e CONTEXT:

1. This early dialogue by Plato takes place oettid
court (Royal Stoa) of Athens around 399 BC. Thisoant
is primarily a search for a proper definition onraversal
and logical standard of piety. This dialecticalatipie or
exchange interacts with ethics, social and politica
philosophy, and philosophy of religion. Centrabjsat:
Reverence; piety; holiness. The word for pietyhar pious
(“hosios”) is not to be thought of as an attribute of
divinity, but as something that is in accord wittirte law
as given to people by the gods. “Godlinesstig¢tbeia”) is
also used in the text. Both words are used in sushy
that expresses compliance with the divine ordecr&es,
in particular, is looking for a standard of pielyat is able
to distinguish or identify all instances of pieSo,
Socrates is not merely looking for examples ofypiet
Rather, he is looking for the essence of piety in a
definitional, abstract sense. Said differentlyjshieoking
for the essential character or the “formgi¢fos”; “idea”)
of piety.

2. The context of this early dialogue involves 1Btes
(BC 470-399) and Euthyphro, whose name mesnaijht-

known for his serious search for definitions by stigming
others and use of irony. Euthyphro is a “profesasiigniest”
whose expertise is in the areas of ritual and piety
Socrates is called to the court to account for gimof
piety made against him by Meletus, one of the nine
magistrates who possesses legal oversight ovgioresi
matters. Socrates is the defendant in his own thathe
case of Socrates, charges involve for (1) corrgptie
youth, (2) inventing new Gods, and (3) blasphenajresg
the old gods: he failed to follow religious dictaitef the
city. On the other hand, Euthyphro charges andsseek
prosecute his own father for the accidental death
(manslaughter) of a servant who was accused ofenurd
(3e-4d). Father had failed to take care of his work
against the elements. Euthyphro not only beliéneeis

not only taking the right course of action agalrist
father, but also justifies his obligation with kjsecial
knowledge of piety. He wants to “cleanse” himéaiffily
from the stain of murder because murder was atidolaf
the divine law. And second, because it is justraspcute
any one who do wrong, Thus, Socrates sets the ataife
Euthyphro is the teacher whereas Socrates is tierst.
But Socrates uses Euthyphro’s own reasoning to $tiow
that knowledge arises when we explain and defemd o
answers. Thus, Socrates seeks to learn what reeeien
from Euthyphro in order to use that type of special
knowledge in his own trial.

OUTLINE:

I. Introduction: 2a-5c

A. Charge against Socrates: 2b
B. Euthyphro’s charge: 3e
C. Central Question: What is Piety? 5d

Il. Attempts to arrive at proper definition of pret
5d-14

A. What | am doing now: 5d:
But piety does not have proper form:
6d-e
B. Piety is what is loved by Gods 7a
But gods love & hate same things: 8a
C. Piety is what all the gods love: 9e
But: Euthyphro dilemma: 9e:
D. Interlude: 11c-12d
Suggestion by Socrates: Piety is part of
justice: 12d
E. Pietyis a type of justice which looks
after the gods: 12e. What does “caring
mean?”
1. Tending aimed at benefit (13a)?;
2. Tending aimed at serving the gods to
help them achieve some final goatlj?
3. Bilateral trading (14c)?

Ill. Dialogue ends with Euthyphro abruptly

leaving: 15d

thinker.” Socrates, who was Plato’s teacher, was already
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THE SEARCH FOR THE ESSENCE OF PIETY: HOW DOES ONE PROPERLY DEFINE PIETY?

Argument # 1: Euthyphro: Piety is persecuting any religious offender rdtgss of the person (6d). Divine law requiresrmspcute the offender. We
are following the example of the gods (e.g., Zeusti8er gods punishing their own parents). Argunengjected by Socrates since there are many other
pious deeds other than persecuting religious o&fen¢bd); it lacks comprehensiveness & does nav@nthe essence of piety.

Argument # 2 Euthyphro: “What is dear to the gods is pious, what is notigup?” (7a). But this argument is rejected becaesgerence & irreverence

would apply to the same things (8ab) because diftsyods consider different things to be just, b&duugly, good & bad, placing themselves at sdd

with one another (7e; 8ab). In other words, thesgbémselves contract themselves; differing godate kiferent likes & dislikes. Thus, these diffeces
lead to ambiguity regarding what is & what is nmtys. What Euthyphro needs is a complete consdrmms among all the gods.

Argument # 3a: Socrates. What property do all holy deeds have in common®h¥phro’s response: “The pious is what all thegjlode, and the
opposite, what all the gods hate, is the impio@€) (Thus, piety is what all the gods love! Heoagses piety with “what all the gods love.”

Argument # 3b: Socrates: Two cannot be equivalent: Here we Eankyphro’s Dilemma (11ab): X = Do the gods lovetypbecause it is pious or Y =
Is it pious because they love it? In contemporarynfis something good because God willsit? Or does God will something because it is good?

Suggestion # 4: Euthyphro (12d): Piety is a type of justice whicbks after the gods. “Piety is a species of theug justice?” Socrates: What does it
mean to l'ook after the gods'? If gods are gods, then they are omnipotentyTtenot need our assistance to care for them.s [mmking after the gods
mean “caring for the gods?” (13c)

Suggestion # 5: Euthyphro (14e): Piety is a type of bilateral traglivith the gods: We sacrifice to them & they answa prayers. Sacrifices gratify the
gods. Piety involves prayer & sacrifice. Socrafdgre is no significant difference between gratifythe gods & declaring that piety is what is
approved by the gods. Thus, we are back in arguth8bt Has piety been reduced in a sense to af treide? Is piety merely what the gods like,
“honor, esteem, and favor?” (15 /
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Isargument 3b atruetwo horned dilemma?

ﬂf we say that x is\
good because God

wills it, then what
isgood is
arbitrary. God
could will that rape is
good and we would bé
morally obligated to
rape one another. In
other words, is
something good
because God wills it?
Then the good is

)
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\_ arbitrary. /
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If we say that Go
wills x because it is
good,then what
isgood or bad is
independent of
God. In other
words, does God
will something
because it is good?
Then it is a moral
value independent
of God.
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/ Euthyphroisafalse dilemma: \

Third alternative: God wills x because by His very nature He isdydgod is
the sum-total of His infinite perfections. Thus,Hig own Person, God is the
standard of goodness. His divine commands are ssipres that flow from His
infinitely perfect nature. Therefore, moral val@s not independent of God
because God’s own nature necessarily defines wiggtad. William Lane Craig
writes:

So moral values are not independent of God bedaadé& own character defines what
is good. God is essentially compassionate, faig kimpartial, and so on. His nature is
the moral standard defining good and bad. His camisaecessarily reflect His moral
nature. Therefore, they're not arbitrary. Whenatteeists demands, ‘If God were to
command child abuse, would we be obligated to abusehildren?’ he’s asking a
question like, ‘If there were a square circle, vebit$ area be the square of one of its
sides?’ So, the Euthyphro dilemma presents usavttise choice, and we shouldn’t
be tricked by it. The morally good/bad is deternditiy God’s nature, and the morally
right/wrong is determined by His will. God willsreething because He is good, and
something is right because God wills it. ~ Willidrane CraigOn Guard (Colorado
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