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PREFACE

This book puts under one cover as many as possible
of the core works in Western ethical theory in as com-
plete a form as space will allow. These works, which
may be considered the canonical texts in philosophi-
cal ethics, trace the development of ethical theories
from Socrates to the present era. Thus, 1 have chosen
works from the history of ethics that remain influen-
tial, seriously studied, and widely anthologized.
Although it is difficult to predict which products of
the twentieth century will have similar jasting value, 1
have selected readings that appear likely to represent
influential trends in contemporary ethical theory.

A word is necessary about the reason this book
contains only the core works from the history of
Western philosophy. The canonical approach to phi-
losophy has come under justified attack in recent
years for ignoring the voices of women, people of
color, and non-Western writers and thinkers. Thus,
my initial hope in setting out to compile a text for an
ethical theory course was to include underrepresented
thinkers along with the more standard writers in the
Western tradition of ethics. However, 1 soon was dis-
abused of this notion, as the number of unquestion-
able core works in ethics is so great that inclusion of
the lesser-known works, either those within or with-
out Western ethics, would result in a book that does
too little by trying to do too much. To do justice to
those writers whose visibility and study should be en-
couraged but who are not considered part of the
canonical core of ethics, one must devote an entire
reader to them. Compiling a reader of this kind is of
great interest to me, but it will have to wait until the
present work is completed. The works [ have selected
for this reader will always remain important, even
though they may not be all that is important.

Although historical approaches to philosophy
have been deemphasized in recent years, such an ap-
proach is valuable in an ethics class, especially one
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examining theories of ethics. How can one better
appreciate the complexity and wonder of ethics than
to study the historical development of the theories?
The student can read about ideas in context, as they
arose, often in response to arguments and theories
that came before. If one were to use an issues ap-
proach to ethics, the student would read Mill and
Nozick, for example, as if they were contemporaries.
Although this approach may be appropriate for some
situations and for many subjects, it runs the risk of
confirming the student in his or her prejudice that
many illustrious philosophers were simply silly.
Students can better appreciate and understand ethi-
cal theories if they read the most influential works
chronologically.

Four signature features of this book make it ap-
propriate as a text in an undergraduate or advanced
undergraduate course in ethics or ethical theory.
First, it is arranged chronologically to emphasize the
historical development of Western ethical theory
from the time of Socrates through the latter part of
this century. Major ethical traditions from the past
are included along with the major developments
within our own century. Second, the majority of the
selections are core works from the Western ethical
tradition. Some other selections, less central to the
tradition, are included to allow the instructor as
much flexibility in approach as possible.

Third, the selections are relatively lengthy so that
the reader will gain a sense of both the context of the
particular reading and the style of the philosopher.
This approach avoids the reduction of important
philosophical works to the equivalent of “sound
bites” that may leave out important information and
be misleading. Finally, concise yet informative intro-
ductions to the readings connect each selection to its
tradition as well as to” general ethical theories in
Western philosophy.
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A brief explanation is in order concerning the
choice of works in the final section. Although the
first half of this century was concerned primarily
with metaethics—the logic and language of ethics—
interest in normative ethical theories was renewed
by mid-century. So much important work has been
done and continues to be done in moral philosophy
that it is almost impossible to focus on only a dozen
readings to represent this work. The articles in-
cluded here are meant not necessarily as the best or
most important work in the last few decades, but
rather as representing the kinds of issues important
in contemporary ethical theory. For example, in-
cluded here are articles on the most prominent ethi-
cal theories: utilitarianism, Kantian deontology,
social contract theory, and virtue ethics. Also in-
cluded are articles representing interesting work that
is not based on such prominent theories, for exam-
ple, an article concerning the ethics of the Stoics and
two articles on feminist ethics. Together these works
give a picture of the kinds of normative ethical work
currently being engaged in. The purpose of the sec-
tion is to demonstrate to the reader that normative
ethical theory is alive and has vibrant historical
roots.

This book is intended primarily for an advanced
undergraduate ethical theory course in which ethics
is studied historically, but it is also appropriate for an
introductory course, perhaps with shorter readings
assigned. Despite its chronological ordering, the ma-
terial is adaptable to ethics courses that do not treat
the subject historically. Following is a suggestion for
reading order in a course studying the prominent
ethical theories:

[ S ————

1. Utilitarianism: Bentham, Mill, Sidgwick, Moore,
Smart, and Williams

2. Kantian deontology: Kant, Hill, and O’Neill (and
possibly Ross for an alternative version of a deon-
tological theory)

3. Virtue ethics: Aristotle, Anscombe, and Wolf

4. Social contract theory: Hobbes, Rawls, and Gauthier

Thanks are due to the following individuals for
their insightful reviews of the manuscript: Marcia
Baron, University of lllinois at Urbana—Champaign;
Richard Eggerman, Oklahoma State University;
Richard Fumerton, University of lowa; Joyce Henricks,
Central Michigan University; Bruce Landesman,
University of Utah; Walter H. O'Briant, formerly of
University of Georgia; Hal Walberg, Mankato State
University; and Edward Walter, University of
Missouri-Kansas City.

I would like to acknowledge the people who
helped make this book possible. My colleagues at
California State University, Bakersfield, Norman
Prigge and Gary Kessler, read the prospective table of
contents and offered helpful suggestions. Janice
Daurio and Jerrold Caplan of Moorpark College gave
useful advice on the introductions. Of course, any
remaining mistakes are mine alone. Another col-
league, Lorna Clymer of California State University,
Bakersfield, offered wise counsel and editing
throughout the process. My thanks go to Ken King
and the rest of the Mayfield staff, who gave me great
advice and support from start to finish. Finally, and
most important, thanks to my wife, Joanne (who
wielded the red pencil), and daughter, Madeline, for
their unceasing support and love.
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SOCRATES

rroum Plato, Euthyphro

Socrates was born around 470 B.C. in Athens and died there famously in 399 B.c. by
drinking hemlock, condemned to death by an Athenian court. This legendary philosopher
marks the beginning of moral philosophy. In some ways it is odd that he should be so con-
sidered. The first philosophers lived some one hundred and fifty years prior to his birth.
Why not associate the beginning of moral philosophy with Democritus, Heraclitus,
Pythagoras, or another pre-Socratic? After all, some of them wrote about ethics. Further,
since Socrates did not write anything, his thought is available to us only through the writ-
ing of others. How do we know the moral philosophy of Socrates, and how should we rep-
resent it in an anthology of ethical theory?

At least three reasons support the selection of Socrates as the first practitioner of moral
philosophy. First of all, even though Democritus, Heraclitus, and Pythagoras wrote on issues
we clearly should classify as moral philosophy, Socrates is the first to concentrate almost ex-
clusively on moral issues. For the pre-Socratics, the question of how we ought to live was not
a central one as it was for Socrates. Even though Socrates did not leave us a “theory of
ethics” or a comprehensive account of moral philosophy, he was the first to enumerate critical
questions in ethics that have continued to be asked by philosophers for nearly 2500 years:
What kind of life should one live? How do we know what is the good life? What are the
meanings of various terms in morality, such as “good,” “bad,” “courage,” “piety,” “virtue,”
and “justice”? We might say that Socrates was the first to ask the questions vital to the devel-
opment of moral philososphy and that Plato decisively developed and continued the inquiry.

Another reason to view Socrates as the beginning of moral philosophy is the impor-
tance of the Socratic method for subsequent moral philosophy. It was through the “dialec-
tic,” in which Socrates would question a friend about the meaning of some concept, such
as justice, and then refute each definition he was given, that Socrates demonstrated that
most who claim to have knowledge do not. The truly wise person knows first his own ig-
norance (see the Apology). By questioning those who act as if they know what is good,
Socrates reveals to us the need to question moral knowledge in the same way that we
question other claims to knowledge. Part of what makes the philosophical study of ethics
unique is just this sense that we must take seriously the need to question.

In Socrates we see a man for whom moral philosophy was not merely an intellectual
concern but a facet of life. This makes Socrates a good choice for the title of “first moral
philosopher.” Knowing what constitutes a good life is not among the ways one can live a
good life but a necessary part of it. Recall his famous dictum “the unexamined life is not
worth living.” Socrates made a career of questioning others about the lives they led and
urging them to learn what was good so that they could live a good life. The ultimate state-
ment of moral philosophy’s importance to a good life is represented by the manner of

» «




2 PartI » Ancient Ethics

Socrates’ death. Rather than escape the Athenian jail, which would have required him to
break the law and thus leave him disgraced in his own eyes and without integrity, Socrates
chose death and thus became a symbol for two and a half millennia (See the Crito). What
better example of a moral philosopher could we find?

Even if we grant that moral philosophy begins rightly with Socrates, finding a way to
represent his thoughts poses a somewhat more difficult question. Socrates is the main char-
acter in many of Plato’s dialogues, but do these writings represent the thoughts and teach-
ings of Socrates or those of Plato? Or are they a combination of the two? It is generally
agreed that the earlier dialogues, due to difference in style and substance, most likely por-
tray the philosophy of Socrates and the later dialogues represent Plato’s refinements, addi-
tions, and concerns built upon the thoughts of his teacher. Thus, to represent Socrates’
contribution to moral philosophy, the reading presented here is the Euthyphro, one of
Plato’ earlier dialogues. The Euthyphro is a fine representation of the Socratic method as
Socrates challenges Euthyphro to define piety. A later dialogue, the Republic, will be used
to showcase the deeper philosophical reflections of Plato.

Socrates is no exception to the rule that philosophers and their inquiries are shaped
by the times in which they live. The two main forces that shaped Socrates’ thought on
moral philosophy are the forces of tradition on the one hand and the new power and im-
portance of the Sophists on the other. The Sophists were paid teachers whose job it was to
provide training for the up-and-coming members of this democratic city-state. The train-
ing they provided was in “human excellence” or virtue. The Sophists undercut the tradi-
tional code of honor embraced by the aristocrats by inculcating in their students the
notion that values are subjective and that might makes right.

Socrates shared with the Sophists an insistence that rules of conduct be subjected to
rational scrutiny. But, unlike the Sophists, Socrates believed that objective rules of conduct
could be found and articulated. Even though Socrates was unable to find these rules of
conduct applicable to all people, he made clear that such rules are necessary for the justifi-
cation of moral conduct.

Those whose moral philosophy was directly affected by the teachings of Socrates in-
clude the members of the four schools founded by former students. The Megarian school of
Euclides, Aristippus and the Cyrenaics, Antisthenese and the Cynics, and the Academy of
Plato were all influenced by the teachings of Socrates, though they emphasized different
aspects. Indirectly, Socrates’ teachings influenced Aristotle (through his teacher Plato).
The Stoics (who are represented in this volume by Epictetus) considered their own philoso-
phy to be influenced by both Plato and the Cynics. Even in our own day the great civil
rights leader Martin Luther King, Jr, invokes the memory of Socrates in his famous
“Letter from the Birmingham Jail” and reminds us that the life and death of Socrates give
testimony to his deep moral convictions and his belief in the incorruptibility of philosophy.

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE Socrates. Not in an action, Euthyphro; impeach-

Socrates. Euthyphro. ment is the word which the Athenians use.
SCENE:—The Porch of The King Archon

Euth. What! 1 suppose that some one has been
prosecuting you, for I can not believe that you
are the prosecutor of another.

Euthyphro. WHY have you left the Lyceum,
Socrates? and what are you doing in the porch
of the King Archon? Surely you can not be en-
gaged in an action before the king, as I am. Soc. Certainly not.



Euth. Then some one else has been prosecuting you?
Soc. Yes.
Euth. And who is he?

Soc. A young man who is little known, Euthyphro;
and I hardly know him: his name is Meletus,
and he is of the deme of Pitthis. Perhaps you
may remember his appearance; he has a beak,
and long straight hair, and a beard which is ill
grown.

Euth. No, I do not remember him, Socrates. And
what is the charge which he brings against you?

Soc. What is the charge? Well, a very serious
charge, which shows a good deal of character in
the young man, and for which he is certainly not
to be despised. He says he knows how the youth
are corrupted and who are their corruptors. 1
fancy that he must be a wise man, and seeing
that I am anything but a wise man, he has found
me out, and is going to accuse me of corrupting
his young friends. And of this our mother the
state is to be the judge. Of all our political men
he is the only one who seems to me to begin in
the right way, with the cultivation of virtue in
youth; he is a good husbandman, and takes care
of the shoots first, and clears away us who are
the destroyers of them. That is the first step; he
will afterwards attend to the elder branches: and
if he goes on as he has begun, he will be a very
great public benefactor.

Euth. 1hope that he may; but I rather fear,
Socrates, that the reverse will turn out to be the
truth. My opinion is that in attacking you he is
simply aiming a blow at the state in a sacred
place. But in what way does he say that you cor-
rupt the young?

Soc. He brings a wonderful accusation against me,
which at first hearing excites surprise: he says
that I am a poet or maker of gods, and that 1
make new gods and deny the existence of old
ones; this is the ground of his indictment.

Euth. 1 understand, Socrates; he means to attack
you about the familiar sign which occasionally, as
you say, comes to you. He thinks that you are a
neologian, and he is going to have you up before
the court for this. He knows that such a charge is
readily received, for the world is always jealous
of novelties in religion. And I know that when 1

Socrates * from Plato, Euthyphro 3

myself speak in the assembly about divine things,
and foretell the future to them, they laugh at me
as a madman; and yet every word that I say is
true. But they are jealous of all of us. I suppose
that we must be brave and not mind them.

Soc. Their laughter, friend Euthyphro, is not a mat-
ter of much consequence. For a man may be
thought wise; but the Athenians, I suspect, do
not I care much about this, until he begins to
make other men wise; and then for some reason
or other, perhaps, as you say, from jealousy, they
are angry.

Euth. 1 have no desire to try conclusions with them
about this.

Soc. 1 dare say that you don't make yourself com-
mon, and are not apt to impart your wisdom.
But I have a benevolent habit of pouring out
myself to everybody, and would even pay for a
listener, and 1 am afraid that the Athenians know
this; and therefore, as I was saying, if the
Athenians would only laugh at me as you say
that they laugh at you, the time might pass gaily
enough in the court; but perhaps they may be in
earnest, and then what the end will be you
soothsayers only can predict.

Euth. 1 dare say that the affair will end in nothing,
Socrates, and that you will win your cause; and 1
think that I shall win mine.

Soc. And what is your suit? and are you the pur-
suer or defendant, Euthyphro?

Euth. 1am pursuer.
Soc. Of whom?

Euth. You will think me mad when I tell you whom
[ am pursuing.

Soc. Why, has the fugitive wings?

Euth. Nay, he is not very volatile at his time of life.
Soc. Who is he?

Euth. My father.

Soc. Your father! good heavens, you don’t mean
that?

Euth. Yes.
Soc. And of what is he accused?
Euth. Murder, Socrates.

Soc. By the powers, Euthyphro! how little does the
common herd know of the nature of right and
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truth. A man must be an extraordinary man and
have made great strides in wisdom, before he
could have seen his way to this.

Euth. Indeed, Socrates, he must have made great
strides.

Soc. 1suppose that the man whom your father
murdered was one of your relatives; if he had
been a stranger you would never have thought
of prosecuting him.

Euth. 1 am amused, Socrates, at your making a dis-
tinction between one who is a relation and one
who is not a relation; for surely the pollution is
the same in either ease, if you knowingly associ-
ate with the murderer when you ought to clear
yourself by proceeding against him. The real
question is whether the murdered man has been
justly slain. If justly, then your duty is to let the
matter alone; but if unjustly, then even if the
murderer is under the same roof with you and
eats at the same table, proceed against him. Now
the man who is dead was a poor dependant of
mine who worked for us as a field laborer at
Naxos, and one day in a fit of drunken passion
he got into a quarrel with one of our domestic
servants and slew him. My father bound him
hand and foot and threw him into a ditch, and
then sent to Athens to ask of a diviner what he
should do with him. Meantime he had no care or
thought of him, being under the impression that
he was a murderer; and that even if he did die
there would be no great harm. And this was just
what happened. For such was the effect of cold
and hunger and chains upon him, that before the
messenger returned from the diviner, he was
dead. And my father and family are angry with
me for taking the part of the murderer and pros-
ecuting my father. They say that he did not kill
him, and if he did, the dead man was but a mur-
derer, and I ought not to take any notice, for that
a son is impious who prosecutes a father. That
shows, Socrates, how little they know of the
opinions of the gods about piety and impiety.

Soc. Good heavens, Euthyphro! and have you such
a precise knowledge of piety and impiety, and of
divine things in general, that, supposing the cir-
cumstances to be as you state, you are not afraid
that you too may be doing an impious thing in
bringing an action against your father?

et EE—————

Euth. The best of Euthyphro, and that which dis-
tinguishes him, Socrates, from other men, is his
exact knowledge of all these matters. What
should I be good for without that?

Soc. Rare friend! I think that I can not do better
than be your disciple, before the trial with
Meletus comes on. Then I shall challenge him,
and say that I have always had a great interest in
religious questions, and now, as he charges me
with rash imaginations and innovations in reli-
gion, I have become your disciple. Now you,
Meletus, as I shall say to him, acknowledge
Euthyphro to be a great theologian, and sound
in his opinions; and if you think that of him you
ought to think the same of me, and not have me
into court; you should begin by indicting him
who is my teacher, and who is the real corrup-
tor, not of the young, but of the old; that is to
say, of myself whom he instructs, and of his old
father whom he admonishes and chastises. And
if Meletus refuses to listen to me, but will go on,
and will not shift the indictment from me to
you, I can not do better than say in the court
that I challenged him in this way.

Euth. Yes, Socrates; and if he attempts to indict me
I am mistaken if I don't find a flaw in him; the
court shall have a great deal more to say to him
than to me.

Soc. 1 know that, dear friend; and that is the reason
why 1 desire to be your disciple. For 1 observe
that no one, not even Meletus, appears to notice
you; but his sharp eyes have found me out at
once, and he has indicted me for impiety. And
therefore, I adjure you to tell me the nature of
piety and impiety, which you said that you knew
so well, and of murder, and the rest of them.
What are they? Is not piety in every action al-
ways the same? and impiety, again, is not that al-
ways the opposite of piety, and also the same
with itself, having, as impiety, one notion which
includes whatever is impious?

Euth. To be sure, Socrates.
Soc. And what is piety, and what is impiety?

Euth. Piety is doing as | am doing; that is to say, pros-
ecuting any one who is guilty of murder, sacrilege,
or of any other similar crime—whether he be your
father or mother, or some other person, that makes
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no difference—and not prosecuting them is impi-
ety. And please to consider, Socrates, what a no-
table proof I will give you of the truth of what I am
saying, which 1 have already given to others:—of
the truth, I mean, of the principle that the impious,
whoever he may be, ought not to go unpunished.
For do not men regard Zeus as the best and most
righteous of the gods?—and even they admit that
he bound his father (Cronos) because he wickedly
devoured his sons, and that he too had punished
his own father (Uranus) for a similar reason, in a
nameless manner. And yet when I proceed against
my father, they are angry with me. This is their in-
consistent way of talking when the gods are con-
cerned, and when I am concerned.

Soc. May not this be the reason, Euthyphro, why 1
am charged with impiety—that I can not away
with these stories about the gods? and therefore
I suppose that people think me wrong. But, as
you who are well informed about them approve
of them, I can not do better than assent to your
superior wisdom. For what else can I say, con-
fessing as I do, that I know nothing of them. 1
wish you would tell me whether you really be-
lieve that they are true?

Euth. Yes, Socrates; and things more wonderful
still, of which the world is in ignorance.

Soc. And do you really believe that the gods fought
with one another, and had dire quarrels, battles,
and the like, as the poets say, and as you may see
represented in the works of great artists? The
temples are full of them; and notably the robe of
Athene, which is carried up to the Acropolis at
the great Panathenaea, is embroidered with them.
Are all these tales of the gods true, Euthyphro?

Euth. Yes, Socrates; and, as I was saying, I can tell
you, if you would like to hear them, many other
things about the gods which would quite amaze
you.

Soc. 1 dare say; and you shall tell me them at some
other time when I have leisure. But just at pre-
sent 1 would rather hear from you a more pre-
cise answer, which you have not as yet given,
my friend, to the question, What is “piety”? In
reply, you only say that piety is, Doing as you
do, charging your father with murder?

L
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Euth. And that is true, Socrates.

Soc. 1 dare say, Euthyphro, but there are many
other pious acts.

Euth. There are.

Soc. Remember that I did not ask you to give me
two or three examples of piety, but to explain
the general idea which makes all pious things to
be pious. Do you not recollect that there was
one idea which made the impious impious, and
the pious pious?

Euth. 1 remember.

Soc. Tell me what this is, and then I shall have a
standard to which I may look, and by which I
may measure the nature of actions, whether
yours or any one's else, and say that this action
is pious, and that impious?

Euth. 1 will tell you, if you like.

Soc. 1 should very much like.

Euth. Piety, then, is that which is dear to the gods,
and impiety is that which is not dear to them.

Soc. Very good, Euthyphro; you have now given
me just the sort of answer which 1 wanted. But
whether it is true or not I can not as yet tell, al-
though I make no doubt that you will prove the
truth of your words.

Euth. Of course.

Soc. Come, then, and let us examine what we are
saying. That thing or person which is dear to the
gods is pious, and that thing or person which is
hateful to the gods is impious. Was not that said?

Euth. Yes, that was said.

Soc. And that seems to have been very well said
too?

Euth. Yes, Socrates, I think that; it was certainly
said.

Soc. And further, Euthyphro, the gods were admitted
to have enmities and hatreds and differences—that
was also said?

Euth. Yes, that was said.

Soc. And what sort of difference creates enmity and
anger? Suppose for example that you and 1, my
good friend, differ about a number; do differences
of this sort make us enemies and set us at variance
with one another? Do we not go at once to calcu-
lation, and end them by a sum?
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Euth. True.

Soc. Or suppose that we differ about magnitudes,
do we not quickly put an end to that difference
by measuring?

Euth. That is true.

Soc. And we end a controversy about heavy and
light by resorting to a weighing-machine?

Euth. To be sure.

Soc. But what differences are those which, because
they can not be thus decided, make us angry
and set us at enmity with one another? I dare
say the answer does not occur to you at the mo-
ment, and therefore I will suggest that this hap-
pens when the matters of difference are the just
and unjust, good and evil, honorable and dis-
honorable. Are not these the points about
which, when differing, and unable satisfactorily
to decide our differences, we quarrel, when we
do quarrel, as you and 1 and all men experi-
ence?

Euth. Yes, Socrates, that is the nature of the differ-
ences about which we quarrel.

Soc. And the quarrels of the gods, noble Euthyphro,
when they occur, are of a like nature?

Euth. They are.

Soc. They have differences of opinion, as you say,
about good and evil, just and unjust, honorable
and dishonorable: there would have been no
quarrels among them, if there had been no such
differences—would there now?

Euth. You are quite right.

Soc. Does not every man love that which he deems
noble and just and good, and hate the opposite
of them?

Euth. Very true.

Soc. But then, as you say, people regard the same
things, some as just and others as unjust; and
they dispute about this, and there arise wars and
fightings among them.

Euth. Yes, that is true.

Soc. Then the same things, as appears, are hated by

the gods and loved by the gods, and are both
hateful and dear to them?

Euth. True.

—

Soc. Then upon this view the same things,
Euthyphro, will be pious and also impious?

Euth. That, 1 suppose, is true.

Soc. Then, my friend, 1 remark with surprise that

you have not answered what 1 asked. For I cer-
tainly did not ask what was that which is at once
pious and impious: and that which is loved by
the gods appears also to be hated by them. And
therefore, Euthyphro, in thus chastising your fa-
ther you may very likely be doing what is agree-
able to Zeus but disagreeable to Cronos or
Uranus, and what is acceptable to Hephaestus but
unacceptable to Here, and there may be other
gods who have similar differences of opinion.

Euth. But I believe, Socrates, that all the gods
would be agreed as to the propriety of punishing
a murderer: there would be no difference of
opinion about that.

Soc. Well, but speaking of men, Euthyphro, did
you ever hear any one arguing that a murderer
or any sort of evil-doer ought to be let off?

Euth. 1 should rather say that they are always argu-
ing this, especially in courts of law: they commit
all sorts of crimes, and there is nothing that they
will not do or say in order to escape punish-
mernt.

Soc. But do they admit their guilt, Euthyphro, and
yet say that they ought not to be punished?

Euth. No; they do not.

Soc. Then there are some things which they do not
venture to say and do: for they do not venture to
argue that the guilty are to be unpunished, but
they deny their guilt, do they not?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. Then they do not argue that the evil-doer
should not be punished, but they argue about the
fact of who the evil-doer is, and what he did and
when?

Euth. True.

Soc. And the gods are in the same case, if as you
imply they quarrel about just and unjust, and
some of them say that they wrong one another,
and others of them deny this. For surely neither
God nor man will ever venture to say that the



doer of evil is not to be punished:—you don't
mean to tell me that?

Euth. That is true, Socrates, in the main.

Soc. But they join issue about particulars; and this
applies not only to men but to the gods; if they
dispute at all they dispute about some act which
is called in question, and which some affirm to
be just, others to be unjust. Is not that true?

Futh. Quite true.

Soc. Well then, my dear friend Euthyphro, do tell
me, for my better instruction and information,
what proof have you that in the opinion of all the
gods a servant who is guilty of murder, and is
put in chains by the master of the dead man, and
dies because he is put in chains before his correc-
tor can learn from the interpreters what he ought
to do with him, dies unjustly; and that on behalf
of such an one a son ought to proceed against his
father and accuse him of murder. How would
you show that all the gods absolutely agree in ap-
proving of his act? Prove to me that, and 1 will
applaud your wisdom as long as you live.

Euth. That would not be an easy task, although I
could make the matter very clear indeed to you.

Soc. I understand; you mean to say that I am not so
quick of apprehension as the judges: for to them
you will be sure to prove that the act is unjust,
and hateful to the gods.

Euth. Yes indeed, Socrates; at least if they will listen
to me.

Soc. But they will be sure to listen if they find that
you are a good speaker. There was a notion that
came into my mind while you were speaking;
said to myself: “Well, and what if Euthyphro
does prove to me that all the gods regarded the
death of the serf as unjust, how do I know any-
thing more of the nature of piety and impiety?
for granting that this action may be hateful to
the gods, still these distinctions have no bearing
on the definition of piety and impiety, for that
which is hateful to the gods has been shown to
be also pleasing and dear to them.” And there-
fore, Euthyphro, I don't ask you to prove this; I
will suppose, if you like, that all the gods con-
demn and abominate such an action. But [ will
amend the definition so far as to say that what
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all the gods hate is impious, and what they love
pious or holy, and what some of them love and
others hate is both or neither. Shall this be our
definition of piety and impiety?

Euth. Why not, Socrates?

Soc. Why not! certainly, as far as I am concerned,
Euthyphro. But whether this admission will
greatly assist you in the task of instructing me as
you promised, is a matter for you to consider.

Euth. Yes, I should say that what all the gods love
is pious and holy, and the opposite which they
all hate, impious.

Soc. Ought we to inquire into the truth of this,
Euthyphro, or simply to accept the mere state-
ment on our own authority and that of others?

Euth. We should inquire; and 1 believe that the
statement will stand the test of inquiry.

Soc. That, my good friend, we shall know better in
a little while. The point which I should first
wish to understand is whether the pious or holy
is beloved by the gods because it is holy, or holy
because it is beloved of the gods.

Euth. 1don't understand your meaning, Socrates.

Soc. 1 will endeavor to explain: we speak of carry-
ing and we speak of being carried, of leading
and being led, seeing and being seen. And here
is a difference, the nature of which you under-
stand.

Euth. 1 think that I understand.

Soc. And is not that which is beloved distinct from
that which loves?

Euth. Certainly.

Soc. Well; and now tell me, is that which is carried

in this state of carrying because it is carried, or
for some other reason?

Euth. No; that is the reason.

Soc. And the same is true of that which is led and
of that which is seen?

Euth. True.

Soc. And a thing is not seen because it is visible, but
conversely, visible because it is seen; nor is a thing
in the state of being led because it is led, or in the
state of being carried because it is carried, but the
converse of this. And now I think, Futhyphro,
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that my meaning will be intelligible; and my
meaning is, that any state of action or passion im-
plies previous action or passion. It does not be-
come because it is becoming, but it is becoming
because it comes; neither does it suffer because it
is in a state of suffering, but it is in a state of suf-
fering because it suffers. Do you admit that?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. 1Is not that which is loved in some state either
of becoming or suffering?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. And the same holds as in the previous in-

stances; the state of being loved follows the act
of being loved, and not the act the state.

Euth. That is certain.
Soc. And what do you say of piety, Euthyphro: is

not piety, according to your definition, loved by
all the gods?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. Because it is pious or holy, or for some other
reason?

Euth. No, that is the reason.

Soc. 1t is loved because it is holy, not holy because
it is loved?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. And that which is in a state to be loved of the

gods, and is dear to them, is in a state to be
loved of them because it is loved of them?

Euth. Certainly.

Soc. Then that which is loved of God, Euthyphro,
is not holy, nor is that which is holy loved of
God, as you affirm; but they are two different
things.

Euth. How you mean, Socrates?

Soc. 1 mean to say that the holy has been acknowl-
edged by us to be loved of God because it is
holy, not to be holy because it is loved.

Euth. Yes.

Soc. But that which is dear to the gods is dear to
them because it is loved by them, not loved by
them because it is dear to them.

Euth. True.

Soc. But, friend Euthyphro, if that which is holy is
the same as that which is dear to God, and that
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which is holy is loved as being holy, then that
which is dear to God would have been loved as
being dear to God; but if that which is dear to
God is dear to him because loved by him, then
that which is holy would have been holy be-
cause loved by him. But now you see that the re-
verse is the case, and that they are quite different
from one another. For one (Beo@rst) is of a kind
to be loved because it is loved, and the other
(8owov) is loved because it is of a kind to be
loved. Thkus you appear to me, Euthyphro, when
I ask you what is the essence of holiness, to offer
an attribute only, and not the essence——the at-
tribute of being loved by all the gods. But you
still refuse to explain to me the nature of piety.
And therefore, if you please, T will ask you not
to hide your treasure, but to tell me once more
what piety or holiness really is, whether dear to
the gods or not (for that is a matter about which
we will not quarrel). And what is impiety?

Euth. 1really do not know, Socrates, how to say
what 1 mean. For somehow or other our argu-
ments, on whatever ground we rest them, seem
to turn round and walk away.

Soc. Your words, Euthyphro, are like the handiwork
of my ancestor Daedalus; and if I were the sayer
or propounder of them, you might say that this
comes of my being his relation; and that this is
the reason why my arguments walk away and
won't remain fixed where they are placed. But
now, as the notions are your own, you must find
some other gibe, for they certainly, as you your-
self allow, show an inclination to be on the move.

Euth. Nay, Socrates, I shall still say that you are the
Daedalus who sets arguments in motion; not I,
certainly, make them move or go round, for they
would never have stirred, as far as I am con-
cerned.

Soc. Then I must be a greater than Daedalus; for
whereas he only made his own inventions to
move, I move those of other people as well. And
the beauty of it is, that I would rather not. For I
would give the wisdom of Daedalus, and the
wealth of Tantalus, to be able to detain them and
keep them fixed. But enough of this. As I per-
ceive that you are indolent, I will myself en-
deavor to show you how you might instruct me
in the nature of piety; and I hope that you will




not grudge your labor. Tell me, then,~—Is not
that which is pious necessarily just?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. And is, then, all which is just pious? or, is that
which is pious all just, but that which is just
only in part and not all pious?

Euth. 1don't understand you, Socrates.

Soc. And yet I know that you are as much wiser
than I am, as you are younger. But, as | was say-
ing, revered friend, the abundance of your wis-
dom makes you indolent. Please to exert yourself,
for there is no real difficulty in understanding me.
What I mean I may explain by an illustration of
what 1 do not mean. The poet (Stasinus) sings—
"Of Zeus, the author and creator of all these
things, You will not tell: for where there is fear
there is also reverence.”

And [ disagree with this poet. Shall I tell you in
what I disagree?

Euth. By all means.

Soc. 1should not say that where there is fear there
is also reverence; for I am sure that many per-
sons fear poverty and disease, and the like evils,
but I do not perceive that they reverence the ob-
jects of their fear.

Euth. Very true.

Soc. But where reverence is, there is fear; for he
who has a feeling of reverence and shame about
the commission of any action, fears and is afraid
of an ill reputation.

Euth. No doubt.

Soc. Then we are wrong in saying that where there
is fear there is also reverence; and we should say,
where there is reverence there is also fear. But
there is not always reverence where there is fear;
for fear is a more extended notion, and reverence
is a part of fear, just as the odd is a part of num-
ber, and number is a more extended notion than
the odd. I suppose that you follow me now?

Euth. Quite well.

Soc. That was the sort of question which I meant to
raise when asking whether the just is the pious,
or the pious the just; and whether there may not
be justice where there is not always piety; for
justice is the more extended notion of which
piety is only a part. Do you agree in that?
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Euth. Yes; that, I think, is correct.

Soc. Then, now, if piety is a part of justice, I suppose
that we inquire what part? If you had pursued the
injury in the previous cases; for instance, if you
had asked me what is an even number, and what
part of number the even is, 1 should have had no
difficulty in replying, a number which represents
a figure having two equal sides. Do you agree?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. In like manner, | want you to tell me what
part of justice is piety or holiness; that I may be
able to tell Meletus not to do me injustice, or in-
dict me for impiety; as I am now adequately in-
structed by you in the nature of piety or
holiness, and their opposites.

Euth. Piety or holiness, Socrates, appears to me to
be that part of justice which attends to the gods,
as there is the other part of justice which attends
to men.

Soc. That is good, Euthyphro; yet still there is a lit-
tle point about which I should like to have fur-
ther information, What is the meaning of
“attention™? For attention can hardly be used in
the same sense when applied to the gods as
when applied to other things. For instance,
horses are said to require attention, and not
every person is able to attend to them, but only a
person skilled in horsemanship. Is not that true?

Euth. Quite true.

Soc. 1 should suppose that the art of horsemanship
is the art of attending to horses?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. Nor is every one qualified to attend to dogs,
but only the huntsman.

Euth. True.

Soc. And 1 should also conceive that the art of the
huntsman is the art of attending to dogs?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. As the art of the oxherd is the art of attending
to oxen?

Euth. Very true.

Soc. And as holiness or piety is the art of attending

to the gods?—that would be your meaning,
Euthyphro?

Euth. Yes.
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Soc. And is not attention always designed for the
good or benefit of that to which the attention is
given? As in the case of horses, you may observe
that when attended to by the horseman's art
they are benefited and improved, are they not?

Euth. True.
Soc. As the dogs are benefited by the huntsman's art,
and the oxen by the art of the oxherd, and all

other things are tended or attended for their good
and not for their hurt?

Euth. Certainly, not for their hurt.
Soc. But for their good?
Euth. Of course.

Soc. And does piety or holiness, which has been de-
fined as the art of attending to the gods, benefit
or improve them? Would you say that when you
do a holy act you make any of the gods better?

Euth. No, no; that is certainly not my meaning,

Soc. Indeed, Euthyphro, 1 did not suppose that this
was your meaning; far otherwise. And that was
the reason why I asked you the nature of this at-
tention, because I thought that this was not your
meaning,

Futh. You do me justice, Socrates; for that is not
my meaning.

Soc. Good: but I must still ask what is this atten-
tion to the gods which is called piety?

Euth. It is such, Socrates, as servants show to their
masters.

Soc. Tunderstand—a sort of ministration to the gods.
Euth. Exactly.

Soc. Medicine is also a sort of ministration or ser-
vice, tending to the attainment of some object—
would you not say health?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. Again, there is an art which ministers to the
ship-builder with a view to the attainment of
some result?

Euth. Yes, Socrates, with a view to the building of a
ship.

Soc. As there is an art which ministers to the house-
builder with a view to the building of a house?

Euth. Yes.

Soc. And now tell me, my good friend, about this
art which ministers to the gods: what work does
that help to accomplish? For you must surely
know if, as you say, you are of all men living the
one who is best instructed in religion.

Euth. And that is true, Socrates.

Soc. Tell me then, oh tell me—what is that fair
work which the gods do by the help of us as
their ministers?

Euth. Many and fair, Socrates, are the works which
they do.

Soc. Why, my friend, and so are those of a general.
But the chief of them is easily told. Would you
not say that victory in war is the chief of them?

Euth. Certainly.

Soc. Many and fair, too, are the works of the hus-
bandman, if I am not mistaken; but his chief
work is the production of food from the earth?

Euth. Exactly.

Soc. And of the many and fair things which the
gods do, which is the chief and principal one?

Euth. 1 have told you already, Socrates, that to learn
all these things accurately will be very tiresome.
Let me simply say that piety is learning how to
please the gods in word and deed, by prayers
and sacrifices. That is piety, which is the salva-
tion of families and states, just as the impious,
which is unpleasing to the gods, is their ruin
and destruction.

Soc. 1 think that you could have answered in much
fewer words the chief question which I asked,
Euthyphro, if you had chosen. But I see plainly
that you are not disposed to instruct me: else
why, when we had reached the point, did you
turn aside? Had you only answered me 1 should
have learned of you by this time the nature of
piety. Now, as the asker of a question is neces-
sarily dependent on the answerer, whither he
leads I must follow; and can only ask again,
what is the pious, and what is piety? Do you
mean that they are a sort of science of praying
and sacrificing?

Euth. Yes, 1 do.

Soc. And sacrificing is giving to the gods, and
prayer is asking of the gods?



