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Aikarog and Cognates in Plato’s Crito

Yosef Z. (Yossie) Liebersohn

Abstract: The term ‘justice’ and its cognates appear frequently enough in Plato’s Crito
to serve as a vehicle for all discussions of this dialogue. In this paper, I will examine the
various usages of dik- in the Crito and show that, within the broad meaning of justice,
each usage has a unique meaning. Only by deciphering these specific meanings can the
conversation between Crito and Socrates be fully understood, and Plato’s message in the
Crito properly evaluated.

Keywords: Plato, Crito, Laws, Justice, Friendship.

INTRODUCTION

The Crito, one of Plato’s most widely read dialogues, has been analyzed according to
three main approaches.! The first focuses on Socrates’ personality and behavior as the
ideal man, citizen, and philosopher.? The second approach discusses issues in the
dialogue, such as obedience and disobedience in a law-abiding state, friendship, modes
of deliberation, moral expertise, and rhetoric.> The common ground of these two
approaches is the assumption that Socrates is the main subject of the dialogue and that
he conveys Plato’s ultimate message. Thus, the speech Socrates presents on behalf of the
laws is nothing but Socrates’ (and hence, Plato’s) own perspective. In the mid-1980s, a
stream of scholarship emerged which argued that the Laws’ speech was aimed at Crito
rather than at the reader.’ This reflects a third approach to Plato’s dialogues wherein
greater attention is paid to the dramatic aspect.® According to this approach, Socrates
speaks not to the reader but to his interlocutors, and his arguments are ad hominem.

All English translations, unless otherwise mentioned, are taken from Vol. 1 of Plato’s works
in the Loeb series, translated by Chris Emlyn-Jones & William Preddy (2017) with some
necessary modifications.

2 See, for example, Adam (1888); Guthrie (1975).

3 See, for example, Vlastos (1974); Young (1974); Martin (1979); Woozley (1979); Allen
(1980); Brickhouse & Smith (1984); Kraut (1984); Stephens (1985); Colson (1989); Kahn
(1989); West (1989); Bostock (1990); DeFilipo (1991), Benitez (1996); Bentley (1996);
Gallop (1997); Garver (2012).

4 A partial list of scholars who hold this view includes Woozley (1979), 29; Stephens (1985),
8; DeFilippo (1991), 259.

3 See, for example, Hyland (1968), 47; Young (1974), 2-4; Brown (1992), 73; White

(1996),114; Miller (1996), 133; Weiss (1998), 5; Harte (1999), 230; Garver (2012), 1.

For leading works using the dramatic aspect of Plato’s dialogues, see Koyré (1945); Klein

(1965); Stokes (1986); idem (2005); Miller (1991); Ludlam (1991); idem (2014); Weiss

(1998); eadem (2001); Burger (1999).

Scripta Classica Israelica vol. 42 2023 pp. 91-110



92 AIKAIOE AND COGNATES IN PLATO’S CRITO

Thus, Socrates is not Plato’s mouthpiece, nor is any other of the characters appearing in
the dialogue. Each character has his own personality and viewpoint—all of which are
taken into account by the character Socrates.” Accordingly, the Laws’ speech does not
necessarily reflect Socrates” own beliefs but rather Socrates’ response to Crito.® In this
paper, I would like to take this approach a step further.

As the storyline of Plato’s Crifto is well-known, I will provide only a brief synopsis
of the dialogue. Socrates’ friend Crito® arrives at the jail early on the day before
Socrates’ execution day, with a plan to help him escape. Socrates proceeds to discuss
whether he should follow Crito’s plan. In his view, he should escape only if escaping is
found to be dikaion: Tovt0 okentéov, TOTEPOV dikatov € EvOEVOE TEpacOot &Evar )
aopiEviov Adnvaiov f| ov dikawov: (‘We must consider whether it is dikaion for me to
get out of here, when the Athenians won’t let me go, or not dikaion’) (48b10—11).

Notably, it is not only Socrates who focuses on justice as the criterion for his
decision. Earlier, we find Crito using the same term in an effort to persuade Socrates to
escape: Nueic yap mov dikaiol éopev cwoaviég oe (‘We are dikaioi in rescuing you’,
45a1-2) and a few lines later: "Ett 84, & Tdkporteg, 008E dikondv pot Sokeig &myelpeiv
npdypo, covtov tpododval, £E0v cmbfjvar (‘And again Socrates, I think what you’re
proposing to do isn’t even dikaion, giving yourself up when you could be rescued’)
(45¢6-7).

As Socrates and Crito both use the term dikaion, each to achieve his own goals, the
question arises: Who is the ‘hero’ of the dialogue? Which of the two characters should
be concerned about the justness of his actions? The answer appears to be Socrates, as it
is he who is being offered the chance to escape.'® In my view, however, there are good
reasons to think that it is rather Crito who is being tested. While Socrates is subject to
one type of misfortune (sumphora), namely his imminent execution, Crito is suffering
from two—Ilosing a good friend and losing his good reputation among the Many (44b7—
c2). While Socrates is grappling with his misfortune and even succeeds in sleeping,
Crito cannot sleep (43b3-b9). Crito’s misfortunes are connected to those of Socrates, but

The longstanding question of Plato’s viewpoint is not irrelevant to this sort of research, but
answers should emerge from a multilayered analysis of each dialogue, including the
characters and their personalities, their opinions, motives, as well as the philosophical and
less philosophical discussions among them.

To give but one example: Weiss (1998) regards the Laws’ speech as intended to make Crito
obey the Laws — though not for the right reasons. Socrates is thereby regarded as a good
friend who can step aside and offer Crito, under the guise of the Laws, arguments to
persuade him that escaping is wrong, arguments which Socrates could not offer in his own
persona.

Both Socrates and Crito as referred to in this article are the characters who appear in Plato’s
Crito. Any relationship between these characters and the historical Socrates and Crito (if it
exists) is beyond the scope of this article. Taking the Crifo, and any other Platonic dialogue,
as a philosophical drama (see above), every character is fictional to the extent that Plato the
dramatist can shape it according to his aims in this or that dialogue.

See 46e3—47a2: o yap, dc0 v TAVOpOTELN, EKTOC €1 TOD PEMAELY AmOBVIOKEY abplov, Kol
oVK (v o€ mapakpovol 1 Topodoa cupeopd: (You see, in all human probability, you are
excluded from the prospect of being put to death tomorrow and the present misfortune
should not knock you sideways”).
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the connection is ancillary. Crito’s dependence on what the Many think is an
independent problem, only secondarily related to Socrates’ misfortune, and the same
may be said for his attitude toward friendship. It is, therefore, Crito and what he
represents that Socrates is criticizing in the Crito. As I hope to show in what follows,
Crito represents a man who considers himself good in every way, even if he seems to do
wrong at least regarding the Laws and the polis. I argue that both the way Crito
evaluates himself and Socrates’ method of revealing to Crito who he really is are
reflected by the term ‘justice’ with its various cognates as it appears throughout the
conversation between the two figures.

Justice and its cognates (all sharing dik-) appear in the Crifo forty-three times
(details, below). An analysis of Socrates’ and Crito’s usages of dik- and cognates in the
conversation shows surprising consistency. Each cognate, whether used by Socrates or
Crito, has a unique meaning in this conversation. Revealing the exact meaning of each
term is, therefore, a sine qua non for grasping Socrates’ moves. Furthermore, Plato, I
argue, was careful to shape his characters so that their language and especially their
terminology reflect their way of thinking and acting, thus creating an ideal dramatic
character. At the same time, it is exactly these various terminological usages which
enable the reader to properly analyze the conversation.

My discussion will be divided into four parts. I will start with a brief overview of the
main usages of dik- that appear in the Crito. Here I will focus on the adjective dikaiog
(dikaios), and three pairs of opposites: 10 dikoov-t0 ddwov (fo dikaion-to adikon),
dikana-adwa (dikaia-adika), aducw-dikaa npdtto (adikeo-dikaia prattd). Since 1 see
the Crito as a conversation wherein Socrates treats Crito and his problematic behavior
concerning justice (on which, later), in the second part [ will briefly describe what I take
to be Crito’s problem. In the third part of the article, I will show how Crito’s adoption of
the above usages of justice influences and reflects his behavior. Finally, I will provide a
number of examples that demonstrate how understanding the meaning of each of these
terms elucidates the various moves that Socrates makes in his conversation with Crito.

I wish to emphasize that this article aims only to deal with the usage of the term
‘justice’ as it appears in the dialogue through dik-related words. This limited aim has
two main methodological consequences. The first is that I confine my discussion to dik-
related words alone, although other terms such as nomos can also be related to justice.
The centrality of dik-related words in the Crifo is so prominent that it calls for a
comprehensive analysis. The second consequence is that the analysis presented here
does not deal with the appearance of dik-related words elsewhere, whether in other
Platonic dialogues or in texts outside the Platonic corpus. As part of the dramatic
approach in analyzing Plato’s dialogues described above, it is my assumption and
working hypothesis that Plato the dramatist presents the characters of individual
dialogues using certain terms with distinct meanings pertaining to activities, conditions,
or social spheres, in the context of one or another dialogue. The meanings, although
specific, belong to the legitimate range of meanings applicable to that term. How the
term is used by each participant is determined by Plato, down to differences between
singular and plural (e.g., dikaion—dikaia), or the definite and indefinite (e.g., dikaion—to
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dikaion).!! This being the case, the different usages may be understood only through an
analysis of the specific dialogue in which they appear, since the same cognates in
another dialogue may have different usages according to Plato’s particular aims for that
dialogue. The analysis requires identifying the interlocutors’ worldview and Socrates’
countermeasures. Socrates does not necessarily express his own view but rather works
with the terminology of his interlocutors. Thus, identifying the consistent use of a
specific meaning throughout the conversation and accounting for difficult-to-explain
moves by Socrates are the best proof of any argument concerning any of the dik-related
words functioning in the Crito.

1. MAIN USAGES OF JUSTICE IN THE CRITO

The four main usages of justice (sharing dik-) which I take to be central to the
conversation in the Crito are those which have to do with what one should or should not
do.!?

1. The adjective Sikarog (dikaios)'? without an article appears in contexts where
someone is to be understood as right (or not right) in taking a certain action.'* The term
has a very general connection to the concept of justice. Its meaning has to do with a deep
sense that what I do is acceptable and valued by the society where I live, without
necessarily knowing exactly what makes this act an act of justice.'> When Sikaiog is
used, the speaker does not know exactly on what basis he has the right to behave as he
does, but this should not be considered a disadvantage. Rather, it is an advantage as its
justification stems from an inner conviction rooted in self-evident social conventions.
This usage appears at 45a1-2, 45¢6, 48b11—c1, 48c2, 49c5, 50e7, 51a4.

This is counterintuitive, as differences between singular and plural do not indicate any
further differences in meanings or differences related to the object of the term in the singular
or the plural. But, as I state below, Plato sometimes chooses to put in his characters’ mouths
singular or plural forms of the same term referring to different objects within the wide range
of legitimate meanings of the term. The only proof of such a phenomenon is in finding
consistency in using these differences in a complete work. I may add that I have detected a
similar case in the Gorgias with the terms rhétor and rhétores. See Liebersohn (2014), 49—
56.

Not all words starting with dik-, though connected to justice, will be discussed here.
Examples of words omitted are those denoting an institution or clear institutional terms, e.g.,
dwaotplov (45b7,45e3, 51b9), dwdotar (53b8), 1 dikn referring to the trial as a
constitutional procedure (45¢3, 50b4, 50b8, 50c2, 50c6, S1e3, 52c4), dwdalw (50c7, 51e3);
or ordinary general pairs or trios, e.g., Tepl @V dikainv kol adikwv (47¢9-10, 48a5-7) or
nepl TV Sikaiov Kol KeAdv Kol ayaddv (48a9-10).

Whether used in a construction of dikaiog + €ipi + infinitive, introducing an action clause, or
a construction of accusative with infinitive.

See also LSJ’s entry on dikaios under heading C.

In his seminal work on the Crito, Adam (1888) translates the words dixawoi écpev at 45a1-2
as ‘it is right that we’, and on the words "Ett 8¢ 000¢ dikondv at 45¢6 he notes: ‘it is not
correct to translate dikowov here as “just”: it is “right”, “moral”’. My only reservation
regarding Adam’s illuminating comment is that dikauov, although it should not be translated
here as ‘just’, is nevertheless connected to justice.
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2. 10 dikawov (fo dikaion) and 10 Gdwov (to adikon), formed by the definite article
with an adjective in the neuter singular, are terms that clearly pertain to formal law or
custom, and appear at 47d5, 47¢8, 50e5, 50e8, 51b7, 51cl, 54b5.1°

3. dikono-ddwa (dikaia-adika) are adjectives, which appear independently in the
plural (without an article),!” and mean ‘things which are just’ in the sense of decent
behavior expected from a fellow citizen, and the suggestion of an unwritten agreement
as to the nature of right behavior. They appear four times, at 49¢6, 50a3, 51c7, 52e5.

4. aducéo'S—dikona mpdrtw (adike6—dikaia pratto) are the most important cognates
of dikaios in our dialogue. The terms mean ‘commit injustice’ and ‘perform justice’
respectively.!® These terms are applicable in Crito’s consciousness only to human
beings.?® Socrates’ efforts in the Crifo are concentrated on making Crito understand that
by breaking the law (fo dikaion), he is actually committing injustice (adiked). The terms
appear thirteen times, at 48c8-9, 48d2, 48d5-6, 49a4, 49a5, 49a6, 49b4, 49b7, 49b10,
49¢7, 49d8, 50c1, 51a6-7.%!

In order to see how these terms function in the conversation, we will now take a
closer look at Crito and his behavior.

2.  WHO IS CRITO??2

What we learn about Crito in the Crito is gleaned from his three speeches delivered in
the first part of the dialogue (up to 46a9).23 Thereafter, Socrates leads the conversation,

16 Emlyn-Jones (1999), 1 writes: ‘In reply, Socrates refuses to contemplate such a move,

explaining why escape would not be in accordance with justice (t0 dikowov)’. It is true that
10 dikatov usually refers to justice in the abstract, that is, the concept of justice. This being
said, in our dialogue justice happens to be identified with accepted and formal law. Thus,
when Socrates asks Crito if running away would be an act of 10 dikatov, the term may be
justifiably translated as justice, but as the answer to this question depends on whether this
act is in compliance with the law, t0 dikowov also becomes a lawful act. On the strong
connection of justice with legality and law in our dialogue, see Stokes (2005), 171-173.
Noteworthy in this context is 53¢7-9: &g 1 dpetn koi 7 dikatocvvn mheioTov GEIOV TOIG
avOpomotg kai To vopupo kot ot vopot; (‘that goodness and justice are of the highest value to
mankind and in particular [kai, ‘and’] legality and laws’). See also Bostock (1990), 18,
referring to the same sentence: ‘The implication must be that Socrates had supposed that the
demands of the law and the demands of morality never would conflict with one another’.
Except for cases in which it appears with an action verb such as npdrrewv (48¢8-9, 51a6-7)
or dpav (51c7-8).

Sometimes the verb changes to ddwa €pydalopon (48d3). The change has to do with the
specific context of the passage where it appears, and, in principle, need not concern us here.
But see p. 104 below.

I sometimes translate the negative adwcéw as “harm’.

20 All appearances of these verbs—before the Laws’ speech, of course—refer to human beings
alone (or do not refer to any object whatsoever: cf. 48c8—d6, 49¢7, 49¢10). As I will show
later, Crito does, in fact, apply these terms to non-humans (e.g., the polis) as well.

2 I do not include here the verb avtadikeiv, which will be discussed later. See p. 101 below.

On Crito’s character, see Liebersohn (2015), which discusses his way of thinking and
evaluating himself in terms of justice.
23 43b3-9, 44b6-c5, 44e1-4629.
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with Crito responding to his friend’s statements, in most cases with just a few words.
The speeches serve to expose Crito’s problem in three stages.?* The first speech (43b3—
9) reveals that Crito, rather than Socrates, is in trouble.2> The second speech (44b6—c5)
reveals that Crito is motivated to smuggle Socrates out of jail not only because he fears
the loss of a good friend (as implied by the first speech) but also because he fears the
loss of his good reputation among the Many.?¢ The third speech (44¢1-46a9) reveals the
basis for Crito’s behavior—his concept of justice. Unsurprisingly, the first appearance of
a cognate of justice is found in this third speech. What we learn about Crito may be
summarized in two points:

1. Crito’s reasoning concerning Socrates’ escape is based on his view of justice and
how justice is to be applied. Crito is the first to mention any cognate of justice in the
conversation, and his third speech turns entirely on the issue of justice (45al-2; 45¢6—
7). Furthermore, Crito’s concept of justice reflects the popular code of ‘helping friends
and harming enemies’?’ but seems to be based on a somewhat sophistic view that might
is right. We read, for example, "Ett 8¢, @ Zdkporteg, 008& Sikaudv pot Sokeic &myeipeiv
mpaypo, cavtov Tpododval, eE0v cwbfjvar (‘And, again, Socrates, I think what you’re
proposing to do isn’t even dikaion: giving yourself up when you could be rescued’)
(45¢6-7; emphasis added). Crito’s concept of justice is based on the right to use one’s
power to achieve one’s personal goals, but concerning Crito’s current situation, this
concept of justice is expressed in ‘helping friends and harming enemies’, and eventually
keeping his good reputation among the Many.

2. Crito seems to be active in at least two social circles: one with Socrates, his friend,
and second with the Many, within which he is concerned about his reputation. The

24 Scholars have tended to take this first part of the Crito as supplying character background. I

argue that these speeches and the sections between and leading to them (43al-b2, 43b10-
44b5, 44c6-d10) form a sequence wherein each delves further into Crito’s motivation and
values with regard to the escape attempt. Moreover, it is Crito himself who, guided by
Socrates, is exposed to what he is really doing, what really motivates him, and what the
ethical basis for his behavior is.

The first words of the speech where Crito focuses on himself alone makes it clear enough:
OV pa TV Alo, & Zdkpoteg, 008 dv antdc iBehov &v TocavTn T Gypumvig Kol AVmy sivat
(‘No, no, by Zeus, Socrates, I only wish I myself were not so sleepless and sorrowful.”)
(43b3—4). Crito seems to be in agrupnia and lupé because he is worried about his friend, but
upon closer examination it is revealed that he is not worried about his friend as a friend. He
is worried about himself as one who is about to lose his friend. The axis of the speech is the
comparison between Crito’s own situation and that of Socrates. This means that every
description which Crito ascribes to Socrates implies the opposite description regarding
himself. Thus, if Socrates usually sleeps well and especially amidst his present sumphora,
Crito never sleeps well and especially now amidst his own.

The reader should ask himself which reason truly motivates Crito, and if both do, which
reason carries more weight, or at least what the exact place of each reason is in Crito’s
decision to smuggle Socrates out of jail. On these questions, see Weiss (1998), 40. For
further references, see there n. 2. See also Moore (2011), 1023-1025.

For this code, see Republic 332d7-8 and Meno 71le4. The dominance of this popular code of
justice in our dialogue has long been recognized in scholarship (e.g., Weinrib (1982), 103;
Weiss (1998), 4). The fullest available account of this code, as well as its origin and
derivatives, is still that of Blundell (1989), 26-49. See also Dover (1974), 180—184.

25

26

27
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existence of two distinct circles in Crito’s world can be proven by a clause Crito adds to
the second motive in his second speech—Ilosing his reputation among the Many: &1t 6¢&
Kol TOALOTG 86Em, ol &pe Kal 62 pN| cuPdg ioaciy, (g 0lo¢ T v og oMley i §0ehov
avaAiokew ypripata, apeiioot (‘In addition many people who don’t know me and you
well will think that, as I would be in a position to save you if I were willing to spend my
money, [ have deserted you’) (44b9—10; emphasis added). If the Many are those who ‘do
not know you and me well’, we may infer another group who ‘do know you and me
well’. Namely, Crito’s close acquaintances. As the phrase ‘those who do not know you
and me well’ (= the Many) points to Crito’s second motive (saving his reputation among
the Many), ‘those who know you and me well” should refer to Crito’s first motive—not
losing a good friend.

Thus in helping his good friend, Crito seems to be active in what I call ‘Crito’s
internal circle’, namely, his close acquaintances. Here, as I have already noted, Crito
applies the traditional and popular concept of justice: ‘helping friends and harming
enemies’.?® In preserving his good reputation among the Many, Crito seems to be active
in what I call ‘Crito’s external circle’, namely, Crito’s fellow citizens. Towards them,
justice is rendered differently. All we know at this stage about this circle is that, towards
his fellow citizens, Crito adopts a kind of passive justice. He would probably not set off
to help them if they happened to need help (as he would with his friends in his ‘internal
circle’), but he is very careful to keep his good reputation among them. Justice in this
circle has to do with decent behavior that harms no one, even if the perpetrator of bad
behavior ultimately benefits. It is a kind of unofficial and unwritten agreement,?® similar
to ‘do unto others as you would have them do unto you’.

Crito so far seems to be a good man in both circles, as a friend, who helps his friend,
and as a decent citizen, who does not harm others. Indeed, when we look at the text
about the means Crito might use in order to help his friend, we find such things as
bribery and finding a place of refuge for Socrates after the escape but no hint of harming
anyone else. No human being would be harmed by Crito helping Socrates. However, the
polis—which is apparently not a human being—is harmed.

Herein lies Crito’s great problem; he would break the law. Yet, I argue, this does not
bother Crito at all. Not only does he not try to justify breaking the law, although one
would expect a potential lawbreaker—especially in a democracy—to do so, he does not
even mention it. It seems as though Crito considers breaking the law as merely another
obstacle he has to overcome, like paying people to enable the escape. This, I claim, is
because for Crito, concepts of committing injustice and justice (adike6 and dikaia
prattd) are applicable only to human beings. The polis and its laws are not human
beings, and they are not subject to the prescriptions and proscriptions of justice and
injustice.30

28 Crito’s ‘internal circle’ includes enemies as well (to be an enemy, one needs a close
acquaintanceship, exactly as with friends). However, given the narrative in our dialogue, the
focus within the popular code is on ‘helping friends’.

29 Note that the Laws refer to an unwritten agreement with the polis at 51c6-53a8.

30

In positing the polis as beyond committing injustice or justice (adikeo and dikaia pratto),
Crito renders it a neutral object subject to the various interests of its citizens. Here a
clarification is called for. The Greeks (and Crito, of course, is no exception) never
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This last point is evident in the text. In his third speech (44e1-46a9), Crito marshals a
miscellaneous mix of reasons for Socrates to escape from prison. He speaks of Socrates’
children, his care for areté and more. What he doesn’t say, however, is more interesting
than what he does, namely, that Socrates was wrongly harmed by the polis since he was
unjustly tried, and accordingly he is justified in running away. If this involves breaking
the law, it is nothing but retaliating with harm against harm. It does not occur to Crito
that a polis can commit injustice or be harmed. Injustice and justice are strictly reserved
for human beings. In his own opinion, Crito is good, both as a person and as a fellow
citizen. Breaking the law will not change that.

3. DERIVATIVES OF JUSTICE IN CRITO’S SERVICE

Out of all dik- related usages concerning justice, Crito uses only one—the adjective
dikaios, which appears twice in his third speech.?! Crito says that he is justified in
paying any price to save Socrates, and that Socrates’ refusal of his offer cannot be
justified.

Crito understands other usages of justice (dik- related words), namely, those Socrates
chooses to use when speaking to Crito. He appears to have no problem with those. When
Crito does not understand something that Socrates says about justice, he stops the
discussion and asks for clarification. While Crito understands and accepts Socrates’
clarifications concerning justice, it appears that the only term he uses—and probably the
only one he can use—is the adjective dikaios, in the sense of ‘I have the right to do X’.
It is Socrates who reveals Crito’s worldview concerning justice.3?

conceptualised a polis as an abstract entity but rather as a community of citizens (see n. 37
below). By claiming that in Crito’s view the polis is not a human being, I am referring only
to issues of committing injustice and justice (adikéw and dikoua mpdrtewv). Moreover, this
applies solely to Crito’s mind, since, as I aim to demonstrate shortly, Crito does in fact apply
to the polis concepts of committing injustice and justice, as he unconsciously sees himself
being harmed (adikoumenos) by the polis and hence entitled to harm it in return
(antadikein). Crito’s intricate mental processes are what make him such an interesting
character, and the dialogue that bears his name so relevant. I reemphasize that this Crito is a
character molded by Plato for his own purposes in composing the Crito, and has nothing to
do with the historical Crito who, during the Peloponnesian War, might well have heard the
Mytilenian debate in which Cleon argued: ‘In order to keep you from this, I proceed to show
you that the one state of Mytilene has injured you the most’ (GOv &y® TelpOUEVOC AMOTPETELY
Vg dmopaive Mutiinvaiovg pdlota o1 piov oA Ndknkotag vudc, Thuc. 3.39.1). The
verb adikeo is found predicated of states in other Platonic dialogues as well (e.g., Rep.
351b1-3).

It is noticeable that Plato, the author of this dialogue, made sure that Crito would mention
both the positive (45al1-2 and the negative (45c6) aspects of this dixatoc.

This distinction between what Crito mentions on his own initiative and what he ‘only’
accepts from Socrates is the result of a choice made by Plato. Crito is depicted in our
dialogue as one who becomes aware of his real behavior due to Socrates’ manoeuvres.

31

32
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I. CRITO THE GOOD MAN AND DECENT FELLOW CITIZEN

In helping his friend, Crito Sikaia mpdrret (dikaia prattei), does just things.’3 He does
not adwel (adikei, commit injustice to) anyone. The only negative act Crito seems to
perform—breaking the law—has nothing to do in his consciousness with adikei, but
with to adikon, since the verbs adikei and dikaia prattein are exclusively applicable to
human beings alone. Crito thus may consider himself a good man and a good fellow
citizen. He is right to help his close friend and harms no one else.

Yet, Crito is not satisfied with being a good man and a decent fellow citizen alone.
Crito, I argue, wishes to believe himself a law-abiding citizen as well. Moreover, he is
convinced that he is a law-abiding citizen even while he breaks the law. This, of course,
requires explanation. First, it should be clear that Crito cares about the laws. Socrates
would not have introduced the Laws’ speech if Crito did not support the polis and its
laws. Moreover, Plato, the author of this dialogue, is not concerned with a single case of
a law-breaking citizen, a phenomenon as common then as it is today. A citizen who
despises the laws and does not consider himself compelled to abide by them is
uninteresting. What is so fascinating about people like Crito is that although they
consider the laws important, and we might assume that normally they would abide by
the laws, they have no problem breaking the law when their private interests are at stake,
and all this without shaking their self-identity as law-abiding citizens. Exposing the
causes of such behaviour may well have been one of Plato’s purposes in composing the
Crito.

II. CRITO THE LAW-ABIDING CITIZEN

In Section Two, I discussed Crito’s internal and external circles.>* But Crito seems to
have a third circle—the polis with its laws. This circle is unique in that Crito regards it
as outside the realm of committing injustice and justice (adikeo and dikaia prattein). The
polis cannot harm anyone, nor can anyone harm it. This is the reason why Crito does not
offer Socrates the otherwise obvious justification for escape, that Socrates would be
justified in returning harm against a polis which has already harmed him. We may now
complete the picture, although it is a little more complex than it initially seemed.
Socrates actually uses this justification—that he is entitled to harm the polis as
retaliation, because the polis harmed him first—in the passage introducing the Laws
(50a6—c3). At 50c1-2, Socrates asks Crito for advice concerning the polis and the Laws,
who blame Socrates for destroying them by escaping from jail: §j £podpev TpoOg oOTOVG
6t “Hdiker yap Nudc 1 moOAMG kai ovk 0pBdg v diknv Expwvev;’ tadta 1 Tt Epodpuev;
(‘Or shall we say in response to them that “yes, the polis has committed injustice
(édikei) against us because it has not given the right verdict in this case.” Shall we say
this, or what?’). This is quite puzzling, especially when we read Crito’s response
(50c4)—Tadta v Ala, & Zdxpotec. (‘Emphatically that, Socrates’). Crito not only

33 This is the verb used by both Socrates (48c8-9) and the Laws (51a6-7) to refer to the
escape, which is how Crito helps his friend.

34 Seep. 97 above.
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accepts this justification, but is enthusiastic about the answer.3> The question here is
simple. If Crito thinks that the polis harmed (&5wéw) Socrates, why did he not raise this
point in his third speech? Yet, if he could not think of such a thing in his third speech,
why now, when Socrates raises the issue, does he accept it enthusiastically? The answer,
I argue, is that this justification has subconsciously motivated Crito all along, but it takes
Socrates to reveal that fact to Crito.

The revelation begs a new question. Harming, in Crito’s worldview, means harming
somebody, namely, a human being. If Crito does harm, he must treat his object of
harming as a human being. Since Crito harms the polis (for harming him3° first), and the
polis is composed of two different groups, we are entitled to ask to which human circle,
then, would the polis belong?3’ After all, in Crito’s worldview there are only two human
circles, the internal and the external, and the polis must belong to one of them.

In order to answer our questions, I return to Crito’s external circle. This circle, as we
know, comprises Crito’s fellow citizens who do not know him well. Here justice is
basically passive, and consists mainly in what is considered just behavior. This, I argue,
is what the term dikaia refers to in our dialogue. Its first appearance is at 49¢6—7:
notepoV & Gv T oporoynon @ dikawa Svta momtéov 1) E€amatntéov; (‘Should one do
whatever one agrees with another, if it’s just (dikaia), or should one mislead him?”). The
context is clearly concerned with keeping an agreement among fellow citizens regarding
things which are accepted by all to be just.?® The most basic component of such an
agreement seems to be that no one should harm anyone else. But what if the agreement
is broken? Is retaliation included in the dikaia? Clearly it is. This is part of the unwritten
agreement. Thus, when Crito breaks the law, he is merely repaying the polis for being
harmed by it. Crito is justified (dikaios) in his retaliation as much as against any fellow
citizen who breaks the unwritten agreement. Such retaliation does not necessarily lead to
life-long enmity,?® and so Crito may feel able to break the law ‘from time to time’ in

35 For Crito’s response, I used Woozley’s (1979) translation. Other translations such as

Tredennick (1961) ‘What you have just said, by all means, Socrates’, or that of Fowler
(1914) ‘that is what we shall say, by Zeus, Socrates’, do not emphasize Crito’s enthusiasm
enough. Emlyn-Jones (2017) almost overlooks it altogether (‘We shall, by Zeus, Socrates”).
By condemning Socrates, his friend, to death, the polis harms Crito as well.

This should not surprise us. The idea that the polis is nothing but its citizens is well-rooted in
Classical Greek thought: see Thuc.7.77.7.5: Gvdpeg yop mOMg, kai 0O Telyn 0oVdE Vileg
avdp@dv kevai. (‘for it is men that make a polis, not walls nor ships devoid of men’); Arist.
Pol. 3.1, 1275b39-42: 1 yap mOMG moltdv Tt TAT00G €otwv (‘for the polis is a mass of
citizens’).

While an understanding of the exact place of this sentence within the structure of Socrates’
argument is important, it is nevertheless not my concern here. I am interested in the meaning
of the term itself. For an alternative reading of this sentence, see Allen (1980), 75: ‘It
assumes that the existence of agreement is the sole ground for the justice of abiding by it,
whereas in fact the justice of abiding by it is a condition for honoring the agreement’. For a
different view, see Kraut (1984), 149-151.

Strictly speaking, an enemy of the internal circle is to be harmed due to the fact that he is an
enemy (exactly as a friend is to be aided due to the fact that he is a friend). One does not
seek a reason to harm him. In the case of a fellow citizen, retaliation is a response to a
specific breaking of the agreement.

36
37
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retribution for a perceived breaking of the agreement by the polis, yet still remain a law-
abiding citizen.

It would seem that Crito subconsciously considers the polis to belong to both his
human circles, depending on the circumstances. When things go well and his personal
interests coincide with the polis and its laws, Crito sees the polis as a member of his
internal circle. As such, he may even appear (to others and to himself) as a patriot who
initiates certain activities befitting one who helps his friend. When, however, things do
not go well and his personal interests collide with those of the polis, so that he feels
obliged to break the law, he then treats the polis as a member of his external circle where
retaliation is justified. Does Crito have a special term for this act of retaliation? Indeed,
he does—antadikein (Gvtadikeiv).

Socrates’ use of the verb antadikein appears in a passage just before the Laws’
speech (49a4—¢3). If I have argued correctly that Socrates raises only what pertains to
Crito’s situation in his attempt to educate through dialectic, we may see that this
discussion is aimed at Crito’s rationale for retaliation. The aim of this passage is to make
Crito understand that retaliation is totally forbidden, regardless of case and
circumstance. All Socrates then must do is personify the laws and show Crito that, even
if the laws harmed him, according to his own insistence at 49e4 that retaliation is utterly
prohibited, he cannot retaliate (and hence cannot break the law). To proceed with his
retaliation now would require Crito to see himself as a bad man, a bad fellow citizen,
and a law-breaker.

The words pertaining to justice, all cognate and containing the dik- stem,

demonstrate how Crito considers his behavior to be consistent. Crito is depicted in the
Crito as active in three circles. All the circles are connected to justice, but are separate
from each other. The differences between them are reflected by different formulations
all using the dik- stem, thus allowing Crito to consider himself a good man, a decent
fellow, and even a law-abiding citizen, no matter which circle he feels himself to be in.
For the first group, Crito uses the pair dikowa mpdttewv-adiém (dikaia prattein-adikeo).
For the second group, he makes use of the pair dixora-ddwa (dikaia-adika), and for the
third circle, the pair 10 dikatov-t0 ddwcov (fo dikaion-to adikon).
Crito is justified (dikatog) in saving his friends; by helping Socrates escape from jail, he
is doing right by Socrates (dikowo mpdrrew); in helping his friend he does not harm
anyone (adkelv). He breaks the law (t0 @dwov) but is justified (dikoiog) in doing so,
since he is (subconsciously) retaliating (Gvtadwkel), a just behaviour tacitly accepted
among the citizens.

4.  SOCRATES’ STRATEGIES—A GLIMPSE

Socrates’ treatment of Crito’s problem regarding the scope of justice reveals to the
reader, and ultimately to Crito himself, the latter’s worldview, and it is worth looking at
three of Socrates’ strategies.

1. THE FIRST APPEARANCE OF 4DIKEO

Socrates’ main aim in treating Crito’s problem is to make him understand that breaking
the law is fo adikein, namely, committing injustice against someone. This is a very
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difficult task since Crito does not regard o adikein as referring to a polis, but only to a
human being. Personifying the laws seems to be the solution, but Socrates leads up to
this solution in stages.

Having gained Crito’s assent at 48b7-9 that ‘just’, ‘honorable’, and ‘good’ are

identical concepts, Socrates starts a logos protreptikos, encouraging Crito to leave aside
concerns such as reputation and expenses and stick to the one question of whether, in
escaping, Socrates will be committing injustice (48b10—d6). Such a prologue signals that
Socrates is about to present his interlocutor with an idea that is hard to accept.*® Yet this
logos protreptikos is much more than simple encouragement. Socrates begins here his
manipulation of various cognates of the dik- stem in preparation for what is coming. The
aim is to make Crito understand he is committing injustice (adikei) by breaking the law.
I will underline the dik-stem terms Socrates uses.

{ZQ.} OVkoTV ék T@V OpoAOYoUHEVWY TOUTO OKETTEOV, TTOTEPOV Sikalov éug évBEvSe
TelpdoBat EELEvarl pun a@LEvTwv Abnvaiwv fj 00 Sikalov: kai £dv pév @aivntal Sikaiov,
melpwpeda, el 8¢ un, Edpev. g 8¢ oL Aéyelg TaG okEPelg mepl TE AVOADOEWS
XPNUATWV Kol 868G kal Taidwv Tpo@is, ur) Mg dAnods Tadta, ® Kpitwv, oxéppata
N TOV padiwg dmokTeviviwy kol dvaplwokopévey v &v, el olol T fioav, 008evi Ev
v®, TOVTWY TOV TMOAAGV. MUV &, émedn O Adyog oVTwG aipel, un ovSEv GAAo
okemTéov 1) fj 8Tep VUV EAéyopev, TOTEpOVY Sikata mpdEouey kai xpripaTa TEAOTVTES
ToUTOLlS TOIG €ue €vBévde €Eatouotv kal xapitag, kal avtol €Edyovtég Te Kol
£€ayopevol, 1 Tij dAnBela aSumoopev Tavta TadTa TOLOUVTEG: KAV @avmpeda dduca
adta épyalduevol, um ov 8¢ Umoloyileobal oUT el dmobviiokew Sel Tapapévoviag
kol ouyiav &yovtag, olte GAAo 6TLOUV TTAoXEW TpO_ 10D dSiKkelv. (48b10-d6)

SOC: So from what we agree we must consider whether it’s just (diakion) for me to try to
get out of here, when the Athenians won’t let me go, or not just (ou dikaion); and if it
seems just (dikaion), let’s try, but if not, let’s drop it. But as for the questions you speak of
regarding spending money and reputation and bringing up children, I suspect that these are
in truth the speculations of those, the Many, who’d put people to death without a second
thought and bring them back to life again if they could, men without any sense. But as for
us, since this is the way our argument is tending, let’s not consider anything other than
what we were talking about just now, whether we shall be committing justice (dikaia
praxomen) in paying out money and doing favors to those who are going to take me out of
here: both those who are themselves rescuers and we the rescued, or shall we in truth be
committing injustice (adikésomen) in doing all of these things. And if in doing them it
appears that we are acting unjustly (adika ergazomoenoi), the question whether in staying
here and holding our peace we will have to die or endure anything else whatsoever, ought
not to be considered sooner than committing injustice (fou adikein).

40

Logoi protreptikoi in the Crito appear also at 46d2—9 and 49c11-d5. Each time, the reason is
the introduction of a term or idea which otherwise would have been difficult for Socrates’
interlocutor to accept. The aim of this logos protreptikos is to introduce the verb adwéwm into
the conversation.
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This section is highly manipulative. Socrates’ main target, adikein, mentioned at the
very end of the passage,*! is the term used in the Crito for committing injustice against
someone (=wrongfully harming someone). Crito, at this stage, does not see how he
harms anyone by helping Socrates to escape (which requires breaking the law) since
harm results only to the polis, which is not a human being, and Socrates needs to plan
his steps carefully. He adopts two interconnected strategies, one which makes use of
various cognates of dik- and the other which makes use of different objects of dik-.
Socrates begins with the very act of escape, but then turns to what seems to be a
marginal issue, namely, paying out money and doing favors for those who will help him.
In parallel, he moves from the adjective dikaiog (dikaios) to dikowo mpd&opev (dikaia
praxomen), adwnoopev (adikésomen), Gdwa €pyalouevol (adika ergazomenoi), and
finally 0 adwkeiv (fo adikein). Here is the analysis:

a. dikaios (48b10—cl): For the very general act of escaping, without going into
details, Socrates uses the structure of dikatov £ue £vBévde melpacbot &iévon (‘It is right
(dikaion) for me/l am justified in trying to get away’). Referring to this act as just is
easily understood by Crito. He himself used this term at 45al-2 and 45¢6-7, as he
believes that he is justified in doing whatever he can in order to save his friend
(including breaking the law). Accordingly, Socrates is justified, too, in doing whatever
he can to save himself.

b. Transitional passage (48c2—c6): Socrates is about to move from the adjective
dikaios to a final verb using dik-. He therefore invents a transitional passage criticizing
the considerations raised by Crito in favor of the escape, but in fact creates a space large
enough between the two usages of dik- so that Crito will not notice the transition.

c. The insertion of to adikein (48c7—d3): This is the crucial step of this whole
passage, with the first appearance in the dialogue of the verb adikeo (48d2). The phrase
dikaia praxomen is opposed without comment to adikésomen.*?> The object of both
formulations is not the escape itself but rather things subordinate to the escape—paying
out money and doing favors for those who will help Socrates to escape. This apparently
strange fact may be explained by Socrates’ awareness that Crito cannot yet see the
escape itself as an act of committing injustice (which in Crito’s mind is wrongly harming
someone).*> Thus adiked in its first appearance is applied to something ‘real’ such as
paying a bribe,** with a human being as its object (paying someone money). Since the
verb is used in our dialogue exclusively to denote wrongfully harming a human being,*®

41 gdicfioopev appears already at 48d2 but its objects are actions such as paying out money and
doing favors to people. adikeiv at the end of the section has no clear object and thus might
hint at breaking the laws.

42 This deliberation between dikaio mpGfopev and ddwncouev is described by Socrates as
nothing but a repetition of the former deliberation between dikomov and ov Jdikaiov
mentioned at 48bl1—cl: ‘But as for us ... let’s not consider anything other than what we
were talking about just now’ (48c7-8).

43 Pace Weiss (1998), 66,72, who uses this passage to argue that this very paying out of money
and doing of favors is the real problem of Crito and the escape.

44 Illegally escaping has no parallel in reality. It is a forensic description of leaving jail.

45

Cf. memeiopévog o1 £ym undéva adikelv moAlod dém guantdv ye adunoewy (‘Being convinced
then that I do no wrong (adikein) to anybody, there’s no way I’'m going to wrong (adikésein)
myself)’ (4pol. 37b2-3).
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it is no surprise that it has not appeared until now. Wrongfully harming anyone has not
been germane to the discussion about getting Socrates out of jail. At this stage, Socrates
will be satisfied if Crito accepts that adikeo has something to do with the escape—
although not with the escape itself.

d. 48d3—d6: fo adikein alone: This is the final stage, which ends with to adikein

without any object, and the reason is clear. Socrates now wants to release Crito from
thinking of adikeo with reference to human beings who are bribed and the like (as he
was still doing at the previous stage), and yet he cannot mention the real object of
committing justice—the polis—since it has not yet been personified.
Thus, the verb adikeo is introduced in three stages. First it has to be connected with the
escape—not with the escape itself but with people who are to be paid in order for the
escape to succeed. Once adikeo has been introduced, the verb’s object must be moved
from bribable humans to the polis with its laws. The third stage, in the Laws’ speech,
has the laws personified, since Crito can only conceive of committing injustice to
humans.

Throughout 48b10-d6, three pairs of (positive and negative) terms with the dik- stem
appear, the first pair in the same person and number, o0 dikoiov—oikarov (ou dikaion—
dikaion) (48b11—2), and so too the second pair, dikaio mpdEopev—adiknoopev (dikaia
praxomen—adikésomen) (48c8-d2). The third pair, Gdwke £pyalopevol-tod GadIKELV
(adika ergazomenoi-tou adikein) (48d3—0), is unusual, as the first term of this pair is a
synonym for the last term of the second pair. Moreover, adika ergazomenoi refers to
exactly the same thing as adikésomen. How can we account for this change of verbs?
Socrates’ aim, I argue, is to separate two uses of adikeo by positioning adika
ergazomenoi in between.*® While adikésomen (d2) refers here to paying out money and
doing favors, the object of to adikein (d6-7), 1 claim, is something else currently
unspecified; it is not yet a human being, but shortly will be.

II. WHAT EXACTLY DOES CRITO NOT UNDERSTAND?

Throughout the second part of the dialogue (from 46a9 onwards), Socrates leads the
conversation and Crito responds to his suggestions. In most cases, Crito agrees with
Socrates,*” but in one instance he neither agrees nor disagrees. Instead, he expresses
confusion about the question:

"Ex ToUTWV 81 &OpeL. diovTeG £vBEVEE NUETS Un) TIElCAVTES TV TIOALY TTOTEPOV KAKGDG
Twvag molotpey,*® kal Tadta obg Hriota Sel, i 0U; Kol ppéVopey 01¢ MUOAOYHCOUEY

46 Note also the word odtdr at 48d3. Thus ESuko. €pyalouevot seems to be connected both to tod
adwkeiv at d5—6 and to adwmoopev at d2.

Of course, there are nuances here too. Consider, for example, Crito’s two answers to
Socrates’ questions at 49b7—cl. To Socrates’ question Ovdapdg Gpa Oel adwkelv, Crito
answers decisively ov dfjta. To Socrates’ subsequent question o0OE adikovuevov dpo.
avtadikelv, g ol moAlol ofovtal, €meldf] ye ovdoudg Ol adikelv, Crito answers more
hesitantly ov @aiverar, perhaps suggesting that Crito is not fully convinced of what he
himself has just affirmed.

For using kax®g motelv instead of adikelv, see my discussion below.

47

48
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Swaiolg 0bow 1 o; KP. 00K éxw, @ Zwkpates, dmokpivacBat Tpdg & £pwTag: oV yip
£vvo® (49e9-50a5)

SOC: Then consider what follows: if we leave this place without first persuading the polis,
are we harming (kakés poiein) certain people and those whom we should do least harm to,
or not? And do we stand by what we agreed to be just (dikaia), or not?

CR: I can’t answer your question, Socrates, because I don’t understand it.

This happens in the dialogue only here, so we may expect to discover something critical
about the way Crito thinks.

I have underlined the words in the text which show that the question refers
specifically to human beings. Crito simply cannot understand how he wrongly harms
anyone® by helping Socrates to escape from jail.>® Attempts to explain Crito’s difficulty
usually miss the point that Crito still cannot associate committing injustice with the
polis. For example, Brown (1992), 70, argues that Crito’s difficulty is surely not ‘how it
could be that Socrates' escape would harm the state’ (emphasis mine), since ‘Crito’s
comments from the outset of the dialogue indicate his willingness to defy and so to
undermine civil norms if necessary in order to save his friend’. It is easy to see Brown’s
double mistake. First, Brown presupposes that Crito already understands that the state is
the object of harm. Second, Crito does not associate breaking the law with harming
someone. This identification is exactly what the Laws will try to establish later on, by
personifying the laws.’!

Socrates, however, will personify the laws and the polis only affer Crito has done it
himself, which happens at 50a6—c4. I consider this the most important passage of the
Crito, and its final sentence is the key to understanding the dialogue.

III. CRITO’S FINAL STEP: COMBINING THE NOUN POLIS WITH THE VERB ADIKEO

In our previous discussion, we seem to have overlooked an important detail. The verb
used in Socrates’ question at 49¢9-50a3 is not adwéw (adiked) but kaxdg mow (kakos
poied). Here we need to remind ourselves of Crito’s difficulty with the combination of
the noun polis and the verb adwéw. Socrates, who understands this difficulty, is careful
not to use the verb aducéw too early. This is the first time that Socrates challenges Crito

49 Pace Weiss (1998), 4, who thinks that Crito’s inability to understand Socrates’ question

stems from the fact that Crito—in Weiss’ view—is completely detached from Socrates’
philosophy and way of life: ‘Crito has known Socrates intimately for a very long time, for a
whole lifetime. Yet he neither holds in esteem nor even comprehends Socrates’ moral
commitments. All he can finally say is “I have no answer to what you ask, Socrates. For I do
not understand” (Cr. 50a4-5).’

I am ignoring here the second part of Socrates’ question. However, I will add that Crito also
cannot understand what agreement, and especially with whom, Socrates is about to break by
escaping.

Note the plural tivdg and obc. As the polis is mentioned in the same sentence, the candidates
for whom Socrates is about to harm are the laws (or the laws together with the polis).

50

51
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with the possibility that the jail break might cause harm to a human being. Crito also
regards harming the polis as an act of retaliation, so Socrates cannot use the verb adikelv
before presenting the polis as harming Crito first. In the meantime, Socrates chooses
instead the phrase xoxdg mow, a synonym for dducém,”? identified with dducéo at
49¢7-9 by Socrates and affirmed by Crito.>?

It is worth considering the long preamble leading to the point where néAig and aducéw
are explicitly combined (50a6—c4):

0. AN 08e okomeL el us’Moucw f]uTv £vBévée elte émo&Spé(csz €lo’ 61Tu)g Sel
dvopdoau TobTo, skeovrsg ol véuot kai T0 Kowov Tiig mdAews smctavrsg épowTo:
‘Eimé pot, & Zu)Kpatsg, Tl év v Exelg ToLEly; dAdo TL n TOUTR TR epy(o ® emxstpstg
Stavof] Tov¢ Te vouovg Nudg dmoléoat Kal clumaoayv Ty TOAWY TO 5OV uépog; | Sokel
ool 010V Te #TL éxelvny TV TOAV elval kal pfy dvatetpdBal, €v 1) &v al yevopevat
Sikat pndev ioxwov GAAX o SlwT®Vv drupol te yiyvwvral kal Stagdeipwvtay’ t
s’poﬁusv ® Kpi‘ru)v npc‘)g TabTa Kat GAAa Toladta; TOAA Yap @v Tig Zéxot Aw¢ te
xal priTwp, eimelv UmEp ToOUTOU ‘rou vouou omoMuusvou og Tag 6u<ocg Tag
SkaoBsioag mpootdTTel Kupiag eivar’* f époluey npog adtoug OTL “Hbikel ydp Mpdg
1 TOALS kal 0k 6pOdS THV Siknv ékpvev;’ Tadta fj Tl époTuev; KP. Tadta vij Ala, &
Twxpates. (50a6-c4)

SOC.: Consider it in this way. If, as I was on the point of running away (or whatever it
should be called), the laws and the commonwealth (hoi nomoi kai to koinon tés poleds)
should come to me and ask, ‘Tell me, Socrates, what have you in mind to do? Are you not
intending by this thing you are trying to do, to destroy us, the laws. and the entire polis
(tous nomous kai sumpasan tén polin), so far as in you lies?>> Or do you think that state
can exist and not be overturned, in which case the decisions reached by the courts have no
force but are made invalid and annulled by private persons?” What shall we say, Crito, in
reply to this question and others of the same kind? For one might say many things,
especially if one were an orator, about the destruction of that law which provides that the
decisions reached by the courts shall be valid. Or shall we say to them, ‘The polis harmed
me and did not judge the case rightly?’ Shall we say that, or what?

CR.: That is what we shall say, by Zeus, Socrates.

It should be noted that at 50a8 the Laws begin to speak, but their formal speech starts
only at 50c5. It is my view that this passage (50a6—c3) is an introduction to the speech

52

53

54

55

If there is a difference between the two, xax®dg noéw may denote doing harm without any
legal or customary connotation.

2Q. To yap mov Kok@®G TOEV avOpdmovg ToD adikelv ovdev drapépel. KP. AnOT] Aéyeic.
(“Soc. Because, I suppose, there is no difference between injuring (kaxdg moieiv) people and
wronging (adwkeiv) them. Cr. Exactly.” I have used here Tredennick’s (1961) translation.
Emlyn-Jones (2017) has ‘harming’ for kox®dg moteiv, and ‘to behave unjustly’ for aducerv.
See Steadman (2006), who sees in the Laws’ speech the graphé paranomon procedure. See
also Klonosky (2014), 17, based on Steadman, who argues that Socrates supports not only
democracy but also its legal procedures.

There has been much debate about how Socrates’ exit from Athens could destroy the city. I
adopt here Allen’s view (1972) that the violation of a single law can destroy an entire system
of laws. A somewhat similar view is held also by Farrell (1978).
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itself, and its main aim is to introduce the To6AMc-Adukém combination so enthusiastically
accepted by Crito. Moreover, the whole of the Laws’ speech, starting at 50c5, is actually
a response to Socrates’ apparent argument in favor of breaking the law in retaliation for
the polis harming him.

This entire passage has, therefore, one clear aim—to prepare Crito to accept the
justification Socrates suggests: Ndiketl yap Nudg N wOAg (‘the polis harmed me’). Only
by accepting this justification does Crito consciously>® personify the polis. Accordingly,
only after Crito’s implicit personification of the polis can Socrates explicitly personify
the Laws and the polis as well.

Beginning with the terminology, we may ask why the Laws appear together with 10
Kowov Thg mohewg (fo koinon tés poleos). The strength of the question is enhanced by
the fact that the latter term appears only once in the Crifo. From 50c5 until the end of the
speech, the Laws appear alone. I argue, therefore, that to koinon tés poleds has a specific
aim which, once achieved, is no longer needed. That aim is to enable the verb adikein to
join the noun polis in the justification Socrates suggests to Crito: fdikel yap MudG 1M
oM (edikei gar hemas hé polis).>’

Socrates uses three steps to reach this end: (1) t0 kowov ti|g TOAEWS (fo koinon tes
poleds) appears along with ol vopou (hoi nomoi); (2) ol vopol appears together with
coumacav TV oAV (sumpasan ten polin); and (3) only then 1 moMg (hé polis) appears
alone.

Now Socrates may hope that Crito can accept that a polis can harm (édikei) a human
being. Only then does the option of retaliation become available. If a polis harms
(adikein) a citizen, why should the citizen not harm it back (antadikein)?>® Crito, as we
know, not only agrees that such a counterargument could be used against the polis, he
accepts it enthusiastically. This enables the Laws to start their speech.

5. CONCLUSIONS
Plato’s Crito is concerned with a certain type of citizen represented by Crito.

Throughout the dialogue, Socrates tries to address Crito’s dilemma, which arises from
the attempt to smuggle Socrates out of jail. In this scenario, Crito regards himself as

56 In fact, Crito had unwittingly personified the polis long before by treating his law breaking
as retaliation against his fellow citizens (his external circle where retaliation is justified),
who harmed him first.

57 Of course, the phrase to koinon tés poleds can be read as merely exegetic. If so, however,
why does it appear just once? Taking into account the context of the whole passage 50a6—c3
might suggest a better explanation.

58

However, even after presenting the polis as harming him (10 adweiv) at 50c1-2, Socrates
does not explicitly draw the conclusion that a citizen is entitled to harm the polis in return.
Socrates leaves Crito to draw this conclusion on his own. It is apparently easier for Crito to
hear that the polis may harm someone than the reverse. Tredennick (1961) seems to have
fallen into this trap. In his translation, he adds the conclusion that Socrates refrained from
making: ‘Shall we say, Yes, I do intend to destroy the laws, because the state wronged me
by passing a faulty judgment at my trial? Is this to be our answer, or what?’ The statement ‘I
do intend to destroy the laws, because’ is missing in the original Greek. Socrates is careful
not to mention the retaliation itself but only the cause for the retaliation.
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good in three ways. As a private man, it is just for him to help his friend. As a generally
decent fellow, he abides by an unwritten agreement to behave justly by taking care not
to commit injustice against a fellow citizen even during the escape attempt. He is also
good as a law-abiding citizen since he regularly keeps the law, and in the few cases
where he does not, he feels justified in retaliating against a polis which he feels has
harmed him. Crito’s worldview becomes apparent throughout the dialogue through
various terminological usages of the root dik-.

Crito is justified (dikooc, dikaios) in wanting to help his friend escape from jail
(dixona mpatrew, dikaia prattein). He is careful not to break his unwritten agreement
with his fellow citizens regarding just acts (dikoua, dikaia), first and foremost in not
committing injustice (adwkéw, adiked) to anyone else. His only ‘problem’ seems to be in
breaking the law (t0 @dwov, to adikon), but here Crito uses two complementary
strategies. First, breaking the law (10 dixatov, fo adikon) has nothing to do with 1o
adwelv (fo adikein), which is applicable to human beings alone. Second, Crito feels
justified in breaking the law when it is an act of retaliation (dvtadwelv, antadikein), an
integral part of dikaia (dikaia). In order to break the law justly, he treats the polis with
its laws as part of his external circle, where retaliation is justified. Socrates’ aim is to
refute this worldview of Crito, along the way presenting him as a bad man, an indecent
fellow, and a law-breaking citizen. This will be done through the Laws’ speech, which
merits a study of its own.

Bar-Ilan University
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