei dedÒsyai, §ny°nde
ín katanoÆsaite: oÈ går ényrvp¤nƒ ¶oike tÚ §m¢ t«n
m¢n §mautoË pãntvn ±melhk°nai ka‹ én°xesyai t«n ofike¤vn
émeloum°nvn tosaËta ≥dh ¶th, tÚ d¢ Ím°teron prãttein ée¤,
fid¤& •kãstƒ prosiÒnta Àsper pat°ra µ édelfÚn presbÊ-
teron pe¤yonta §pimele›syai éret∞w. ka‹ efi m°n ti épÚ
toÊtvn ép°lauon ka‹ misyÚn lambãnvn taËta pareke-
leuÒmhn, e‰xon ên tina lÒgon: nËn d¢ ırçte dØ ka‹ aÈto‹



31b8 tîlla pãnta “In all other respects.”
31c1 …w §g≈ Introducing indirect statement after a noun of speaking (mãrtura).
31c3 tØn pen¤an The poverty of Socrates is relative, though he clearly had no

interest in accumulating money. For the value of his household, see on 20b8.
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énaisxÊntvw shamelessly
épanaisxunt∞sai < épanaisxunt°v be shameless enough to say
parasxÒmenoi aor. mid. part. < par°xv offer

c

˜ti ofl katÆgoroi tîlla pãnta énaisxÊntvw oÏtv kath-
goroËntew toËtÒ ge oÈx oÂo¤ te §g°nonto épanaisxunt∞sai
parasxÒmenoi mãrtura, …w §g≈ pot° tina µ §prajãmhn
misyÚn µ æthsa. flkanÚn gãr, o‰mai, §g∆ par°xomai tÚn
mãrtura …w élhy∞ l°gv, tØn pen¤an.



31c5 polupragmon« Here Socrates appropriates a term with a well-established
public meaning and gives it a new private one. polupragmosÊnh, “over-
busyness,” is a highly charged term within the political struggles between
democrats and oligarchs that dominated Athenian life in the last part of the
fifth century (see Carter 1986). Oligarchs who opposed what they saw as
democratic interference in the affairs of other city-states styled themselves
as éprãgmonew, by which they meant to suggest that they knew how to mind
their own business, in contrast to the “busyness” of their enemies. In Aristo-
phanes’ Birds, two citizens abandon Athens in search of a tÒpow éprãgmvn,
where they can live in peace. In Pericles’ Funeral Oration, by contrast,
Thucydides has the democrat Pericles say the following: “We alone consider
that a man who has no share of public life is not someone who minds his
own business (éprãgmona), but worthless éxrhstÒn” (2.40). Plato’s Socrates
contests the view that polupragmosÊnh can only exist as part of a public
career and makes a case for his own version of “business.” In other pas-
sages, it is the épragmosÊnh of the philosopher that is worn (ironically) as a
badge of pride. Compare Gorgias 526c4, with the accompanying commen-
tary in Dodds (1966); compare also Republic 433a.

31c6 énaba¤nvn That is, before the assembly. Note the skillful way Plato uses two
participles derived from verbs of motion to contrast the actions of “going up”
to address the assembly and “going about” addressing individuals.”

31c
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dÒjeien aor. act. opt. < dok°v seem
sumbouleÊv give advice
polupragmon« < polupragmon°v be meddlesome
tolm« < tolmãv dare
pl∞yow multitude; democratic faction

5
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(31c4–32a3)

“Why then have I preferred this private form of service to the
more usual public show of devotion to one’s fellow citizens?” For
additional discussion of the chapter and questions for study, see
essay 19.

ÖIsvw ín oÔn dÒjeien êtopon e‰nai, ˜ti dØ §g∆ fid¤& m¢n
taËta sumbouleÊv perii∆n ka‹ polupragmon«, dhmos¤& d¢
oÈ tolm« énaba¤nvn efiw tÚ pl∞yow tÚ Ím°teron sumbou-



31c8 ye›Òn ti ka‹ daimÒnion “Something holy and divine.” For the daimÒnion of
Socrates, see on 24c1.

31d1 §pikvmƒd«n Although §pikvmƒd°v appears only here in classical literature,
the uncompounded form appears in oratory in the general sense of “mock.”
See Lysias (24.18), where the context is also that of an accusation that one’s
opponent is joking (see on 27a7). Within a speech that has already named
Aristophanes’ Clouds as a prominent voice among the “first accusors,” how-
ever, Socrates cannot use comedy as a metaphor without also invoking the
real thing and so binding together the two groups of accusors.

31d2 §k paidÒw See on 21a1: §k n°ou.
31d3–4 épotr°pei . . . protr°pei The effect of Socrates’ divine sign in Plato is com-

pletely negative. It cannot, therefore, be cited as in any way dictating the
content or nature of Socratic philosophy.

31d4 toÊtou Genitive of separation with épotr°pei.
31d6 pagkãlvw g° moi doke› §nantioËsyai Since the daimÒnion only says “No,” as

opposed to more loquacious forms of divine signaling, Socrates can only spec-
ulate about the rationale behind its intervention. Here, however, he uses that
speculation to justify his (relative) lack of civic involvement. This is similar to
his behavior in the case of the oracle, where his practice of testing was only
indirectly related to the god’s words. Taken together, these anecdotes help to
identify Socrates’ approach to philosophy as a highly idiosyncratic reinter-
pretation of traditional piety.

CHAPTER 19 31c
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pollaxoË in many places, often
épotr°pei < épotr°pv dissuade from
protr°pei < protr°pv persuade to do
§nantioËtai < §nantiÒomai oppose
pagkãlvw absolutely, correctly

d

5

leÊein tª pÒlei. toÊtou d¢ a‡tiÒn §stin ˘ Íme›w §moË
pollãkiw ékhkÒate pollaxoË l°gontow, ˜ti moi ye›Òn ti ka‹
daimÒnion g¤gnetai, ˘ dØ ka‹ §n tª grafª §pikv-
mƒd«n M°lhtow §grãcato. §mo‹ d¢ toËtÉ ¶stin §k paidÚw
érjãmenon, fvnÆ tiw gignom°nh, ∂ ˜tan g°nhtai, ée‹ épo-
tr°pei me toÊtou ˘ ín m°llv prãttein, protr°pei d¢ oÎpote.
toËtÉ ¶stin ˜ moi §nantioËtai tå politikå prãttein, ka‹
pagkãlvw g° moi doke› §nantioËsyai: eÔ går ‡ste, Œ êndrew



31d7–8 efi . . . §pexe¤rhsa . . . ín épol≈lh . . . »felÆkh (< Ùfe¤lv) Past counterfactual
condition, with the pluperfect substituted for the aorist in the double apodosis.

31d8–e1 ên Note the threefold repetition of ên, not at all necessary for the sentence
to be intelligible but creating an emphatic tricolon, with which the sentence
concludes. The rhetorical fireworks continue in the next sentence with a
cluster of negatives: oÈ . . . oÎte . . . oÎte . . . oÈden¤.

31e4 g¤gnesyai Infinitive following a verb of hindering (diakvlÊvn).
32a1 tÒn . . . maxÒumenon Subject of svyÆsesyai.
32a2–3 fidivteÊein . . . mØ dhmosieÊein “To be a private citizen . . . not to be

involved in politics.” Complementary infinitives with énagka›on.
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épol≈lh 1st sg. pluperf. act. < épÒllumi be destroyed
»felÆkh 1st sg. pluperf. act. < »fel°v help, aid
êxyesye < êxyomai be angry
svyÆsetai fut. pass. < s–zv save
gnhs¤vw genuinely
diakvlÊvn < diakvlÊv hinder, prevent
parãnoma < parãnomow, -on unlawful
maxoÊmenon fut. part. < mãxomai fight

e

32

ÉAyhna›oi, efi §g∆ pãlai §pexe¤rhsa prãttein tå politikå
prãgmata, pãlai ín épol≈lh ka‹ oÎtÉ ín Ímçw »felÆkh
oÈd¢n oÎtÉ ín §mautÒn. ka¤ moi mØ êxyesye l°gonti télhy∞:
oÈ går ¶stin ˜stiw ényr≈pvn svyÆsetai oÎte Ím›n oÎte
êllƒ plÆyei oÈden‹ gnhs¤vw §nantioÊmenow ka‹ diakvlÊvn
pollå êdika ka‹ parãnoma §n tª pÒlei g¤gnesyai, éllÉ
énagka›Òn §sti tÚn t“ ˆnti maxoÊmenon Íp¢r toË dika¤ou,
ka‹ efi m°llei Ùl¤gon xrÒnon svyÆsesyai, fidivteÊein éllå
mØ dhmosieÊein.



32a5–8 ékoÊsate dÆ . . . The structure of this very complex sentence is as follows:
imperative (ékoÊsate), followed by a purpose clause (·na efid∞te . . .) and
indirect statement (˜ti . . . épolo¤mhn) with a potential optative (oÈdÉ . . .
yãnaton), a negated participle in the nominative (mØ Ípe¤kvn) reasserting
Socrates’ principled stand, and a final protasis (kín . . . épolo¤mhn) that reit-
erates his willingness to die.

32a6 •n¤ “To even one man.”
Ípeikãyoimi The -y- infix is characteristic of poetry and may give the pas-
sage a heroic flavor (Smyth 1956, 490), but the word is rare. Notice the chi-
astic arrangement of the optatives and participles: Ípeikãyoimi . . . de¤saw
(concessive) . . . Ípe¤kvn . . . épolo¤mhn.

32a8 fortikã . . . dikanikã The anecdotes that Socrates tells support his claims,
but since it is Socrates doing the telling, they could be viewed as boastful
and hence “vulgar.” In addition, the lawcourts are full of defendants
reminding the jurors of their many services to the city, and for this reason
an uncharitable listener could regard his behavior as just the kind of thing
you would expect from a defendant. Unlike much of what one hears under
such circumstances, Socrates implies what he has to say is true. The stories
are carefully chosen. The first shows Socrates standing by his convictions

32a
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tekmÆria < tekmÆrion, -ou, tÒ proof
sumbebhkÒta pf. act. part. < sumba¤nv occur
Ípeikãyoimi aor. act. opt. < Ípe¤kv yield
fortikã < fortikÒw, -Æ, -Òn vulgar
dikanikã < dikanikÒw, -Æ, -Òn pertaining to the law courts

5
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(32a4–32e1)

“My past experiences substantiate this claim.” For additional dis-
cussion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 20.

Megãla dÉ ¶gvge Ím›n tekmÆria par°jomai toÊtvn, oÈ
lÒgouw éllÉ ˘ Íme›w timçte, ¶rga. ékoÊsate dÆ moi tå
sumbebhkÒta, ·na efid∞te ˜ti oÈdÉ ín •n‹ Ípeikãyoimi parå
tÚ d¤kaion de¤saw yãnaton, mØ Ípe¤kvn d¢ ëma kín épo-
lo¤mhn. §r« d¢ Ím›n fortikå m¢n ka‹ dikanikã, élhy∞ d°.



against the angry democratic majority. The second takes place during the
short-lived rule of the Thirty (see introduction). By choosing these two stories,
Socrates effectively positions himself as politically nonpartisan in his pursuit
of truth and his refusal to do wrong. In so doing, however, he can only count
on the support of those jurors who are similarly above factional loyalty.

32a9 êllhn . . . érxÆn The adjective anticipates Socrates’ statement that he was
once a member of the boulÆ: except for this service, he held no other office.

32b1 §boÊleusa See on 25a3.
32b2 ÉAntiox¤w One of the ten tribes, named after Athenian heroes, into which

the citizen body was divided.
prutaneÊousa Supplementary participle with ¶tuxen. Each of the tribes con-
tributed fifty members annually to the boulÆ, which prepared business for
the assembly, and these groups rotated in turn as prutane›w, which formed the
executive arm of the boule.
toÁw d°ka strathgoÊw The reference is to the Battle of Arginusae, when
the Athenian fleet was victorious over the Spartans. After the battle a storm
prevented the Athenians from collecting the bodies of the fallen soldiers.
The event produced great popular anger in Athens, as Xenophon describes
(Hellenika, 1.7).

32b4 §bouleÊsasye Some manuscripts have §boÊlesye here, a reading that is
perfectly intelligible but also a likely banalization from the more specific
verb describing the official actions of the boulÆ.
paranÒmvw “Illegally.” Athenian legal practice did not permit defendants
to be tried as a group on capital charges.
§n t“ Íst°rƒ xrÒnƒ See Xenophon, Hellenika, 1.7.35. Their remorse did little
for the unfortunate generals, who had already been executed.

32b5 §g∆ mÒnow Xenophon says that a few others tried to intervene but that
they eventually backed down, threatened with prosecution themselves,
and that only Socrates held out to the end.

32a APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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érxÆn < érxÆ, -∞w, ≤ office
§boÊleusa < bouleÊv serve as a member of the boule
fulÆ, -∞w, ≤ tribe
prutaneÊousa < prutaneÊv serve as a prytanis
énelom°nouw aor. mid. part. < énair°v pick up
naumax¤aw < naumax¤a, -aw, ≤ sea fight
èyrÒouw < èyrÒow, -a, -on all together
kr¤nein < kr¤nv judge, try

b
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§g∆ gãr, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, êllhn m¢n érxØn oÈdem¤an
p≈pote ∑rja §n tª pÒlei, §boÊleusa d°: ka‹ ¶tuxen ≤m«n
≤ fulØ ÉAntiox‹w prutaneÊousa ˜te Íme›w toÁw d°ka
strathgoÁw toÁw oÈk énelom°nouw toÁw §k t∞w naumax¤aw
§bouleÊsasye èyrÒouw kr¤nein, paranÒmvw, …w §n t“ Íst°rƒ
xrÒnƒ pçsin Ím›n ¶dojen. tÒtÉ §g∆ mÒnow t«n prutãnevn



32b6 §nant¤a “On the other side,” that is, “against them.”
32b7–8 •to¤mvn ˆntvn . . . t«n =htÒrvn Genitive absolute. So also, Ím«n

keleuÒntvn ka‹ bo≈ntvn.
32b8 §ndeiknÊnai Complementary infinitive with •to¤mvn.

Ím«n Socrates uses the second person to describe the actions of the boulÆ
since the body acts collectively on behalf of all Athenians, as does the court.

32c2 fobhy°nta The participle agrees with the me in c1. See on 28e for Socrates’
willingness to endure danger. There he says that he would deserve to be
prosecuted if he followed the orders of men but shirked his duty when the
god commanded. In this passage, he shows one of the forms his under-
standing of service to the god might take.

32c3 dhmokratoum°nhw t∞w pÒlevw Genitive absolute. The Battle of Arginusae
was fought in 406 b.c.e.

32c4 ofl triãkonta For more information, see introduction.
32c5 me p°mpton “Me and four others.”

yÒlon Mention of the Tholos, a circular building in the agora, provides conti-
nuity between Socrates’ two stories, despite the change in government. The
prutane›w with whom Socrates served in the aftermath of Arginusae met in the
Tholos (also called the prutane›on), where they entertained foreign dignitaries.
prutane›w took their meals and slept there as well, to ensure the presence of
legally competent officials in cases of emergency. When the Thirty came to
power, they too made use of the symbolic value of the Tholos in an attempt to
legitimize their rule in the eyes of their fellow citizens.

CHAPTER 20 32b
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±nanti≈yhn aor. pass. indic. < §nantiÒv be opposed
§nant¤a on the other side
§chfisãmhn < chf¤zomai vote
§ndeiknÊnai pres. act. infin. < §nde¤knumi indict
épãgein < épãgv lead away, arrest
bo≈ntvn < boãv shout
’mhn impf. mid. < o‰mai think
diakinduneÊein < diakinduneÊv face all dangers
desmÒn < desmÒw, -oË, ı bond, imprisonment
dhmokratoum°nhw < dhmokrat°omai have a democratic constitution
Ùligarx¤a, -¤aw, < oligarchy
metapemcam°noi < metap°mpv send for
pros°tajan < prostãttv command

c
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±nanti≈yhn Ím›n mhd¢n poie›n parå toÁw nÒmouw ka‹ §nant¤a
§chfisãmhn: ka‹ •to¤mvn ˆntvn §ndeiknÊnai me ka‹ épãgein
t«n =htÒrvn, ka‹ Ím«n keleuÒntvn ka‹ bo≈ntvn, metå toË
nÒmou ka‹ toË dika¤ou ’mhn mçllÒn me de›n diakinduneÊein
µ meyÉ Ím«n gen°syai mØ d¤kaia bouleuom°nvn, fobhy°nta
desmÚn µ yãnaton. ka‹ taËta m¢n ∑n ¶ti dhmokratoum°nhw
t∞w pÒlevw: §peidØ d¢ Ùligarx¤a §g°neto, ofl triãkonta aÔ
metapemcãmeno¤ me p°mpton aÈtÚn efiw tØn yÒlon pros°tajan



32c6 Salam›now The island of Salamis, off the coast of Attica, famous from the
naval victory of the Athenians against the Persians in 480, had been an
Athenian possession since the sixth century.
L°onta The arrest and execution of Leon of Salamis is mentioned by vari-
ous writers (Andocides, On the Mysteries, 1.94; Lysias 13.44; Xenophon, Hel-
lenika 2.3.39). A general and a supporter of the democracy, he was said to be
of impeccable personal character.
époyãnoi Optative in a purpose clause in secondary sequence.

32c6–7 oÂa . . . êlloiw . . . pollo›w pollã “Many such things to many people.”
Note the elaborate chiastic (a b b a) structure Plato uses for this clause. He
clearly wishes to draw special attention to it, thereby distancing Socrates
and himself from the excesses of the Thirty. This was necessary, since many
might conclude from Socrates’ frequent criticisms of Athenian democracy
that he was therefore a supporter (see on 20e8). Such a perception would
have been reinforced by the fact that Critias, one of the leaders of the Thirty
(and an uncle of Plato), had been one of the young men who gathered
around Socrates. He is, in fact, portrayed as such by Plato in the Protagoras
and the Charmides. He is not to be confused with his grandfather, who is
the main speaker of the Timaeus and the eponymous Critias (for the family
tree, see Nails 2002, 106–11).

Xenophon’s Memorabilia (1.2.30) likewise labors to show that Socrates
was not a supporter of the oligarchs and claims that there was bad blood
between Socrates and Critias even before Critias had come to power. To
illustrate the basis of their hostility, he tells a story about Critias’s pursuit
of Euthydemus, which caused Socrates to remark, “Critias seems to have
the feelings of a pig: he can no more keep away from Euthydemus than
pigs can keep from rubbing stones.” For the sources, see Nails 2002, 100.

32c8 énapl∞sai afiti«n “Taint with guilt.” They wanted to dilute their own
guilt by implicating as many citizens as possible in their crimes.

32d1 aÔ The repetition of the adverb emphasizes the degree to which Socrates’
actions were motivated by his sense of justice, not his attachment to one
regime or another. When the democracy acted unjustly, he resisted. Then,
in turn (aÔ c4), the oligarchy took power and he, in turn (aÔ again), showed
that he did not fear death.

32d2 égroikÒteron The line of thinking seems to be that a cultivated person makes
fine distinctions and articulates them, whereas another speaking égroikot°ron
puts things baldly, as Socrates does here.

32c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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énapl∞sai aor. act. infin. < énap¤mplhmi fill up
égroikÒteron rather vulgarly

d

égage›n §k Salam›now L°onta tÚn Salam¤nion ·na époyãnoi:
oÂa dØ ka‹ êlloiw §ke›noi pollo›w pollå pros°tatton, bou-
lÒmenoi …w ple¤stouw énapl∞sai afiti«n. tÒte m°ntoi §g∆
oÈ lÒgƒ éllÉ ¶rgƒ aÔ §nedeijãmhn ˜ti §mo‹ yanãtou m¢n
m°lei, efi mØ égroikÒteron ∑n efipe›n, oÈdÉ ıtioËn, toË d¢ mhd¢n



32d2–3 toË . . . §rgãzesyai Articular infinitive dependent on m°lei.
32d3 tÚ pçn “Entirely.”
32d4 oÔsa The participle is concessive.

CHAPTER 20 32d
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énÒsion < énÒsiow, -on impious
érxÆ, -∞w, ≤ regime
§j°plhjen < §kplÆttv strike with panic
fisxurã < fisxurÒw, -ã, -Òn powerful, strong
”xÒnto impf. < o‡xomai go, depart
katelÊyh < katalÊv destroy, dissolve

5

e

êdikon mhdÉ énÒsion §rgãzesyai, toÊtou d¢ tÚ pçn m°lei.
§m¢ går §ke¤nh ≤ érxØ oÈk §j°plhjen, oÏtvw fisxurå oÔsa,
Àste êdikÒn ti §rgãsasyai, éllÉ §peidØ §k t∞w yÒlou
§jÆlyomen, ofl m¢n t°ttarew ’xonto efiw Salam›na ka‹ ≥gagon
L°onta, §g∆ d¢ ”xÒmhn épi∆n o‡kade. ka‹ ‡svw ín diå
taËta ép°yanon, efi mØ ≤ érxØ diå tax°vn katelÊyh. ka‹
toÊtvn Ím›n ¶sontai pollo‹ mãrturew.



32e3 tå dhmÒsia “Public business.”
32e4 to›w dika¤oiw Neuter abstraction: “justice.”
32e5 polloË ge de› “Far from it.”

ên In the apodosis of a past counterfactual condition. Supply the protasis
and tosãde ¶th diagen°syai from the previous sentence.

33a1–3 The mixture of aorist (¶praja) and future (fanoËmai) is odd. Two ideas
seem to be conflated: the idea that Socrates’ public behavior has been con-
sistent with his private actions, and the idea that this will continue to be the
case in the future.

33a2 toioËtow Precisely what sort of men he means is explained by oÈden‹
p≈pote sugxvrÆsaw . . . (below).
fid¤& ı aÈtÚw otow “The same person in private affairs.”

33a5–b3 “I am not a teacher, but a conversationalist.”

32e
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diagen°syai aor. mid. infin. < diag¤gnomai pass through
sugxvrÆsaw < sugxvr°v go along with, collude with
mayhtãw < mayhtÆw, -oË, ı pupil
didãskalow, -ou, ı teacher

5

33

5

C H A P T E R  2 1

(32e2–33b8)

“My only crime is to have been willing to discuss the right and
the just with all who cared to listen, young and old, rich and
poor.” For additional discussion of the chapter and questions for
study, see essay 21.

âArÉ oÔn ên me o‡esye tosãde ¶th diagen°syai efi ¶pratton
tå dhmÒsia, ka‹ prãttvn éj¤vw éndrÚw égayoË §boÆyoun
to›w dika¤oiw ka‹, Àsper xrØ, toËto per‹ ple¤stou §poioÊmhn;
polloË ge de›, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi: oÈd¢ går ín êllow
ényr≈pvn oÈde¤w. éllÉ §g∆ diå pantÚw toË b¤ou dhmos¤&
te e‡ poÊ ti ¶praja toioËtow fanoËmai, ka‹ fid¤& ı aÈtÚw
otow, oÈden‹ p≈pote sugxvrÆsaw oÈd¢n parå tÚ d¤kaion
oÎte êllƒ oÎte toÊtvn oÈden‹ oÓw dØ diabãllontew §m°
fasin §moÁw mayhtåw e‰nai. §g∆ d¢ didãskalow m¢n oÈdenÚw



33a6–7 tå §mautoË prãttontow . . . ékoÊein “Listen to me practicing my way of
life.” ékoÊv takes the genitive, but prãttv normally refers to the realm of
action, not speech. Socrates’ ¶rgon, however, is precisely his lÒgow.

33b1 mØ lambãnvn d¢ oÎ Supply xrÆmata as the object of the participle and
dial°gomai to go with oÎ: “Nor do I refuse to converse if I don’t get paid.”

33b2 §rvtçn Infinitive of purpose: “for questioning.” Note again that Socrates
offers himself for questioning, as well as questioning others. But as the next
line makes clear, they must be willing to answer as well.

33b3–8 “Anyone who says I ever taught him does not speak the truth.” On one
level, this is absolutely true. The goal of Socratic conversation is not the
transmission of preexisting information, but self-examination and testing.
Thus, he cannot cause someone to become good or bad. Only the individual
under “examination” brings about that change.

33b5 œn The antecedent is toÊtvn.
33b5–6 ÍpesxÒmhn . . . mãyhma mÆte §d¤daja “I never offered a lesson or taught one.”

CHAPTER 21 33a
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§piyume› < §piyum°v desire
§fyÒnhsa < fyon°v begrudge
plous¤ƒ < plous¤ow, -a, -on rich, wealthy
p°nhti < p°nhw, -htow, ı poor man
Íp°xoimi < Íp°xv offer, incur (mid.)
mãyhma, -atow, tÒ lesson

b

5

p≈potÉ §genÒmhn: efi d° t¤w mou l°gontow ka‹ tå §mautoË
prãttontow §piyumo› ékoÊein, e‡te ne≈terow e‡te presbÊterow,
oÈden‹ p≈pote §fyÒnhsa, oÈd¢ xrÆmata m¢n lambãnvn dial°-
gomai mØ lambãnvn d¢ oÎ, éllÉ ımo¤vw ka‹ plous¤ƒ ka‹
p°nhti par°xv §mautÚn §rvtçn, ka‹ §ãn tiw boÊlhtai
épokrinÒmenow ékoÊein œn ín l°gv. ka‹ toÊtvn §g∆ e‡te
tiw xrhstÚw g¤gnetai e‡te mÆ, oÈk ín dika¤vw tØn afit¤an
Íp°xoimi, œn mÆte ÍpesxÒmhn mhden‹ mhd¢n p≈pote mãyhma
mÆte §d¤daja: efi d° t¤w fhsi parÉ §moË p≈pot° ti maye›n µ
ékoËsai fid¤& ˜ti mØ ka‹ ofl êlloi pãntew, eÔ ‡ste ˜ti oÈk
élhy∞ l°gei.



33c2 ˜ti “It is because . . .” ˜ti picks up the t¤ from b9.
33c3 §jetazom°noiw . . . ofiom°noiw . . . sofo›w, oÔsi The datives all depend on

xa¤rousi. sofo›w is the predicate of to›w . . . oÔsi dÉ oÈ: “who think that they
are wise . . . but are not.”

33c4 prost°taktai Socrates insists that his experience should be understood
within the traditional patterns of Greek religious experience. He has
already discussed the oracle from Apollo in detail. At the beginning of
Phaedo (60e), Socrates describes a recurring dream that he interpreted as
offering him encouragement to pursue a life devoted to philosophy. Note,
however, that at c4 (oÈk éhd°w), he appears to admit that there are fringe
benefits to his way of life as well.

33c5 §j §nupn¤vn “In dreams.” Whereas there may be some irony in the story
of Chaerephon’s consultation with the Delphic oracle (20e6–21e2), here the
emphasis on repeated dreams seems to suggest that his philosophical
inquiry is based on a desire that is deeply personal and in the end transra-
tional. Although Socrates elsewhere mentions dreams that he interprets as
divine instruction or encouragement (Crito 44a, Phaedo 60e), this is the only
place where he mentions dreams as an impetus for his life’s mission.

33c
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diatr¤bontew < diatr¤bv consume, spend
éhd°w < éhdÆw, -°w unpleasant
prost°taktai pf. pass. indic. < prostãttv command, assign

c

5

C H A P T E R  2 2

(33b9–34b5)

“Nonetheless, young men congregate around me, because they
enjoy hearing those who pretend to be wise interrogated.” For
additional discussion of the chapter and questions for study, see
essay 22.

ÉAllå diå t¤ dÆ pote metÉ §moË xa¤rous¤ tinew polÁn
xrÒnon diatr¤bontew; ékhkÒate, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, pçsan
Ím›n tØn élÆyeian §g∆ e‰pon: ˜ti ékoÊontew xa¤rousin
§jetazom°noiw to›w ofiom°noiw m¢n e‰nai sofo›w, oÔsi dÉ oÎ.
¶sti går oÈk éhd°w. §mo‹ d¢ toËto, …w §g≈ fhmi, prost°-
taktai ÍpÚ toË yeoË prãttein ka‹ §k mante¤vn ka‹ §j §nupn¤vn



33d1 toÁw m°n . . . toÁw d° . . . “Some . . . others . . .”
xrÆn Imperfect of xrÆ, here with ên, as frequently.

33d2 presbÊteroi Take with genÒmenoi: “now that they’re older.”
n°oiw oÔsi “When they were young.”

33d4 kathgore›n . . . timvre›syai Infinitives dependent on xr∞n. So also memn∞syai
ka‹ timvre›syai (d8).

33d6 tinãw Subject of memn∞syai and timvre›syai.
33d9–e1 Kr¤tvn . . . KritoboÊlou Crito was a wealthy and well-connected friend of

Socrates. He plays a prominent role in both Plato’s and Xenophon’s accounts
of the Socratic circle. In the dialogue named after him, he is an emissary of
unknown well-wishers who want to persuade Socrates to accept their finan-
cial and logistical assistance in securing his escape from prison and flight
into exile. His son Critobolus is also one of the men present at the death of
Socrates (Phaedo 59b).

CHAPTER 22 33c

107

mo›ra, -aw, ≤ fate
eÈ°legkta < eÈ°legktow, -on easy to test
di°fyarka pf. act. indic. < diafye¤rv corrupt
suneboÊleusa < sumbouleÊv advise
timvre›syai < timvr°v take vengeance on
ofike¤vn < ofike›ow, -a, -on belonging to the household, family
prosÆkontaw < prosÆkv (here) relatives
§pepÒnyesan pluperf. act. < pãsxv suffer, experience
pãntvw (here) at any rate
≤liki≈thw, -ou, ı contemporary
dhmÒthw, -ou, ı fellow demesman

d

5

e

ka‹ pant‹ trÒpƒ ⁄p°r t¤w pote ka‹ êllh ye¤a mo›ra ényr≈pƒ
ka‹ ıtioËn pros°taje prãttein. taËta, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi,
ka‹ élhy∞ §stin ka‹ eÈ°legkta. efi går dØ ¶gvge t«n n°vn
toÁw m¢n diafye¤rv toÁw d¢ di°fyarka, xr∞n dÆpou, e‡te
tin¢w aÈt«n presbÊteroi genÒmenoi ¶gnvsan ˜ti n°oiw oÔsin
aÈto›w §g∆ kakÚn p≈pot° ti suneboÊleusa, nun‹ aÈtoÁw
énaba¤nontaw §moË kathgore›n ka‹ timvre›syai: efi d¢ mØ
aÈto‹ ≥yelon, t«n ofike¤vn tinåw t«n §ke¤nvn, pat°raw ka‹
édelfoÁw ka‹ êllouw toÁw prosÆkontaw, e‡per ÍpÉ §moË ti
kakÚn §pepÒnyesan aÈt«n ofl ofike›oi, nËn memn∞syai ka‹
timvre›syai. pãntvw d¢ pãreisin aÈt«n pollo‹ §ntauyo›
oÓw §g∆ ır«, pr«ton m¢n Kr¤tvn oÍtos¤, §mÚw ≤liki≈thw
ka‹ dhmÒthw, KritoboÊlou toËde patÆr, ¶peita Lusan¤aw ı



33e1–2 Lusan¤aw . . . Afisx¤nou Not much is known about Lysanias of Sphettus, a
deme of Attica, although his presence at the trial suggests that he was
known as a supporter of Socrates. His son, Aeschines, is an important figure
within the Socratic circle and also is part of the group mentioned in the
Phaedo. He too was a writer of Socratic dialogues, including an Alcibiades
and an Aspasia, of which some fragments remain.

33e2–3 ÉAntif«n . . . ÉEpig°nouw Kephesia was a deme of northwest Athens. Of this
Antiphon (not the well-known orator) little is known. His son, Epigenes, is
similarly obscure, except for the reference here and his presence in Phaedo.

33e4–5 NikÒstratow . . . Yeozot¤dou . . . YeodÒtou Nothing much about Nicostratos
is known. His father, Theozotides, was a democratic politician who proposed
a decree extending pension benefits to the orphans of Athenian citizens
killed in the war that drove out the oligarchs (Nails 2002, 283–84). Nothing is
known of the son.

33e7–34a1 Parãliow . . . DhmodÒkou . . . Yeãghw Most of the manuscripts here read
Pãralow, but our text has been emended on the basis of an inscription that
refers to a Paralius who served as treasurer in 390 b.c.e. (Inscriptiones Graeci
II2 1400). The name is uncommon, however, and the emendation may well be
incorrect. Demodocus may be the same general mentioned by Thucydides
(4.75). In the Theages (a dialogue attributed to Plato but regarded as spurious
by many), he seeks out the advice of Socrates to find a teacher for his son
Theages, who is also mentioned in the Republic.

34a1–2 ÉAde¤mantow, ı ÉAr¤stvnow . . . Plãtvn Plato’s father, Ariston, is reported
to have traced his ancestry back to Codrus, one of the legendary kings of
Athens, and from there to Poseidon (Diogenes Laertius 3.1). His wife’s lineage
was equally impressive, for she counted Solon the lawgiver as one of her
ancestors. Their three sons figure unequally in the Platonic dialogues.
Adeimantus and Glaucon are the primary interlocutors of Socrates in the
Republic and appear briefly at the beginning of Parmenides. Their brother, who
actually wrote the dialogues, is shyer. In addition to this passage, he will be
mentioned again at 38b as one of the friends of Socrates who have offered to
contribute money to pay a fine. He is conspicuously absent from the execu-
tion of Socrates, and we learn from Phaedo, the narrator, that he was ill (59b).

33d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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diatribª < diatribÆ, -∞w, ≤ pastime, way of living
katadehye¤h < katad°v beg, entreat

5

34

SfÆttiow, Afisx¤nou toËde patÆr, ¶ti dÉ ÉAntif«n ı Khfi-
sieÁw oÍtos¤, ÉEpig°nouw patÆr, êlloi to¤nun otoi œn ofl
édelfo‹ §n taÊt˙ tª diatribª gegÒnasin, NikÒstratow
Yeozot¤dou, édelfÚw YeodÒtou—ka‹ ı m¢n YeÒdotow tete-
leÊthken, Àste oÈk ín §ke›nÒw ge aÈtoË katadehye¤h—ka‹
Parãliow ˜de, ı DhmodÒkou, o ∑n Yeãghw édelfÒw: ˜de d¢
ÉAde¤mantow, ı ÉAr¤stvnow, o édelfÚw oÍtos‹ Plãtvn, ka‹



34a2 AfiantÒdvrow . . . ÉApollÒdvrow Aiantodorus is not known outside of this
passage. Apollodorus, however, is mentioned by Xenophon as someone
who followed Socrates assiduously (Memorabilia 3.11.17). He was present at
the death of Socrates, according to the Phaedo, where his excessive emotion-
alism is assumed (59b1). He also narrates the Symposium, where he is
accused of having scorn for everyone who has not, like him, abandoned all
his business to follow Socrates (173d).

34a4 M°lhton Subject of parasx°syai.
34a5 parasx°syv . . . leg°tv Third-person imperatives.
34a6 ti . . . toioËton For example, a disgruntled former associate or family

member.
34a7 pãntaw Subject of bohye›n.
34b4 tÒn Supply lÒgon.

CHAPTER 22 34a

109

paraxvr« < paraxvr°v yield
diafyarm°noi pf. pass. part. < diafye¤rv corrupt
édiãfyartoi < édiãfyartow, -on uncorrupted
sun¤sasi < suno›da be conscious
élhyeÊonti < élhyeÊv tell the truth

5

b

5

AfiantÒdvrow, o ÉApollÒdvrow ˜de édelfÒw. ka‹ êllouw
polloÁw §g∆ ¶xv Ím›n efipe›n, œn tina §xr∞n mãlista m¢n §n
t“ •autoË lÒgƒ parasx°syai M°lhton mãrtura: efi d¢ tÒte
§pelãyeto, nËn parasx°syv—§g∆ paraxvr«—ka‹ leg°tv
e‡ ti ¶xei toioËton. éllå toÊtou pçn toÈnant¤on eÍrÆsete,
Œ êndrew, pãntaw §mo‹ bohye›n •to¤mouw t“ diafye¤ronti, t“
kakå §rgazom°nƒ toÁw ofike¤ouw aÈt«n, Àw fasi M°lhtow ka‹
ÖAnutow. aÈto‹ m¢n går ofl diefyarm°noi tãxÉ ín lÒgon
¶xoien bohyoËntew: ofl d¢ édiãfyartoi, presbÊteroi ≥dh
êndrew, ofl toÊtvn prosÆkontew, t¤na êllon ¶xousi lÒgon
bohyoËntew §mo‹ éllÉ µ tÚn ÙryÒn te ka‹ d¤kaion, ˜ti
sun¤sasi MelÆtƒ m¢n ceudom°nƒ, §mo‹ d¢ élhyeÊonti;



34b6 ë The relative is dependent on taËta in the next line.
¶xoimÉ Potential optative.

34c1 énamnhsye‹w •autoË “Remembering himself,” that is, his own behavior. Pre-
cisely what someone might remember and resent is explained by the m°n . . . d°
clauses that follow. Socrates’ statement is not as far-fetched as it may sound to
modern readers typically unacquainted with the inner workings of a court,
except as represented by television drama. It was not uncommon for the kind
of men who served as jurors (as opposed to the country folk who seldom
came to town) to take part in legal proceedings at some time in their lives.
Fifth-century Athens was a highly litigious society. Inheritance disputes were
common, as were those involving business contracts. Perceived religious
offenses, too, could land a citizen in court. The courts were also used as a tool
of political warfare, as in the present case. Jurors who had been defendants
themselves might have expected to find their own behavior vindicated, if “the
wise Socrates” struggled to get himself off just as hard as they did. Socrates
imagines that they may resent his refusal to beg for their mercy.

34c1–2 §lãttv toutou˛ toË ég«now ég«na égvnizÒmenow “Contesting a lesser
charge than this one.” This elaborate play on words, which is not reflected
by the translation, uses both polyptoton (< polÊ “many” + pt«siw “fall”),
the use of a single noun in various cases (< pt«siw, casus, “fall, case”), and
figura etymologica, the adjacent use of etymologically related words, to create
a rhetorical tour de force, even as Socrates is also claiming to eschew the

34b
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sxedÒn nearly, almost
éganaktÆseien < éganakt°v be angry
égvnizÒmenow < égvn¤zomai contend, fight
§deÆyh < aor. pass. indic. < d°omai beg

c

C H A P T E R  2 3

(34b6–35b8)

Conclusion: “I have made my defense. I will not debase myself
and the court with the usual histrionics.” For additional discus-
sion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 23.

E‰en dÆ, Œ êndrew: ì m¢n §g∆ ¶xoimÉ ín épologe›syai,
sxedÒn §sti taËta ka‹ êlla ‡svw toiaËta. tãxa dÉ ên tiw
Ím«n éganaktÆseien énamnhsye‹w •autoË, efi ı m¢n ka‹ §lãttv
toutou˛ toË ég«now ég«na égvnizÒmenow §deÆyh te ka‹



trappings of traditional courtroom performance. An §lãttvn ég≈n would be
one that is not a capital trial and hence would warrant even less the kind of
courtroom histrionics Socrates here rejects.

34c6 tÚn ¶sxaton k¤ndunon That is, death. Socrates contrasts both his behavior
and (as he imagines) that of the jurors with the relative seriousness of their
respective situations.
ên The particle anticipates the potential optative that follows (sxo¤h).
Note the repetition of ên with the verb nevertheless.

34c7–8 aÈyad°steron . . . sxo¤h “Be remorseless.” ¶xv + adverb is frequently used
idiomatically to mean “be in a condition.”
aÈto›w toÊtoiw Causal, referring to taËta (c7).

34c8 ye›to . . . c∞fon “Vote.” For the procedure, see on 30e1.
34d1 éji« “Expect,” but also “deem worthy.” Socrates ironically says that he

does not think the jurors will react in such a fashion, because such behavior
would be unworthy of them.

34d2 efi dÉoÔn “But if he does . . .”
ên . . . l°gein Infinitive after dok«.

34d3 ˜ti Do not translate.
34d4 tÚ toË ÑOmÆrou “As Homer says” (literally, “with respect to the thing of

Homer”). He is quoting Penelope’s words to the disguised Odysseus at
Odyssey 19.163: “You are not born from an ancient oak or rock.” Socrates’
refusal to seek pity from the jurors does not mean that he is a misanthropic
loner without family, but simply that he is a man with high ethical standards.

CHAPTER 23 34c
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flk°teuse < flketeÊv approach as a suppliant
dakrÊvn < dãkruon, -ou, tÒ tear
paid¤a < pa¤dion, -ou, tÒ child
énabibasãmenow < énabibãzv bring into court
˜ti mãlista as much as possible
§lehye¤h aor. pass. opt. < §le°v pity
¶sxaton < ¶sxatow, -h, -on extreme, last
§nnoÆsaw < §nno°v consider
Ùrgisye¤w aor. pass. part. < Ùrg¤zv be angry, grow angry
Ùrg∞w < ÙrgÆ, -∞w, ≤ anger
§pieik∞ < §pieikÆw, -°w suitable, reasonable

5

d

flk°teuse toÁw dikaståw metå poll«n dakrÊvn, paid¤a te
aÍtoË énabibasãmenow ·na ˜ti mãlista §lehye¤h, ka‹ êllouw
t«n ofike¤vn ka‹ f¤lvn polloÊw, §g∆ d¢ oÈd¢n êra toÊtvn
poiÆsv, ka‹ taËta kinduneÊvn, …w ín dÒjaimi, tÚn ¶sxaton
k¤ndunon. tãxÉ ín oÔn tiw taËta §nnoÆsaw aÈyad°steron
ín prÒw me sxo¤h ka‹ Ùrgisye‹w aÈto›w toÊtoiw ye›to ín metÉ
Ùrg∞w tØn c∞fon. efi dÆ tiw Ím«n oÏtvw ¶xei—oÈk éji«
m¢n går ¶gvge, efi dÉ oÔn—§pieik∞ ên moi dok« prÚw toËton
l°gein l°gvn ˜ti “ÉEmo¤, Œ êriste, efis‹n m°n poÊ tinew ka‹
ofike›oi: ka‹ går toËto aÈtÚ tÚ toË ÑOmÆrou, oÈdÉ §g∆ ÑépÚ



34d6 Íe›w . . . tre›w Their names were Lamprocles, Sophroniscus, and Menex-
enus. They do not figure in the dialogues of Plato. In the Memorabilia of
Xenophon (2.2), Socrates advises Lamprocles to get along better with his
mother, Xanthippe.

34d9 aÈyadizÒmenow “Acting at my own pleasure,” that is, without regard for the
expectations of the audience. The verb is formed from aÈtÒ (self) + ¥domai
(enjoy). See on 34c8 for the virtually synonymous aÈyad°steron . . . sxo¤h.

34e1 yarral°vw A recurring theme throughout the speech is mankind’s fear of
death. Socrates recognizes its powerful force in determining human behavior
and argues that it must be resisted. Later, in a speech of consolation to his sup-
porters, he will envision two models of death that should not cause us to be
anxious (40c–41c). For now, he pauses to consider that he has gone too far and
that by forcing members of his audience to consider their own mortality and
by facing death bravely himself, he may have alienated them further, making
them even less receptive to philosophy. He refers to his personal bravery as
irrelevant (êllow lÒgow) and continues by steering the speech back to some-
thing he feels they will understand—the reputation of Athens (dÒja e2).

34e3 §mo¤ . . . Ím›n . . . ˜l˙ tª pÒlei Datives of possession.
34e4 toÊtvn The pronoun is neuter. He means things such as begging for mercy,

parading one’s children before the jury, and so forth.
ˆnta . . . ¶xonta Agreeing with §m°.
toÎnoma = tÚ ˆnoma. He refers to his reputation for wisdom.

34e5–35a1 dedogm°non . . . §sti The subject is tÚ Svkrãth diaf°rein (35a1): “The notion
that Socrates is better than many men in some way is believed, anyway.”

34d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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druÒw < drËw, -Òw, ≤ oak
p°trhw < p°trh, -hw, ≤ rock
p°fuka pf. act. indic. < fÊv be born
épochf¤sasyai < épochf¤zomai acquit
étimãzvn < étimãzv dishonor
yarral°vw courageously
dedogm°non . . . §sti 3rd sing. pf. pass. indic. (periphrastic form) < dok°v think

5

e

5

35

druÚw oÈdÉ épÚ p°trhwÉ p°fuka éllÉ §j ényr≈pvn, Àste
ka‹ ofike›o¤ mo¤ efisi ka‹ Íe›w ge, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, tre›w, eÂw
m¢n meirãkion ≥dh, dÊo d¢ paid¤a: éllÉ ˜mvw oÈd°na aÈt«n
deËro énabibasãmenow deÆsomai Ím«n épochf¤sasyai.” t¤
dØ oÔn oÈd¢n toÊtvn poiÆsv; oÈk aÈyadizÒmenow, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi, oÈdÉ Ímçw étimãzvn, éllÉ efi m¢n yarral°vw §g∆
¶xv prÚw yãnaton µ mÆ, êllow lÒgow, prÚw dÉ oÔn dÒjan ka‹
§mo‹ ka‹ Ím›n ka‹ ˜l˙ tª pÒlei oÎ moi doke› kalÚn e‰nai §m¢
toÊtvn oÈd¢n poie›n ka‹ thlikÒnde ˆnta ka‹ toËto toÎnoma
¶xonta, e‡tÉ oÔn élhy¢w e‡tÉ oÔn ceËdow, éllÉ oÔn dedogm°non
g° §sti tÚn Svkrãth diaf°rein tini t«n poll«n ényr≈pvn.



35a1–b3 A complex sentence in three parts that marks the climax of Socrates’ argu-
ment against the usual rituals of throwing oneself on the mercy of the court.

35a1–3 The first part.
35a3 ΩtinioËn Fem. dat. sg. ˜stiw + oÔn.

toioËtoi ¶sontai “Will be like that,” that is, disgracing one’s good name
by engaging in unworthy acts. The future indicative in the protasis, as
opposed to the subjunctive or the optative, connotes strong emotional
involvement on the part of the speaker (cf. Smyth 1956, 2328).

35a4–7 The second part.
35a4 o·ousper . . . tinaw “Men of this very sort.”
35a5 dokoËntaw ti e‰nai “Seeming to be something”; that is, “having a good

reputation.”
yaumas¤a d¢ §rgazÒmenow “But acting in an astounding way.”

35a6 deinÒn ti ofiom°nouw pe¤sesyai Socrates brings the discussion back to the
irrational fear of death.

35a7 éyanãtvn §som°nvn (< efim¤) Genitive absolute. The subject is the same as
that of époyanoËntai. It is unusual for the main verb and a genitive absolute
to share the same subject and so draws the reader’s attention with special
emphasis to this phrase.
ên = §ãn.

35a7–b3 The final part and climax of the sentence. By such behavior the Athenians
shame themselves before others.

35a8–b1 ÀstÉ ên . . . Ípolabe›n ên + the infinitive expresses a possible result.
35b1 ofl diaf°rontew ÉAyhna¤vn efiw éretÆn “The Athenians who are most out-

standing (lit. ‘the ones superior with respect to excellence’).”
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éndre¤& < éndre¤a, -aw, ≤ courage
•≈raka pf. act. indic. < ırãv see
pe¤sesyai fut. mid. infin. < pãsxv suffer
periãptein < periãptv attach
Ípolabe›n aor. act. infin. < Ípolambãnv understand, suppose

5

b

efi oÔn Ím«n ofl dokoËntew diaf°rein e‡te sof¤& e‡te éndre¤&
e‡te êll˙ ΩtinioËn éretª toioËtoi ¶sontai, afisxrÚn ín e‡h:
o·ousper §g∆ pollãkiw •≈rakã tinaw ˜tan kr¤nvntai, do-
koËntaw m°n ti e‰nai, yaumãsia d¢ §rgazom°nouw, …w deinÒn
ti ofiom°nouw pe¤sesyai efi époyanoËntai, Àsper éyanãtvn
§som°nvn ín Íme›w aÈtoÁw mØ épokte¤nhte: o„ §mo‹ dokoËsin
afisxÊnhn tª pÒlei periãptein, ÀstÉ ên tina ka‹ t«n j°nvn
Ípolabe›n ˜ti ofl diaf°rontew ÉAyhna¤vn efiw éretÆn, oÓw



35b2 aÈto¤ “They themselves.”
érxa›w . . . tima›w Many offices in the fifth century were determined by lot,
especially if they were thought to require loyalty rather than skill. Others,
particularly military commands, were elective. See Aristotle, Constitution of
the Athenians 61. érxa¤ and tima¤ are probably synonymous here, as at Aris-
totle Politics 1281a31: timåw går l°gomen tåw érxãw.

35b3 gunaik«n The casual misogyny is striking to modern readers but not
exceptional for the time and place.

35b4–5 dokoËntaw ti e‰nai For the idiom, see on 35a5.
35b5 ên . . . poi«men ên = §ãn in the protasis of a future more vivid condition.
35b6 mçllon The comparative looks ahead to ≥ in b8. Translate as “rather.”
35b7 toË . . . efisãgontow ka‹ poioËntow Genitive of the person charged. efisãgein is

common in both forensic and dramatic contexts.
tå §leinå taËta drãmata “These pitiful scenes.”

35b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES

114

prokr¤nousin < prokr¤nv choose before others, prefer
ıp˙oËn in any way whatsoever
§pitr°pein < §pitr°pv permit
§nde¤knusyai < §nde¤knumi demonstrate
katachfie›sye fut. < katachf¤zomai vote against, condemn
≤sux¤an < ≤sux¤a, -aw, ≤ peace, quiet

5

aÈto‹ •aut«n ¶n te ta›w érxa›w ka‹ ta›w êllaiw tima›w
prokr¤nousin, otoi gunaik«n oÈd¢n diaf°rousin. taËta gãr,
Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, oÎte Ímçw xrØ poie›n toÁw dokoËntaw
ka‹ ıp˙oËn ti e‰nai, oÎtÉ, ín ≤me›w poi«men, Ímçw §pi-
tr°pein, éllå toËto aÈtÚ §nde¤knusyai, ˜ti polÁ mçllon
katachfie›sye toË tå §leinå taËta drãmata efisãgontow ka‹
katag°laston tØn pÒlin poioËntow µ toË ≤sux¤an êgontow.



35b9 xvr‹w d¢ t∞w dÒjhw “Apart from the notoriety” (discussed at 35a4). Appeals
to pity are also bad, because they corrupt the administration of justice and
invite jurors to make decisions on the basis of sympathy rather than justice.
d¤kaiÒn moi doke› The expression here takes both a complementary infini-
tive (de›syai) and a subject accusative + infinitive construction (deÒmenon
épofeÊgein): “It doesn’t seem to me just to beg, nor for someone who begs
to be acquitted.”

35c2 §p‹ toÊtƒ “With a view to this.” The phrase anticipates the two articular
infinitives below.

35c3 §p‹ t“ kataxar¤zesyei tå d¤kaia “With the expectation of dispensing jus-
tice as a favor.”

35c4 Ùm≈moken The subject is ı dikastÆw.
xarie›syai The tense of the infinitive indicates action subsequent to
Ùm≈moken. So also dikãsein (< dikãzv).

35b
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épofeÊgein < épofeÊgv escape, be acquitted
kãyhtai < kãyhmai sit as a judge
kataxar¤zesyai < kataxar¤zomai do a favor
Ùm≈moken pf. act. indic. < ˆmnumi swear
xarie›syai fut. mid. infin. < xar¤zomai gratify

c
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(35b9–d8)

“Jurors swear to the gods to uphold justice, and those of us who
truly believe in the gods should trust that they will honor their
oath.” For additional discussion of the chapter and questions for
study, see essay 24.

Xvr‹w d¢ t∞w dÒjhw, Œ êndrew, oÈd¢ d¤kaiÒn moi doke›
e‰nai de›syai toË dikastoË oÈd¢ deÒmenon épofeÊgein, éllå
didãskein ka‹ pe¤yein. oÈ går §p‹ toÊtƒ kãyhtai ı dika-
stÆw, §p‹ t“ kataxar¤zesyai tå d¤kaia, éllÉ §p‹ t“ kr¤nein
taËta: ka‹ Ùm≈moken oÈ xarie›syai oÂw ín dokª aÈt“, éllå



35c5 ≤mçw That is, those of us who are on trial and who might indulge in this
kind of activity, if we thought it would be tolerated.

35c7 oÔn The particle indicates that Socrates is coming back to the point made
about the presumed expectation that he will throw himself at the mercy of
the court, make a display of his children, and other such things (toiaËta
c8). Translate “So, . . .”

35d1 êllvw te “Especially,” made more emphatic by m°ntoi nØ D‹a. By piling
up particles and adverbs, Socrates postpones, and thus builds suspense for,
the ironic paradox of defending himself impiously against a charge of
impiety.

35d2 feÊgonta “Since I am being prosecuted for,” agreeing with me (c7).
saf«w går ên The sentence is a future-less-vivid conditional (opt. in the
protasis, opt. + ên in the main clause. The words quoted go with the apo-
dosis yeoÁw ín didãskoimi . . . ). Note the pleonastic repetition of ên at d4.

35d3 t“ de›syai Articular infinitive, “by begging.”
35d4 mØ ≤ge›syai . . . e‰nai “Not to believe the gods exist.”
35d4–5 épologoÊmenow kathgoro¤hn ên “I would prosecute myself while attempting

to defend.” There are no wasted words. Note how the economy of Plato’s
style heightens Socrates’ paradox.

35d5 …w “On the grounds that . . .”
35d6 polloË de› oÏtvw ¶xein “But this is far from the case.”

nom¤zv Supply toÁw yeoÊw.
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dikãsein fut. act. infin. < dikãzv judge
§piorke›n < §piork°v break an oath
§y¤zesyai < §y¤zv become accustomed
eÈsebo›en < eÈseb°v be pious
˜sia < ˜siow, -a, -on holy
ésebe¤aw < és°beia, -aw, ≤ impiety
biazo¤mhn < biãzv constrain, overpower by force

5

d

5

dikãsein katå toÁw nÒmouw. oÎkoun xrØ oÎte ≤mçw §y¤zein
Ímçw §piorke›n oÎyÉ Ímçw §y¤zesyai: oÈd°teroi går ín ≤m«n
eÈsebo›en. mØ oÔn éjioËt° me, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, toiaËta
de›n prÚw Ímçw prãttein ì mÆte ≤goËmai kalå e‰nai mÆte
d¤kaia mÆte ˜sia, êllvw te m°ntoi nØ D¤a pãntvw ka‹ ése-
be¤aw feÊgonta ÍpÚ MelÆtou toutou˝. saf«w går ên, efi
pe¤yoimi Ímçw ka‹ t“ de›syai biazo¤mhn ÙmvmokÒtaw, yeoÁw
ín didãskoimi mØ ≤ge›syai Ímçw e‰nai, ka‹ étexn«w épolo-
goÊmenow kathgoro¤hn ín §mautoË …w yeoÁw oÈ nom¤zv. éllå
polloË de› oÏtvw ¶xein: nom¤zv te gãr, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi,



35d7 …w oÈde‹w t«n §m«n kathgÒrvn “As none of my accusors [do].”
35d8 ˜p˙ m°llei . . . êrista “How it will be best.”

CHAPTER 24 35d
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§pitr°pv trust in

…w oÈde‹w t«n §m«n kathgÒrvn, ka‹ Ím›n §pitr°pv ka‹ t“
ye“ kr›nai per‹ §moË ˜p˙ m°llei §mo¤ te êrista e‰nai ka‹ Ím›n.

THE VERDICT

The épolog¤a proper ends at this point. The jurors now proceed
to vote. Ballots are then counted and the verdict is announced. It
is determined that Socrates has been convicted by a small margin.
Next comes the penalty phase. According to the process, after
accusor and accused propose penalties, the jury votes again to
choose between the two. They are not allowed to substitute a
penalty of their own devising. The prosecution has recommended
death as a punishment, and the speech resumes with Socrates’
counterproposal (éntit¤mhsiw).



35e1–36a4 The loose construction of the entire sentence mimics the syntax of extem-
poraneous improvisation.

35e1–2 tÒ . . . mØ éganakte›n The articular infinitive is used as an accusative of
respect: “concerning my lack of anger.”
toÊtƒ t“ gegonÒti “At this turn of events.”

36a4 tÚn gegonÒta ériymÒn “The total.”
oÏtv parÉ Ùl¤gon “By so few.”

36a5–6 efi triãkonta . . . épepefeÊgh ên The condition is a variant of the past counter-
factual, with the pluperfect indicative in the apodosis in place of the aorist
indicative.

36a6 met°peson Socrates’ statement is plausible. Juries in the fifth century often
consisted of 500 jurors, and if the vote had been 280–220, a shift of 30
would have resulted in a tie and therefore an acquittal. For a summary of
the sources, see Brickhouse and Smith (1992).
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éganakte›n < éganakt°v be angry
sumbãlletai contribute
én°lpiston unexpectedly
•kat°rvn < •kãterow, -a, -on on either side
met°peson aor. act. indic. < metap¤ptv change
épepefeÊgh pluperf. act. < épofeÊgv be found innocent

e
36

5
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(35e1–36b2)

“The vote was much closer than I thought it would be.” For addi-
tional discussion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 25.

TÚ m¢n mØ éganakte›n, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, §p‹ toÊtƒ
t“ gegonÒti, ˜ti mou katechf¤sasye, êlla t° moi pollå
sumbãlletai, ka‹ oÈk én°lpistÒn moi g°gonen tÚ gegonÚw
toËto, éllå polÁ mçllon yaumãzv •kat°rvn t«n cÆfvn
tÚn gegonÒta ériymÒn. oÈ går ”Òmhn ¶gvge oÏtv parÉ
Ùl¤gon ¶sesyai éllå parå polÊ: nËn d°, …w ¶oiken, efi
triãkonta mÒnai met°peson t«n cÆfvn, épepefeÊgh ên.



36a7 ka‹ nËn “Even now.” Socrates imagines that the votes that convicted him
came in equal shares from the supporters of his three accusors. Thus Meletus’s
share of 93.33 (the presumed 280 divided by 3) would not have been enough to
convict him.

36a8–b2 efi mØ én°bh . . . t«n cÆfvn The condition is past counterfactual. Note the
singular verb with the plural subject. Socrates appears to be thinking pri-
marily of Anytus (thus the singular), then adding Lycon as an afterthought.
Thereafter, he refers to them in the plural (kathgorÆsontew). The inconsis-
tency of number again gives the impression of off-the-cuff improvisation.

36b1 tÚ p°mpton m°row “One fifth.” Frivolous prosecutions were discouraged
by a rule that required the prosecutor to get one-fifth of the vote or be sub-
ject to a fine. Meletus’s “share” would have fallen below that standard as
Socrates reckons it.
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én°bh aor. act. indic. < énaba¤nv appear in court
»fle aor. act. indic. < Ùfliskãnv owe
metalab≈n aor. act. part. < metalambãnv get a share of

b

M°lhton m¢n oÔn, …w §mo‹ dok«, ka‹ nËn épop°feuga, ka‹
oÈ mÒnon épop°feuga, éllå pant‹ d∞lon toËtÒ ge, ˜ti efi mØ
én°bh ÖAnutow ka‹ LÊkvn kathgorÆsontew §moË, kín Œfle
xil¤aw draxmãw, oÈ metalab∆n tÚ p°mpton m°row t«n
cÆfvn.



36b5–d2 Note the highly effective rhetorical contrast between the short, simple sen-
tences that precede it and this complex period in which Socrates ironically
enumerates his “crimes.”

36b3 ı énÆr Presumably he refers to Meletus.
36b4 t¤now Genitive of value. Note also the accent.
36b5 éj¤aw “An appropriate one.” éntitimÆsomai is understood. The gender of

the adjective is determined by the implied noun timÆ.
˜ti may≈n A rare idiom: “because.”

36b6 oÈx ≤sux¤an ∑gon “I did not lead a quiet life.”
œnper ofl pollo¤ Supply here something such as §pimeloËntai.

36b8 sunvmosi«n Political clubs (sunvmos¤ai < sunÒmnumi, “swear a pact”) had
long been a feature of Athenian society, particularly among the aristocratic
families. Such groups often fell under suspicion during the democracy, on
the assumption that they were incubators of antigovernmental conspiracies.
Such fears, though exaggerated at times, were not completely off base. The
revolutionaries of 411 were closely linked with the clubs, and Thucydides

36b
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timçtai < timãv (mid.) propose a penalty
épote›sai aor. act. infin. < épot¤nv pay
xrhmatismoË < xrhmatismÒw, -oË, ı money making
ofikonom¤aw < ofikonom¤a, -aw, ≤ household management
strathgi«n < strathg¤a, -aw, ≤ command
dhmhgori«n < dhmhgor¤a political speech
sunvmosi«n < sunvmos¤a, ≤ conspiracy

5
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(36b3–37a1)

“I do not, in fact, deserve death but to be supported at city
expense!” For additional discussion of the chapter and questions
for study, see essay 26.

Timçtai dÉ oÔn moi ı énØr yanãtou. e‰en: §g∆ d¢ dØ
t¤now Ím›n éntitimÆsomai, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi; µ d∞lon ˜ti
t∞w éj¤aw; t¤ oÔn; t¤ êjiÒw efimi paye›n µ épote›sai, ˜ti
may∆n §n t“ b¤ƒ oÈx ≤sux¤an ∑gon, éllÉ émelÆsaw œnper
ofl pollo¤, xrhmatismoË te ka‹ ofikonom¤aw ka‹ strathgi«n
ka‹ dhmhgori«n ka‹ t«n êllvn érx«n ka‹ sunvmosi«n ka‹



(8.54) reports that there were frequent consultations between them and
Peisander in the weeks leading up to the overthrow of the democratic gov-
ernment. They were also heavily involved in the short-lived reign of the
Thirty Tyrants. Thus Socrates’ mention of sunvmos¤ai here is not simply an
expression of lack of interest in practical politics, but an indirect assertion
that he did not allign himself with the subversive groups that had actively
worked against the democracy.

36c1 §pieik°steron . . . ≥ “More upright than,” leading up to the result clause
Àste . . . s–zesyai.
efiw taËtÉ fiÒnta “By doing these things.” Socrates speaks of the political
associations as if they were places, hence the minor awkwardness of the
sentence. The spatial metaphor, however, is maintained throughout the
sentence to contrast where Socrates chose not to “go” with his habit of
“going” to everyone and urging them to strive after excellence.

36c3 §p‹ d¢ tÒ . . . eÈergete›n The sentence begins with an articular infinitive
that is the object of §p¤ (“with regard to”) before coming to the main verb
¬a, “I went” (c5).
fid¤& ßkaston fi≈n is parenthetical.

36c4 tØn . . . eÈerges¤an Cognate accusative.
36c5 prÒteron Do not translate.

t«n •autoË mhdenÒw “Anything of yours.” t«n is a partitive genitive com-
ing off of mhdenÒw, the object of §pimele›syai. Socrates here introduces a
fundamental difference between the self and its possessions.

36c6 §pimelhye¤h Optative in a pr¤n-clause after a secondary tense (¬a, c5).
Socrates again emphasizes the care of the self as the most crucial aspect

of human life. The public activities rejected by Socrates are not intrinsically
bad, provided that the pursuit of them is not just “résumé building,” but
the natural activity of a soul that has learned moderation. The problem is,
however, that since the activities are public, their outcomes will depend in
part on the immoderate behavior of others whose desires are out of control.
Socratic moderation will not be enough to protect its possessor, as the pre-
sent trial clearly shows. The only way out of this dilemma within a democ-
racy is to persuade one’s fellow citizens to act differently, to make the care
of the self their concern as well. Socrates has devoted his career to that task.
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stãsevn < stãsiw, -evw, ≤ faction
¬a 1st sing. impf. < e‰mi go
oÂ where
eÈergete›n < eÈerget°v do good service

c
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stãsevn t«n §n tª pÒlei gignom°nvn, ≤ghsãmenow §mautÚn
t“ ˆnti §pieik°steron e‰nai µ Àste efiw taËtÉ fiÒnta s–zesyai,
§ntaËya m¢n oÈk ¬a oÂ §ly∆n mÆte Ím›n mÆte §maut“ ¶mel-
lon mhd¢n ˆfelow e‰nai, §p‹ d¢ tÚ fid¤& ßkaston fi∆n eÈerge-
te›n tØn meg¤sthn eÈerges¤an, …w §g≈ fhmi, §ntaËya ¬a,
§pixeir«n ßkaston Ím«n pe¤yein mØ prÒteron mÆte t«n
•autoË mhdenÚw §pimele›syai pr‹n •autoË §pimelhye¤h ˜pvw



36c7 ¶soito Future optative in a relative clause of purpose after a secondary-
tense verb. See Smyth 1956, 2554. The subject of the verb is the self (•autoË).
t«n t∞w pÒlevw . . . pÒlevw Supply pe¤yein mØ §pimele›syai from above.

A state in which decisions are made in hopes of securing more wealth,
goods, prestige, and so forth (t«n t∞w pÒlevw) will by its very nature show
itself to be undeserving of those things. Just as in the case of the individual,
possessions and honors will be bad for a city if they are not subordinated to
higher moral ideals.

36c8 katå tÚn aÈtÚn trÒpon “In the same way,” that is, caring for the attributes
that make it truly excellent rather than for superficial qualities that only
make it seem good.

36d3 éj¤an Supply d¤khn.
ka‹ taËtã ge “And indeed, with respect to these things.”

36d5 êgein Dependent on deom°nƒ.
§p‹ tª Ímet°r& parakeleÊsei “To encourage you” (lit. “for your exhortation).

36d6 oÈk ¶syÉ ˜ti mçllon . . . pr°pei ¶syÉ = ¶sti. Translate “There is nothing
more fitting.”

36d7 prutane¤ƒ site›syai For the Prytaneum, also known as the Tholos, see on
32c5. Socrates’ proposal is purposely outrageous.

36d8 sunvr¤di µ zeÊgei “Two or four horse chariots.” Chariot racing was argu-
ably the most prestigious event at the Olympics and other major athletic
festivals. For just that reason, it offered an opportunity to the wealthy and
ambitious to display publicly their preeminence. Socrates seeks to under-
mine the city’s infatuation with successful athletes and suggests that it
would be more fitting to honor him in their place.

36d9 eÈda¤monaw Pride in the accomplishments of a fellow citizen produces the
appearance of happiness in everyone.

36c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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fronim≈tatow < frÒnimow, -on wisest
pr°poi < pr°pv befitting
site›syai < sit°v feed
eÈda¤monow < eÈda¤mvn, -onow happy, fortunate

d
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…w b°ltistow ka‹ fronim≈tatow ¶soito, mÆte t«n t∞w pÒ-
levw, pr‹n aÈt∞w t∞w pÒlevw, t«n te êllvn oÏtv katå tÚn
aÈtÚn trÒpon §pimele›syai—t¤ oÔn efimi êjiow paye›n toioË-
tow \n; égayÒn ti, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, efi de› ge katå tØn
éj¤an tª élhye¤& timçsyai: ka‹ taËtã ge égayÚn toioËton
˜ti ín pr°poi §mo¤. t¤ oÔn pr°pei éndr‹ p°nhti eÈerg°t˙
deom°nƒ êgein sxolØn §p‹ tª Ímet°r& parakeleÊsei; oÈk
¶syÉ ˜ti mçllon, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, pr°pei oÏtvw …w tÚn
toioËton êndra §n prutane¤ƒ site›syai, polÊ ge mçllon µ
e‡ tiw Ím«n ·ppƒ µ sunvr¤di µ zeÊgei nen¤khken ÉOlump¤a-
sin: ı m¢n går Ímçw poie› eÈda¤monaw doke›n e‰nai, §g∆ d¢



36e1 trof∞w oÈd¢n de›tai Because he already possesses the extreme wealth nec-
essary to race horses.

36e2 oÔn The particle has resumptive force, calling our attention back to the
point Socrates made at 36d3.

CHAPTER 26 36e
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trof∞w < trofÆ, -∞w, ≤ sustenance
sitÆsevw < s¤thsiw, -eow, ≤ feeding

e

37

e‰nai, ka‹ ı m¢n trof∞w oÈd¢n de›tai, §g∆ d¢ d°omai. efi
oÔn de› me katå tÚ d¤kaion t∞w éj¤aw timçsyai, toÊtou
tim«mai, §n prutane¤ƒ sitÆsevw.



37a3 Àsper “Just as [I was doing].”
o‡ktou ka‹ t∞w éntibolÆsevw He refers to his statement at 34c.
épauyadizÒmenow See on 34d9.

37a4 tÚ d¢ oÈk ¶stin . . . toioËton, éllå toiÒnde mçllon “It’s not like that, Athe-
nians, but more like the following.”

37a5 ßkvn e‰nai “Willingly.” For the idea that Socrates might have misbehaved
inadvertently (and so deserved a stern lecture in place of an indictment),
see on 25d–26a.

37a6 Ùl¤gon xrÒnon For Socrates’ complaint about the short time allowed to
correct the many slanders against him, see on 19a2.

37a7 §gŸmai = §g∆ o‰mai.
37a7–b1 efi ∑n Ím›n nÒmow . . . §pe¤syhte ên Mixed counterfactual condition.

37a
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paraplhs¤vw similarly, in a similar way
o‡ktou < o‰ktow, -ou, ı pity
éntibolÆsevw < éntibÒlhsiw, -evw, ≤ entreaty, prayer
toiÒnde < toiÒsde, -ãde, -Ònde such a thing as follows
p°peismai pf. pass. indic. < pe¤yv believe
ßkvn willingly

5
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(37a2–e2)

“I am serious in my proposal. I would rather die than spend my
life in prison or exile, and I do not have the funds to pay a sub-
stantial fine.” Xenophon argues that Socrates deliberately chose
to die, since he had already lived a good life and would avoid the
inevitable decline of old age (Apology 1–9). For additional discus-
sion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 27.

ÖIsvw oÔn Ím›n ka‹ taut‹ l°gvn paraplhs¤vw dok« l°gein
Àsper per‹ toË o‡ktou ka‹ t∞w éntibolÆsevw, épauyadizÒ-
menow: tÚ d¢ oÈk ¶stin, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, toioËton éllå
toiÒnde mçllon. p°peismai §g∆ •k∆n e‰nai mhd°na édike›n
ényr≈pvn, éllå Ímçw toËto oÈ pe¤yv: Ùl¤gon går xrÒnon
éllÆloiw dieil°gmeya. §pe¤, …w §gŸmai, efi ∑n Ím›n nÒmow,



37a10 m¤an ≤m°ran . . . pollãw Acc. of duration of time.
37b3 édike›n Infinitive in indirect statement after pepeism°now.

polloË d°v “I am far from . . .” (+ infin.). Note the future tense of the two
infinitives dependent on the main verb (d°v) and indicating time subse-
quent to it.

37b4 tou kakoË “Something bad.”
37b5 ∑ “Introducing a suggested answer, couched in interrogative form, to a

question just asked” (Denniston 1954, 283).
mØ pãyv The clause of fearing is dependent on de¤saw in the previous
sentence

37b6 moi Dative of disadvantage.
fhm¤ He talks about the subject at greater length at 29a–b, and our lack of
knowledge about death forms the basis for his “mythologizing” at 39e5
and thereafter.

37b7 ßlvmai Deliberative subjunctive.
œn Partitive with ti.

37b8 desmoË The genitive continues to be dependent on timhsãmenow. Impris-
onment for debt was rare in Athens.

37c1-2 tª . . . kayistam°n˙ érxª “To the officials who happen to be in power.”
37c2 to›w ßndeka “The Eleven.” According to Aristotle (Constitution of the Athe-

nians 52.1), these officials had charge of all prisoners.

CHAPTER 27 37a
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ßlvmai aor. mid. subj. < aflr°v choose
desmvthr¤ƒ < desmvthr¤on, -ou, tÒ prison
ded°syai pf. pass. infin. < d°v bind, put in chains
§kte¤sv aor. mid. < §kt¤nv pay

b

5

c

Àsper ka‹ êlloiw ényr≈poiw, per‹ yanãtou mØ m¤an ≤m°ran
mÒnon kr¤nein éllå pollãw, §pe¤syhte ên: nËn dÉ oÈ =ñdion
§n xrÒnƒ Ùl¤gƒ megãlaw diabolåw épolÊesyai. pepeism°-
now dØ §g∆ mhd°na édike›n polloË d°v §mautÒn ge édikÆsein
ka‹ katÉ §mautoË §re›n aÈtÚw …w êjiÒw efim¤ tou kakoË ka‹
timÆsesyai toioÊtou tinÚw §maut“. t¤ de¤saw; ∑ mØ pãyv
toËto o M°lhtÒw moi timçtai, ˜ fhmi oÈk efid°nai oÎtÉ efi
égayÚn oÎtÉ efi kakÒn §stin; ént‹ toÊtou dØ ßlvmai œn eÔ
o‰dã ti kak«n ˆntvn toÊtou timhsãmenow; pÒteron desmoË;
ka‹ t¤ me de› z∞n §n desmvthr¤ƒ, douleÊonta tª ée‹ kayi-
stam°n˙ érxª, to›w ßndeka; éllå xrhmãtvn ka‹ ded°syai
ßvw ín §kte¤sv; éllå taÈtÒn mo¤ §stin ˜per nundØ ¶legon:



37c4 §kte¤sv Future indicative in a relative clause of cause.
éllã “How about . . . ?” In passages where a speaker proposes and
rejects various suggestions, éllã is used to introduce a new possibility.
fug∞w This is the penalty that Socrates probably was expected to offer,
and Meletus’s proposal may have been deliberately harsh to make sure
that Socrates did not have the luxury of proposing a light penalty without
risking his life. It seems plausible that in most cases (i.e., those without
Socrates for a defendant), such a strategy would be effective.

37c6 mentên = m°ntoi ên
filocux¤a Some filo- compounds suggest not simply love, but excessive
love. In Aristophanes’ Wasps, men are described as filÒkubow, “addicted to
gambling” (75), and filopÒthw, “alcoholic” (79). Similarly, filocux¤a means
(excessive) “love of life” and, by extension, “cowardice.”

37d1–2 barÊterai . . . §pifyon≈terai Agreeing with an implied diatr¤bai.
37d1 gegÒnasin Although g¤gnomai is frequently used as a synonym for e‰nai,

here it is prefered because the emphasis is on becoming. The accumulated
resentment produced by Socrates’ speeches over time has become irritating.
In Gorgias, Socrates’ opponent Callicles urges him to abandon philosophy,
which he admits is good in moderation but irritating and childish when
continued into adulthood (485a–486c). Such a person, Callicles is made to
say prophetically, will be utterly unable to help himself if he is dragged
into court and forced to respond to a prosecutor who has called for the
death penalty.

37d3 êra “Therefore.” The argument proceeds a fortiori, in which a more
extreme example of an idea justifies in advance all less extreme ones: “If
my fellow citizens, with whom I share so much, can’t stand me, how will
foreigners feel?”
polloË . . . de› See on 30d6.

37d4–6 Socrates shifts from irony to direct sarcasm.

37c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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ıpÒyen from where
élÒgistow, -on unreasonable
§negke›n aor. act. infin. < f°rv bear
§pifyon≈terai < §p¤fyonow, -on rather hateful
épallag∞nai aor. pass. infin. < épallãttv set free
o‡sousi fut. act. indic. < f°rv bear

5

d

oÈ går ¶sti moi xrÆmata ıpÒyen §kte¤sv. éllå dØ fug∞w
timÆsvmai; ‡svw går ên moi toÊtou timÆsaite. pollØ
mentên me filocux¤a ¶xoi, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, efi oÏtvw
élÒgistÒw efimi Àste mØ dÊnasyai log¤zesyai ˜ti Íme›w m¢n
ˆntew pol›ta¤ mou oÈx oÂo¤ te §g°nesye §negke›n tåw §måw
diatribåw ka‹ toÁw lÒgouw, éllÉ Ím›n barÊterai gegÒnasin
ka‹ §pifyon≈terai, Àste zhte›te aÈt«n nun‹ épallag∞nai:
êlloi d¢ êra aÈtåw o‡sousi =&d¤vw; polloË ge de›, Œ êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi. kalÚw oÔn ên moi ı b¤ow e‡h §jelyÒnti thlik“de



37d5 êllhn pÒlin is understood.
37d5–6 §jelaunom°nƒ z∞n “Live as an exile.”
37d6 ¶lyv Subjunctive in an indefinite relative clause.

l°gontow §moË The genitives are dependent on ékroãsomai.
37d7 kên = ka‹ (§)ãn.
37e2 diÉ aÈtoÁw toÊtouw “On their behalf.” Supply §jel«si from above.

CHAPTER 27 27d
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émeibom°nƒ < éme¤bv change, exchange
˜poi ên (+ subj.) wherever
ékroãsontai < ékroãomai listen
épelaÊnv drive off
§jel«si fut. act. indic. < §jelaÊnv drive out, exile

5

e

ényr≈pƒ êllhn §j êllhw pÒlevw émeibom°nƒ ka‹ §jelauno-
m°nƒ z∞n. eÔ går o‰dÉ ˜ti ˜poi ín ¶lyv, l°gontow §moË
ékroãsontai ofl n°oi Àsper §nyãde: kín m¢n toÊtouw ép-
elaÊnv, oto¤ me aÈto‹ §jel«si pe¤yontew toÁw presbut°rouw:
§ån d¢ mØ épelaÊnv, ofl toÊtvn pat°rew d¢ ka‹ ofike›oi diÉ
aÈtoÁw toÊtouw.



37e3 sig«n . . . êgvn Conditional participles.
37e4 §jely≈n The aorist participle is used to indicate time prior to the main

verb: “once you’ve departed.”
37e5–38a7 The successive future-more-vivid conditions (§ãn + subj., fut. indic.) in

these lines provide a dramatic moment in the speech as Socrates prepares
to conclude. The passage offers several memorable phrases, including the
famous assertion that “the unexamined life is not worth living” (38a5).

37e6 t“ ye“ épeiye›n According to Socrates’ interpretation of the oracle, he is
commanded to spend his life examining the opinions of those who have a
reputation for wisdom. épeiye›n is used predicatively with toËto.

38a1 moi …w efirvneuom°nƒ “On the grounds that I am speaking ironically,” that
is, by pretending to take seriously something he does not.

38a2 ˆn Supplementary participle with tugxãnv.
38a3 toËto The demonstrative pronoun here refers to the entire clause that follows.

37e
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5

38
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(37e3–38b9)

The close of the penalty phase: “I cannot be silent without violating
the command of the god.” For additional discussion of the chapter
and questions for study, see essay 28.

ÖIsvw oÔn ên tiw e‡poi: “Sig«n d¢ ka‹ ≤sux¤an êgvn, Œ
S≈kratew, oÈx oÂÒw tÉ ¶s˙ ≤m›n §jely∆n z∞n;” tout‹ dÆ
§sti pãntvn xalep≈taton pe›sa¤ tinaw Ím«n. §ãnte går
l°gv ˜ti t“ ye“ épeiye›n toËtÉ §st‹n ka‹ diå toËtÉ édÊna-
ton ≤sux¤an êgein, oÈ pe¤sesy° moi …w efirvneuom°nƒ: §ãntÉ
aÔ l°gv ˜ti ka‹ tugxãnei m°giston égayÚn ¯n ényr≈pƒ
toËto, •kãsthw ≤m°raw per‹ éret∞w toÁw lÒgouw poie›syai
ka‹ t«n êllvn per‹ œn Íme›w §moË ékoÊete dialegom°nou ka‹



38a5–6 ı d¢ énej°tastow b¤ow oÈ bivtÒw énej°tastow is etymologically related to
§jetãzontow, as bivtÒw is to b¤ow. Socrates’ juxtaposition of them in such
quick succession is a mark of high rhetorical, perhaps even Gorgianic (see
on 17b9–c1), style, as can be seen from Gorgias Palamedes 21: b¤ow oÈ bivtÚw
p¤stevw §sterhm°nƒ. The b¤ow oÈ bivtÚw formula predates the Apology, how-
ever (for example, at Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus 1692). See Slings 1994,
374–75. That the ultimate provenance of such phrases might be Gorgias,
however, is worth considering.

38a6 taËta dÉ In Plato an “apodotic” d° occasionally marks the beginning of
the apodosis in a conditional sentence. Do not translate.

38a7 tã = taËta.
38a8 kakoË oÈdenÒw Compare 36d2–3, where he says that an appropriate punish-

ment would have to be something good.
38b1–2 The condition is mixed: present counterfactual (imperfect) in the protasis,

past counterfactual (aorist + ên) in the apodosis: “If I had money, I would
have proposed . . .”

38b2 oÈd¢n går ín §blãbhn The condition gets a second apodosis (past counter-
factual). Socrates again reasserts the distinction between the self and its pos-
sessions. He will admit to no wrong, but he will pay a fine because the loss
of money is incidental to that “self” and so of no real consequence to him.

38b5 mnçn Equivalent to one hundred drachmas. The value of Socrates’ entire
household, according to a passage in Xenophon, was five minas, although
Socrates’ eccentricity and indifference to wealth makes it hard to know
whether the offer he makes is sincere or insulting. Skilled workers on the
acropolis received one drachma per day. Jurors received three obols (one-
half drachma).

CHAPTER 28 38a
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énej°tastow, -on unexamined
bivtÒw, -Òn livable
e‡yismai pf. mid. indic. < efiy¤zv be accustomed
§blãbhn aor. pass. indic. < blãptv harm

b
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§mautÚn ka‹ êllouw §jetãzontow, ı d¢ énej°tastow b¤ow oÈ
bivtÚw ényr≈pƒ, taËta dÉ ¶ti ∏tton pe¤sesy° moi l°gonti.
tå d¢ ¶xei m¢n oÏtvw, …w §g≈ fhmi, Œ êndrew, pe¤yein d¢ oÈ
=ñdion. ka‹ §g∆ ëma oÈk e‡yismai §mautÚn éjioËn kakoË
oÈdenÒw. efi m¢n går ∑n moi xrÆmata, §timhsãmhn ín xrh-
mãtvn ˜sa ¶mellon §kte¤sein, oÈd¢n går ín §blãbhn: nËn
d¢ oÈ går ¶stin, efi mØ êra ˜son ín §g∆ duna¤mhn §kte›sai,
tosoÊtou boÊlesy° moi tim∞sai. ‡svw dÉ ín duna¤mhn §k-
te›sai Ím›n pou mnçn érgur¤ou: tosoÊtou oÔn tim«mai.



38b6 Plãtvn d¢ ˜de For the record, this is the only place in the Platonic dia-
logues where Plato appears. He is mentioned as having been sick and so
absent from the death of Socrates (Phaedo 59b). ˜de is deictic: “Plato here . . .”

For Crito and Critobolus, see on 35d10–e1. For Apollodorus, see on 34a2.
38b8 §gguçsyai In indirect statement after an implied verb of speaking. The

basic sense of the word is “co-sign,” in the sense of accepting responsibility
for another’s debt in case of default. Here it appears to mean simply “agree
to pay,” since the amount proposed substantially exceeds the value of
Socrates’ property.

38b9 éjiÒxreƒ “Trustworthy” (nom. pl.).

38b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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Plãtvn d¢ ˜de, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, ka‹ Kr¤tvn ka‹
KritÒboulow ka‹ ÉApollÒdvrow keleÊous¤ me triãkonta mn«n
timÆsasyai, aÈto‹ dÉ §gguçsyai: tim«mai oÔn tosoÊtou,
§gguhta‹ d¢ Ím›n ¶sontai toË érgur¤ou otoi éjiÒxreƒ. 

CONCLUSION

A second pause occurs at this point, while the jury votes to deter-
mine the punishment. The votes are counted, and it is announced
that the penalty proposed by Meletus has been chosen. According
to Diogenes Laertius (2.42), the vote was 300–200, a percentage
significantly higher than that by which they had earlier found
him guilty. Socrates informally addresses those who voted for his
condemnation, then attempts to console his supporters. It is not
known if such speeches were actually delivered in Athenian court-
rooms, although there is nothing inherently implausible about
Socrates’ addressing the crowd and any interested spectators (for
the physical characteristics of the court, see on 20e4 and intro-
duction) as they began to disperse (slowly, perhaps, after such an
emotionally involving case).



38c1 oÈ polloË . . . ßneka xrÒnou “For the sake of not much time,” that is,
Socrates is already old and would die soon anyway.

38c2 ßjete ka‹ afit¤an Equivalent to a passive “be blamed” and thus followed
by ÍpÚ + genitive to express personal agency.

38c4 efi ka¤ “Even if.”
38c5–6 efi . . . perieme¤nate. . . ên . . . §g°neto Past counterfactual condition.
38c6 toËto That is, his death.
38c7 pÒrrv . . . toË b¤ou, yanãtou d¢ §ggÊw “That I am far along in life and near

death.” Note the chiastic arrangement by which Socrates juxtaposes b¤ou
and yanãtou.

38d4 oÂw The antecedent is lÒgvn.
ên . . . ¶peisa The aorist indicative + ên here expresses potentiality in the past.

38b
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loidore›n < loidor°v blame
perieme¤nate aor. act. indic. < perim°nv wait
pÒrrv (+ gen.) far along
•alvk°nai pf. act. infin. < èl¤skomai be caught

5
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(38c1–39b8)

Socrates addresses those who voted for his execution. They have
done him no great harm, since he would have died soon anyway,
but they have done themselves no favor. For additional discus-
sion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 29.

OÈ polloË gÉ ßneka xrÒnou, Œ êndrew ÉAyhna›oi, ˆnoma
ßjete ka‹ afit¤an ÍpÚ t«n boulom°nvn tØn pÒlin loidore›n
…w Svkrãth épektÒnate, êndra sofÒn—fÆsousi går dØ
sofÚn e‰nai, efi ka‹ mÆ efimi, ofl boulÒmenoi Ím›n Ùneid¤zein—
efi goËn perieme¤nate Ùl¤gon xrÒnon, épÚ toË aÈtomãtou ín
Ím›n toËto §g°neto: ırçte går dØ tØn ≤lik¤an ˜ti pÒrrv
≥dh §st‹ toË b¤ou, yanãtou d¢ §ggÊw. l°gv d¢ toËto oÈ
prÚw pãntaw Ímçw, éllå prÚw toÁw §moË katachfisa-
m°nouw yãnaton. l°gv d¢ ka‹ tÒde prÚw toÁw aÈtoÁw
toÊtouw. ‡svw me o‡esye, Œ êndrew, épor¤& lÒgvn
•alvk°nai toioÊtvn oÂw ín Ímçw ¶peisa, efi ’mhn de›n



38d5 Àste épofuge›n tØn d¤khn “So as to get off.”
38d6 épor¤& Socratic irony frequently makes use of the ambivalence latent in

common words or phrases. Here épor¤a, which refers to the confusion that
results when someone does not know what to say (épor¤a lÒgvn), comes to
mean Socrates’ “inability” (i.e., his refusal) to do whatever is necessary, no
matter how shameless, to avoid conviction (épor¤a . . . tÒlmhw ka‹ énaisx-
unt¤aw). In the Gorgias, Socrates is made to anticipate this very moment: “If
I should meet my end on account of a lack of rhetorical flattery (kolakik∞w
=htorik∞w §nde¤&), I know well that I would bear death easily” (522d).

38d8 oÂÉ = oÂa. Here nominative.
∑n Imperfect because it refers to the time while he was giving his speech.

38d9–10 yrhnoËntÒw t° mou ka‹ Ùdurom°nou ka‹ êlla poioËntow ka‹ l°gontow The
genitives are dependent on ékoÊein.

38e2 êllvn Object of ékoÊein: “from others.”
38e3–4 oÎte . . . moi metam°lei “Nor do I regret.” The impersonal construction takes

a supplemental participle agreeing with moi.
38e5 oÎte This negative and the ones that follow should be taken with the

infinitive. The point is not that “it is not necessary to contrive,” but that “it
is necessary not to contrive.” ˜pvw (introducing a clause of effort) is depen-
dent on mhxançsyai: “contrive that . . .”

38d APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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tÒlmhw < tÒlma, -hw, ≤ daring
énaisxunt¤aw < énaisxunt¤a, -aw, ≤ shamelessness
¥dista super. < ≤dÊw, -e›a, -Ê sweet, delightful
yrhnoËntow < yrhn°v sing a dirge, lament
Ùdurom°nou < ÙdÊromai moan
éneleÊyeron < éneleÊyerow, -on inappropriate for a free man
œde in this fashion
§ke¤nvw in that fashion
d¤k˙ < d¤kh, -hw, ≤ trial

5

e

5

ëpanta poie›n ka‹ l°gein Àste épofuge›n tØn d¤khn.
polloË ge de›. éllÉ épor¤& m¢n •ãlvka, oÈ m°ntoi lÒgvn,
éllå tÒlmhw ka‹ énaisxunt¤aw ka‹ toË mØ §y°lein l°gein
prÚw Ímçw toiaËta oÂÉ ín Ím›n m¢n ¥dista ∑n ékoÊein—
yrhnoËntÒw t° mou ka‹ Ùdurom°nou ka‹ êlla poioËntow ka‹
l°gontow pollå ka‹ énãjia §moË, …w §g≈ fhmi, oÂa dØ ka‹
e‡yisye Íme›w t«n êllvn ékoÊein. éllÉ oÎte tÒte ”Æyhn
de›n ßneka toË kindÊnou prçjai oÈd¢n éneleÊyeron, oÎte nËn
moi metam°lei oÏtvw épologhsam°nƒ, éllå polÁ mçllon
aflroËmai œde épologhsãmenow teynãnai µ §ke¤nvw z∞n. oÎte
går §n d¤k˙ oÎtÉ §n pol°mƒ oÎtÉ §m¢ oÎtÉ êllon oÈd°na de›



39a2–3 tÒ ge époyane›n ên tiw §kfÊgoi “You could certainly avoid dying.” The
vocabulary of flight and pursuit found throughout this passage is also that
of legal prosecution and defense. Socrates, then, is playing on both notions
at once.

39a3 ˜pla éfe¤w Throwing away one’s “weapons” or “shield” (to be able to
retreat more quickly or surrender) was, unsurprisingly, regarded as a serious
breech of good conduct for a soldier. Those convicted of doing so could forfeit
their civic rights (Andocides 1.74), and to accuse someone of =icasp¤a, “shield
throwing,” was to invite a lawsuit for kakhgor¤a, or “slander” (see Lysias 10.9).
Thus, by casting himself as someone who will not metaphorically throw away
his shield to save his life nor, both literally and metaphorically, abandon the
post to which he was assigned, whatever the danger (28e), Socrates implies
that his life has embodied the highest expressions of civic virtue.
flkete¤an The concept of “supplication” is familiar to readers of the Iliad,
where the typical form involves seizing the knees of an adversary and begging
for mercy. It is also the pose Odysseus claims to have adopted in one of the
Cretan tales after he throws away his own shield during a raid on Egypt
(Odyssey 14.276ff.).

39a6 éllå mØ oÈ toËtÉ ¬ xalepÒn “I don’t think it’s difficult.” Idiomatic use of
the subjunctive in cautious assertions.

39b1 yçtton går yanãtou ye› Note the alliteration. The metaphor that has been
implicit in the idea of escaping death now is developed explicitly in this com-
plex personification, by which slow death finally catches an even slower
Socrates and evil (kak¤a) runs down the accusers, speedy as they are.

CHAPTER 29 39a
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mhxançsyai < mhxanãomai contrive
éfe¤w aor. act. part. < éf¤hmi release
trapÒmenow aor. mid. part. < tr°pv turn
mhxana¤ < mhxanÆ, -∞w, ≤ means
ponhr¤an < ponhr¤a, -aw, ≤ worthlessness
yçtton more swiftly
ye› < y°v run
ëte inasmuch as, since
bradÊw, -e›a, -Ê slow

39

5

b

toËto mhxançsyai, ˜pvw épofeÊjetai pçn poi«n yãnaton.
ka‹ går §n ta›w mãxaiw pollãkiw d∞lon g¤gnetai ˜ti tÒ ge
époyane›n ên tiw §kfÊgoi ka‹ ˜pla éfe‹w ka‹ §fÉ flkete¤an
trapÒmenow t«n divkÒntvn: ka‹ êllai mhxana‹ polla¤ efisin
§n •kãstoiw to›w kindÊnoiw Àste diafeÊgein yãnaton, §ãn tiw
tolmò pçn poie›n ka‹ l°gein. éllå mØ oÈ toËtÉ ¬ xalepÒn,
Œ êndrew, yãnaton §kfuge›n, éllå polÁ xalep≈teron ponh-
r¤an: yçtton går yanãtou ye›. ka‹ nËn §g∆ m¢n ëte bradÁw
Ãn ka‹ presbÊthw ÍpÚ toË bradut°rou •ãlvn, ofl dÉ §mo‹



39b5–6 moxyhr¤an . . . édik¤an The accusatives are the objects of »flhkÒtew.
39b6 ka‹ otoi Supply t“ timÆmati §mm°nousi from above.

39b APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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Ùje›w < ÙjÊw, -e›a, -Ê sharp, clever, swift
ˆflvn aor. act. part. < Ùfliskãnv owe
»flhkÒtew pf. act. part. same verb
moxyhr¤an < moxyhr¤a, -aw, ≤ perversity
metr¤vw fairly

5

katÆgoroi ëte deino‹ ka‹ Ùje›w ˆntew ÍpÚ toË yãttonow, t∞w
kak¤aw. ka‹ nËn §g∆ m¢n êpeimi ÍfÉ Ím«n yanãtou d¤khn
Ùfl≈n, otoi dÉ ÍpÚ t∞w élhye¤aw »flhkÒtew moxyhr¤an
ka‹ édik¤an. ka‹ §g≈ te t“ timÆmati §mm°nv ka‹ otoi.
taËta m°n pou ‡svw oÏtvw ka‹ ¶dei sxe›n, ka‹ o‰mai aÈtå
metr¤vw ¶xein. 



39c1 tÒ . . . metå toËto “Next.”
xrhsmƒd∞sai The significance of oracles has been a recurrent theme in the
Apology, as Socrates has consistently emphasized the connection between his
chosen way of life and Chaerephon’s oracle. Now, ironically, it is he who will
prophesy to those who just voted to condemn him. In his version of Socrates’
defense speech, Xenophon also uses this verb, but Socrates’ prophecy there is
cruder and more direct (Apology 30).

39c3 ˜tan m°llvsin époyane›syai So the dying Patroclus prophecies to a skepti-
cal Hector in the Iliad (16.852–61), as well as Hector to Achilles (22.358–60).
See also Xenophon, Cyropaedia 8.7.21.

39c5 o·an Understand timvr¤an. The relative is used as an accusative of respect:
“more harsh than the one for which [o·an] you execute me.”

39c7 toË didÒnai ¶legxon The articular infinitive is dependent on épallãjesyai.
Socrates’ defense of his life and career, as well as his insistence on the need
for everyone to be able to defend their actions and attitudes in conversation
(didÒnai ¶legxon), puts him squarely at the beginning of the confessional
tradition in Western literature. This autobiographical tradition has been
followed by many, from St. Augustine in the Confessions through the works
of Montaigne, Rousseau, Benjamin Franklin, Henry Adams, and others.

39c
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xrhsmƒd∞sai < xrhsmƒd°v deliver an oracle, foretell the future
e‡rgasye pf. mid. indic. < §rgãzomai do
épallãjesyai fut. mid. infin. < épallãttv set free

c

5
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(39c1–d9)

“You may think you have freed yourselves from my reproaches
by condemning me, but you have merely traded one pest for
many.” For additional discussion of the chapter and questions for
study, see essay 30.

TÚ d¢ dØ metå toËto §piyum« Ím›n xrhsmƒd∞sai, Œ kata-
chfisãmeno¤ mou: ka‹ gãr efimi ≥dh §ntaËya §n ⁄ mãlista
ênyrvpoi xrhsmƒdoËsin, ˜tan m°llvsin époyane›syai. fhm‹
gãr, Œ êndrew o„ §m¢ épektÒnate, timvr¤an Ím›n ¥jein eÈyÁw
metå tÚn §mÚn yãnaton polÁ xalepvt°ran nØ D¤a µ o·an
§m¢ épektÒnate: nËn går toËto e‡rgasye ofiÒmenoi m¢n épal-
lãjesyai toË didÒnai ¶legxon toË b¤ou, tÚ d¢ Ím›n polÁ



39c8 ple¤ouw = ple¤onew (masc. nom. pl.).
39d1 kate›xon Note the unusual form of the augment. For the no-doubt irritating

attempts on the part of Socrates’ younger listeners to practice his techniques
on their elders, see 33b–c. There are other, more serious, people in Athens
having “Socratic” conversations as well, however. We should have in mind
people like Apollodorus (see on 34a2; cf. also 38b8) and Aristodemus, the
internal narrator of the Symposium, who copied Socrates to the point of going
around barefoot like his idol. Most important, however, is Plato himself,
whose dialogues, in addition to memorializing Socrates, frequently criticize
Athens and its people.

39d2 ˜sƒ “To the degree that.”
39d4 toË Ùneid¤zein The case is dependent on the idea of separation implied by

the verb of hindering (§pisxÆsein).
39d6–8 éllÉ §ke¤nh (≤ épallagØ) ka‹ kall¤sth ka‹ =ñsth, mØ toÁw êllouw koloÊein

éllÄ •autÚn paraskeuãzein ˜pvw ¶stai …w b°ltistow “But that (relief) is very
beautiful and easy, that of not repressing others, but instead preparing oneself
to be as good as possible.” paraskeuãzein is parallel with koloÊein, thus
describing another type of épallagÆ. The determination to take all steps to
become as good as possible could be called a “relief” or an “escape” from the
pain of living an evil life. Socrates argues much the same thing in the Gorgias,
when he tries to convince Callicles that the tyrant who lives without restraint
is the most miserable man alive (see also the Republic, books 1 and 9). Socrates
does not argue that point here, however, and it is better to understand a slight
anacolouthon that allows Socrates to contrast the two infinitives.

39c APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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épobÆsetai fut. mid. indic. < époba¤nv turn out
kate›xon impf. act. < kat°xv restrain
ºsyãnesye impf. mid. < afisyãnomai perceive
§pisxÆsein < §p°xv hold back, restrain
Ùneid¤zein < Ùneid¤zv rebuke, reproach
z∞te pres. act. indic. < zãv live
dianoe›sye < diano°omai think
koloÊein < koloÊv restrain
manteusãmenow < manteÊomai prophecy

d

5

§nant¤on épobÆsetai, …w §g≈ fhmi. ple¤ouw ¶sontai Ímçw
ofl §l°gxontew, oÓw nËn §g∆ kate›xon, Íme›w d¢ oÈk ºsyã-
nesye: ka‹ xalep≈teroi ¶sontai ˜sƒ ne≈tero¤ efisin, ka‹
Íme›w mçllon éganaktÆsete. efi går o‡esye épokte¤nontew
ényr≈pouw §pisxÆsein toË Ùneid¤zein tinå Ím›n ˜ti oÈk
Ùry«w z∞te, oÈ kal«w dianoe›sye: oÈ gãr §syÉ aÏth ≤ épal-
lagØ oÎte pãnu dunatØ oÎte kalÆ, éllÉ §ke¤nh ka‹ kall¤sth
ka‹ =ñsth, mØ toÁw êllouw koloÊein éllÉ •autÚn paraskeuã-
zein ˜pvw ¶stai …w b°ltistow. taËta m¢n oÔn Ím›n to›w
katachfisam°noiw manteusãmenow épallãttomai. 



39e1 dialexye¤hn It is fitting that Socrates concludes with a reference to dia-
logue, that characteristic feature of his life and philosophical practice.
Íp°r “In regard to.”

39e2 êrxontew The Eleven (see on 37c2).
ésxol¤an êgousi “Are busy.” Presumably they needed to make arrange-
ments for the transfer of Socrates to the prison. If they had expected him to
go quietly into exile, they might have been caught unprepared.

39e3 oÂ Note the accent.
§lyÒnta me de› teynãnai “I must go and be executed.” In fact, the execu-
tion of Socrates was delayed for a long time, as we learn from the Phaedo
(58a–c) and Crito (43c9–d6). The Athenians annually sent a ship to the
island of Delos in honor of Apollo and his role in the deliverance of Athens
from King Minos and the Minotaur. During the time it took for the ship to
go and to return, the execution of criminals was forbidden. As it turned
out, the ship left Athens the day before Socrates’ trial, and so he remained
in prison for some time. It is easy to forget that when the Apology was writ-
ten, Plato of course knew that the execution would be delayed.

39e4 tosoËton That is, as long as the archons allow.

39e

137

dialexye¤hn aor. pass. opt. < dial°gomai converse, talk with
parame¤nate < param°nv remain with

e
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(39e1–40c3)

“To those who voted for my acquital, do not be sad. Death is not
a bad thing for me.” For additional discussion of the chapter and
questions for study, see essay 31.

To›w d¢ épochfisam°noiw ≤d°vw ín dialexye¤hn Íp¢r toË
gegonÒtow toutou˛ prãgmatow, §n ⁄ ofl êrxontew ésxol¤an
êgousi ka‹ oÎpv ¶rxomai oÂ §lyÒnta me de› teynãnai. éllã
moi, Œ êndrew, parame¤nate tosoËton xrÒnon: oÈd¢n går



39e5 diamuyolog∞sai This is a rare word in Plato, appearing only two other
times, both in explicitly speculative contexts, once at the beginning of the
Laws (632e4) and once in the Phaedo (70b6) in a discussion of proofs of the
immortality of the soul. The shift from dial°gein (39e1) to diamuyologe›n sig-
nals the shift to a more speculative register as Socrates prepares to discuss
his views on the afterlife with those he considers sympathetic (Weber 1986).

40a1 tÒ . . . sumbebhkÒw “The thing that has happened to me.” Socrates’ under-
standing of the verdict is based on his prior experience with the divine
sign, which always had interceded to prevent him from acting in error. The
absence of the daimÒnion from the day’s proceedings offers Socrates indirect
confirmation that he has acted in accordance with divine wishes. For a dis-
cussion of the daimÒnion, see on 24c1.
t¤ . . . noe› “What it means.” Note that the direct interrogative t¤ replaces
˜ti in this indirect question.

40a2 dikasta¤ Socrates now uses, for the first time, the word he has studiously
avoided in addressing the entire jury. He addressed them instead as êndrew
ÉAyhna›oi.
kal«n Ùry«w “Calling you accurately” (i.e., by your right name).

40a6 pãnu §p‹ smikro›w “In even quite small things.” pãnu may precede the
preposition (Smyth 1956, 1663n.).
mÆ Take with Ùry«w.

40a7 sumb°bhke The subject is taut¤ below, after the first relative clause. The
sentence sets the stage for a reappraisal of the “dire” circumstances in
which Socrates finds himself. If they really were as dire as they admittedly
seem, the daimÒnion would have dissuaded Socrates from pursuing the
course he followed. Since it did not, he argues, the sequence of events and
their results must not be bad.

39e APOLOGY OF SOCRATES
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kvlÊei < kvlÊv hinder
diamuyolog∞sai aor. act. infin. < diamuyolog°v converse, exchange stories
§pide›jai < §pide¤knumi show
sumbebhkÒw pf. act. part. < sumba¤nv happen
efivyu›a pf. part. < ¶yv be accustomed
mantikÆ, -∞w, ≤ prophetic sign
puknÆ < punkÒw, -Æ, -Òn constant, insistent
§nantioum°nh < §nantiÒomai oppose

5

40

5

kvlÊei diamuyolog∞sai prÚw éllÆlouw ßvw ¶jestin. Ím›n
går …w f¤loiw oÔsin §pide›jai §y°lv tÚ nun¤ moi sumbebh-
kÚw t¤ pote noe›. §mo‹ gãr, Œ êndrew dikasta¤—Ímçw går
dikaståw kal«n Ùry«w ín kalo¤hn—yaumãsiÒn ti g°gonen.
≤ går efivyu›ã moi mantikØ ≤ toË daimon¤ou §n m¢n t“
prÒsyen xrÒnƒ pant‹ pãnu puknØ ée‹ ∑n ka‹ pãnu §p‹
smikro›w §nantioum°nh, e‡ ti m°lloimi mØ Ùry«w prãjein.
nun‹ d¢ sumb°bhk° moi ëper ırçte ka‹ aÈto¤, taut‹ ë ge dØ
ofihye¤h ên tiw ka‹ nom¤zetai ¶sxata kak«n e‰nai: §mo‹ d¢



40b3 m°llont¤ ti §re›n The participle agrees with §moi. The daimÒnion might
have restrained Socrates as he was about to go out, an experience he might
have interpreted as a sign that exile was preferable to death. Its intervention
could also have been focused more narrowly, at some point in the speech, to
prevent Socrates from saying something particularly inflammatory.
§n êlloiw lÒgoiw Or it might have induced him to speak further. In Phaedrus
(242d–244a), Socrates reports that he experienced the intervention of the
daimÒnion as he attempted to depart from the conversation. He interpreted the
experience as a sign that he had to recant his previous speech and start again.
Similarly, at Euthydemus 272e, the sign delays the departure of Socrates; conse-
quently, he is still present for the arrival of the irrepressible brother duo of
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus.

40b8 gegon°nai Infinitive in indirect statement after kinduneÊei: “It is likely that
this thing that has happened to me is good.” Since the daimÒnion did not
prevent Socrates from getting convicted, it may well be that death is a good
thing. Socrates has already spoken forcefully against the commonly held
view that death is an evil (29a–b), but there he argued as an agnostic. Now
the absence of the daimÒnion has given him further reason to think that
death might not be so bad.

40c1 ˜soi ofiÒmeya “All of us who think.”
40c1 moi Dative of possession, to be taken with g°gonen (used impersonally).
40c2 oÈ går ¶syÉ “There is no way that . . .” (introducing a past counterfactual

condition).

CHAPTER 31 40b

139

§jiÒnti < ¶jeimi go out
ßvyen early in the morning
o‡koyen from home
±nanti≈yh aor. pass. indic. < §nantiÒomai oppose
shme›on, -ou, tÒ sign
≤n¤ka when
pollaxoË in many places
metajÊ in the middle
gegon°nai pf. act. infin. < g¤gnomai be, become

b

5

c

oÎte §jiÒnti ßvyen o‡koyen ±nanti≈yh tÚ toË yeoË shme›on,
oÎte ≤n¤ka én°bainon §ntauyo› §p‹ tÚ dikastÆrion, oÎte §n
t“ lÒgƒ oÈdamoË m°llont¤ ti §re›n. ka¤toi §n êlloiw lÒgoiw
pollaxoË dÆ me §p°sxe l°gonta metajÊ: nËn d¢ oÈdamoË
per‹ taÊthn tØn prçjin oÎtÉ §n ¶rgƒ oÈden‹ oÎtÉ §n lÒgƒ
±nant¤vta¤ moi. t¤ oÔn a‡tion e‰nai Ípolambãnv; §g∆
Ím›n §r«: kinduneÊei gãr moi tÚ sumbebhkÚw toËto égayÚn
gegon°nai, ka‹ oÈk ¶syÉ ˜pvw ≤me›w Ùry«w Ípolambãnomen,
˜soi ofiÒmeya kakÚn e‰nai tÚ teynãnai. m°ga moi tekmÆrion
toÊtou g°gonen: oÈ går ¶syÉ ˜pvw oÈk ±nanti≈yh ên moi tÚ
efivyÚw shme›on, efi mÆ ti ¶mellon §g∆ égayÚn prãjein.



40c5 duo›n . . . yãteron duo›n is genitive dual; yãteron = tÚ ßteron: “one of two
things.”

40c5–6 µ går oÂon mhd¢n e‰nai . . . tÚn teyne«ta “For either the dead man does not
exist” oÂon = oÂÒn §sti. Literally: “For either it is such a thing as for the dead
man not to exist.”

40c6 a‡syhsin mhdem¤an mhdenÒw “No feeling at all.” Note the accumulation of
negations underlining the concept of absolute nonexistence.

40c8 meto¤khsiw “A change of habitation.” Socrates uses the same metaphor to
describe the afterlife in the Phaedo (117c2).
toË tÒpou toË §ny°nde “From here.”

40d1 mhdÉ “Not even.”
ırò Subjunctive in a general temporal clause.
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tªde in this way
§lp¤w, -¤dow, ≤ hope
a‡syhsin < a‡syhsiw, -evw, ≤ sensation
metabolÆ, -∞w, ≤ change
meto¤khsiw, -evw, ≤ change of habitation
Ïpnow, -ou, ı sleep
kayeÊdvn < kayeÊdv sleep
ˆnar, tÒ (no gen.) dream

5

d
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(40c4–41c7)

“Death might be either unending, dreamless sleep or some form
of afterlife as the traditional stories say.” For additional discus-
sion of the chapter and questions for study, see essay 32.

ÉEnnoÆsvmen d¢ ka‹ tªde …w pollØ §lp¤w §stin égayÚn
aÈtÚ e‰nai. duo›n går yãterÒn §stin tÚ teynãnai: µ går
oÂon mhd¢n e‰nai mhd¢ a‡syhsin mhdem¤an mhdenÚw ¶xein tÚn
teyne«ta, µ katå tå legÒmena metabolÆ tiw tugxãnei
oÔsa ka‹ meto¤khsiw tª cuxª toË tÒpou toË §ny°nde efiw
êllon tÒpon. ka‹ e‡te dØ mhdem¤a a‡syhs¤w §stin éllÉ
oÂon Ïpnow §peidãn tiw kayeÊdvn mhdÉ ˆnar mhd¢n ırò, yau-



40d2–e2 If someone counted up nights spent in pleasant, dreamless sleep, he would
find them few in number when compared with all the other nights. The
basic idea of this extremely complex sentence is that if death is like one of
those restful nights, just longer, it would definitely be a good thing. Gram-
matically speaking, we have a future-less-vivid condition in indirect state-
ment, introduced by §g∆ . . . ín o‰mai (ín o‰mai repeated at d8 for emphasis).
The protasis remains unchanged, and the apodosis takes a subject accusative
+ infinitive construction.

40d2 §g≈ . . . ín o‰mai ên here and at d8 should be taken with eÍre›n (e1), as we
expect in the apodosis of a future-less-vivid condition.

40d3 d°oi Impersonal use of the verb.
40d3–4 oÏtv . . . Àste “In such a way that . . .”
40d8 tÚn m°gan basil°a The king of Persia is regularly referred to simply as

“the great king” or even more simply as ı basileÊw. Both fidi≈thn and
basil°a function as the subject of eÍre›n in e1.
eÈariymÆtouw “Rare,” agreeing with nÊktaw

40e2 k°rdow Supply e‰nai.
40e3 ı pçw xrÒnow “All of time.”

CHAPTER 32 40d
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k°rdow, -ouw, tÒ profit
§klejãmenon aor. mid. part. < §kl°gv pick out
kat°daryen aor. act. indic. < katadaryãnv fall asleep
éntiparay°nta aor. act. part. < éntiparat¤yhmi compare
beb¤vken pf. act. indic. < biÒv live
fidi≈thn < fidi≈thw, -ou, ı private citizen

5

e

mãsion k°rdow ín e‡h ı yãnatow—§g∆ går ín o‰mai, e‡ tina
§klejãmenon d°oi taÊthn tØn nÊkta §n √ oÏtv kat°daryen
Àste mhd¢ ˆnar fide›n, ka‹ tåw êllaw nÊktaw te ka‹ ≤m°raw
tåw toË b¤ou toË •autoË éntiparay°nta taÊt˙ tª nukt‹ d°oi
skecãmenon efipe›n pÒsaw êmeinon ka‹ ¥dion ≤m°raw ka‹
nÊktaw taÊthw t∞w nuktÚw beb¤vken §n t“ •autoË b¤ƒ, o‰mai
ín mØ ˜ti fidi≈thn tinã, éllå tÚn m°gan basil°a eÈariymÆ-
touw ín eÍre›n aÈtÚn taÊtaw prÚw tåw êllaw ≤m°raw ka‹
nÊktaw—efi oÔn toioËton ı yãnatÒw §stin, k°rdow ¶gvge
l°gv: ka‹ går oÈd¢n ple¤vn ı pçw xrÒnow fa¤netai oÏtv



40e4 ≥ Used here in a comparison with ple¤vn.
efi dÉaÔ “If, on the other hand.” aÔ, “again,” refers back to the two possi-
bilities suggested earlier. It is interesting to note that he does not mention
here the doctrine of the transmigration of souls attributed to the Pythagore-
ans and (apparently) adapted by Plato in dialogues such as the Meno,
which develops the idea of learning as the recollection of past lives, and the
Republic, which ends with the myth of Er. The latter’s near-death experi-
ence features souls in the process of choosing how they will spend their
next incarnation.
oÂon épodhm∞sai “A kind of relocation.”

40e6 …w Introducing indirect statement after tå legÒmena.
êra “I suppose (now that I think about it).”

40e7 toÊtou Genitive of comparison.
41a1 toutvn‹ t«n faskÒntvn dikast«n Genitives of separation after épallage¤w.

Socrates gets in another dig at his opponents. A consideration of the tradi-
tional Greek view of the afterlife, according to which the souls of the dead
continued to exist in a bodiless form, whether in Hades or in a more or less
precisely defined paradise such as the Isles of the Blessed, leads Socrates to
mention three groups of inhabitants: judges, poets, and heroes, all of whom
have important symbolic roles in the Apology.

41a3–4 M¤nvw . . . ÑRadãmanyuw . . . AfiakÒw . . . TriptÒlemow Minos, Rhadamanthus,
and Aiakos are commonly represented as judges or counselors in the after-
life, the best-known example being the reference to Minos in book 11 of the
Odyssey (568–69). The presence of Triptolemus, more closely associated with
the Eleusinian Mysteries, is less explicable, although he is referred to as an
“administrator of laws” (yemistopÒlow) in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (473).

41a4 ≤miy°vn For demigods in the Apology, see 27d–e.
41a6–7 ÉOrfe› . . . Mousa¤ƒ . . . ÑHsiÒdƒ . . . ÑOmÆrƒ All four were regarded by the

Greeks to have been historical figures, although most scholars now doubt
the historicity of Orpheus and Musaeus. Within the Apology, poets such as
Homer and Hesiod present a problem. Despite their enormous prestige,
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épodhm∞sai < épodhm°v locate
épodhm¤a, -aw, ≤ relocation

5

41

5

dØ e‰nai µ m¤a nÊj. efi dÉ aÔ oÂon épodhm∞sa¤ §stin ı
yãnatow §ny°nde efiw êllon tÒpon, ka‹ élhy∞ §stin tå
legÒmena, …w êra §ke› efisi pãntew ofl teyne«tew, t¤ me›zon
égayÚn toÊtou e‡h ên, Œ êndrew dikasta¤; efi gãr tiw
éfikÒmenow efiw ÜAidou, épallage‹w toutvn‹ t«n faskÒntvn
dikast«n e‰nai, eÍrÆsei toÁw …w élhy«w dikastãw, o·per
ka‹ l°gontai §ke› dikãzein, M¤nvw te ka‹ ÑRadãmanyuw ka‹
AfiakÚw ka‹ TriptÒlemow ka‹ êlloi ˜soi t«n ≤miy°vn d¤kaioi
§g°nonto §n t“ •aut«n b¤ƒ, îra faÊlh ín e‡h ≤ épodhm¤a;
µ aÔ ÉOrfe› suggen°syai ka‹ Mousa¤ƒ ka‹ ÑHsiÒdƒ ka‹
ÑOmÆrƒ §p‹ pÒsƒ ên tiw d°jaitÉ ín Ím«n; §g∆ m¢n går



they represent a reliance on revealed wisdom that is fundamentally irra-
tional and so inconsistent with philosophy as Socrates sees it. “They say
many beautiful things,” he says to the jury at 22c2–3, “but they do not
know what they mean.”

41a7 §p‹ pÒsƒ ên tiw d°jaitÉ éÁ Ím«n; “What would you give?” Lit. “at what
price would one of you accept that?”

41b2 PalamÆdei ka‹ A‡anti t“ Telem«now Palamedes and Ajax, the son of Tela-
mon, were both heroes who were victims of the unscrupulous Odysseus.
During the courtship of Helen, her suitors swore an oath to defend her
against abduction. After she was carried off by Paris and the Trojan War
expedition was forming, Odysseus feigned madness to avoid service. His
trick was discovered by Palamedes, however, and he was forced to fulfill his
oath. Odysseus later framed Palamedes on a charge of treason and had him
executed. Later in the war, after the death of Achilles, a dispute over the
great hero’s armor arises between Ajax and Odysseus. Through some under-
handed machinations, the armor is awarded to Odysseus. Ajax is stricken
with madness by Athena and eventually commits suicide. One of Gorgias’s
great set pieces was a defense speech of Palamedes, and many scholars
believe that the Apology is in part a reaction to it.

41b1–4 éntiparabãllonti tå §mautoË . . . §ke¤nvn “Comparing my experiences
with theirs.”

41b5 oÈk ín éhd¢w e‡h “It wouldn’t be unpleasurable” (litotes).
41b5–c7 Socrates considers the possibility that if the traditional stories about death

are true, he will be able to continue his investigations there with Homer,
Hesiod, and the others (toÁw §ke›), freed from the limitations of human life.

41b5 ka‹ dØ ka¤ “Moreover.” There is a slight anacolouthon after the dash, as the
construction shifts to accusative + infin. after tÚ m°giston (§sti . . .). Supply
§m° as the subject of the impersonal construction and the antecedent of both
§jetãzonta and §reun«nta (b5–6).

41b6 t¤w The direct interrogative takes the place of ˜stiw in the indirect ques-
tion introduced by §jetãzonta and §reun«nta.

41b7 aÈt«n Partitive with t¤w.
t¤w o‡etai m°n, ¶stin dÉ oÎ “Who thinks he is (wise), but isn’t.”
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143

aÈtÒyi right there
palai«n < palaiÒw, -ã, -Òn ancient, old
éntiparabãllonti < éntiparabãllv compare
§reun«nta < §reunãv seek after, examine
diãgein < diãgv live

b

5

pollãkiw §y°lv teynãnai efi taËtÉ ¶stin élhy∞. §pe‹
¶moige ka‹ aÈt“ yaumastØ ín e‡h ≤ diatribØ aÈtÒyi, ıpÒte
§ntÊxoimi PalamÆdei ka‹ A‡anti t“ Telam«now ka‹ e‡ tiw
êllow t«n palai«n diå kr¤sin êdikon t°ynhken, éntipara-
bãllonti tå §mautoË pãyh prÚw tå §ke¤nvn—…w §g∆ o‰mai,
oÈk ín éhd¢w e‡h—ka‹ dØ ka‹ tÚ m°giston, toÁw §ke› §jetãzonta
ka‹ §reun«nta Àsper toÁw §ntaËya diãgein, t¤w aÈt«n sofÒw
§stin ka‹ t¤w o‡etai m°n, ¶stin dÉ oÎ. §p‹ pÒsƒ dÉ ên tiw,



41b8 tÚn . . . égãgonta “The one who led” (i.e., Agamemnon).
41c1 ÉOduss°a µ S¤sufon The pairing of the two is not accidental. The prospect

of Socrates commiserating with Ajax and Palamedes has already prepared
us for an unsympathetic treatment of Odysseus. This was not unheard of.
Although his character is celebrated in the Odyssey, other parts of the tradition
emphasized his self-serving duplicity, among them Sophocles’ Philoctetes. In
the ethical context that Socrates develops in the Apology, Odysseus is the para-
digm for speakers who are eager to sound good without really being good. He
is appropriately linked with Sisyphus, who talked his way out of Hades for
awhile before being assigned to his famous rock. A separate tradition, well
represented in antiquity, has Odysseus as Sysyphus’s illegitimate son. For the
sources, see Gantz 1993, 175–76.
µ êllouw mur¤ouw Take the phrase as still the object of §jetãsai (b8). oÏw
needs to be supplied after mur¤ouw: “Or countless others whom one could
mention. . . .”

41c3–4 émÆxanon . . . eÈdaimon¤aw “An inexpressible [amount of] happiness.”
41c4 toÊtou . . . ßneka That is, for conducting Socratic conversations.
41c5 ofl §ke› “Those there.” Since they are dead, the punishments available to

the authorities are presumably limited. Lucian’s send-up of Greek litera-
ture and philosophy, the True History, includes the author’s miraculous
voyage to the Isles of the Blessed. Lucian, who is heavily influenced by the
Apology here, imagines just the sort of place that Socrates describes. There,
where historical and mythological figures exist side by side, Socrates
spends his days talking with young men from mythology such as Hylas,
Narcissus, and Hyacinthus, much to the annoyance of Rhadamanthus (the
judge), who threatens to throw him off the island (2.17).

41c6 t«n §nyãde Genitive of comparison.
41c7 élhy∞ Socrates’ story is intended to console, but he is not willing to declare

that it is true or even that he believes it. Here he makes the same qualification
that he made at 40e5 and 41a8.
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loipÒn < loipÒw, -Æ, -Òn remaining, rest of

c
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Œ êndrew dikasta¤, d°jaito §jetãsai tÚn §p‹ Tro¤an égagÒnta
tØn pollØn stratiån µ ÉOduss°a µ S¤sufon µ êllouw
mur¤ouw ên tiw e‡poi ka‹ êndraw ka‹ guna›kaw, oÂw §ke›
dial°gesyai ka‹ sune›nai ka‹ §jetãzein émÆxanon ín e‡h
eÈdaimon¤aw; pãntvw oÈ dÆpou toÊtou ge ßneka ofl §ke›
épokte¤nousi: tã te går êlla eÈdaimon°stero¤ efisin ofl §ke›
t«n §nyãde, ka‹ ≥dh tÚn loipÚn xrÒnon éyãnato¤ efisin, e‡per
ge tå legÒmena élhy∞.



41c9 ßn ti toËto . . . élhy°w “This one thing is true,” in contrast to his colorful
elaboration of tå legÒmena, which are only possibly true.

41d2 émele›tai The subject is tå toÊtou prãgmata (“his affairs”).
41d3 tå §mã “My experience” (i.e., “what has happened to me”).
41d5 b°ltion ∑n “It was better.” Socrates treats his fate as having been preor-

dained. He nevertheless distinguishes the divine decision from the human
ill will that brought it about.

41d6–7 katachfisam°noiw . . . kathgÒroiw Datives following xalepa¤nv.

41c
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eÈ°lpidaw < eÎelpiw, -idow, ı hopeful
dianoe›syai < diano°omai suppose
ép°trecen < épotr°pv turn away from, dissuade
xalepa¤nv be angry at

d

5

C H A P T E R  3 3

(41c8–end)

“My last request, then, is that you treat my sons as I have treated
you and rebuke them if they care for anything more than virtue.”
For additional discussion of the chapter and questions for study,
see essay 33.

ÉAllå ka‹ Ímçw xrÆ, Œ êndrew dikasta¤, eÈ°lpidaw e‰nai
prÚw tÚn yãnaton, ka‹ ßn ti toËto dianoe›syai élhy°w, ˜ti
oÈk ¶stin éndr‹ égay“ kakÚn oÈd¢n oÎte z«nti oÎte teleu-
tÆsanti, oÈd¢ émele›tai ÍpÚ ye«n tå toÊtou prãgmata:
oÈd¢ tå §må nËn épÚ toË aÈtomãtou g°gonen, éllã moi
d∞lÒn §sti toËto, ˜ti ≥dh teynãnai ka‹ éphllãxyai pra-
gmãtvn b°ltion ∑n moi. diå toËto ka‹ §m¢ oÈdamoË ép°trecen
tÚ shme›on, ka‹ ¶gvge to›w katachfisam°noiw mou ka‹ to›w
kathgÒroiw oÈ pãnu xalepa¤nv. ka¤toi oÈ taÊt˙ tª diano¤&
katechf¤zontÒ mou ka‹ kathgÒroun, éllÉ ofiÒmenoi blãptein:



41e1 toËto aÈto›w êjion m°mfesyai Supply §st¤ for the impersonal construction
with êjion: “They deserve to be blamed for this” (lit. “It is worthwhile to
blame them for this”). toËto is explained by ofiÒmenoi blãptein.

41e1 aÈt«n Socrates ironically calls on his accusers to take responsibility for
the moral development of his sons, since he will not be there to do the job.

41e3 taÈtã = tå aÈtã
41e4-5 dok«sin . . . ˆntew For Socrates’ description of his exhortations to his fel-

low Athenians, from which he borrows these words, see 29d7–30b4 and
commentary.

41e5 §ån dok«s¤ ti e‰nai “If they seem to be something.” Even at the very end
of the speech, Socrates continues to insist on the crucial distinction between
seeming and being. So also at 41e6–42a1.

41e6 Àsper §g∆ Ím›n “Just as I did to you.”
œn The relative is attracted into the case of the unexpressed object of an
assumed §pimele›syai.

42a2 Àra Supply §sti.
42a3 époyanoum°nƒ . . . bivsom°noiw Future participles expressing purpose.
42a4 êdhlon Supply §st¤: “It is unclear.”
42a5 t“ ye“. As at 19a6, no specific divinity is meant. Nevertheless, by choos-

ing ye“ as the final word of the speech, Plato reiterates Socrates’ characteri-
zation of his life’s work as divine service (cf. latre¤a 23c) and tacitly again
rejects the charge of impiety.
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m°mfesyai < m°mfomai blame
≤bÆsvsi < ≤bãv grow up
pepony∆w §g∆ ¶somai fut. pf. pass. < pãsxv be treated
Àra, -aw, ≤ hour, time

e

5

42

5

toËto aÈto›w êjion m°mfesyai. tosÒnde m°ntoi aÈt«n
d°omai: toÁw Íe›w mou, §peidån ≤bÆsvsi, timvrÆsasye, Œ
êndrew, taÈtå taËta lupoËntew ëper §g∆ Ímçw §lÊpoun, §ån
Ím›n dok«sin µ xrhmãtvn µ êllou tou prÒteron §pi-
mele›syai µ éret∞w, ka‹ §ån dok«s¤ ti e‰nai mhd¢n ˆntew,
Ùneid¤zete aÈto›w Àsper §g∆ Ím›n, ˜ti oÈk §pimeloËntai œn
de›, ka‹ o‡onta¤ ti e‰nai ˆntew oÈdenÚw êjioi. ka‹ §ån
taËta poi∞te, d¤kaia pepony∆w §g∆ ¶somai ÍfÉ Ím«n aÈtÒw
te ka‹ ofl Íe›w. éllå går ≥dh Àra épi°nai, §mo‹ m¢n
époyanoum°nƒ, Ím›n d¢ bivsom°noiw: ıpÒteroi d¢ ≤m«n
¶rxontai §p‹ êmeinon prçgma, êdhlon pant‹ plØn µ
t“ ye“.



Essays





ESSAY 1

In this opening chapter, Socrates confronts the accusation made by
the prosecution that the jurors should not believe him because he
is “clever at speaking.” The concern with the deceptive qualities of
speech and its ability to manipulate audiences was widespread
at this time, owing to the growth of rhetorical education and to
its being seen by adherents as a critical element in advancing one’s
status both politically and socially in the polis. In Plato, Socrates
often criticizes this rhetorical education, however, and he here
announces that he will speak merely in his accustomed way.

This concern with rhetoric is far from unique in the work of Plato.
His dialogues, taken as a whole, offer a broad critique of public
speaking, and of rhetoric generally, as a practice that is content
with making things appear to be a certain way but less interested
in how they really are. The successful rhetorician attempts to per-
suade members of his audience, not necessarily to educate them.
In the Gorgias, Socrates likens rhetoric to cooking and says that
the rhetorician’s goal, like the cook’s, is to produce pleasure for the
listener/diner. Whether a cake is healthy for the one who eats it, or
a rhetorical position is good for the character of the person who
hears and believes it, is another matter altogether. Philosophy, by
contrast, claims to be interested only in things as they are and sees
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rhetoric’s preoccupation with pleasure as an indication that it is
amoral and unscientific.

In the Apology, Socrates says that the job of a speaker is to tell
the truth and that of a juror is to determine whether something has
been said justly or not. To make that judgment might be harder
than meets the eye, however. If rhetoric is like cooking, speakers
will try to persuade by saying whatever they think will be most
pleasurable for audiences to hear. It will take an extremely self-
aware audience to distinguish the truth from something that has
been manufactured to seem like truth, particularly if the speaker is
unscrupulous about constructing a plausible falsehood based on
his assessment of what he thinks the audience already believes.

What do you think Socrates expects from the jurors? How might
they analyze the arguments so as not to be deceived by plausible
lies and flattering rhetoric?

The problem is not simply an ancient one. Modern juries face
the same problems, as do voters. How can juries best determine
who is speaking tå d¤kaia? And voters?

Further Reading

Habinek, Thomas. 2005. Ancient Rhetoric and Oratory. Oxford: Blackwell.
Kerford, G. B. 1981. The Sophistic Movement. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-

sity Press.

ESSAY 2

The fifth century is often referred to as the Greek Enlightenment.
It is characterized by the founding, growth, and systematization
of the disciplines of history, mathematics, rhetoric, medicine, and
moral philosophy. Yet, as this chapter makes clear with its refer-
ences to the “old accusers,” there was resistance to these new
ways of thinking. Fairly or not, some of it targeted Socrates. He
was seen as a person who challenged the traditional understanding

ESSAY 2
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of what constitutes arete (excellence), and he caused irritation by
asking pointed questions of people who had a reputation for
virtue or wisdom, which he often revealed to be undeserved.

Athens was at the center of this cultural ferment, much of
which was radically untraditional. The historians Herodotus and
Thucydides, for all their differences, produced accounts of the
past that, unlike Homer’s epic, neither relied on the inspiration of
the Muses nor portrayed the past as subject to divine decree. If
they were right, what then was the value of traditional stories and
the beliefs they implied? By the same token, if a sophist or teacher
of rhetoric could teach you how to defeat your father in argu-
ment, as Aristophanes dramatizes in the Clouds, then why should
you follow the traditional admonition to obey him unconditionally?
If Socrates, finally, through his relentless questioning, could demon-
strate that many of the men most honored by the community were
blowhards and fakes, then why should anyone hold in high regard
those men and the institutions they represent?

Such threats to the established order were deeply resented by
some Athenians. They felt that their traditional way of life, the
one that had forged men capable of defeating the vast forces of
the Persian king at the battles of Marathon and Salamis, was
under siege. The Platonic dialogues acknowledge the existence of
these conservative forces, and some of their ideas make their way
into Aristophanic comedy (see essay 3).

Are there contemporary parallels? Does the theory of evolution,
and the position of science generally, play a similarly divisive role
in contemporary life? Are there contemporary religious and intel-
lectual movements that might be compared to the reaction of tra-
ditional Athenians to the intellectual advances of their day?

Further Reading

Aristophanes, Clouds.
Irwin, T. H. 1992. “Plato: The Intellectual Background.” In The Cambridge

Companion to Plato, edited by Richard Kraut, 51–89. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.
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Kennedy, George. 1963. The Art of Persuasion in Greece. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Worthington, Ian, ed. 2007. A Companion to Greek Rhetoric. Oxford: Blackwell.

ESSAY 3

In this chapter, Socrates directly references Aristophanes’ com-
edy the Clouds, which had portrayed him in an unflattering
light. Comedy, it should be understood, was a civic institution in
fifth-century Athens, not just a form of private entertainment.
Comedies were perfomed by publicly financed choruses at the
City Dionysia and the Lenaea, both annual festivals in honor of
Dionysus. These comedies are characterized by abundant per-
sonal attacks on prominent individuals. Most scholars believe
that five comedies competed in the years prior to and after the
Peloponnesian War (431–404 b.c.e.), during which the number was
reduced (for financial reasons) to three. The evidence, however, is
both sketchy and contradictory.

Aristophanes, the foremost comic poet of fifth-century Athens
and the only one for whom we possess complete plays, was born
in the middle of the century and probably died in the late to mid-
380s. He is believed to have been the author of forty plays, eleven
of which survive. In the Clouds of 423, he portrays Socrates as an
unprincipled sophist, although not one who seems to receive any
money from his students. Incidently, the Clouds that we have is not
the original play, but one that has been rewritten substantially.
There is no reason to doubt, however, that the representation of
Socrates remained essentially the same.

From the Apology we might reasonably conclude that Socrates
regarded the Clouds as an important part of the public slander
that had resulted in his being brought to trial. It is all the more
striking, then, that Socrates’ great admirer, Plato, does not appear
to hold Aristophanes in low regard. The latter appears prominently
in the the Symposium, where he is represented by Plato as being
on friendly terms with Socrates. There he spins an outrageous
fantasy about the origin of gender and concludes the evening by

ESSAY 3
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discussing the nature of comedy and tragedy with Agathon and
Socrates (223d).

How might we understand the fact that Plato portrays Aristo-
phanes as doing harm to Socrates’ reputation while remaining his
friend? What might his lack of obvious resentment tell us about
the conventions and expectations of ancient comedy? What might
it also say about the role of mockery in small, largely homogeneous
societies such as that of Athens? To what extent should Aristo-
phanes be seen as creating, and to what extent reflecting, an image
of Socrates that was circulating among the larger Athenian public?

Further Reading

Dover, K. J. 1972. Aristophanic Comedy. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

Halliwell, Stephen. 1991. “The Greek Uses of Laughter in Greek Cul-
ture.” The Classical Quarterly, n.s., 41: 279–96.

MacDowell, Douglas. 1995. Aristophanes and Athens: An Introduction to
the Plays. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nightingale, Andrea. 1995. “Philosophy and Comedy.” In Genres in Dia-
logue: Plato and the Construction of Philosophy, 172–92. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Platter, Charles. 2007. In Aristophanes and the Carnival of Genres, 1–41. Bal-
timore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

ESSAY 4

In this chapter, Socrates begins the effort to establish a systematic
contrast between himself and those who taught rhetoric and other
subjects for pay. The sophists and itinerant teachers of rhetoric
were in many ways the rock stars of their day. They traveled from
city to city, could command princely sums, and often carried with
them an air of scandal. The historical Gorgias first came to Athens
as a diplomat from Syracuse. His style is characterized by a heavy
use of balanced antithetical phrases, rhyme, and assonance. Its self-
conscious flashiness and ornamentation reflect precisely the type of
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speaking that Socrates contrasts with his own “plain” style at the
beginning of the Apology, though Socratic conversation is in many
ways no less self-conscious and, to judge by the capacity of Socrates
to alienate his fellow citizens, equally unnatural.

Given the practices of such itinerant sophists and rootless cos-
mopolitans as Gorgias and Protagoras, is it ironic that Socrates is the
one charged with corrupting Athenian youths, since he neither took
money nor professed to teach? After all, while they were foreigners
who owed no particular allegiance to Athenian society, Socrates was
the equivalent of a decorated military veteran.

Both Socrates and the teachers of rhetoric could be seen as
teaching skills and forms of thought that were corrosive to tradi-
tional values. The rhetoricians, however, at least taught a skill that
could be useful in their students’ political advancement, whereas
Socrates’ emphasis on the care of the self might have seemed simply
perverse. Thus, wealthy citizens such as Callias were willing to
spend vast sums to assure that their sons had every advantage in
the competitive arena of Athenian public life. What was the skill
Socrates had to offer? Would people normally be willing to pay
for it? Would Socrates be more or less respectable if he were
offering a concrete skill such as horse training or public speaking
rather than the pursuit of wisdom (sof¤a)?

Further Reading

Plato, Gorgias.
deRomilly, Jacqueline. 1992. Translated by Janet Lloyd. The Great Sophists

of Periclean Athens. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Schiappa, Edward. 2002. Protagoras and Logos. Columbia: University of

South Carolina Press.

ESSAY 5

In the course of reading the Apology, it is sometimes useful to pull
back from the text and try to put the issues in a larger context.
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Plato was himself a rich man who traced his ancestry back to
Solon the lawgiver on his mother’s side of the family and to
Codrus, the last of the legendary kings of Athens, on the other. It is
therefore remarkable that from an early age he not only attached
himself to Socrates, for whom pride in a noble lineage suggested
spurious claims to éretÆ rather than a social status to be admired.
Moreover, he remained a loyal disciple long after the age when
most of Socrates’ other aristocratic followers, such as the brilliant
Alcibiades, had given up philosophy to pursue their political and
financial ambitions.

Plato, in fact, was uncommonly well connected. By his own tes-
timony he appears to have had the opportunity to enter politics at
an early age, during the oligarchic revolution of 404 b.c.e. and
the subsequent reign of the Thirty Tyrants. In his Seventh Letter,
regarded as authentic by most scholars, he says that some of the
men involved in the revolution were relatives and that they
invited him to join them. He says he decided to watch and see
what they would do, but he was appalled by the abuses of the
Thirty, including their attempt to involve Socrates in the crimes
of the regime (see Apology 32c–e and notes). He withdrew from
the political scene altogether at this point, never to enter Athenian
politics again.

Throughout his life, however, he continued to ponder the
meaning of the reign of the Thirty and the part played by his
own family, a fact that he did not attempt to disguise. His uncles
Critias and Charmides, leaders of the oligarchs, show up promi-
nently in the dialogues as interlocutors of Socrates, as does
Alcibiades, never a member of the Thirty but a wayward and
dangerous force in the city.

Plato’s interest in improving the function of government, how-
ever, never abated. He made several visits to Sicily in hopes of
bringing about a government ruled according to philosophical prin-
ciples. Most importantly, he composed lasting works of political
theory, the Republic, and his final work, the Laws.

How should we interpret Plato’s interest in good government in
the light of his decision to abstain from politics? How should it be
understood in light of Socrates’ own claims? Is it morally incumbent
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upon all citizens to participate actively in government? Read Apol-
ogy 32e–33b in translation. What might Socrates have said in answer
to that question?

Further Reading

Plato. Seventh Letter.
Guthrie, W. K. C. 1975. “Life of Plato and Philosophical Influences.” In A

History of Greek Philosophy. Vol. 4, 8–38. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Nails, Deborah. 2002. The People of Plato: A Prosopography of Plato and
Other Socratics, 243–50. Hackett: Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing.

ESSAY 6

Socrates, in this chapter, represents himself paradoxically as one
whose superiority to most people is based on the recognition of
his ignorance. By this, he appears to mean that human beings are
ignorant about the most crucial aspects of their existence, which
are known only to the gods. Any understanding short of that
impossible divine standard may be better than total ignorance,
but does not really qualify as wisdom.

The highest human wisdom is the recognition of the limits of
human understanding, yet human beings frequently represent
themselves differently, as though they know something more.
Socrates’ service to humanity, in his view, is his willingness to
show them that this is not the case.

In the Platonic dialogues, this service often takes the form of con-
versations regarding simple, everyday topics in which his interlocu-
tors attempt to defend the conventional opinions they have never
before questioned. Subjected to the critical questioning of Socrates,
however, they are reduced to a state of perplexity, or aporia. This
process is demonstrated in a number of shorter dialogues such as
the Ion, the Euthyphro, and the Laches. There Socrates successfully
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demonstrates what he only asserts in the Apology, that those who
pretend to knowledge are often unable to give a rational account of
it. Many scholars view such dialogues as “protreptic” (< pro-tr°pv),
a means of turning the interlocutor toward the pursuit of wisdom
by making him aware of his ignorance.

Do you think such a strategy is typically effective? Are people
whose ignorance is exposed grateful to those who compel them to
acknowledge their lack of understanding, or are they resentful and
sullen? Do they dedicate themselves to correcting their weaknesses,
or do they attempt to disguise them more effectively? Further, what
do you think the reaction of Socrates’ contemporaries would have
been to his claim of both ignorance and superior knowledge?

Nonetheless, how are people to change if they do not become
aware of their ignorance? Encouraging feelings of self-worth in
fellow citizens and students is no doubt a good thing, but can it
encourage them to become individuals who are genuinely thought-
ful and capable of analyzing seriously their own thoughts and
actions? How would you attempt to address the problem that
Socrates encountered?

Further Reading

Plato, Laches.
Penner, Terry. 1992. “Socrates and the Early Dialogues.” In The Cambridge

Companion to Plato, edited by Richard Kraut, 121–69. Cambridge and
New York: Cambridge University Press.

ESSAY 7

To understand why Socrates went to the poets after the politicians—
or perhaps why he went to them at all—it is necessary to have an
understanding of the traditional place of poetry in Greek society.
Poetry was not primarily an aesthetic phenomenon throughout
much of archaic and classical Greece, nor was it considered effete or
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elitist, as it often is today. Instead, it was a means of education and
communal acculturation for the Greeks. Children and adolescents
memorized long passages of Homer, as well as the songs of the lyric
poets. Further, they were expected to perform in choruses and to be
able to sing at drinking parties (symposia) and on other occasions,
both as children and as adults. In a society in which books were rare
and expensive, this is perhaps not surprising. The Muses, Hesiod
tells us, were considered the daughters of Memory, and as such
functioned as the keepers of the culture’s traditions, dominant nar-
ratives, and self-understanding.

Thus, when Socrates proposes to show that the poets only pre-
tend to wisdom, he is calling into question one of the central
assumptions of Greek society. He portrays poetry as a species of
“automatic writing” in which the poet is a passive conduit for
information that originates with the gods but is not himself wise.
Their art is therefore the opposite of the philosophical drive for
clarification and definition. Socrates wants to know what a virtue
like courage is while the poet tells a story about courageous heroes.

Is such an absolute separation between abstract definition and
concrete example necessary? After all, the work of Parmenides,
Plato’s great precursor, was written in verse. Is it possible to con-
ceive of a poetry that approaches philosophical precision or a
kind of philosophical approach that brings together the concrete
and the abstract? Some of Plato’s own dialogues make elaborate
use of poetic myth, including Republic, Phaedrus, Gorgias, Sympo-
sium, and Timaeus. Can these myths be viewed as Plato’s attempt
to provide a satisfactory answer to this question?

Further Reading

Plato, Ion.
Hesiod. Theogony, lines 1–33.
Havelock, Eric A. 1963. Preface to Plato. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-

versity Press.
Ledbetter, Grace M. 2003. Poetics before Plato: Interpretation and Authority

in Early Greek Theories of Poetry. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

ESSAY 7

158



ESSAY 8

Socrates proceeds through the groups of citizens (politicians, poets,
craftsmen) who might claim knowledge or wisdom in descending
order according to their prominence in the Athenian polis. What he
discovered, however, was that the order appeared to be reversed
relative to the degree of ignorance he saw in them (cf. 22a3–6). The
politicians merely presumed a general wisdom but in fact knew
nothing. The poets claimed a general wisdom based upon divine
inspiration but were unable to give a rational account of the “many
fine things” (22c3) they said or of the other matters they deemed
themselves worthy to pronounce upon. Finally, the craftsmen had a
genuine skill and knowledge in certain limited practical areas that
even Socrates did not possess, but they erred when they presumed
to claim a more general wisdom.

What does this order tell us of the relation Plato assumes
between knowledge and social prestige? How does this ordering
fit with Socrates’ earlier claim merely to speak whatever first comes
into his mind? What effect does Plato achieve by ordering Socrates’
speech in this manner?

Is this classification of professions and relative degrees of wis-
dom accurate in your view? How do we determine intelligently
whether a speaker should be taken seriously? What knowledge
must engineers or artists possess to do their jobs well? Does that
knowledge give them any special authority to speak about mat-
ters outside their narrow field of expertise? What about service
workers and tradespeople? Does their position outside the mar-
gins of traditional elite groups make their opinions especially
worthy of our consideration? Why or why not?

Further Reading

Colaiaco, James A. 2001. Socrates Against Athens: Philosophy on Trial. New
York and London: Routledge.

Crawford, Matthew B. 2009. Shop Class as Soulcraft. An Inquiry into the
Value of Work. New York: Penguin.

Mara, Gerald M. 1997. Socrates’ Discursive Democracy: Logos and Ergon in
Platonic Political Philosophy. Albany: State University of New York Press.
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ESSAY 9

Socrates says that the demands of his service to the god have left
him no time to spend on politics or personal enrichment. This
statement is perplexing if his original intention was simply to
understand Apollo’s oracle; his experience with the politicians,
poets, and craftsmen should have been sufficient to allow him to
conclude that they were not wise and so settle the matter once
and for all. “I am the wisest, because at least I know that I know
nothing.” Instead of providing a firm answer to the initial ques-
tion, however, Socrates’ experience with the three groups seems
to have convinced him that he had not reached the end, only the
beginning of a lifelong “quest for wisdom,” or filosof¤a.

The decision to continue his quest is all the more remarkable in
light of the considerable material and social disadvantages that
accompanied it. Indeed, not only does philosophy fail to provide
an income, unlike the teaching of rhetoric, but Socrates’ rejection of
politics and most other forms of civic duty also provoked suspicion
in democratic Athens. Yet this renunciation of all of the elements of
what was commonly considered a successful life is exactly what the
pursuit of wisdom demanded, according to Socrates.

Indeed, philosophy, as Socrates understands it, is not so much
a theory or an intellectual investigation as it is a particularly
demanding mode of life, one fraught with self-imposed dangers.
Indeed, if Socrates had rested complacent with the results of his
initial set of inquiries, he would have been guilty of the same self-
conceit as his interlocutors, who thought that their limited knowl-
edge qualified them to be competent judges of everything. In
contrast, for Socrates the only honest response to the recognition
of one’s own ignorance is the pursuit of wisdom. It is far superior
to the complacent confidence of one who, as Socrates says, “thinks
he is something but is not.” Thus, Socratic filosof¤a is not the end
result of the process of question, answer, definition, and refutation
but is the process itself.

Can such a pursuit have an end? What does this say about
the possibility of human beings’ possessing genuine wisdom? If
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Socrates is right, is it possible for anyone to make ethical deci-
sions and act on them? Or must one suspend judgment on every
occasion so as not to seem to know?

Further Reading

Dover, K. J. 1974. Greek Popular Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Hadot, Pierre. 2001. What is Ancient Philosophy? Translated by Michael
Chase. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Plato, Theaetetus.

ESSAY 10

Why is Socrates on trial at all? In part, at least, it is because he
appeared to have unusual religious beliefs. As this chapter indi-
cates, the belief in Socrates’ religious heterodoxy stemmed in part
from the fact that many attributed to him the beliefs commonly
associated with the materialist philosophers of the day who
rejected traditional mythological explanations of the universe
(23d4–7). Moreover, as Socrates makes clear, this charge cannot be
separated from the political implications of corrupting the youth
by teaching them how to question their elders and the traditional
values they represent (23c2–d1; see essay 2).

In the early twenty-first century, when theocratic impulses are
prominent both at home and abroad, such an example of religious
persecution in ancient Athens might be unsurprising. Yet Athenians
were not typically intolerant, and their religious life was hardly
monolithic. In addition to the traditional pantheon, other exotic for-
eign cults had been brought to Athens with no more than moderate
disapproval. Cybele, Isis, Sabezias, Asclepius, and Bendis were all
worshiped in the time of Socrates.

At the same time, the ultimate authority of the demos in areas
of religion was not seriously questioned. Nobody argued for a
separation of church and state. This interpenetration of religion
and politics can be observed in a number of ways. For example,
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Socrates imagines his enemies referring to him as miar≈tatow,
“most foul” (23d2), a term of generic abuse often used without
special religious implications. Nevertheless, the word derives
from the same root as m¤asma, “pollution, ritual defilement,” sug-
gesting that, on a certain level, to be tainted religiously was to be
tainted sociopolitically, and vice versa.

This conflation of ideas could have real-life political conse-
quences. Around 432, according to Plutarch (Life of Pericles 32.1),
Diopeithes proposed a decree, in language that clearly anticipates
the indictment of Socrates, making it possible to prosecute indi-
viduals “who do not acknowledge divine things” (toÁw tå ye›a mØ
nom¤zontaw). It seems that there was a political dimension to this
legislation as well. Plutarch suggests that the bill was an attempt
to attack Pericles via his friend, the philosopher Anaxagoras, a
presumed atheist (see essay 14).

The trial of Socrates also appears to have had political over-
tones not strictly related to the ethical and religious issues men-
tioned in the indictment. The democratic faction may have seen
an attack on Socrates as a way to get back at the oligarchs with
whom he was linked by personal ties. Indeed, as Socrates men-
tions at the beginning of this chapter (23c3), many of his youthful
followers were drawn from the upper reaches of Athenian society.
However, the settlement between the democratic and oligarchic
factions, which was imposed by the Spartan king Pausanias in
403, included an agreement that there could be no prosecution of
individuals for offenses committed under the rule of the Thirty,
with the exception of the Thirty themselves and a number of high
officials (see introduction). Seen from this perspective, the trial
of Socrates on a religious charge could have been one of the ways
the democratic faction took revenge on their enemies without
violating the amnesty.

What do you think are the most important issues in the trial? Is
Socrates’ service to Apollo, as exemplified by his dogged pursuit
of the proper understanding of Chaerephon’s oracle, qualitatively
different from traditional civic religion? Does it have its roots in
the status of philosophy’s critical approach to civic life?
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Consider the relationship of religion to political authority. What
kinds of religion are easiest to harmonize with a political regime?
Is Socrates’ philosophical “religion” one of them?

Further Reading

Mikalson, Jon D. 1983. Athenian Popular Religion. Chapel Hill and London:
University of North Carolina Press.

Morgan, Michael L. 1992. “Plato and Greek Religion.” In The Cambridge
Companion to Plato, edited by Richard Kraut, 227–47. Cambridge and
New York: Cambridge University Press.

O’Sullivan, L. L. 1997. “Athenian Impiety Trials in the Late Fourth Cen-
tury b.c.” Classical Quarterly, n.s., 47: 136–52.

ESSAY 11

In this chapter Socrates begins his defense by reciting the charges
against him as if he were reading from a sworn affidavit. Such
trial scenes were familiar to his Athenian audience both from their
experience of actual trials and from the dramatic stage. The law
courts were a primary arena in which the drama of civic life was
played out in democratic Athens.

The Oresteia trilogy of Aeschylus thus describes the story of a
family trapped in an endless cycle of revenge. The commander-
in-chief of the Trojan expedition, Agamemnon, finds his fleet
unable to sail from Aulis because of contrary winds. He learns
from a prophet that Artemis is angry and will not allow them to
proceed unless the king sacrifices his daughter Iphigeneia. After
much turmoil, he finally agrees to do so. When the deed is done,
the fleet sails to Troy. The trilogy begins ten years later, when
Agamemnon returns from Troy and is immediately murdered by
his wife, Clytemnestra, who is seeking vengeance for Iphigeneia.
Clytemnestra, in turn, is murdered by her son, Orestes, who
returns from exile to avenge his father’s death. He is then forced
to flee his homeland by the arrival of the Furies, goddesses of
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vengeance who punish those who commit acts of violence against
blood relations.

The Oresteia ends in Athens. Athena sets up a court, and there
is a trial in which Orestes is acquitted. This action, in turn, serves
as a foundation myth for the Athenian court system. Under the
new dispensation, the old system of retributive justice (“an eye
for an eye, a tooth for a tooth”) is abandoned and replaced by the
verdict of citizen juries who punish according to the law and
their best judgment but are not personally involved in the case.

Yet the Athenian system was never truly impersonal. There
were no public prosecutors, for example. The legal process was
set in motion only by the direct action of private individuals who
would undertake to prosecute someone they believed guilty.
Naturally, such a system offered many opportunities for settling
private scores. The defendant, too, acted directly in the trial. He
was not allowed to engage a lawyer to speak on his behalf. It was
in part under such conditions that public speaking became so
important in Athens, and this was one reason the sophists were
able to charge such high fees for their lessons. Defendants with
means but without rhetorical ability might hire a ghostwriter
such as the famous Lysias, although they would still have to
memorize and deliver the speech on their own.

All of these features of Athenian legal practice conspired to
make trials in general, and the trial of Socrates in particular, highly
charged personal confrontations. As Aeschylus had seen when he
dramatized the trial of Orestes, and as Aristophanes had parodied
in his Wasps (a satire on the Athenian courts and juries), these
confrontations were highly theatrical by nature. Modern legal
systems retain vestiges of this originary drama, and the trial has
long been a staple of movies and television. Such spectacles allow
the viewer, who occupies a position similar to that of the juror, to
see the participants as unique individuals and the contested issues
as arising from a context, not simply as a set of abstract hypo-
thetical concerns.

How, then, do the dramatic aspects of the Apology shape our
perception of the personalities and motivations of those concerned?
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Is this linking of the issues at stake to particular, often flawed, indi-
viduals important or healthy for the effective administration of jus-
tice? If the trial of Socrates were taking place today, would a jury
chosen according to the rules of modern jurisprudence have
decided differently? What about a small judicial panel or a tribunal?

Further Reading

Aeschylus, Eumenides.
Brickhouse, Thomas C., and Nicholas D. Smith. 1989. Socrates on Trial,

24-37. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Sealey, R. 1983. “The Athenian Courts for Homicide.” Classical Philology

78: 275–96.

ESSAY 12

Socrates appears to assume that most Athenians would agree with
his implicit contention that one can only accuse someone else of
corrupting the youth if one has taken special care in these matters
oneself, and that one can only claim to have taken special care if
one has also undertaken a rigorous inquiry into who “improves”
the youth and how? In short, Socrates’ questioning of Meletus would
seem to imply that in his view, questions about what is best for our
children should be left to the discretion of experts.

Such an idea cannot have sat well with the audience, however,
for it calls directly into question an idea central to Athenian democ-
racy—indeed, to all democratic societies—that average citizens,
who by and large are not specialists, have the capacity to make
good judgments for themselves and their families. Socrates’ posi-
tion could certainly have provoked resentment. Many members of
the jury would have been fathers who would have felt few qualms
about making their own judgments about what they perceived to
be nefarious influences on their sons. Indeed, most of us would say
that it is a duty to protect our children from corrupting influences,
as we see them. It is not simply the job of “experts” but a moral
imperative for all parents, from the best educated to the worst. For
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this reason, many in the audience would have found the standards
to which Socrates holds Meletus as disturbing as any of the things
with which he himself is charged.

The idea that common sense will always provide us with ade-
quate solutions to the problems of daily life is one that few people
question, for it affirms the basic egalitarian principles upon which
modern democracies are founded. But there is another side to the
issue that is less pleasant to consider. Common sense can also func-
tion as a screen, obscuring the hidden assumptions that many of us
would be just as happy not to examine. This was certainly the case
for many of Socrates’ interlocutors, who grew angry at having their
cherished beliefs questioned.

The issue is not simple, but let us return to this idea: what is
required for a human being to live an ethical life as a responsible
citizen in a democratic society? Is it enough simply to rely on com-
mon sense (or tradition, or public norms) in making the moral
judgments that parents and citizens are required to make every
single day? What are the costs of attempting to do so? Is there a
middle ground between the rule of the experts and the appeal to
unexamined traditional beliefs? Further, can questioning of the
Socratic type play a positive role in making and disseminating
these quotidian judgments, or by undermining traditional figures
of authority does the Socratic approach threaten the ability of fam-
ilies to function as teachers of morality?

Further Reading

Plato, Euthyphro.
Strauss, Barry S. 1993. Fathers and Sons in Athens: Ideology and Society in

the Era of the Peloponnesian War. London: Routledge.

ESSAY 13

Socrates implies strongly that his actions have been misunderstood
and that he would never have intentionally corrupted the youth.
Later he will assert openly that he has done nothing wrong (37a6–7).
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In this chapter, however, Socrates makes a more dramatic claim that
no one does wrong willingly. This argument can be found in a
number of places throughout the Platonic corpus and seems to
be one of the touchstones of both Socratic and Platonic ethics,
although some scholars believe that in the later dialogues Plato is
more pessimistic than Socrates was (Penner 1992). For various
articulations of this argument, see, among other passages, Meno
77b–78b, Protagoras 345e, Gorgias 467c5–468e5, 509e5–7, Republic
438a3, 505d11, Laws 860d1–862a4.

The argument is based on two premises: (1) to do wrong to some-
thing, or someone, is to make it worse; and (2) when faced with a
choice between things of varying qualities, one always attempts to
choose the better and reject the worse. By doing wrong intentionally,
however—and so making things worse (premise 1)—I am choosing
to associate with that which is worse instead of that which is better.
Therefore, either premise 2 is incorrect (an unlikely possibility), or I
do not intend to do wrong. It may well be that I act stupidly, but it is
out of ignorance and not from the desire to do wrong.

If we accept this argument, the appropriate response to “wrong-
doing,” as Socrates states, is not punishment but reeducation or
persuasion. Is this a rational argument? Is it practical? What are its
potential dangers? Does it sufficiently account for evil done through
weakness of will (ékras¤a)?

Further Reading

Slings, S. R. 1994. Plato’s Apology of Socrates: A Literary and Philosophi-
cal Study with a Running Commentary, 113–18. Leiden, New York, and
Cologne: E. J. Brill.

Weiss, Roslyn. 2006. The Socratic Paradox and Its Enemies. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

ESSAY 14

The sources on the life and philosophy of Anaxagoras are rich
and merit scrutiny if we are to understand the intellectual context
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informing the Apology and the specific difference Socrates intro-
duces in turning from physical and cosmogonical speculation to
the problems of moral philosophy and self-knowledge (see intro-
duction). Anaxagoras is said to have been twenty years old when
he came to Athens and began his philosophical career. He stayed
for roughly thirty years, but he was was later tried on charges of
impiety due to his presumed atheism (see essay 10). It is said that
he was assisted in his defense by Pericles, who was his student
and friend, with the result that he was fined and exiled rather
than put to death like Socrates (Diogenes Laertius 2.7).

The fragments of Anaxagoras present a cosmogony that begins
with primal chaos in which each element (hot, cold, wet, dry,
bright, dark) was mixed with every other. This confusion was
bounded by the infinitely small on one side and the infinitely large
on the other (Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1993, fr. 472–74). For
Anaxagoras, the principle that ordered this chaos into the cosmos
of defined entities we all perceive was noËw or “mind” (Kirk, Raven,
and Schofield 1993, fr. 476).

As Socrates recounts in the Phaedo (97b–99b), he was initially
very much attracted to Anaxagoras’s theory of mind. Ultimately,
however, Socrates found his explanations relied too much on
physical causes and gave no real guidance on how this concept
of mind might actually function in organizing the cosmos for the
good or might lead a man to determine the best course of action.
Socrates thus turned from seeking to know the external causes of
natural phenomena to seeking a knowledge of the self, so that he
might determine how best a man should live.

Socrates’ decision suggests a gap between technical knowl-
edge of the external world and the depths of the human soul.
Does his understanding of this separation continue to be valid
today, in a world where science is generally regarded as the most
reliable approach to gathering knowledge and making decisions
about the world? What are the implications of science for ethics,
anyway? Is a scientist bound by ethical principles in the pursuit
of his or her research? If yes, on what are these principles based?
Are they themselves scientific, or must scientists borrow them
from elsewhere (religion, potitical theory, etc.)?
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Kirk, G. S., J. E. Raven, and M. Schofield. 1983. The Presocratic Philoso-
phers. 2nd ed., 352–84. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Woodbury, Leonard. 1981. “Anaxagoras and Athens.” Phoenix 35: 295–315.

ESSAY 15

Socrates begins his line of questioning by trying to establish the
validity of an argument by categories. He asks Meletus to agree
that there is no one who believes in human affairs (ényr≈peia
prãgmata, 27b), without also believing humans and, likewise, no
one who believes in matters pertaining to horses without also
believing in horses. In each case, the existence of the larger class is
used to deduce the existence of the individual entity. According to
the same logic, Socrates’ well-known belief in a divine sign, liter-
ally a “divine thing” (daimÒnion), must necessarily imply that he
believes (like every other right-thinking Athenian) in the prior cate-
gory of divinities (da¤monew). Therefore, Meletus’s accusation of
atheism cannot be true.

Socrates’ position on divinities may or may not be a ringing
endorsement for traditional Athenian religious belief, but the argu-
ment by categories is an intrinsic part of his general approach to
knowledge and is the basis for the Platonic Theory of Forms. The
argument often goes as follows. A chair is an object fabricated
expressly for sitting. Individual chairs may be of different colors
and materials. They may or may not have legs and may have alto-
gether different specific uses. Each chair, nevertheless, whether a
camp stool or a La-Z-Boy, is part of a category that we could call
“chairness” and that we appeal to, consciously or unconsciously,
when we wish to distinguish a chair, say, from a hairbrush. Thus,
the existence of a chair both implies abstract “chairness” and the
fact of chairness implies the existence of individual chairs as a class.
In a similar way, Socrates’ belief in a daimÒnion implies the existence
of da¤monew. This way of thinking has important implications for
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ethics. For example, it is argued that good things of all sorts are
good because they share in the category, or “form,” of goodness.
The existence of acts called “just” similarly implies that there is a
larger category of justice of which each just act is a part and from
which each derives its name. By the same token, the category of
justice necessarily implies the possibility of just acts and those
which fall outside that category.

The Theory of Forms does not make a direct appearance in the
Apology, although its seeds are definitely present. Its historical
development marks an important attempt to understand the way
we know about and act in the world by compelling us to ground
our judgments in precise and universally applicable definitions.
Socratic questioning often begins from the assumption that such
categories and definitions exist and are themselves foundational
for ethical reflection.

Nonetheless, is such a precise understanding of terms neces-
sary for us to be aware of the abstract qualities of the world that
link our separate existences? Can we recognize ideas such as
goodness and virtue without rigorously defining them, or will
definition be necessary if we are to have confidence that what we
mean by justice is consistent with what our neighbors, rivals, and
enemies imagine (or should imagine) it to be?

Further Reading

Plato, Republic, Book 5.
Allen, R. E. 1970. Plato’s Euthyphro and the Early Theory of Forms. London:

Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Roochnik, David. 2004. Retrieving the Ancients: An Introduction to Greek

Philosophy, 91–134. London: Blackwell.

ESSAY 16

“Someone will say” that Socrates should feel shame for acting in
such a way as to bring a capital charge against himself. Socrates
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responds to this imaginary critic by invoking the Homeric tradi-
tion. Achilles was told by his mother that if he avenged the death
of his companion, Patroclus, by slaying Hector, he would win
eternal fame but an early death (Iliad 18.70–104). If the knowl-
edge that your course of actions will lead to personal destruction
ought to produce a sense of shame, Socrates suggests, then by
this same logic would not Achilles’ decision to avenge Patroclus
also be shameful rather than heroic?

By associating his defense with a defense of the Iliad’s greatest
hero, Socrates cleverly suggests that he is the true defender of
traditional Hellenic values. The heroes of old held their honor
more dear than life itself. So does he. In this way, Socrates effec-
tively turns the tables on his accusers and judges by invoking the
values of an epic poetry sanctified by time and affirmed by Athen-
ian cultural norms. He becomes the defender of traditional values
and urges his fellow citizens to live up to the models they revere,
suggesting that it is they who should feel shame if they do not.

But is the fear of shame and the obsession with honor (timÆ) that
motivates so many of Homer’s heroes a good image for describing
Socrates’ service to Apollo? Does not the epic system of values pre-
suppose the existence of a community that shares a similar ideolog-
ical orientation to the world? What would be the place for Socratic
questioning in such a world? Would Socrates be welcome there?

To return to the Iliad, does Achilles belong to such a commu-
nity of values, or does the quarrel with Agamemnon that brings
about his “destructive wrath” shatter his confidence in that com-
munity once and for all? Does the epic tradition provide alterna-
tive models to heroism as Achilles understands it? What would
Agamemnon have done? Odysseus?

Further Reading

Lucian, True History, Book 2.
Hunter, Richard. 2004. “Homer and Greek Literature.” In The Cambridge

Companion to Homer, edited by Robert Fowler, 235–53. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
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Nietzsche, Friedrich. 2003. The Birth of Tragedy: Out of the Spirit of Music,
translated by Shaun Whiteside. London: Penguin.

ESSAY 17

The sentence oÈk §k xrhmÆtvn éretØ g¤gnetai, éllÉ §j éret∞w xrÆ-
mata ka‹ tå êlla égayå to›w ényr≈poiw ëpanta ka‹ fid¤& ka‹
dhmos¤& is translated by Hugh Tredennick as follows: “Wealth
does not bring goodness but goodness brings wealth and and
every other blessing, both to the individual and to the state.”
What does Socrates mean by this? Does he really believe that
éretÆ invariably produces wealth? What about his own case?
After all, Socrates has already cited his poverty as the result of
his dedication to examining the oracle and neglecting both his
public and private life (23b–c). Or are we to believe that a man
who spends all his days exhorting his fellow citizens to excel-
lence does not himself possess it?

An alternate reading of the Greek text proposed by John Burnet
in his commentary understands égayã not as part of the subject
phrase, but as the predicate along with to›w ényr≈poiw (see also
Burnyeat 2003, 2004). The result is a translation of the second half
of the sentence that seems more in line with the standard Socratic
idea that the pursuit of wealth and public honor are impediments
to true éretÆ, not its result: “It is goodness that makes money
and everything else good for men” (Burnet 1924).

Both ways of construing the passage are grammatically defen-
sible and have appeared in print. The first version seems most
natural given the word order but produces a reading that is philo-
sophically puzzling. The second must assume a less natural word
order, but the result is a sentiment that is consistent with many
other passages in Plato, where wealth for its own sake is not
valued highly and the pursuit of it is regarded as a symptom of
an unhappy soul.
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As readers, we have the luxury of considering both ways of
construing the passage, but ultimately we must make a decision.
How should we go about doing it? What factors should be most
important in attempting to resolve the crux? The naturalness of
the grammar? Consistency of philosophical doctrine?

Further Reading

Burnet, John. 1924. Plato’s Euthyphro, Apology of Socrates and Crito.
Oxford: Oxford University.

Burnyeat, Myles F. 2003. “Apology 302–4: Socrates, Money, and the
Grammar of GIGNESYAI.” Journal of Hellenic Studies 123: 1–25.

ESSAY 18

This chapter contains the famous comparison of Socrates to a biting
fly who has been sent to rouse the great and noble “horse” of
Athens from its torpor (30e2–5). This is no idle figure of speech.
The metaphor of “awakening” (§ge¤rein) is central to Socrates’
philosophical mission. He seeks to rouse his hearers and us from
the slumbers of our complacency. In this view, the positive con-
clusions we reach from our inquiries are less important than the
process of rigorous and unrelenting self-inquiry. This metaphoric
complex, in turn, is directly related to the recurrence of forms of
§pim°leia (“care”). But the process is not entirely directed at others.
As he makes clear later (38a9–10), Socratic conversation and testing
is directed as much at himself as it is at his interlocutors. The
philosopher’s mission is to awaken both himself and others to
the need to care for themselves and to seek excellence (arete).

The central point, then, of the fly comparison is that the activity
of caring for the self presumes self-consciousness. Socrates cannot
awaken others if he himself is in a state of spiritual sleep or
unconsciousness. At the same time, his efforts may be resisted by
those who are unwilling to change and “wake up.” Indeed, as we
see, the Athenians grow angry with Socrates when he attempts to
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rouse them and, like a horse swatting a pesky fly with its tail,
they strike at him in a variety of ways, literal and metaphorical.

Both Socrates’ actions and those of the Athenians are aggressive:
the one bites, the other swats. Yet where Socrates’ badgering of his
peers is part of a deliberate program of examining his fellow citizens
and of seeking wisdom, their reaction is the product of resentment
and annoyance. Despite the great gulf that separates them, the odd
symmetry between Socrates’ aggression and that of his fellow citi-
zens is nevertheless striking. How should we account for it? Is a
certain discomfort always part of any process of “waking up?” Is
the possibility of provoking an angry response always the risk that
“wakers” run, or could a gentler Socrates wake sleepers from their
“dogmatic slumber” without provoking their wrath (see essay 6)?

Further Reading

Sayre, Kenneth M. “Plato’s Dialogues in Light of the Seventh Letter.” Pla-
tonic Writings, Platonic Readings, edited by Charles L. Griswold, Jr.,
93–109. New York: Routledge.

Wilson, Emily. 2007. The Death of Socrates. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

ESSAY 19

The precise nature of Socrates’ divine sign (31d1), to which refer-
ence is made in a number of dialogues, is much debated (see essay
31). Plato gives us only a few details concerning Socrates’ relation-
ship to this peculiar being: it only works to discourage Socrates
from pursuing a course of action he had otherwise determined to
follow. Furthermore, its intervention is never accompanied by an
explanation, leaving Socrates to speculate about what caused it. In
some instances the reason for its appearance is clearer than for
others. In the Republic (496c), Socrates talks about how the divine
sign kept him from entering politics and concludes that the pursuit
of the philosophic life requires one to keep clear of the inevitible
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“dust and sleet” of political life. In the Phaedrus and the Euthyde-
mus, on the other hand, Socrates’ decision to leave a particular
place is checked by the intervention of the divine sign. In the first
case, he interprets its appearance as a positive order to compose
a speech opposite to the one he has just given. In the Euthydemus,
he interprets (with presumed irony) the divine sign’s delay of his
departure as having given him the opportunity to meet and con-
verse with the unscrupulous sophists Euthydemus and Dionyso-
dorus. So there is no obvious pattern to the appearance of the
daimÒnion, nor to its significance.

Yet the vocabulary Plato uses to describe the experience of
Socrates has resonance in other dialogues outside references to
Socrates’ personal sign, most famously the Symposium. There Eros
(Love or Desire) is described as a da¤mvn, a being defined as a
mediator between the divine and human realms. In that role, Eros
comes to stand for the desire for the Good that is most clearly
instantiated by philosophy itself. It has also been remarked by a
variety of commentators that Socrates himself resembles the physi-
cal description of Eros given in the Symposium. Thus understood,
one interpretation of the Socratic da¤mvn might therefore be as the
expression of “desire” or “force” that turns Socrates away from
actions that would contravene a philosophic life and hence toward
the Good. At the same time, however, the da¤mvn does not dictate
what the nature of that life should be, just as Eros in the Symposium
has no specific positive attributes in and of himself but merely
functions as an emblem for filosof¤a, the desire for wisdom.

How do you interpret Socrates’ divine sign? Is it a supernat-
ural being, the voice of conscience, or a convenient excuse to
abstain from something that seemed contrary to reason? Can we
use the Symposium’s theory of the da¤mvn as a mediator between
the human and the divine as a way to understand what is meant
in the Apology? Why or why not?

Further Reading

Hans, James S. 2006. Socrates and the Irrational, 51–100. Charlottesville:
University of Virginia Press.
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Rachana Kametkar, 63–74. London: Blackwell.

Smith, Nicholas D., and Paul B. Woodruff, eds. 2000. “Socrates and His
Daimonion.” Reason and Religion in Socratic Philosophy, 176–204. New
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ESSAY 20

In this chapter, Socrates recounts the risks he ran in standing up for
justice against both the democratic regime and the rule of the Thirty
in Athens. Socrates’ democratic credentials have often been ques-
tioned, despite his well-attested military heroism in its defense.

Nonetheless, it is also clear from the beginning of the Apology
and elsewhere that Socrates does not believe all people are equally
qualified to do all things. Thus, in his opening conversation with
Callias (20a7–b8), Socrates questions the wealthy Athenian about
whether he has found someone properly qualified to educate his
sons—in the same way that he might seek an expert in things
equestrian to train his horses. Such a sentiment, which could be
extended to argue that only some men are qualified to rule, while
others are best suited to be ruled (see Republic, book 2), is clearly
contrary to the principles of Athenian democracy, which was
based on the concept of fisonom¤a, or the radical equality of all citi-
zens and their competence to participate directly in the legislative,
executive, and judicial processes. Indeed, many Athenian political
offices were filled by lot, a practice that Xenophon records Socrates
as criticizing on the grounds that these offices require a certain
expertise. By the same token, Socrates argues, no one would trust a
ship’s captain chosen by lot (Memorabilia 1.2.9). Similarly, in the
Gorgias he implies that it is foolish for the assembly to pick public
health officials or elect generals based on popular sentiment, which
can be easily manipulated by a trained rhetorician (455a–d; see also
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Dodds 1966). Such positions require a sober analysis of the relevant
qualifications of the individuals by those capable of making such
an evaluation.

It seems clear from a variety of sources, then, that Socrates was in
fact critical of Athenian democracy and, as the outcome of the trial
reveals, not without some reason. He was thus lumped by many
with the supporters of oligarchy and the Thirty. Yet Plato is careful
in this section to distance him from both groups. This rhetorical
move, however, raises several important questions. Is it possible to
be a critic of democracy without being a supporter of oligarchy or
tyranny? Insofar as Plato attempts to portray Socrates as apolitical,
in the sense of being a supporter neither of democracy nor of oli-
garchy, does that mean his thought has no political importance?

Many modern readers of Plato have portrayed him as an apostle
of the modern authoritarian state. Are they right? What place, if any,
does Socratic and Platonic thought have in contemporary politics?

Further Reading

Larson, Thomas L., ed. 1963. Plato: Totalitarian or Democrat? Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Platter, Charles. 2005. “Was Plato the Founder of Totalitarianism?” Clas-
sical Studies and the Ancient World: History in Dispute, vol. 21, edited by
Paul Allen Miller and Charles Platter, 154–63. Detroit: Gale.

ESSAY 21

Socrates’ statement in this chapter that he is the teacher of no man
is in one sense true and in another obviously false. This passage
has become a touchstone in scholarly discussions of Socratic irony.
Most famously, Gregory Vlastos refers to it when he makes a dis-
tinction between “simple” and “complex” irony: “In ‘simple’ irony
what is said just isn’t what is meant: taken in its ordinary, com-
monly understood, sense the statement is simply false. In ‘complex’
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irony what is said both is and isn’t what is meant: its surface content
is meant to be true in one sense, false in another” (31). Vlastos’s
distinction poses well one of the apparent paradoxes of the Platonic
dialogues. On the one hand, the entire Platonic corpus would be
senseless if Socrates had not been Plato’s teacher. On the other,
Socrates is clearly not a teacher as he defines the term: a profes-
sional who accepts money from students in return for transmitting
positive knowledge to them. Socrates is not a sophist or a craftsman
who claims to possess a defined t°xnh that he teaches others.

Further, the issue of whether or not Socrates teaches is tied to
whether or not philosophy itself is teachable. Essay 18 discusses
philosophy not so much as a set of skills that can be memorized,
but as an approach to life that involves the careful examination of
the self and its varying conditions in the company of others.

Is Socrates a teacher? If so, what does he teach? If you feel his
disavowal of teaching is ironic, do you agree with Vlastos that
there is a truth the irony disguises? If so, what is it? Or do you
agree with Alexander Nehamas, who sees Socratic philosophy
as an activity rather than a body of doctrine, and who regards
Socrates’ ironic approach as unlimited, even beyond the control
of Plato himself?

Further Reading

Allen, R. E. 1980. Socrates and Legal Obligation, 3–16. Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press.

Nehamas, Alexander. 1998. The Art of Living: Socratic Reflections from
Plato to Foucault, 46–69. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Vlastos, Gregory. 1991. Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher. Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

ESSAY 22

Socrates here argues that he does not recruit the young men with
whom he associates, but that in fact they congregate around him
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because they love to hear the refutation of those who pretend to
be wise.

This chapter acknowledges a range of attitudes. Socrates con-
cedes that young men flock around him to enjoy the pleasure of
watching their presumed elders and betters humbled. What young
person does not enjoy the spectacle of authority being challenged
and found wanting? For many an elder, however, this might seem
a strong indication that Socrates encourages the youth of the city
not to respect traditional figures of authority, in which case they
might well believe that he is corrupting the young. Socrates, how-
ever, portrays the activity as part of his divine service, within
which context the specific identities of the individuals with whom
he converses are less important than their sincere dedication to the
truth. Further, he justifies the contention that his behavior did not
corrupt the youth by calling on the fathers and brothers of his
associates present in the court to come forward and denounce him
if he corrupted their relatives in any way.

Nevertheless, Socrates acknowledges that he also takes some
pleasure in the activity (33e4). Thus, he is not motivated simply
by truth or duty, but also by desire and enjoyment. Immediately
after this surprising admission, Socrates reiterates his claim to be
following a divine mandate (33c4–7), reinforcing it with claims of
prophecies and dreams that go beyond the initial story of Chaere-
phon’s consultation of the Delphic oracle.

What are we to make of this juxtaposition? What, then, does
motivate Socrates? Are the claims of personal enjoyment and
divine mandate contradictory or mutually reinforcing?

Further Reading

Miller, Paul Allen. 2007. “Lacan, the Symposium, and Transference.” In
Postmodern Spiritual Practices: The Reception of Plato and the Construc-
tion of the Subject in Lacan, Derrida, and Foucault, 100–32. Columbus:
Ohio State University Press.

Reeve, C. D. C. 1989. Socrates in the Apology: An Essay on Plato’s Apology of
Socrates. Indianapolis: Hackett.
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ESSAY 23

Plato’s choice to have Socrates use forms of the word aÈyadÆw (34c8,
34d10) is significant thematically. Composed from a compound of
aÈtÒw and ¥domai, the adjective covers a range of meanings from
stubbornness to self-satisfaction, both of which imply an intellectual
inflexibility that might be taken as the opposite of the quest for
self-knowledge. Socrates concedes that on the basis of his actions,
jurors might perceive this quality in him. Ironically, however, the
rhetorical structure of the passage shows that it is the jurors who
might rightfully be charged with self-satisfaction and stubbornness,
while Socrates tries to persuade them to abandon these ways.

In refusing to abase himself before the court, as Socrates implies
most of the jurors have done in their own trials, he offers a dramatic
contrast to their self-conception as virtuous, brave, and honorable
men. Socrates is quite aware that such a demonstration may cause
more resentment than self-awareness. The more his listeners insist
on being satisfied with their own behavior, the angrier they may
grow at Socrates and the more they may want to condemn him (see
essay 18).

Socrates’ refusal to practice the traditional rituals that character-
ized the Athenian courtroom serves as a kind of test of the jurors—
one quite similar, in fact, to the kind of testing practiced by Socrates
in his everyday life and exemplified in his interrogation of Meletus,
the politicians, the poets, and the craftsmen. As in those conversa-
tions, the juror will show by his response whether he actually “is
something” or only pretends to be. He will show whether he lives
smugly self-satisfied or practices the unending examination of self
and others that constitutes the pursuit of virtue, and hence a real
care of the self.

Consider the parallel between the speech Socrates gives in the
Apology and the Socratic conversations that have led to this trial. Is
the similarity superficial or profound? Are Socrates’ goals in each
the same or different? And what about the stakes? Does it matter
that Socrates is talking to save his life here, or are the issues he
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seeks to highlight for the jurors the same as those that have always
driven his actions?

Further Reading

Brickhouse, Thomas C., and Nicholas D. Smith. 1989. Socrates on Trial,
24–37. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Brickhouse, Thomas C., and Nicholas D. Smith. 2004. Routledge Guide-
book to Plato and the Trial of Socrates, 155–58. London: Routledge.

Sealey, Robert. 1983. “The Athenian Courts of Homicide.” Classical Philol-
ogy 78: 275–96.

ESSAY 24

In this chapter, the last one of his main speech, Socrates estab-
lishes a contrast between begging (de›syai) the jurors, on the one
hand, and teaching (didãskein) and persuading (pe¤yein) them on
the other. In so doing, he distances himself from what typically
went on at an Athenian trial. This tactic is particularly apparent
in the disdain he shows for the idea that he might beg for mercy:
groveling would be an affirmation of the jurors’ power. Socrates,
by declining to participate in this ritual, refuses to ratify that
power. The jurors cannot dictate what justice consists of nor how
it should be pursued.

For Socrates, the concept of justice is subject neither to the pro-
cedures that define the judicial system nor to the opinions of his
fellow citizens. This idea, however strongly held, is not the only
one at work in the passage. By recommending persuasion and
teaching, he clearly acknowledges that there is a social dimension
to the trial that should not be rejected entirely. This recognition
leads to a question, however. At the beginning of the trial, Socrates
had denied that he was skilled in speaking (deinÚw l°gein), yet
here he says that the proper job of the defendant is to teach and
persuade. What are we to make of these seemingly contradictory
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statements? Are they merely a slip, or do they point to one of the
basic paradoxes of Socratic philosophy? What must Socrates teach
the jurors or any other interlocutor, and how does he seek to per-
suade them?

The idea of teaching is itself problematic. Earlier Socrates had
denied that he taught anyone anything. Here he seems content
with the idea that he could teach the jurors, provided that he had
sufficient time. Does he contradict himself, or are two different
meanings of “teaching” to be understood? If so, how can we deter-
mine which meaning is in play?

Further Reading

McCoy, Marina. 2008. Plato on the Rhetoric of Philosophers and Sophists,
1–55. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nightingale, Andrea Wilson. 1995. “Plato, Isocrates, and the Property of
Philosophy.” In Genres in Dialogue: Plato and the Construction of Philos-
ophy, 13–59. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

ESSAY 25

This joke concerning the tabulation of the jurors’ votes is complex.
As almost all the commentators note, Socrates’ calculations are
part of a mathematical fantasy based on the assumption that each
of the prosecutors was responsible for securing an equal number
of votes. This would mean that Meletus’s “share” would have
been less than the one hundred votes necessary to avoid the fine of
one thousand drachmas assessed for frivolous prosecutions. Yet
we in fact have no true way of knowing whether the prosecution
might not have obtained a similar number of votes for conviction
if Meletus had been alone. Indeed, Athenian legal procedures were
designed to avoid the kind of jury packing that would have been
necessary for Socrates’ fantasy to come true (see introduction).

In addition, Socrates’ jest recognizes that while the indictment
was filed under Meletus’s name, he was in many ways the least
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substantial member of the prosecution. Anytus was more promi-
nent, and Lycon’s resentments were much more well-founded,
owing to the death of his son at the hands of the Thirty.

Like many jokes, however, this one succeeds in part by dis-
tracting the attention of the listeners from something the teller
wishes them to ignore. Socrates’ opponents, who are congratulating
themselves on his conviction, are treated to what is virtually a
denial that he has been convicted at all. His supporters are com-
forted not so much by the logic of Socrates’ argument, but by his
refusal to despair.

At the same time, Socrates’ remark is strange. Why does he
choose this critical juncture of the trial for a display of irony? In
not accepting the verdict of the jury with the requisite gravity,
does Socrates demonstrate his fearlessness before death, and
hence a certain heroic virtue? Does he also reveal a certain non-
chalance toward, if not contempt for, the entire procedure? How
do you understand the purpose of this joke? How would you, as
a member of the jury, have reacted to it?

Further Reading

Nehamas, Alexander. 1998. The Art of Living: Socratic Reflections from
Plato to Foucault, 19–45. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Reeve, C. D. C. 1989. Socrates in the Apology: An Essay on Plato’s Apology of
Socrates, 180–83. Indianapolis: Hackett.

ESSAY 26

Socrates’ great service to the city, he explains, is to persuade his fel-
low Athenians to care more for themselves than for their political
offices, their possessions, and the other outer accoutrements of
éretÆ. Thus, as at numerous places in the work, he makes a distinc-
tion between “being” and “seeming,” between the outward signs
of virtue and its substantial reality.

Such a distinction between inner and outer worth is funda-
mental to modern thinking, thanks in part to the Apology itself.
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The voice of Socrates telling the Athenians that he will obey his
private convictions rather than the public voice of the d∞mow has
contributed significantly to this development. It would be diffi-
cult to exaggerate either the importance of his stand or the per-
sonal courage it took to make it.

Athens, for all of its success in innovation in both politics and the
arts, was a traditional society by modern standards, and it is no acci-
dent that the word nÒmow in Greek comes to mean both “custom”
and “law.” In the Gorgias, Callicles quotes Pindar’s statement that
custom/law is the ruler of all (nÒmow ı pãntvn basileÊw).

Within such a society, the assertion of individual rights is no
small matter. Indeed, from the perspective of the Homeric poems,
whose ideological assumptions almost all Athenians would have
accepted, it is clearly the individual who must be understood in
terms of the group rather than the other way around. Achilles
chooses to withdraw from the fighting rather than endure the loss
of public esteem (timÆ) implied by Agamemnon’s decision to take
away his war prize. He does not take solace in contemplating his
superiority in isolation. Socrates’ decision to value inner over
outer worth is no mere commonplace of moral consolation, but a
radical break with the cultural values of his fellow citizens.

Like everything else about Socrates, this action takes the form
that it does because of his idiosyncratic approach to life. But it is
worth asking ourselves whether or not Socrates’ choice also leads
us to a more general conclusion. Is it possible to adopt a philosoph-
ical approach to the world that is not ultimately hostile to tradition?
Is there something about philosophy, as Socrates conceives it, that
will always cause the philosopher to be a transgressive figure?

How does Socrates justify his decision to hold to his convictions
in the face of the disapproval of many of his neighbors? What are
his goals? What limitations, if any, should structure philosophy’s
search for truth?

Further Reading

Dodds, E. R. 1951. The Greeks and the Irrational, 207–35. Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press.
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Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

ESSAY 27

At the end of chapter 27, Socrates acknowledges that if he went
into exile, the fathers of the young men in his new home would
undoubtedly drive him away. This statement seems to contradict
his earlier claim that if he had truly corrupted the youth, then
these young men’s fathers and older brothers would have been
lining up to denounce him and Meletus would now be calling
them as witnesses (33e8–34b5). In the earlier passage, he took the
fact that Meletus had not done so as proof positive that he had the
support of the fathers and brothers of his young associates. Yet
even there, not all the fathers and brothers of men who associated
with Socrates were present, and not all would have necessarily
had the same feelings as those who were present at the trial.

Here as in many places, Socrates appears to be playing with
the audience, amusing his supporters while infuriating his detrac-
tors by pretending to enlist them as witnesses for the defense.

In the Crito, however, Socrates takes the question of exile more
seriously. In response to his friend Crito’s repeated urgings that
he accept the help of friends and escape from Athens, Socrates
imagines the Laws of Athens rising up to challenge him should he
decide to leave. They scornfully point out that he has lived with
them for seventy years without objection, but now, when they
have decided against him, he suddenly needs to find a new city.
This, they say, will be more difficult than he imagines, however:

If you go to one of the neighboring states, such as Thebes or
Megara which are both well governed, you will enter them as
an enemy to their constitution, and all good patriots will eye
you with suspicion as a destroyer of laws. You will confirm
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the opinion of the jurors, so that they’ll seem to have given a
correct verdict—for any destroyer of laws might very well be
supposed to have a destructive influence upon young and
foolish human beings. Do you intend, then, to avoid well-
governed states and the most disciplined people? And if
you do, will life be worth living? Or will you approach these
people and have the impudence to converse with them?
What subjects will you discuss, Socrates? The same as here,
when you said that goodness and justice, institutions and
laws, are the most precious possessions of mankind? (53b–c,
translation by Tredennick and Tarrent)

What do you make of the Laws’ argument? Are the citizens of a
state bound to submit to its law even if applied unjustly? Would you
want to live in a community where they were not? What would life
in exile be like for Socrates? Would he be able to integrate himself
into a new community, or would he have to live quietly, something
he has already said is impossible for him to do in Athens and still
remain true to Apollo? Could this issue explain his provocative
refusal to propose an acceptable counterpenalty?

Further Reading

Plato, Crito.
Allen, R. E. 1980. Socrates and Legal Obligation, 120–28. Minneapolis: Uni-

versity of Minnesota Press.
Stokes, Michael C. 2005. Dialectic in Action: An Examination of Plato’s Crito,

125–86. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales.

ESSAY 28

Socrates was clearly a divisive figure. He called into question the
existing constitutional order and criticized the institutions of
Athenian democracy. While superficially orthodox in his religious
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practice, his incessant questioning of all claims to knowledge, his
tacit encouragement of the young to do the same, and his frequent
mention of his personal da¤mvn would certainly have been seen as
undermining the received verities of Athenian civic religion. More-
over, his appeal to the young, who emulated his style of cross-
examination with their elders, would naturally have been seen by
many as encouraging disrespect and hence as corrupting the youth.
Such a state of affairs is certainly implied by the representation
of Socrates’ student Pheidippides in Aristophanes’ Clouds. In this
light, Socrates’ proposal that he be treated like an Olympic victor
would have struck many as the height of impudence. It is little
wonder, then, that an even wider margin voted for his execution
than had voted for his conviction.

Given these circumstances, what do you think the jury should
have done? How would we treat someone today whose intelle-
gence we respected but who we sincerely believed was trying to
overthrow the constitutional order, destroy our religion, and cor-
rupt our young people? If that same person expressed a complete
and utter lack of remorse, would we be more or less likely to vote
for execution? Would we be willing to consider the possibility that
he could be right and we might be wrong? Would we be willing to
test ourselves and his line of reasoning by following it to its logical
conclusion? Or would we rely upon the common sense of received
opinion (see essay 12)?

Further Reading

King, Martin Luther, Jr. “Letter from the Birmingham Jail.”
Thoreau, Henry David. “On Civil Disobedience.”

ESSAY 29

Socrates here adopts the traditional position of the Greek hero:
death before dishonor. Spartan mothers were said to tell their
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sons before they went off to battle, “come home with your shield
or on it.” Yet Socrates is no Homeric hero. The unquestioning
adherence to the code of honor—which guides Achilles, Ajax,
and Hector as members of an aristocracy based on the assump-
tion that éretÆ is transmitted genetically, not sought out—is not
compatible with the Socratic dictum: ı d¢ énej°tastow b¤ow oÈ
bivtÚw ényr≈pƒ. Indeed, the Socratic emphasis on the care of the
self takes what was an essentially other-directed ethos of honor
and glory and transforms it into an internally directed commit-
ment to moderation and self-examination.

Yet even the heroic tradition recognized a certain ambiguity
in the range of ethical responses to a situation. As noted above,
Odysseus, in one of the Cretan tales he tells Eumaeus the swine-
herd, portrays himself as one who threw away his shield. The story
is a fiction, but it is told as truth and clearly was not unthinkable.
Likewise Archilochus, a near contemporary of the Homeric poems,
famously sang:

Some barbarian is waving my blameless shield, which
I left unwillingly under a bush. But I saved myself.
What does that shield matter to me? Let it go. I
will get another just as good. (fr. 5)

Archilochus is no Homeric hero either, but his iambic tradition is
equally ancient and represents a comic and carnivalesque tradi-
tion that parallels and interacts with that of epic through such
ambiguous figures as Odysseus and his Cretan persona. In this
way, then, we can see that within the heroic world there is room
for responses to a crisis that are virtually antithetical.

Socrates’ own position recognizes no such range of attitudes.
In some ways its insistence on “death before dishonor” is even
stricter than the formulations we find in the poets. How are we to
understand this reformulation of the heroic code? Is Socrates trying
to outdo Ajax, Achilles, and Odysseus? How do Archilochus and
Odysseus, by saving themselves, exhibit a different conception of
the self from that which Socrates professes to care for?
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Further Reading

Gentili, Bruno 1988. Poetry and Its Public in Ancient Greece from Homer to
the Fifth Century, 179–96. Translated by A. Thomas Cole. Baltimore
and London: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Miller, Paul Allen. 1994. “Epos and Iambos or Archilochus Meets the
Wolfman.” In Lyric Texts and Lyric Consciousness: The Birth of a Genre
from Archaic Greece to Augustan Rome, 9–36. London: Routledge.

ESSAY 30

In this chapter, we have what is in many ways the essence of
Socratic philosophy, at least as presented by Plato. If we want to
escape from the blame and censure of others (39d4–5), then we
must live rightly (39d4–5). The problem, of course, consists in how
one determines the right way to live. If it is Socrates’ position that
no one does wrong willingly (37a6–7), then simply deciding to do
the right thing is not enough to insure that one is actually doing
what one should. We must first know what the right thing is. But
how, if we do not already know it?

Socrates in the Apology presents no simple way around this
dilemma (see essay 13). He offers no code, no law, no set of com-
mandments one can follow to be sure of acting in a fashion that is
beyond reproach. Instead, he presents us with something much
more demanding: the proposition that each of us should be pre-
pared at all times to present an examination of our lives, that we
should be ready to undergo the crucible of Socratic interrogation
(toË didÒnai ¶legxon toË b¤ou, 39c7). If our lives cannot stand up to
this rigorous scrutiny, then we must change them or face reproach.

Would you be prepared to give such an account of your life?
Should our leaders and those who claim to be wise be made to
submit such an account? Would the heightened self-consciousness
required to live up to such a standard improve our behavior or
would it render us incapable of action as suggested by Callicles in
the Gorgias? Could one be comfortable if one were actually to live
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this way? Might a certain level of discomfort be a positive thing
and even, ultimately, a truer gauge of our happiness?

Further Reading

Foucault, Michel. 2005. The Hermeneutics of the Subject: Lectures at the Collège
de France 1981–1982, edited by Frédéric Gros, 1–105. Translated by Gra-
ham Burchell. Series editors, François Ewald and Alessandro Fontana.
English series editor, Arnold J. Davidson. New York: Picador.

Kraut, Richard. 2006. “The Examined Life.” In A Companion to Socrates,
edited by Sara Ahbel-Rappe and Rachana Kametkar, 228–42. London:
Blackwell.

ESSAY 31

The nature of Socrates’ da¤mvn (40a5) has long been debated (see
also essay 19). To many modern readers, it is easily assimilated to
the voice of conscience. To those of us (unlike the ancients) who live
in a world after the founding of the modern science of psychology
and after Freud’s analysis of the superego, ego, and id, the notion
that there is an inner voice that warns us when we are about to
do something wrong is anything but strange. Earlier writers have
understood Socrates’ da¤mvn differently. The second-century-c.e.
philosopher and biographer Plutarch, in On the Personal Deity of
Socrates, actually posits a personal guardian deity who looks down
on Socrates and other fortunate individuals from heaven and guides
them (588b–593a). This is clearly a forerunner to the later concept of
the guardian angel. Yet both the modern and the Plutarchan under-
standings may be seriously anachronistic. In Xenophon’s version
of the Apology, Socrates himself directly compares his da¤mvn to
other experiences of divination that were common at the time and
attracted no special comment:

Do I introduce new divinities by saying that the voice of the
god appears to me signifying what I should do? For some
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men also conjecture the existence of voices using the
sounds of birds, and others use the passing speech of men.
Will anyone dispute that thunder, whether speaking or not,
is a great omen? Does not the Pythian priestess at her tripod
also announce things from the god with a voice? Further-
more, all say and believe, just as I say, that the god foresees
what is to happen and foretells this to whom he wishes. Yet
while they call these foretellings omens, voices, symbols,
and prophecies, I call this thing the daimÒnion (12–14).

In short, Socrates here argues that his da¤mvn is really nothing unusual.
How do you understand the da¤mvn? Are the psychological,

the angelic, and the divinatory explanations just different ways of
describing what is essentially the same phenomenon? Or do these
different ways of explaining assume fundamentally different con-
ditions governing both the nature of the cuxÆ or “soul” and its
relation to what can be presumed to exist both within it and beyond
it? Does Xenophon’s account, in which Socrates’ da¤mvn becomes
just another way of trying to tell the future, support or contradict
that of Plato?

Further Reading

Plutarch, On the Personal Deity of Socrates.
Xenophon, Apology.
Brickhouse, Thomas C., and Nicholas D. Smith. 2004. Routledge Philosophy

Guidebook to Plato and the Trial of Socrates, 178–81. London: Routledge.
Destree, Pierre, and Nicholas P. Smith, eds. 2005. Socrates’ Divine Sign:

Religious Practice and Value in Socratic Philosophy. Kelowna, b.c.: Acad-
emic Printing and Publishing.

ESSAY 32

This section constitutes a final mythological and poetic coda to
the Apology as a whole. On the one hand, from the perspective of
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the dramatic situation its purpose is to comfort Socrates’ sup-
porters: this is no disaster that has just occurred. On the other,
from the perspective of the dialogue as a composition, this chapter
clearly plays a role in the architecture of the work as a whole.

Socrates devoted his life to advocating a rational approach to
inquiry. It may seem odd, then, that Plato has him introduce this
lengthy mythological digression. In fact, Xenophon’s account of the
speech includes no such material. But whether or not the historical
Socrates ever talked about such subjects at his trial or anywhere
else, it is clear that Plato thought this was an appropriate way to
end the Apology. In many respects, it is similar to the mythological
postscripts about the afterlife that he uses to conclude the Republic,
the Gorgias, and the Phaedo.

His motivation for adopting this tactic is unknown, and cer-
tainly these three dialogues are far too complex to analyze in detail
here. Nevertheless, we can say something about how this mytho-
logical digression functions in the context of the Apology. In it we
move from the mundane issues of the trial, with its focus on petty
human fears, anxieties, and jealousies, to a transcendental plane
where such limitations are, if not completely surpassed, not the
primary constraints on the state of our souls.

The myth itself represents a particular species of Socratic irony.
It is not a logical proposition to which the supporters must assent
as part of the process of Socratic question and answer. In fact,
there is no philosophical examination of the problem at all, as
Socrates develops his image of the afterlife by appealing to hear-
say (tå legÒmena), the truth of which the supporters are invited
to consider without being asked to affirm. With this kind of lati-
tude available to him, Socrates is free to imagine a Hades that is
a paradise for philosophers (through perhaps less pleasant for
his immortal interlocators), unlike the Athens that will soon put
him to death. Such a discourse, then, offers more an ironic per-
spective on the present than a demonstration of the nature of the
unknowable future.
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What do you think is the function of Socrates’ speculations on the
afterlife? Do you find them comforting? Do you think he believes
them? How would the dialogue be different without them?

Further Reading

Brisson, Luc. 1998. Plato the Mythmaker. Translated and edited by Gerard
Nadaff. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Veyne, Paul. 1988. Did the Greeks Believe in Their Myths?: An Essay on the
Constitutive Imagination. Translated by Paula Wissing. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

ESSAY 33

We know that there were various versions of Socrates’ defense
speech in circulation after his death, including retellings by Plato,
Xenophon, and Andocides, among others. Each of these versions
was clearly based on a real historical event, but no one of them
was an authentic journalistic account of that event. Some of them,
such as Xenophon’s, appear to have been written years later and
based on secondhand accounts. The case is very similar to that 
of the Gospels, where there are four canonical versions of the life 
of Jesus, each with its own specific characteristics and date of
composition, together with other noncanonical versions of his
life, such as the recently discovered Gospel of Judas, that were also
widely read.

Why do you think different versions of the same event were
in circulation? Should any one of them be considered more his-
torically accurate than the others? How could you make that
determination? What do you think was Plato’s motivation in
producing this version of the Apology? Was he successful?

What is there about the death of Socrates that has inspired people
for the past 2,500 years to try to understand it and to attempt to
claim that their understanding is the correct or the preferred one?
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What is at stake in those claims? Now that you have read the com-
plete text in Greek, do you care? Should you?

Further Reading

Danzig, Gabriel. 2003. “Apologizing for Socrates: Plato and Xenophon
on Socrates’ Behavior in Court.” Transactions of the American Philologi-
cal Association 133: 281–321.

Momigliano, Arnaldo. 1971. The Development of Greek Biography: Four Lec-
tures. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

ESSAY 33

194



21e3 Remove brackets from ka‹.
24e10 For ofl d¢ ékroata‹ print o·de ofl ékroata‹.
26a2 Delete [ka‹ ékous¤vn].
26a8 For ≥dh d∞lon print d∞lon ≥dh.
28a7 For aflre› print aflrÆsei.
29b1 For ka¤toi print ka‹ toËto.
29c4 Remove brackets from ín.
28d10 Paragraph break after afisxroË.
30c1 For poihsãntow print poiÆsontow.
31d1 Delete [fvnÆ].
31d4 For toËto print toÊtou.
32a7 For éllå kín print ëma kín.
32c6 After époyãnoi print a raised dot instead of a comma.
32e4 Punctuate as follows: ka‹, Àsper xrØ,.
33a7 For §piyumo› print §piyume›.
35a1 Print the last part of this sentence as follows: g° §sti tÚn

Svkrãth diaf°rein tini t«n poll«n ényr≈pvn.
38c7 Print comma after b¤ou.
38d3 Delete ÉAyhna›oi, retaining the comma thereafter so that it

now follows êndrew.
41b5 For ka‹ dØ print ka‹ dØ ka‹.
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A
èbrÊnv adorn; mid. give oneself airs
égayÒw, -Æ, -Òn good, brave, capable, virtuous
éganakt°v be angry
égno°v not know; be ignorant
égorã, -çw, ≤ marketplace, city center
égroik«w coarsely
êgv lead, bring, carry off
ég≈n, -Ònow, ı contest, struggle, trial, lawsuit
égvn¤zomai contend, fight
édelfÒw, -oË, ı brother
édiãfyartow, -on uncorrupted
édik°v act unjustly, do wrong, do evil, harm
êdikow, -on wrong, unjust
ée¤ always, on each occasion
éhdÆw, -°w unpleasant
éyãnatow, -on undying, immortal
ÉAyhna›ow, -a, -on Athenian, person from Athens
èyrÒow, -a, on all together
A·dhw, -ou, ı Hades
a‰nigma, -tow, tÒ riddle
afin¤ttomai speak in riddles
aflr°v seize, take; convict
afisyãnomai perceive, learn
a‡syhsiw, -evw, ≤ perception, sensation, feeling
afisxrÒw, -ã, -Òn shameful, disgraceful
afisxÊnh, -hw, ≤ shame, dishonor
afisxÊnv shame, dishonor; pass. be ashamed
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afit°v ask, ask for
afit¤a, -aw, ≤ cause, responsibility, blame
a‡tion, -ou, tÒ cause
ékolas¤a, -aw, ≤ excess, extravagance; intemperance
ékÒlastow, -h, -on undisciplined
ékoÊv listen to, hear
ékroãomai listen
ékroatÆw, -oË, ı listener
êkvn, -ousa, -on unwilling, involuntary
élÆyeia, -aw, ≤ truth; tª élhye¤&, in truth
élhyeÊv tell the truth
élhyÆw, -°w true
élhy«w truly
èl¤skomai be taken, be caught, be convicted
éllã but
éllÆlouw, éllÆlvn one another (reflexive)
êlloyi elsewhere
éllo›ow, -a, -on of another sort, different
êllow, -h, -on other; êlla ka‹ êlla, again and again
êllvw otherwise; vainly; êllvw te ka¤, especially
élÒgistow, -on unreasonable
êlogow, -on unreasonable, unexpected
ëma together, at the same time
émayÆw, -°w ignorant, foolish
émay¤a, -aw, ≤ ignorance
èmãrthma, -matow, tÒ error
éme¤bv change, exchange
éme¤nvn, -onow better
ém°leia, -aw, ≤ neglect
émel°v neglect, be careless about
émÆxanow, -on impossible, inconceivable, inexpressible
émf¤ around, about (+ acc.)
émfisbht°v dispute
émfÒterow, -a, -on both; katÉ émfÒtera, in both cases, in either case
ên indefinite particle
ên if (contr. of §ãn)
énaba¤nv appear in court
énabibãzv bring into court
énagign≈skv read
énagkãzv compel
énagka›ow, -a, -on necessary
énãgkh, -hw, ≤ necessity; binding law
énazht°v seek out
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énair°v pick up, take up; (of an oracle) respond
énaisxunt¤a, -aw, ≤ shamelessness
éna¤sxuntow, -on shameless
éna¤sxuntvw shamelessly
énalambãnv resume
énãjiow, -a, -on unworthy
énape¤yv try to persuade, seduce
énaf°rv refer
éndre¤a, -aw, ≤ courage
én°legktow, -on not refuted, irrefutable
éneleÊyerow, -on not fit for a free man, slavish
én°lpistow, -on unexpected
énej°tastow, -on unexamined
én°romai ask
énervtãv question, ask again
én°xv bear up
énÆr, éndrÒw, ı man
ényr≈pinow, -h, -on human, attainable by a person
ényr≈peiow, -a, -on human
ênyrvpow, -ou, ı human being, person
énÒsiow, -on impious
ént¤ instead of, in place of (+ gen.)
éntibÒlhsiw, -evw, ≤ entreaty, prayer
éntigrafÆ, -∞w, ≤ response to a charge, plea
éntil°gv reply
éntiparabãllv compare
éntiparat¤yhmi compare
éntitimãomai propose a counterpenalty
éntvmos¤a, -aw, ≤ formal charge, affidavit
éj¤a, -aw, ≤ worth, value
êjiow, -a, -on worthy of, deserving of, fitting, worthwhile
éjiÒxrevw, -vn responsible, worthy of credit, trustworthy
éjiÒv believe, consider, think
épãgv lead away; arrest
épallagÆ, -∞w, ≤ release
épallãttv free from, release from; mid. depart
épanaisxunt°v be shameless enough to say
ëpaw, ëpasa, ëpan all
épeiy°v disobey
êpeimi (will) go away
épe¤row, -a, -on inexperienced
épelaÊnv drive off
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épexyãnomai make oneself hated, become hated
ép°xyeia, -aw, Æ enmity, hatred
épist°v disbelieve
êpistow, -on unconvincing, not believing
épÒ from (+ gen.)
époba¤nv turn out
épode¤knumi show, demonstrate
épodhm°v relocate
épodhm¤a, -aw, ≤ relocation
époynÆskv die, be put to death
épokr¤nomai answer, reply
épokrÊptv conceal something (acc.) from someone (acc.)
épokte¤numi kill
épokte¤nv kill
épolaÊv benefit from (+ gen.)
épole¤pv desert
épÒllumi destroy, lose; mid. be destroyed, die
épolog°omai defend oneself
épolog¤a, -aw, ≤ defense
épor°v be at a loss
épor¤a, -aw, ≤ lack
êporow, -on difficult, without resources
épot¤nv pay
épotr°pv turn away from, dissuade
épofa¤nv show, display
épofeÊgv escape, be acquitted
épochf¤zomai acquit
êra so, then, accordingly, as it seems
îra untranslated adverb, introduces a question
érgÊrion, -ou, tÒ silver, money
éretÆ, -∞w, ≤ excellence, virtue
ériymÒw, -oË number
êristow, -h, -on best, noblest, most excellent
êroura, -hw ground, earth
êrti just now
érxÆ, -∞w, ≤ beginning; government; office; katÉ érxãw from

the beginning; tØn érxÆn, in the beginning, in
the first place, at all

êrxv begin; lead, command, rule (+ gen.); hold office
êrxvn, -ontow, ı commander; ofl êrxontew, the rulers, magistrates
és°beia, -aw, ≤ impiety
éstÒw, -oË, ı townsman, citizen
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ésxol¤a, -aw, ≤ lack of leisure, occupation
ëte inasmuch as (+ part.)
étexn«w literally, completely
étimãzv slight, dishonor
étimÒv deprive of citizen rights
êtopow, -on out of place, eccentric, extraordinary
êtta = tinã (<tiw, ti)
aÔ again, in turn, on the other hand
aÈyãdhw, -ew stubborn, headstrong
aÈyad¤zomai be stubborn, headstrong
aÔyiw again, later, hereafter
aÈlhtÆw, -oË, ı flute player
aÈt¤ka right away, at once
aÈtÒyi there
aÈtÒmatow, -h, -on on one’s own
aÈtÒn, -oË himself, oneself; him, her (reflexive)
aÈtÒw, aÈtÆ, aÈtÒ same
aÈtosxediãzv judge carelessly
aÈtÒfvrow, -on caught in the act
éfyon¤a, -aw, ≤ abundance
éf¤hmi let go, release
éfikn°omai come, arrive
êxyomai be angry
êxyow, -ouw, tÒ burden

B
barÊw, -e›a, -Ê heavy, onerous
basileÊw, -°vw, ı king
b°ltistow, -h, -on best
belt¤vn, -onow better
biãzomai constrain, overpower by force
bibl¤on, -ou, tÒ book
b¤ow, -ou, ı life
biÒv live
bivtÒw, -Òn livable
blaberÒw, -ã, -Òn harmful
blãptv harm
boãv shout
bohy°v help
bouleÊv serve as a member of the boulÆ; mid. plan
boÊlomai wish
bradÊw, -e›a, -Ê slow
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G
gãr for, since
ge at least, indeed
g°mv be full of
genna›ow, -a, -on noble
gevrgikÒw, -Æ, -Òn agricultural
g∞, g∞w, ≤ earth
g¤gnomai become, happen; exist, be
gign≈skv come to know, learn, recognize
gnhs¤vw genuinely
goËn now, at least, at any rate (ge + oÔn)
grãmma, -matow, tÒ thing written, letter; pl. letters, literature
grafÆ, -∞w, ≤ writing; formal charge, indictment
grãfv write; mid. present in writing, indict
gunÆ, gunaikÒw, ≤ woman

D
daimÒnion, -ou, tÒ divine thing, divinity
daimÒniow, -a, -on divine, supernatural
da¤mvn, -onow, ı divine being, divinity, god
dãkruon, -ou, tÒ tear
d° and; but; men . . . d°, on the one hand . . . on the

other
de› it is necessary, one ought (+ infin.)
de¤dv fear
de¤knumi point out, show, make clear
deinÒw, -Æ, -Òn terrible, to be feared; marvelous, strange; clever
d°ka ten (indecl.)
desmÒw, oË, ı bond; imprisonment
desmvthr¤on, -ou, tÒ prison
deËro to this place, here
d°xomai accept, take
d°v need, lack; mid. ask, beg
d°v bind, put in prison
dÆ clearly, apparently, manifestly, so, now, really
d∞low, -h, -on clear
dhmhgor¤a, -aw, ≤ public speaking
dhmiourgÒw, -oË, ı craftsman
dhmokrat°omai have a democratic constitution
dhmÒsiow, -a, -on of the people; dhmos¤&, in public
dhmÒthw, -ou, ı resident of the same deme
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dÆpou surely, no doubt
d∞ta certainly, of course; t¤ d∞ta, what then?
diã through; by means of (+ gen.); because of (+ acc.)
diabãllv slander
diabolÆ, -∞w, ≤ slander
diag¤gnomai pass through
diãgv live
diakinduneÊv face all dangers
diakvlÊv hinder, prevent
dial°gomai converse with, talk to
diamuyolog°v converse, exchange stories
diano°omai think, consider
diãnoia, -aw, ≤ thought, intention
diaskop°v examine, consider
diatel°v continue
diatribÆ, -∞w, ≤ pastime, pursuit, mode of living
diatr¤bv spend time
diaf°rv be different from; be superior to (+ gen.)
diafeÊgv flee, escape; be acquitted
diafye¤rv destroy; lead astray, corrupt, ruin
didãskalow, -ou, ı teacher
didãskv teach, instruct
d¤dvmi give, offer, present
diervtãv interrogate thoroughly
dikãzv judge
d¤kaiow, -a, -on just, right
dika¤vw justly, with good reason
dikanikÒw, -Æ, -Òn characteristic of the law courts
dikastÆrion, -ou, tÒ law court
dikastÆw, -oË, ı judge, juror
d¤kh, -hw, ≤ case, charge, trial, judgment, justice
diÒmnumi swear
dittÒw, -Æ, -Òn double, two-fold
di≈kv pursue, follow
dok°v think, think good; doke› moi, it seems to me
dÒja, -hw, ≤ reputation, glory, honor, opinion
dÒsiw, -evw, ≤ gift
douleÊv be a slave to
draxmÆ, -∞w, ≤ drachma
drËw, druÒw, ≤ oak
dÊnamai be able, can (+ inf.)

GLOSSARY

203



dunatÒw, -Æ, -Òn strong, powerful, effective
dÊo, duo›n two
dustux¤a, -aw, ≤ bad luck

E
§ãn if (= efi ên)
§ãnper if in truth
•autÒn, -Æn, -Ò himself, herself, itself (no nom.)
§ãv allow
•bdomÆkonta seventy
§gguãv promise; mid. give a guarantee
§gguhtÆw, -oË, ı guarantor
§ggÊw near (+ gen.)
§ge¤rv rouse, wake
§gkal°v charge, accuse
¶gklhma, -matow, tÒ charge, accusation
§g≈, mou, moi, me I
§y°lv be willing, wish
§y¤zomai be accustomed to
¶yv become accustomed
efi if, whether
e‰en very well then, okay
efim¤ be, exist
e‰mi come, go, will go; ‡yi, come!
efirvneÊomai dissemble, feign ignorance, speak ironically
efiw into, to, for, as regards, in regard to (+ acc.)
eÂw, m¤a, ßn one
efisãgv bring in (to court), bring to trial
e‡seimi go into
efis°rxomai come in, enter
e‰ta then, and then, next
e‡te . . . e‡te whether . . . or
e‡vya be accustomed, be in the habit
§k out of, from (+ gen.)
ßkastow, -h, -on each, every one
•kãterow, -a, -on each of two, each singly, on either side
§ke› in that place, there
§ke›now, -h, -o that
§ke¤nvw in that way
§kklhs¤a, -aw, ≤ assembly
§kklhsiastÆw, -oË, ı member of the assembly
§kl°gv pick out
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§kplÆttv drive out of one’s senses, strike with panic
§kt¤nv pay in full
§kfeÊgv flee, escape
•k≈n, -oËsa, -Òn willingly, intentionally
§l°gxv examine; refute
§leeinÒw, -Æ, -Òn pitiful, wretched
§le°v have pity on; show mercy
§lp¤w, -¤dow, ≤ hope
§mautÒn, -Æn myself
§mmel«w properly; at a reasonable price
§mm°nv stay with, abide
§mÒw, -Æ, -Òn my, mine
§mp¤plhmi fill up
§mpn°v breathe, live
¶mprosyen earlier, in front of
§n in, among, in the midst of (+ dat.)
§nantiÒomai oppose
§nant¤ow, -a, -on opposite, contrary
§nde¤knumi demonstrate, point out; indict
ßndeka eleven (indecl.)
ßneka for the sake of, because of (+ gen.)
§nyãde here, now
§ny°nde from this place, from here
§nyousiãzv be inspired
§nyum°omai consider
§n¤ote from time to time
§nno°v consider
§ntaËya here, there, at this point
§ntauyo› here, to this place
§nteËyen from there; from this, as a result of this
§ntugxãnv happen upon, meet
§nÊpnion, -ou, tÒ dream
§j out of, from (+ gen.)
§jair°v take out, remove
§jamartãnv err
§japatãv deceive
¶jeimi go out
§jelaÊnv send into exile, banish
§jel°gxv examine closely, test
§jergãzomai bring to perfection
§j°rxomai go into exile
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¶jesti it is possible to; §jÒn, it being possible (+ infin.)
§jetãzv examine, probe
§j°tasiw, -evw, ≤ close examination, scrutiny
¶oika be likely, seem (+ infin.)
§pa˝v understand
§pakolouy°v follow after (+ dat.)
§pe¤ since, because; when
§peidÆ since, when; §peidãn, whenever (= §peidÆ ên)
¶peita then, next
§p°xv hold back, restrain
§p¤ toward, at, near (+ gen.); to, toward (+ acc.); with

a view to, on the condition that (+ dat.)
§pide¤knumi show
§pidhm°v reside
§pieikÆw, -°w good, suitable, reasonable
§piyum°v desire
§pikvmƒd°v mock, caricature
§pilanyãnomai forget (+ gen.)
§pimel°omai care for (+ gen.)
§piork°v swear falsely
§p¤stamai know, understand
§pistãthw, -ou, ı trainer, master
§pistÆmh, -hw, ≤, knowledge
§pithdeÊv pursue, follow, practice
§pit¤yhmi place upon, put upon; mid. attack
§pitr°pv permit; trust in
§pitugxãnv chance upon
§p¤fyonow, -on hateful
§pixeir°v try (+ infin.)
§pone¤distow, -on shameful, reproachful
¶pow, -ou, tÒ word
§rgãzomai work, do, accomplish; do something (acc.) to

someone (acc.)
¶rgon, -ou, tÒ employment, work, deed
§reunãv seek after, examine
§r∞mow, -h, -on undefended
¶romai ask, inquire
¶rxomai come, go
§rvtãv ask, inquire of
¶sxatow, -h, -on extreme, last
•ta›row, -ou, ı companion
ßterow, -a, -on one or the other of two, other
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¶ti besides, still, further, in addition, again
•to›mow, -on ready, prepared
¶tow, -ouw, tÒ year
eÔ well
eÈar¤ymhtow, -on easily numbered
eÈdaimon¤a, -aw, ≤ happiness, good fortune, joy
eÈda¤mvn, -on happy, fortunate
eÈdokim°v seem good
eÈdÒkimow, -on renowned
eÈ°legktow, -on easy to test
eÎelpiw, -idow hopeful
eÈerget°v do good service
eÈyÊw right away, at once
eÈlab°omai beware, take care
eÍr¤skv find
eÈseb°v be pious
¶xv have, possess, hold; be able (+ inf.)
ßvyen early
ßvw until, as long as
ßvsper so long as, ever

Z
zãv live
zeËgow, -ouw, tÒ pair of horses; chariot drawn by a team
ZeËw, DiÒw, Di¤, D¤a Zeus
zht°v look for, seek into, investigate, search out
zÆthsiw, -evw, ≤ a seeking, search, inquiry, investigation

H
≥ either, or; than
∑ truly, really
≤bãv grow up
≤g°omai consider, believe, think
≤d°vw sweetly, gladly, pleasantly
≥dh already, by this time, now, at once, from now on
≤dÊw, -e›a, -Ê sweet, delightful, pleasant
¥kv have come
≤lik¤a, -aw, ≤ age, time of life
≤liki≈thw, -ou, ı contemporary, one of the same age
¥liow, -ou, ı sun
≤me›w, ≤m«n, ≤m›n, ≤me›w we
≤m°ra, -aw, ≤ day
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≤m¤yeow, -ou, ı demigod, hero
≤m¤onow, -ou, ı or ≤ mule
≤sux¤a, -aw, ≤ peace, quiet; ≤sux¤an êgv, live quietly
≥toi surely
¥ttvn, -on weaker, worse

Y
yãnatow, -ou, ı death
yarral°vw courageously
yãteron, -ou, tÒ one thing of two
yãttvn, -on swifter, quicker
yaumãzv marvel at, be surprised
yaumãsiow, -a, -on wonderous, marvelous, amazing, strange
yaumastÒw, -Æ, -Òn wonderful, marvelous
ye›ow, -a, -on divine
y°lv wish
y°miw, y°mitow, ≤ divine law, right
yemitÒw, -Æ, -Òn lawful, righteous
yeÒmantiw, -evw, ı soothsayer
yeÒw, -ou, ı or ≤ god, goddess, divinity
y°v run
ynÆskv die
yÒlow, -ou, ≤ Athenian public building also called the 

Prytaneium
yorub°v make a racket; interrupt; pass. be thrown into

confusion
yrhn°v lament

I
fid¤& in private, privately
‡diow, -a, on private
fidivteÊv live as a private man
fidi≈thw, -ou, ı a private citizen
flkanÒw, -Æ, -Òn sufficient, enough; competent
flkete¤a, -aw, ≤ supplication
flketeÊv approach as a suppliant
·na where; in order that; ·na t¤, for what reason?
flppikÒw, -Æ, Òn equestrian
·ppow, -ou, ı or ≤ horse
fisxÊw, -Êow, ≤ strength
fisxurÒw, -ã, -Òn strong, powerful
‡svw perhaps
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K
kayeÊdv sleep, slumber
kayÆmai sit (as a judge)
kay¤sthmi establish, set forth, bring
ka¤ and, even, also; ka¤ . . . ka¤, both . . . and; ka‹ dØ

ka¤, and moreover, what is more
kainÒw, -Æ, -Òn new, strange
ka¤per although
ka¤toi and yet
kak¤a, -aw, ≤ evil
kakÒw, -Æ, -Òn bad, cowardly
kal°v call, summon
kallÊnv beautify; mid. be proud
kalÒw, -Æ, -Òn beautiful, excellent, noble
kal«w well, excellently
katã against (+ gen.); after, at, down, according to 

(+ acc.)
katag°lastow, -on ridiculous
katagelãv laugh at
katagign≈skv recognize
katadaryãnv fall asleep
katad°omai beg, entreat
katãdhlow, -on manifest, plain
katalambãnv find, seize upon, understand
katalÊv destroy, dissolve
katano°v perceive, understand
kataskedãnnumi spread
katafron°v despise, hold in contempt
kataxar¤zomai gratify, do a favor
katachf¤zomai vote against, condemn
kat°rxomai return, come back
kat°xv restrain
kathgor°v accuse, charge
kathgor¤a, -aw, ≤ accusation
katÆgorow, -ou, ı accuser
keleÊv order, command
k°rdow, -ouw, tÒ profit, advantage
kÆdomai have a care for (+ gen.)
kinduneÊv run the risk of; be likely (+ inf.)
k¤ndunow, -ou, ı danger, chance
kÒlasiw, -evw, ≤ punishment
koloÊv restrain, repress
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korvn¤w, -¤dow curved
kre¤ttvn, -on stronger, better
kr¤nv judge, try, decide
kr¤siw, -evw, ≤ judgment, condemnation
kroÊv knock, crush
ktãv acquire; mid. possess
kt∞siw, -evw, ≤ possession
ku≈n, kunÒw, ı or ≤ dog
kvlÊv hinder
kvmƒd¤a, -aw, ≤ comedy
kvmƒdopoiÒw, -oË, ı comic poet

L
lambãnv take, seize
lanyãnv escape notice
latre¤a, -aw, ≤ service
l°gv say, tell, mean
le¤pv leave, abandon
l°jiw, -evw, ≤ speaking, manner of speech
l¤yow, -ou, ı stone
log¤zomai reckon, calculate
lÒgow, -ou, ı word, story, speech; discussion, argument; 

principle
loidor°v blame, abuse
loipÒw, -Æ, -Òn remaining, rest of
lup°v cause pain
lusitel°v be beneficial

M
mã no, by . . . ! (+ acc.)
mãyhma, -tow, tÒ knowledge, instruction
mãyhsiw, -evw, ≤ instruction, learning
mayhtÆw, -oË, ı pupil
makar¤zv bless, deem happy
mãla much, greatly
mãlista most of all, especially; certainly, yes
mçllon more, rather
manyãnv learn, be taught, understand
mante¤a, -aw, ≤ power of divination; oracle, prophecy
mante›on, -ou, tÒ oracular response, oracle
manteÊomai consult or inquire of an oracle
mantikÆ, -∞w, ≤ art of divination
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martur°v testify
mãrtuw, -urow, ı witness
mãxh, -hw, ≤ battle
mãxomai fight
m°gaw, megãlh, m°ga great, large, powerful, important
m°geyow, -ouw, tÒ greatness, size
m°gistow, -a, -on greatest, largest, most
me¤zvn, -onow greater, larger, more
meirãkion, -ou, tÒ youth, boy
m°lv be an object of care
m°llv intend to, be about to
m°mfomai blame
m°n indeed, on the one hand
m°ntoi but, however, in truth
m°nv remain, be unchanged
m°row, -ouw, tÒ share, part
metã together with, with (+ gen.); after (+ acc.)
metabolÆ, -∞w, ≤ change
metalambãnv obtain a share of
metam°lei change one’s mind
metajÊ between
metap°mpv send for
metap¤ptv change
m°teimi have a share in
met°vrow, -on in midair, above the earth
meto¤khsiw, -evw, ≤ change of habitation
metr¤vw fairly
mÆ not, lest
mhdam«w in no way
mhd° and not, nor, not even
mhde¤w, mhdem¤a, mhd°n no one, nothing
mhk°ti no longer
mÆn truly
mhnÊv disclose, indicate
mÆte . . . mÆte neither . . . nor
mÆthr, -trÒw, ≤ mother
mhxanãomai contrive
mhxanÆ, -∞w, ≤ means
miarÒw, -ã, -Òn impure, defiled
mikrÒw, -ã, -Òn small, little
mim°omai imitate, mimic
mimnÆskv recall
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misyÒw, -oË, ı pay, wage
misyÒv hire
mnç, -çw, ≤ mina, sum of money equivalent to a hundred

drachmas
mÒgiw with difficulty, reluctantly, barely
mo›ra, -aw, ≤ fate
mÒnow, -h, -on only, alone
mÒsxow, mÒsxou ı calf
moxyhr¤a, -aw, ≤ wickedness
moxyhrÒw, -ã, -Òn bad, worthless
mur¤ow, -a, -on without number, boundless
mÊvc, -vpow, ı horsefly

N
naumax¤a, -aw, ≤ sea-fight
naÊw, n°vw, ≤ ship
n°ow, -a, -on new, young
neÒthw, -htow, ≤ youthful recklessness
nÆ indeed, yes
nikãv win, be victorious
nÒyow, -h, -on bastard, illegitimate
nom¤zv acknowledge, believe in
nÒmow, -ou, ı law, custom
nouyet°v admonish
noËw, noË, ı mind
numfÆ, -∞w, ≤ nymph
nËn now
nÊj, nuktÒw, ≤ night
nustãzv doze
nvyÆw, -°w sluggish

J
j°now, -ou, ı stranger, foreigner, one from out-of-town
j°nvw strangely, as a stranger

O
ı, ≤, tÒ the; ofl m°n . . . ofl d° some . . . others
˜de, ¥de, tÒde this, this here
ÙdÊromai moan
˜yen from where
oÂ to which place, where
o‰da know
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o‡kade homeward, to one’s home
ofike›ow, -a, -on belonging to the household, family; ofl ofike›oi

relatives, kinsfolk
ofik°v dwell
o‡koyen from home
ofikonom¤a, -aw, ≤ household management
o‰ktow, -ou, ı pity
o‡omai (o‰mai) think, suppose
oÂow, -a, -on such as, what kind of
oÂÒsper, o·aper, 

oÂonper just such as
o‡xomai go, depart
Ùligarx¤a, -aw, ≤ oligarchy
Ùl¤gow, -h, -on small, little
Ùligvr°v think little of
˜low, -h, -on whole, entire
ˆmnumi swear, take an oath
ımo¤vw similarly, in the same manner
ımolog°v agree to, promise, acknowledge, confess
˜mvw all the same, nonetheless
ˆnar, tÒ dream (only in nom. and acc.)
Ùneid¤zv rebuke, reproach
Ùn¤nhmi help; mid. derive benefit
ˆnoma, -matow, tÒ name; word
ˆnow, -ou, ı or ≤ donkey, ass
ÙjÊw, -e›a, -Ê sharp, clever, swift
˜p˙ where; in what way, how
ıp˙oËn in any way, whatever
˜plon, -ou, tÒ weapons, shield
˜poi to where
ıpÒyen from where
ıpÒte whenever
ıpÒterow, -a, -on which of the two
˜pvw how, in what way; in order that; ıpvstioËn, in

any way at all
ırãv see
ÙrgÆ, -∞w, ≤ anger
Ùrg¤zv provoke, aggrevate; mid. be angry, grow angry
ÙryÒw, -Æ, -Òn straight, right
Ùry«w rightly
ırmãv rush into
˜w, ¥, ˜ who, which, what
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˜siow, -a, -on holy
˜sow, -h, -on as much as; pl. as many as, all who
˜sper, ¥per, ˜per whoever, the very one who
˜ste, ¥te, ˜te who, which
˜stiw, ¥tiw, ˜ti whoever, whatever; who, what
ıstisoËn anyone at all
˜tan whenever
˜te when
˜ti that; because; whatever
oÈ (oÈk, oÈx) no, not
o where
oÈdamoË nowhere
oÈd° and not, but not, nor, not even; oÈd° . . . oÈd°,

neither . . . nor
oÈde¤w, oÈdem¤a, oÈd°n no one, nothing
oÈd°pote not at any time, never
oÈdep≈pote never in the world
oÈd°terow, -a, -on neither of two, neither
oÈk°ti no longer
oÎkoun and so . . . not, not therefore
oÈkoËn therefore, then, accordingly
oÔn and so, then, therefore, accordingly
oÈrãniow, -a, -on heavenly
oÔw, »tÒw, tÒ ear
oÎte and not, but not, neither, nor; oÎte . . . oÎte, 

neither . . . nor
otow, aÏth, toËto this, that
Ùf°llv help, be a benefit
ˆfelow, -ouw, tÒ use, good
Ùfliskãnv owe

P
pagkãlvw absolutely, correctly
pãyow, -ouw, tÒ experience; bad experience, suffering
paideÊv teach, educate, train
pa¤dion, -ou, tÒ child
pa¤zv play, jest
pa›w, paidÒw, ı or ≤ child; servant
pãlai formerly, long ago
palaiÒw, -ã, -Òn ancient, old
pantãpasi completely, absolutely
pãntvw wholly, altogether; at any rate, at least; by all

means, certainly; yes
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pãnu entirely, completely, very
parã from, by the side of, by (+ gen.); with, at the side

of (+ dat.); along, during; by the side of, to the
side of; by; contrary to (+ acc.)

parãdeigma, -matow, tÒ example, lesson
parait°omai ask earnestly, beg, entreat
parakeleÊomai urge, exhort
parak°leusiw, -evw, ≤ exhortation
paralambãnv take in hand
param°nv remain with
parãnomow, -on lawless, unlawful
paranÒmvw illegally
parãpan absolutely, entirely
tÚ parãpan completely
paraplÆsiow, -a, -on similarly
paraskeuãzv prepare, get ready
parat¤yhmi compare
paraxvr°v yield, withdraw from
pãreimi be present
par°xv supply, offer
par¤emai entreat
pçw, pçsa, pçn all, every; the whole
pãsxv experience
patÆr, -trÒw, ı father
paÊv stop, cease
pe¤yv persuade, convince; mid. obey
peirãomai try to (+ inf.)
peist°on one must obey
p°mptow, -h, -on fifth
p°nhw, -htow, ı poor man
pen¤a, -aw, ≤ poverty
p°nte five
per¤ about, around, concerning, with regard to 

(+ gen.); near, concerning (+ dat.); around, 
with regard to (+ acc.)

per‹ polloË (ple¤stou)
poie›syai to set a high (the highest) value on

periãptv attach
perig¤gnomai be superior to (+ gen.)
per¤eimi go around
periergãzomai busy oneself
perim°nv wait
perittÒw, -Æ, -Òn remarkable, strange
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p°trh, -hw, ≤ rock
piyan«w persuasively
pisteÊv believe, trust, have confidence in, rely on
plãnh, -hw, ≤ a wandering
plãttv shape, fashion
ple›stow, -h, -on greatest, very great; pl. most, very many
ple¤vn, -onow more
pl∞yow, -ouw, tÒ multitude; democratic faction
plhmm°leia, -aw, ≤ error
plÆn except, but (+ gen.)
plhs¤on near
ploÊsiow, -a, -on rich, wealthy
podapÒw, -Æ, -Òn from where
poi°v make, act, do; compose
po¤hma, -tow, tÒ poem
po¤hsiw, -evw, ≤ activity of creating poetry
poihtÆw, -oË, ı creator, poet
pÒlemow, -ou, ı war
pÒliw, -evw, ≤ city, city-state
pol¤thw, -ou, ı citizen
politikÒw, -Æ, -Òn of a citizen, political; as a noun, statesman
pollãkiw often, frequently
pollaxoË in many places, often
polupragmon°v be meddlesome
polupragmosÊnh, -hw, ≤ interference, meddling
polÊw, pollÆ, polÊ much, great, large, long; pl. many; ofl pollo¤, the

many, the masses; tÚ polÊ, the greater part
ponhr¤a, -aw, ≤ worthlessness
ponhrÒw, -ã, -Òn evil, worthless
pÒnow, -ou, ı labor, toil, task
pÒrrv far, further, in (+ gen.)
pÒsow, -h, -on how much, how great? pl. how many?
pÒte when?
pot° at one time, once
pÒterow, -a, -on which of two; whether
pÒtmow, -ou, ı fate
pou somewhere, anywhere; somehow
prçgma, -matow, tÒ thing, matter; pl. affairs, business, trouble
pragmateÊomai work over
prçjiw, -evw, ≤ action, business, matter
prãttv act, do, make, attend to, fare; mid. earn
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pr°pv fit, suit, be proper
presbÊterow, -a, -on older
pr¤amai purchase
pr¤n before
prÒ before, in preference to; in place of, instead of 

(+ gen.)
proyum°omai be eager, zealous
pro›ka for free
prokr¤nv choose before others, prefer
prÒw from the side of (+ gen.); at, in addition to 

(+ dat.); toward, against, with reference to 
(+ acc.)

prosdokãv expect
prÒseimi go up to
pros°rxomai come to, approach, meet
pros°xv apply
prosÆkv be near; be appropriate; ofl prosÆkontew, 

relatives
proskay¤zv land on
prÒskeimai settle upon
prÒsoida know besides
prospoi°omai claim, pretend
prostãttv command, assign
prost¤yhmi place before; set as penalty
prosxrãomai use in addition (+ dat.)
prÒterow, -a, on former; prÒteron, earlier, formerly
protr°pv urge on, persuade to do
prutane›on, -ou, tÒ Athenian public building also called the Tholos
prutaneÊv hold office as a prytanis (member of the execu-

tive counsel of the boule)
pr«tow, -h, -on first, earliest
puknÒw, -Æ, -Òn constant, insistent
p«low, -ou, ı foal
p≈pote at any time
p«w how? p«w går oÈ, certainly, how could it be 

otherwise?
pvw somehow

R
=ñdiow, -a, -on easy
=&d¤vw lightly, easily
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=∞ma, -tow, tÒ word
=ht°on it must be said
=Ætvr, -orow, ı orator

S
sautÒn yourself
safÆw, -°w clear, distinct, definite
saf«w clearly, distinctly
selÆnh, -hw, ≤ moon
shme›on, -ou, tÒ sign, token
sigãv be silent, be still
sit°omai feed
s¤thsiw, -evw, ≤ feeding
sk°ptomai consider, examine
skiamax°v shadowbox
skop°v examine, look at
smikrÒw, -ã, -Òn small, little
sÒw, -Æ, -Òn your, yours (sg.)
sof¤a, -aw, ≤ wisdom
sofistÆw, -ou, ı sophist
sofÒw, -Æ, -Òn wise
spoudãzv take seriously
spoudÆ, -∞w, ≤ haste, earnestness
stãsiw, -evw, ≤ faction
strathg¤a, -aw, ≤ command; generalship
strathgÒw, -oË, ı general
strat¤a, -aw, ≤ army, expedition
sÊ, soË, so›, s° you (sg.)
sugg¤gnomai be with, associate with, converse with
suggign≈skv forgive
sugxvr°v go along with, collude with
sumba¤nv happen, occur
sumbãllv put together; mid. contribute
sumbouleÊv give advice
sÊmpaw, pasa, -pan all
sumfeÊgv flee with
sÊneimi be with, associate with, have to do with; ofl

sunÒntew, companions, associates
sunepiskop°v examine together with
suno›da be conscious, be aware
sunÒmnumi swear along with, conspire
suntetam°nvw vigorously
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sunvmos¤a, -aw, ≤ conspiracy; confederacy; one linked by an oath
sunvr¤w, -¤dow, ≤ two-horsed chariot
sfe›w, sf«n themselves
sfÒdra enthusiastically, exceedingly
sfodrÒw, -ã, -Òn enthusiastic, passionate
sfodr«w enthusiastically, exceedingly
sxedÒn nearly, almost
sxolÆ, -∞w, ≤ leisure
s–zv save
s«ma, -atow, ı body
svfrosÊnh, -hw, ≤ moderation, self-control

T
tãjiw, -evw, ≤ battle station, post
tãttv station
tãxa perhaps, possibly
tãxow, -ouw, tÒ speed
taxÊw, -e›a, -Ê swift
te and, both; te . . . ka¤, both . . . and
tekmÆrion, -ou, tÒ evidence, proof, indication
teleutãv die, come to an end
tel°v spend
t°ttarew, -a four
t°xnh, -hw, ≤ art, craft
tªde here, in this way
thlikÒsde of so great an age
thlikoËtow, -aÊth, -oËto of such an age
t¤yhmi place, set, count; cast (of a vote)
timãv honor, value; mid. propose a penalty
timÆ, -∞w, ≤ honor, respect
t¤mhma, -tow, tÒ penalty
timvr°v take vengeance on
timvr¤a, -aw, ≤ punishment
t¤w, t¤ who? what?
tiw, ti, someone, something, a certain one; pl. some
toi you know; doubtless
to¤nun well then, well
toiÒsde, -ãde, -Ònde such a thing as follows
toioËtow, -aÊth, -oËto such, of such a kind
tolmÆ, -∞w, ≤ daring
tolmãv dare
tÒpow, -ou, ı place, region
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tosÒsde, -Æde, -Ònde so much, so great; pl. so many
tosoËtow, -aÊth, oËto so great, so heavy, so much; pl. so many
tÒte then
tr°pv turn
tr°fv raise, bring up
triãkonta thirty (indecl.)
trÒpow, -ou, ı manner, mode
trofÆ, -∞w, ≤ nurture, sustenance
tugxãnv chance, happen; happen to be (with part.)

U
Ïbriw, -evw, ≤ insolence, violence
ÍbristÆw, -oË, ı an insolent or violent man
Íme›w, Ím«n, Êm›n, Íme›w you (pl.)
Ím°terow, -a, -on your, of you (pl.)
uflÒw, -oË, ı son (also ÍÒw, -oË, ı)
Ípe¤kv yield
Íp°r on behalf of (+ gen.)
Íp°xv offer
Ïpnow, -ou, ı sleep
ÍpÒ because of; by (+ gen.)
Ípolambãnv understand, suppose
Ípolog¤zomai take into account, calculate, consider
Ípom°nv endure
Ípost°llv withhold
Ïsterow, -a, -on later

F
fa¤nv show; pass. appear, be found, seem
fãskv say, assert, claim
faËlow, -h, -on worthless, insignificant
fe¤domai spare
f°rv bear
feÊgv flee, be a defendant
fÆmh, -hw, ≤ report, saying, rumor
fhm¤ say, assert
fyon°v begrudge
fyÒnow, -ou, ı envy, malice
fil°v love
filÒpoliw, -idow patriotic
f¤low, -h, -on dear, pleasing, friendly
filosof°v love wisdom, seek truth
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filÒtimow, -on ambitious
fluar°v talk nonsense
fluar¤a, -aw, ≤ nonsense
fob°v frighten, terrify; mid. fear, be afraid of, dread
fÒnow, -ou, ı murder
fortikÒw, -Æ, Òn vulgar
frãzv point out
fronÆsiw, -evw, ≤ thought
frÒnimow, -h, -on intelligent, wise, thoughtful
fron¤mvw wisely, sensibly
front¤zv think, reflect upon
frontistÆw, -oË, ı thinker
fugÆ, -∞w, ≤ flight, exile
fulÆ, -∞w, ≤ tribe
fÊsiw, -evw, ≤ nature
fÊv be born
fvnÆ, -∞w, ≤ voice, speech style

X
xa›rv rejoice, fare well
xalepa¤nv be angry at
xalepÒw, -Æ, -Òn difficult, hard
xarient¤zomai joke, jest, make fun
xar¤zomai gratify
xãriw, -itow, ≤ grace, gratitude
xeirot°xnhw, -ou, ı artisan
xe¤rvn, -Ònow worse
x¤lioi, -ai, -a thousands
xrãomai use ( + dat.)
xrÆ it is necessary (+ inf.)
xr∞ma, -matow, tÒ thing; pl. property, money
xrhmatismÒw, -oË, ı moneymaking
xrhsmÒw, -oË, ı response of an oracle, oracle
xrhsmƒd°v deliver an oracle, foretell the future
xrhsmƒdÒw, -oË, ı purveyer of oracles
xrhstÒw, -Æ, -Òn excellent
xrÒnow, -ou, ı time
xvr¤w apart from (+ gen.)

C
ceËdow, -eow, tÒ falsehood, lie
ceÊdomai lie, deceive
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chf¤zomai vote
c∞fow, -ou, ≤ pebble; ballot, vote
cuxÆ, -∞w, ≤ soul

V
œde thus, in this way
Àra, -aw, ≤ hour, time
…w as, how, that, since; as ___ as possible (with

superl.)
Àsper as, like, just as, in the very way as, as if
Àste so that, thus
»fel°v aid, profit

GLOSSARY
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Achilles, 82–83, 88, 135, 143, 171,
184, 188

Aechylus, 163–64
Aeschines of Athens, 55, 63
Aeschines of Sphettios, 36, 55, 108
Aesop, 93
Agamemnon, 88, 144, 163, 171, 184
Ajax, 143, 144, 188
Alcibiades, 37, 84, 155
Ameipsias, 27
Amnesty agreement, 4–5, 60, 162
Anaxagoras of Clazomene, 25, 73,

74, 75, 162, 167–168, 
Andocides, 32, 102, 133, 193
Antiphon, 108
Anytus, 5, 24, 45, 60, 86, 93, 119,

183 
Apollodorus, 109, 130, 136
Aporia, 156, 45, 66, 32 
Archilochus, 188
Arginusae, Battle of, 100, 101 
Aristophanes, 27, 31, 34, 43, 48, 60,

74, 96, 97, 126, 151, 152, 153, 164,
187

Aristotle, 7, 8, 114, 125
Aspasia, 36
Athletics, 122

223

Banks, 22
Books, 74, 75, 158
Boule, 67, 100 

Callias, 35, 36, 37, 154, 176
Chaerephon, 4, 39, 42, 43, 106, 135,

162, 179
Charmides, 155
Courtrooms, 6, 22, 41, 111, 130, 180
Critias, 4, 102, 55
Crito, 107, 130 
Critoboulos, 107, 130

Delos, 137 
Delphic Oracle, 39, 42, 43, 44, 58,

64, 106, 179
Democracy, 42, 89, 102, 121, 164,

176, 177, 186–187
Democrats, exile of, 4, 24, 42, 60 
Demosthenes, 22, 41, 55, 70, 76
Diogenes Laetius, 5, 9, 130, 168
Dithyramb, 50

Education, debate over, 149, 26,
36, 157–58 

Eleven, Athenian officials, 125, 137 
Enlightenment, Greek, 150

Index



Eupolis, 27
Euripides, 74, 75 

Freud, Sigmund, 190 

Gods, 5, 26, 45, 62, 63, 72, 73, 77,
79, 80, 116 

Gorgias of Leontini, 21, 34, 35, 129,
143, 153, 154

Heraclitus of Ephesus, 44
Herodotus, 44, 93, 151
Hesiod, 25, 45, 50, 78, 92, 142, 143,

158
Hippias of Elis, 34, 35
Homer, 45, 83, 88, 111, 142–43, 151,

158, 171
Honor, 171, 172, 187–188, 88 

Impulses, theocratic, 161 
Irony, 20, 21, 22, 27, 29, 32, 38, 39,

40, 51, 58, 62, 64, 65, 72, 73, 76, 88,
94, 96, 106, 111, 116, 120, 126, 128,
132, 146, 175, 177–78, 183, 192

Isocrates, 63, 86 

Jury, Athenian, 6, 19, 22, 24, 32, 49,
63, 66, 67, 74, 91, 112, 117, 130,
138, 165, 182, 183, 187

King Archon, 5, 63

Laws, ancestral, 4
Laws of Athens, 185–86
Leon of Salamis, 102
Lucian, 144
Lycon, 5, 25, 60, 119, 183
Lysanias of Sphettus, 108
Lysias, 20, 63, 97, 102, 133, 164

Meletus, 5, 22, 28, 30–31, 57, 60–62,
65, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 76,
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77, 78, 79, 81, 92, 94, 119, 120,
126, 130, 165–66, 169, 180, 182,
185; puns on name, 64, 65, 68

Minos, 137, 142
Mockery, 153, 25
Moderation, 68, 76, 121, 126, 188

Nehamas, Alexander, 178

Odysseus, 111, 133, 143, 144, 171,
188

Oligarchs, 155, 162, 177, 3, 4, 5, 42,
60, 96, 102, 108 

Oratory, Athenian, 20, 97
Orchestra, Athenian, 75
Oresteia, 163–64

Palamedes, 143, 144
Parmenides of Elea, 158
Peloponnesian War, 4, 84, 152,
Pericles, 93, 96, 162, 168, 36, 73 
Pindar, 184
Plato: abstention from politics,

155; brothers Glaucon and
Adeimantus, 108; dialogues of:
Critias, Crito, 86, 106, 137, 185,
102, Charmides, 155, Euthydemus,
139, 175, Euthyphro, 5, 26, 31, 45,
60, 63, 78, 156, Gorgias 21, 34, 37,
64, 66, 75, 96, 132, 136, 149, 158,
167, 176, 184, 189, 192, Hippias
Major, 35, Hippias Minor, 35,
Laches, 66, 84, 156, Laws, 138, 155,
167, Meno, 24, 36, 45, 51, 60, 143,
167, Parmenides, 10, 108, Phaedo,
32, 37, 75, 93, 108, 109, 130, 137,
138, 140, 168, 192, Phaedrus 37, 38,
64, 139, 158, 175, Philebus, 10, 36,
Protagoras, 26, 35, 36, 54, 102, 167,
Republic, 10, 28, 66, 67, 96, 108,
136, 155, 158, 167, 174, 179, 192,
Seventh Letter, 155, Symposium, 10,



25, 36, 37, 60, 75, 84, 109, 136, 152,
158, 175, Theaetetus, 5, 25, 53, 75,
Theages, 108, Timaeus, 10, 158;
forms, theory of, 169–70; interest
in improving government,
155–56; son of Ariston, 108; use
of myth, 191–92, 158; writer of
protreptic dialogues, 157

Plutarch, 162, 190, 
Poetry as source of wisdom, 30,

50, 51, 157–58 
Polycrates, 86
Prodicus of Ceos, 34, 35
Protagoras of Abdera, 38, 154

Rhadamanthus, 142, 144

Science, 30, 32, 151, 168
Seeming-being distinction, 46, 59,

113, 146, 183 
Shame, 170–71, 20, 45, 46, 67, 82,

83, 84, 113, 132 
Socrates, biography of: abstention

from politics, 23, 57, 63, 98, 121,
160, 175; as fly, 93; military
service of, 84, 154, 176; oaths of,
48, 69; reputation for wisdom,
40, 43, 44, 52, 76, 86, 110, 160; as
teacher, 34, 39, 72, 104, 54,
177–78, 182; as thetes, 57

Socrates, philosophy of: advocating
care of the self, 8, 68, 90, 94, 121,
154, 173, 180, 188; conversations
with poets, 48, 49, 50, 51, 85, 142,
157–58, 159, 180; dialogic
method, 8, 27, 28, 32, 156–57;
pursuit of self-knowledge, 30, 34,
44, 168, 180; question of, 3, 9

Socrates, as religious innovator,
26, 63, 73, 78, 190–191; daimonion
of, 63, 78, 97, 138, 139, 169, 175,
191; service to Apollo, 146, 156,
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160, 162, 171, 179, 183, 89, 91,
101; use of myth, 191–92, 125,
142, 144, 158

Socrates, trial of: charges against,
5, 20, 24, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 57, 59,
63, 73, 77, 78, 79, 86, 146, 154,
161, 162, 163; corrupting the
youth, 5, 30, 59, 62, 63, 65, 67,
69, 70, 72, 87, 154, 161, 165,
166–67, 179, 185, 187; counter-
penalty proposed, 186, 122;
indictment of, 6, 31, 63, 77, 78,
80, 163, 167, 187–83; penalty
proposed, 5, 6, 117, 126, 128;
potential exile of, 185–86, 4, 86,
107, 124, 137, 139; slander of, 24,
27, 30, 41, 59, 124, 152

Sophists, 20, 21, 25, 26, 34–35, 40,
154, 164, 175; as rock stars, 153

Sophocles, 87, 129, 144
Sparta, 4, 100, 162, 187
Stobaeus, 92

Thales of Miletus, 25
Thirty Tyrants, 4–5, 24, 25, 42, 60,

101–102, 155, 162, 183
Tholos, 101, 122, 
Thucydides, 93, 96, 108, 120–21,

151, 84, 
Tragedy, 45, 50, 74, 75, 76, 153
Transmigration of souls, 142 
Triptolemos, 142

Vlastos, Gregory, 178

Wealth, pursuit of, 34, 57, 122, 129,
172

Xenophanes of Colophon, 45
Xenophon, 4, 5, 19, 22, 24, 25, 36,

38, 42, 57, 60, 63, 100, 102, 109,
112, 124, 135, 176, 190–91, 193
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