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Abstract

In recent years, several commentators have argued that Socrates, at the time
of his trial, intended to die, and that he therefore used megalégoria ("boasting") to
provoke his judges into condemning him to death. Contrary to this reading of the
Apology, 1 shall endeavor to show that Socrates actually defends himself during his
trial, and that the intention behind his choice of megalégoria is not to provoke his
judges into condemning him to death.

Keywords: Xenophon, Socrates, Apology of Socrates, Memorabilia,
suicide, megalégoria, trial.
Resumen

En los ultimos afios, varios comentaristas han argumentado que Socrates,
en el momento de su juicio, tenia la intencion de morir, y que por lo tanto utilizé
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184 Louis-André Dorion

la megalégoria ("jactancia") para provocar a sus jueces a condenarlo a muerte.
En contra de esta lectura de la Apologia, me propongo demostrar que Socrates
se defiende a si mismo durante el proceso, y que la intencion de su megalégoria
no es provocar a los jueces para que le condenen a muerte.

Palabras-clave: Jenofonte, Socrates, Apologia de Socrates, Memorabilia,
suicidio, megalégoria, juicio.

At the beginning of the Apology, Xenophon states that it is “worth
memorializing also how Socrates, on being summoned to trial, deliberated
about his defense and about the end of his life (&&10v pot Sokel etvot pepvijcOat
Kol g &medn ExANnOn eig v diknv €PovAevcato mept te TG amoAoying Kol
T TehevuTiic Tod Piov)”2. We are now faced with a major paradox: although
Xenophon’s stated purpose in the Apology is largely to set out Socrates’
deliberation about his defense and death, it seems, judging by the conflicting
interpretations that are put forward regarding Socrates’ intention, that
Xenophon did not succeed in clarifying as much as he would have liked the
nature of the intention behind Socrates’ defense during his trial. According
to recent interpreters’, Socrates deliberately chose to provoke his judges in
order to obtain his death sentence. Since Socrates was convinced, even before
his trial began, that death was now preferable to life, he chose megalégoria*
(“boasting”) as an appropriate means® or instrument to obtain what he wanted
from his judges, namely death. For these interpreters, Socrates’ strategy is
intentionally suicidal: convinced that death is now preferable to life, Socrates
does not take his own life, but his behaviour can nevertheless be described
as suicidal insofar as he deliberately provokes his judges to condemn him to
death®. In a previous study’, I objected to this reading of the Apology, because
this is not, as it seems to me, how we must understand Socrates’ choice of
displaying megalégoria. Allow me to reiterate the essence of my position, as
I set it out in 2005. As Socrates has to abandon, due to the intervention of the
daimonion, the preparation of his defense in a rhetorical form (cf. Ap. 8), and as
he knows full well, moreover, that only the use of rhetoric would allow him to
move the judges to pity and to favourably dispose them towards him, there rests
only for him an unartificial defense, exalting the ergon of a life that conforms to
justice, declaring proudly the virtues and merits that are his own. Megalégoria,

2 Ap. 1 (tr. Marchant/Henderson). The quotes from the 4pology and the Memorabilia all come from
the Marchant edition (2013).

3 See especially Danzig 2014 and Johnson 2021.

4 On the nature and function of megalégoria, cf. below, section 4.

’ Danzig (2014: 155) presents megalégoria as an “effective means” for obtaining death.

¢ Cf. Danzig 2014: 155, 156, 166, 175, 179; Johnson 2021: 110.

" See Dorion 2005.
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then, is not one suicidal tactic among others, to which Socrates has recourse, by
way of a cynical calculation, to obtain his condemnation to death, but rather the
only mode of defense on which can depend one who has abandoned rhetoric,
is wary of the elenchus® and sincerely believes in the exemplary nature of his
life®. In 2014, almost ten years after the publication of my study, G. Danzig
devoted a long article to Socrates’ megalégoria, in the Apology, which consists,
for the most part, of a critique, if not a refutation, of my position!’. Like several
interpreters before him'', Danzig maintains that Socrates’ intention is suicidal.
Given that this reading of the Apology seems wrong to me, and that it raises an
important methodological problem, I think it useful to respond to Danzig, and
to those who subscribe to his position, with new arguments and by criticising
certain principles of reading which seem to me to be questionable.

1. The defense of Socrates in the Memorabilia

In his recent work on Xenophon’s Socratic writings, D. Johnson devotes
a long chapter to the Apology™. One of his main theses, which he abundantly
repeats’, is that Socrates does not defend himself in the Apology'. Johnson
is obviously referring to §§4 and 8, where Socrates reports that the divinity
intervened to prevent him from preparing a defense. The reason for this
intervention, as Socrates interprets it, is that the god grants him a timely
death, since he will escape the procession of ailments that accompany old
age. Encouraged by the god, Socrates gives up defending himself, and the
megalégoria he displays during his trial is, according to Johnson'’, a deliberate
strategy to provoke and alienate the jury so that he gets what he wants, which
is a death sentence.

8 See Bandini & Dorion 2000: CXVIII-CLXXXII. It seems revealing to me that Xenophon’s
Socrates, unlike his Platonic false twin, does not call upon the elenchus during his exchange with
Meletos during the trial (cf. Ap. 19-21).

® My interpretation was endorsed by Pontier 2015: 70: “and we agree with the position of Louis-
André Dorion, who refuses to consider that the megalégoria of Socrates is a suicidal strategy intended
to annoy the judges.” (my translation) Pontier’s study (2015) consolidates my position by providing
an important complement that I will present at the end of the present study.

10 Danzig 2014: 158: “In this paper, I will review Dorion’s interpretation, showing why it is not
persuasive, and argue that the speech is indeed a provocation aimed at achieving a death-sentence.”

" According to several commentators (Lacey 1971: 34; Allen 1980: 35; Brickhouse & Smith 1989:
60-62; Vlastos 1991: 292; Azoulay 2004: 272; Waterfield 2012: 270), Socrates would have used the
judicial process to commit suicide. These commentators only comment on the suicidal intention
of Xenophon’s Socrates. On the question of whether Plato’s Socrates would also have engaged in
suicidal behavior during his trial, see Duff 1983, Peterman 1984, Warren 2001.

12 Cf. 2021: 110-146.

13 Cf. 2021: 117 (bis), 118, 124 (“unapologetic Apology™), 128, 134 (“unapologetic Apolog)y™).

14 Cf. also Johnson 2017: 119.

15 Johnson agrees with Danzig on this.
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Unlike Johnson, I do not believe that Socrates gave up his defense. My
first argument comes from an important passage in Book 4 of the Memorabilia:

As for his claim that he was forewarned by his divine sign what he ought to do
and what not to do, some may think that it must have been a delusion because
he was condemned to death. But they should remember two facts. First, that
he had already reached such an age that had he not died then, death must have
come to him soon after. Second, he escaped the most irksome stage of life and
the inevitable diminution of mental powers, and instead won glory by the moral
strength revealed in the wonderful honesty and frankness and probity of his
defense (tv te diknv whvtov avOpodnov dindéctata koi EhevbepidtoTo Kol
dwodtota inmv), and in the equanimity and manliness with which he bore the
sentence of death. (4.8.1)

The end of the passage, in particular the expression v 1€ 6iknV TAVI©OV
avOpomov aandéctata kol Elevbepudtato kol dkoidtata eimdv, deserves
detailed comment. The expression diknyv ... Aéyetv, which is attested by many
authors'®, means “to pronounce a defense”’. Now Socrates, according to
Xenophon, not only pronounced a defense, but he defended himself in the
truest (dAn0éotota), freest (éAevbepuvtata) and fairest (ducondtoTo) way.
The last two (élevBepidtato kol dwardtata) of the three adverbs Xenophon
uses to qualify the way Socrates defended himself correspond to two of the
three virtues that the Pythia, in the Apology (14), attributes to Socrates: no one
was freer (éhevBepudtepov), nor more just (dikondTEPOV) nor more moderate
(coppovéatepov) than him. The correspondence between these two texts is
probably not accidental, and it suggests that Socrates defended himself in the
same way that he distinguished himself in his life. If Socrates’ defense was
the truest (GAnOéotata), this entails that the megalégoria he displayed, on the
occasion of his trial (cf. Ap. 1), was truthful and justified, i.e. that he attributed
to himself qualities and virtues that he actually possessed'®.

Judging by this passage from the Memorabilia, Xenophon has no doubt
that Socrates really did defend himself at his trial. If Socrates took pains to
defend himself truthfully, freely and justly, it is clearly impossible to argue
that he did not defend himself and that he even deliberately chose to provoke
his judges in order to obtain his death sentence. Danzig and Johnson have,
however, objected that it is not legitimate to interpret the Apology on the basis
of the Memorabilia insofar as the perspective of the Apology is not that of the

1o Cf. Ar. Ran. 776-777 (fjv 8iknv Aéyn poxpdv tic); Isea. 3.22 (8¢ leye v diknv Ozep TodTOL);
Isoc. Antid. (XV), 40; 47; Plut. Dem. 12.3; Cic. 26.3; Diog. Laert. 1.84, 1.85, 2.38, etc.

17.Cf. LSJ, s.v. dikn, IV 2b: “dixknv einelv, to plead a cause”. Here are some other translations of tiv
1€ dlknv Tavtev avipdrov aindéctata kai Erevdepudtata Kol dikarotato einadv: “by pleading his
cause with unparalleled veracity, dignity and integrity” (Waterfield 1990); “in making the most honest,
dignified, and scrupulously legal speech in his defence” (Hammond 2023).

18 Cf. Dorion 2005: 127-135.
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Memorabilia®. Before addressing this objection, I think it relevant to point
out that both Danzig and Johnson?® neglect the reference to Socrates’ defense
in Mem. 4.8.1. Danzig quotes this passage only once, which he translates® as
follows: Socrates “displayed his strength of spirit and won repute (eukleian)
by speaking with great truthfulness, with the dignity of a free man, and with
great justice”??. As can be seen, Danzig does not translate the expression diknv
... €lndv, since he isolates ginmv from diknv by translating the participle as ‘by
speaking’ and omitting to translate diknv. As a result of this faulty translation,
Danzig completely overlooks the most explicit mention of Socrates’ defense
delivered at his trial. What is more, immediately after quoting this passage from
Mem. 4.8.1, Danzig adds:

According to Dorion, this makes it clear that Socrates made a serious defense
speach rather than a provocation. However, speaking (sic) with truthfulness,
dignity and justice is in fact consistent with deliberate provocation®.

Danzig attributes to me the interpretation according to which this passage
states that Socrates made a serious defense; however, this is not my interpretation
(“According to Dorion”), but Xenophon’s own text, which Danzig misrepresents
by reporting that Socrates merely “spoke”**. As to whether Socrates’ defense is
a “deliberate provocation”, I will deal with that later®.

2. A question of method: can we read the Apology in the light of the
Memorabilia?

After this clarification concerning the translation of the expression
Sikny ... gindv in Mem. 4.8.1, let us come to the objection that I would not
be justified in interpreting the Apology in the light of the Memorabilia, on the

19 Cf. Danzig 2014 : 162. Johnson 2021: 114: “But Gabriel Danzig (2014) has well shown that
Dorion relies too heavily on the Memorabilia to gloss the Apology, as in the later work Socrates’ desire
to die does explicitly motivate his manner of speaking, which is not simply forthright and honest but
designed to antagonize the jurors (Apol. 32).” On this criticism of Johnson, see also below, p. 7-8.

20 Johnson often refers to the beginning of Mem. 4.8.1 (cf. 2021: 62, 81, 120, 121), but never to the
end of the passage, where Xenophon asserts that Socrates has defended himself in the truest, fairest
and most moderate way.

2! Danzig points out at the beginning of his article (2014: 156 n.2) that he has translated all the texts
cited in his study.

22014: 160 n.12.

22014: 160 n.12 (my italics).

2 See also p.182, where Danzig paraphrases Mem. 4.8.1: “He gained glory (eukleia) by the truthful
and just manner in which /e spoke, a manner befitting a free person.” (my italics) As can be seen,
Danzig systematically omits the expression diknv Aéyewv, which means that Socrates has made a
defense.

2 See below, section 4.
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grounds that [ would thereby ignore the fact that these two texts pursue different
aims. This objection raises an important methodological question®, namely
whether or not one is entitled to interpret a text by Xenophon by drawing on
passages from other works in his corpus. I have long been firmly convinced that
Xenophon’s thought is remarkably homogeneous throughout his work, so that it
is often useful to compare parallel passages from different works, because one
passage can provide a complement that enriches the interpretation of another
passage. In my view, then, there is no objection in principle to reading a passage
from one work in the light of another?’. But what about parallel passages that
pursue different objectives? In the case of the Memorabilia and the Apology,
I would recall that I myself stressed, before Danzig, that these texts each have
their own aim:

Si I’on prend en considération les trois textes qui traitent du procés de Socrate
(Mém. 11-2, IV 8 et Apologie), on constate qu’ils ont chacun une perspective
qui leur est propre : I’Apologie cherche a justifier la peyaAnyopio de Socrate,
Mém. 1 1-2 a pour objectif de réfuter les accusations « officielles » de 399 et
celles contenues dans le pamphlet de Polycrate, alors que Mém. IV 8 cherche
a montrer que Socrate n’a pas ¢été abandonné par la divinité a la veille de son
proces. Les trois textes ont donc des visées bien précises qui leur sont propres?®.

The fact that these texts have different aims does not, in my view, in any
way prevent us from supplementing one text with another whenever this is
relevant. After all, the subject of these texts remains the same, namely the trial
and defense of Socrates, and it cannot be argued that Xenophon wrote three
texts on the same subject that would be completely impervious to each other and
would therefore have to be read in isolation from each other! But what if these
three texts had aims that were not only different, but also divergent, as Danzig
maintains®? In that case, I readily admit that it would be a methodological
error to interpret one text in the light of another text with a divergent aim. But
is this really the case with the Apology and the Memorabilia? This is what
Danzig asserts, but we must admit he is satisfied with the assertion and does
not achieve its demonstration®. As far as I am concerned, I do not see any

2 Cf. Danzig 2014: 162 n.16: “The use of a parallel text to clarify the meaning of Apology raises
an important methodological question.” I agree that this is an important methodological question, but
my answer to it is the opposite of Danzig’s.

7 It is precisely because of my deep conviction that Xenophon’s various texts illuminate each other
that I often introduce, either as appendices to my translations, or within my studies themselves, tables
in which I list parallel passages between these different texts.

28 Bandini & Dorion 2011: 243-244. See also Johnson 2021: 121: “The most obvious difference
between the accounts of the trial in the Memorabilia and the Apology is that while the Apology is all
about boasting (megalegoria), there is no mention of Socrates’ boasting in the Memorabilia.”

2 Cf. 2014: 181, where Danzig twice uses the expression “divergent aims”. The same expression
is also used on the following page (182).

3% In an appendix to his article, entitled “Xenophon’s Apologies for Socrates: two texts, two aims”,
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discrepancy between the respective aims of the Memorabilia (1.2, 4.8) and the
Apology®', so 1 see no obstacle to reading one text in the light of the other®.

Johnson’s position, as far as the legitimacy of a “cross-reading” of the
Apology and the Memorabilia is concerned, is closer to mine than to Danzig’s.
Although he agrees with Danzig when the latter criticizes my reading of the
Apology in the light of the Memorabilia®, he indeed often stresses, in the long
chapter he devotes to the Apology, that the text is fundamentally in agreement
(cf. above, n.31) with Mem. 4.8. He also devotes a long paragraph to the
methodological problem raised by Danzig in his 2014 article. Because of the
interest of this paragraph, I reproduce it here in full:

Attentive readers will have noticed that I have used Memorabilia 4.8 to
gloss the Apology, thus assuming that the two provide a consistent account
of Socrates’ death. Danzig (2014), however, is right to note that there is a
danger in using the Memorabilia in this way, as the two passages have different
rhetorical goals: while the Apology aims to show that Socrates’ boasting was
not foolish, the Memorabilia passage aims to show that Socrates’ execution was
not due to divine neglect. I will add that here as elsewhere the Memorabilia
is more interested in showing Socrates’ benefit to others than the Apology is.
But the passages obviously share much of the same language and thought,
and Xenophon’s different rhetorical goals do not reflect any change in his
understanding of Socrates*.

Danzig analyzes the parallel passages in Mem. 4.8 and the Apology (p.181-187). This analysis shows
that the two texts have different aims—but we already knew that!—, not that they are divergent.

3! Johnson is also of the opinion that Socrates’ defense is fundamentally the same in the Memorabilia
(4.8) and the Apology, but that the tone is different, which obviously does not mean that the aims of
these two texts are divergent. Cf. 2021: 110-111: “I will argue that the Memorabilia account of the
trial differs from that in Xenophon’s Apology in tone rather than substance, reflecting Xenophon’s
different intent in writing the two works, rather than any substantive change in his view of the trial.”
See also p.113: “I will argue below that there is little difference between the substance of the defense
of Socrates in the Apology and that in the Memorabilia, though there is a great difference in tone.”
Finally, see p.124, where Johnson reaffirms this position.

321 therefore completely disagree with the conclusion of Danzig’s article (2014: 187): “it would
be a mistake to import material from one version to supplement the other. Since Apology focuses on
Socrates’ behavior, it would be a mistake to argue that his behavior as portrayed in Apology can be
clarified by reference to statements in Memorabilia, where this is not the focus. [...] Similarly, to argue
that Socrates’ behavior in court was a serious attempt to win an acquittal because such a conclusion
could arguably, if mistakenly, be derived from Memorabilia would be to make the same mistake.”
This quotation shows once again the extent to which Danzig misinterprets Mem. 4.8.1 (cf. above,
p.5), where Xenophon expressly states that Socrates defended himself (3iknv ... eixdv) in the truest,
freest and fairest manner, not because he was seeking acquittal, but because the god had objected
to his uttering a rhetorical defense and the defense he finally uttered—for there is no doubt that he
did—was the only one worthy of him. In spite of Danzig, and despite the fact that the Memorabilia
and the Apology have different—not divergent—aims, I still believe that Xenophon’s position, as set
out in these two texts, is coherent, and that the interpreter of the 4Apology cannot therefore overlook
Mem. 4.8.1.

33 Cf. Johnson 2021: 114 (quoted above, n.19). I will comment on Johnson’s reproach below.

342021: 120.
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In short, even if Danzig “is right to note that there is a danger in
using the Memorabilia in this way”, i.e. to gloss the Apology, Johnson
will nevertheless do so because “the passages [sc. Apology and Mem. 4.8]
obviously share much of the same language and thought, and Xenophon’s
different rhetorical goals do not reflect any change in his understanding
of Socrates”. Let me recall that Danzig is not content with asserting that
“the two passages have different rhetorical goals”; indeed, as we have seen,
Danzig is in fact arguing that the two texts have “divergent aims”. While
he readily acknowledges that the two texts have different rhetorical aims,
Johnson would probably not acknowledge that they have divergent aims,
since he stresses that the two texts “provide a consistent account of Socrates’
death”. Finally, given that Johnson considers that the two texts “obviously
share much of the same language and thought”, and that for this reason he
does not refrain from using “Memorabilia 4.8 to gloss the Apology”, why
then does he reproach me, following Danzig, for relying “too heavily on
the Memorabilia to gloss the Apology”**? Why does he reproach me for
doing what he himself allows? Is that not inconsistent? Is it really relying
“too heavily” on the Memorabilia to appeal to a single passage in the
Memorabilia (4.8.1)—which Danzig and Johnson superbly ignore—where
Xenophon reports that Socrates defended himself in the truest, freest and
fairest manner? Is it really abusive for me to stress the importance of this
passage when dealing with Socrates’ defense in the Apology?

If we subscribe to Danzig’s position, the scope of Mem. 4.8.1 is
limited to the text of the Memorabilia alone. We can immediately see that
this amounts to introducing an unbearable contradiction between the two
parallel texts in which Xenophon deals with Socrates’ defense, since he
would acknowledge, in the Memorabilia, that Socrates defended himself,
whereas he would argue the opposite in the Apology. Personally, 1 find it
hard to believe that Xenophon could have contradicted himself so blatantly
between two texts that both deal with the trial of Socrates and between
which there are numerous parallels; moreover, there are also passages in
the Apology that suggest that Socrates defended himself. That said, even
if there is no statement in the Apology as explicit as the one in Mem. 4.8.1
about Socrates’ defense during his trial, the text of the Apology attests
that Socrates did not give up defending himself. This is what I shall try to
highlight in the next section.

352021: 114.
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3.Socrates’ defense in the Apology

Let us now turn to the Apology and try to shed some light on the way
Socrates defends himself at his trial. The first passage to consider is the
following:

“But Socrates, shouldn’t you be giving some thought to what defense you’re
going to make (Ovk &ypfiv pévrot okomely, @ Thrpateg, koi 8 Tt dmoroynon;)?”
He said that Socrates at first replied, “Why, don’t I seem to you to have spent
my whole life practicing my defense (dmoloyeicOot peretdv SwafeProkévar)?”
Then when he asked, “How so0?” Socrates said, “Because I’ve lived a life
without wrongdoing (o0d¢v Gdwov dwayeyévnuotr mowdv), and that I consider
the finest practice for a defense (vopilo puelémy eivar kardiotnv dmoroyiog).”
(4p. 3)

The best way to prepare one’s defense is not to prepare a speech, but to
argue that one’s life is free from injustice and unjust acts. It would be a mistake
not to take this passage seriously, since Xenophon expresses the same idea on
at least two other occasions®, notably in the Oeconomicus:

“As a matter of fact,” I said, “I was meaning to ask you, Ischomachus, whether
you include in your system the ability to conduct a prosecution or a defense, in
case you have to appear in court?”

“Why, Socrates,” he answered, “don’t you realize that this is exactly what I
am constantly practicing (Swatelelv peketdv)—proving that I wrong no one
(dmoroyeicBar pev 8t ovdéva adik®d) and do all the good I can to many?”
(11.22)

Like Socrates in the Apology, Ischomachus continually strives to defend
himself by not committing any injustice’’. The second passage in which
Xenophon expresses the same conviction is in Book 4 of the Memorabilia, in
the conversation between Socrates and Hippias on the nature of justice:

“But I swear you won’t hear unless you first declare your own opinion about
the nature of justice; for it’s enough that you mock others, questioning and
examining everybody, and never willing to render an account yourself or to
state an opinion about anything.” [10]

3¢ In addition to the parallel passage from Mem. 4.8.4: “I [sc. Hermogenes] told him that he ought
to be thinking about his defense (&g ypr) okoneilv 6 Tt dnoroynoetar). His first remark was, ‘Don’t you
think that I have been preparing for it all my life? (OV yap doxkd oot todt0 peretdv dwPeProkévat;)’
And when I asked him how, he said that he had been constantly occupied in the consideration of right
and wrong and in doing what was right and avoiding what was wrong, which he regarded as the best
preparation for a defense (mpdattov 8¢ 0 dikona Kol T@V AdiK®V dneyopevos, fivrep vopilot kodliotyv
HEAETNY dmoloyiag glvon).”

37 Unlike Danzig (2010: 118 n.10, 248, 254), I see no significant divergence between Socrates’ and
Ischomachus’ positions (cf. Dorion 2018: 533-537).
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“Indeed, Hippias! Haven’t you noticed that I never cease to declare my notions
of what is just?”

“And how can you call that an account?”

“I declare them by my deeds, anyhow, if not by my words (Ei 8¢ pn Aoyw, Eon,
AN’ Epym dmodeikvopat). Don’t you think that deeds are better evidence than
words (] o0 dokel cot dfl0TekIapTOTEPOV TOD AdYOL TO EpyoV ivar;)?”

“Yes, much better, of course; for many say what is just and do what is unjust;
but no one who does what is just can be unjust.” [11]

“Then have you ever found me dealing in perjury or extortion, or stirring up
strife between friends or fellow citizens, or doing any other unjust act?”

“I have not.”

“To abstain from what is unjust is just, don’t you think (To 6¢ t@v adikev
améyecOat ov dikaov MyR;)?” (4.4.9-11)

So it is through his actions, and not through speech, that Socrates reveals
what he considers to be right. There is a very interesting parallel to be drawn
between the Apology and this passage from the Memorabilia: just as, in the
Apology, Socrates believes that his life free of injustice is the best defense,
so that he does not need a logos to defend himself, so, in the Memorabilia, he
considers that his actions are enough to reveal his conception of justice, and
that he therefore does not need to formulate this conception with a logos. At
the end of this extract from Mem. 4.4, Socrates defends himself from having
committed unjust acts and concludes that he has lived justly, which is exactly
the line of defense expressed in §3 of the Apology.

Is it really true, as Socrates says in the Memorabilia (4.4.10), that deeds are
better evidence than speeches? The ergon is a better proof insofar as, as Hippias
explains (4.4.10), one cannot be unjust if one has not committed any injustice,
whereas one who says just things may very well have committed injustices.
I think it’s worth comparing this explanation with Hermogenes’ objection to
Socrates after he says that the best defense is not to commit any injustice:

Then when Hermogenes again asked, “Don’t you observe that the Athenian
courts have often been carried away by an eloquent speech and have
condemned innocent men to death, and often on the other hand the guilty have
been acquitted either because their plea aroused compassion or because their
speech was charming?”

“Yes, indeed!” he answered; “and I’ve tried twice already to look to my defense,
but the divinity opposes me (kai dig 1101 EMYEPNOAVTOG OV GKOTELV TTEPL THG
amoloyioag Evavtiodtal pot 1o dapoviov) ™,

Whatever Socrates and Hippias think, speech seems to be more effective
than deeds, since it can just as easily convict the innocent as acquit the guilty.
When Socrates asserts that it is impossible to be unjust if one’s actions are

3% Ap. 4 (tr. Marchant/Henderson modified). See also the parallel passage in Mem. 4.8.5.
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just, he is reasoning in the absolute, or rather as if he were alone, accountable
to no one but himself, and without taking into account the judicial context,
where it is not enough to assert that one has not committed unjust acts in order
to be exonerated. The proof that Socrates himself recognises the relevance of
Hermogenes’ objection, and the inadequacy of the position he expresses in the
Memorabilia, is that he himself acknowledges, at the end of §4, that he thought
of preparing a defense, but that the divinity (10 daioviov) objected.

There are therefore, in the Apology, two types of defense that are evoked
by Socrates: the first, evoked in §3, consists in arguing the justice of his acts
and that he has never committed an injustice; the second, evoked in §4, is a
defense based on a logos, and not only on deeds, and whose relevance seems
to derive from the observation of the inadequacy of the first type of defense.
Does the divinity’s opposition to Socrates preparing a defense only concern the
second type of defense, or does it also extend to the first type? In the second
passage where Socrates reports the god’s opposition, there is a clear reference
to a logos:

0pOds d¢ ol Beol TOTE POV NVAVTIODVTO, PAVOL AVTOV, Tf| TOD AOYOV EMOKEWEL
dte 850Kkel UiV (TnTéa elval €K TaVTOC TPOTOV TH BITOPEVKTIKE.

“It was with good reason,” Socrates continued, “that the gods opposed my
giving thought to my speech at least at that time, when we thought we had to
find a plea that would get me acquitted by any means.” (4p. 8)

The expression £k mwavtog Tpdémov must hold our attention. When the gods
objected to his preparing a logos to defend himself, Socrates sought “at all
costs” or “by all means” (ék mavtog TpdTOVL) the means to escape condemnation
(ta. dmogevkTikd). These means are not necessarily arguments, but rather the
various “tricks” that fall within the rhetorical arsenal (self-pity, showing off the
children who will soon be orphans, etc.). The divinity therefore seems to be
opposed to Socrates preparing a rhetorical logos that would use all the means
usually employed by orators to obtain an acquittal. Nevertheless, Socrates does
not remain silent during his trial, so it seems to me justified to make a distinction
between two types of discourse: on the one hand, rhetorical discourse (to which
the divinity is opposed), and on the other, an unartificial discourse through
which Socrates exalts the ergon of his life*. This passage confirms that the

% Danzig (2014: 160-161) considers my distinction between two types of speech to be unfounded,
on the grounds that Socrates “understood the daimonion to oppose the preparation of any speech at
all.” (p.161) According to Danzig, “there are no two kinds of speeches at issue, but rather two options:
to prepare a speech or not to prepare one. In obedience to the divine, Socrates does not prepare any
kind of speech. The speech Socrates delivers in court is not a prepared speech but a spontaneous one”
(161). Danzig himself acknowledges that Socrates delivers a speech on the occasion of his trial, and
that this speech is not, from a formal point of view, of the same nature as the one opposed by the
divinity. In other words, Danzig finally recognizes that there are indeed two types of speech, and it’s
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god’s opposition concerns only the defense based on logos, and not the defense
based on ergon. Further confirmation can be found in the rest of the Apology,
where Socrates twice defends himself by arguing that he has done no injustice.
Let’s look at the first passage:

More than this of course was said both by Socrates himself and by the friends
who joined in his defense. But I have not made it a point to report the whole
trial; rather I am satisfied to make it clear that while Socrates’ whole concern
was to keep free from any act of impiety toward the gods or any appearance of
wrongdoing toward mankind (&AL’ fiprecé pot SnAdoat dTt ZokpaG TO HEV
unte mepi Oeovg doePijoan prte mepl avOpmdTOVG GOIKOC PavivaL TEPL TAVTOC
€MOLETT0). (Ap. 22)

By Xenophon’s own account, his point (fjpkecé por) was to show
(Onidoor) that Socrates was making a big deal (mepi moavtog émoteito) of
revealing (pavijvat) that he had been neither ungodly to the gods nor unjust to
men. Xenophon’s statement is thus entirely consistent with the line of defense
evoked by Socrates in §3, where he asserts that the finest defense consists in
never having committed injustice. The second passage is along the same lines:

Now of all the acts for which the laws have prescribed the death penalty—
temple robbery, burglary, enslavement, treason—not even my adversaries
themselves charge me with having committed any of these. And so it seems
astonishing to me how you could ever have been convinced that | had committed
an act meriting death (6mw¢ mote €pavn VUiV 10D Bavatov Epyov d&ov ol
gipyaopévov). (Ap. 25)

Here Socrates is defending himself against having committed unjust acts,
and he challenges his opponents to show that he has done so. He who has
not committed unjust acts, as Socrates argues in Mem. 4.4, is necessarily just.
Socrates’ defense here is based on the ergon®.

4. The megalégoria and the alleged intention to provoke the jury

It is not enough to show, against Danzig and Johnson, that Socrates
defends himself in the Apology, for these interpreters maintain not only that
Socrates does not defend himself, but also, and above all, that he deliberately
provokes the jury in order to obtain his death sentence. We are dealing here

not clear to me how his position differs fundamentally from mine, especially as I’ve never argued that
the speech presented at the trial was a “prepared” speech.

40 See also Mem. 1.2.62: “Under the laws, death is the penalty inflicted on persons proved to be
thieves, highwaymen, cut-purses, kidnappers, robbers of temples; and from such criminals no one was
so widely separated as he was.”
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with intention, and it is usually very difficult, and quite risky, to demonstrate
that a character has such and such an intention, unless the author expressly
lends it to him. As I said at the beginning of this study, the paradox of the
Apology is that, although Xenophon sets out at the beginning of the opusculum
to clarify the intention behind Socrates’ use of the megalégoria, there is
no consensus among interpreters as to the exact nature of this intention.
Xenophon does not attribute to Socrates the intention to die*', but rather the
conviction that death was now preferable to life (cf. Ap. 1, cited below). The
position shared by Danzig* and Johnson* is to establish a direct link between
this conviction and the intention to provoke the jury in order to obtain his
death sentence. Such a reading of the Apology seems to me to be erroneous,
and in the rest of this study I shall endeavour to show that Socrates does not
choose megalégoria as a means or an instrument with which to obtain what
he is seeking, namely a death sentence.

The first text to be considered is obviously the first paragraph of the

Apology:

TokpdTovg 8& 8EOV pot dokel etvor pepviicOot kol o émeldn EkAO sig v
diknv EBovievcarto mepi T THig Amoloyiag Kol Tig TeELeVTiig TOD flov. yeyplpact
U&V odv mepl TovTOL Koi GANOL Kol mAvTEC ETVYOV THG MEyoANyopiag adTod-:
® Kol Sfilov 811 16 dvl obTmg Eppnon Hmd TmkpdTove. GAL’ dTL I Eavtd
Myelto aipetdtepov givar tod Piov Odvatov, todTo 0O Stecapivicav: Hote
appovecTtépa oTod Patveton elvan 1 peyoAnyopio.

I think it worth memorializing also how Socrates, on being summoned to trial,
deliberated about his defense and about the end of his life. It is true that others
have written about this, and all of them have captured his boasting—obviously
that was the sort of speech Socrates actually made—but what they have not
made clear is that he already thought that for him death was preferable to life,
so that his boasting appears ill-considered*.

Socrates therefore did deliberate about his defense and death (¢BovAevcato
nepl € Thig dmoloyiag kol Tiig TeAevTiig ToD Biov). He considered that death was
now preferable (aipetdtepov) to life and he displayed megalégoria. Does this
mean that he displayed megalégoria in order to be sentenced to death? In other
words, was it his intention to speak arrogantly so as to provoke the judges and

41 Johnson asserts (2021: 114) that Socrates has a “desire to die”, which seems clearly abusive to
me. In the same vein, Danzig (2014: 5) attributes a “death-wish” to Socrates. See also below, n.43.

4 Cf. 2014, p.164 (quoted below, n.46).

4 Cf. 2021: 114: “Socrates’s desire to die does explicitly motivate his manner of speaking, which
is not simply fortright and honest but designed to antagonize the jurors (4pol. 32).” See also 2021:
140: “Xenophon clarifies Plato’s account by showing that Socrates’ boasting at his trial was designed
to secure a guilty verdict. Xenophon does this most obviously by stating that this was Socrates’
intention.”

4 Ap. 1 (tr. Marchant/Henderson slightly modified)
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thus obtain a death sentence? Some claim that this reading is authorised by the
following passage, which immediately follows the one just quoted:

‘Eppoyévng péviot 6 Inmovikov £toipdg te fv adTtd koi EEQyyethe mepi odtod
To1dTo, HOTE TPETOVOAV Qaivesat TV peyanyopiov ovtod Tf) S10voig.

Hermogenes, the son of Hipponicus, however, was a companion of his and has
divulged such reports as show that the boasting of his speech suited his state
of mind®.

Does this passage justify the interpretation of those who claim that
Socrates’ intention was to show megalégoria in order to provoke the jury and
thus get himself sentenced to death*®? Nothing is less certain. First of all, it must
be emphasised that Xenophon never expressly states that Socrates intended to
die¥’. So what does his dianoia consist of, and why is it consistent with his
megalégoria? Socrates’ dianoia can only be the conviction mentioned in §1,
namely that death was now preferable to life*®. Even if the term diavoia can have
the meaning of “intention”, this is not how it should be understood if it is true
that it refers to the thought expressed in §1, namely that death is now preferable
to life. It is better to translate it by a more neutral term than “intention”, such
as “thought” or “state of mind” *. The fact that Socrates’ megalégoria was
consistent with his dianoia does not mean that he deliberately and knowingly
chose to provoke the jury in order to obtain his death sentence. The interpretation
of the term megalégoria is obviously crucial. As I have endeavoured to show
elsewhere®®, Xenophon considers that megalégoria is not necessarily negative
and pejorative, as arrogance is; there are indeed situations in which it is relevant

4 Ap. 2 (tr. Marchant/Henderson modified).

4 Cf. Danzig 2014: 164: “The intention Xenophon refers to may be more easily conceived as the
intention of provoking the judges into condemning him to death.”

4 Danzig (2014: 168) himself acknowledges this: “Why doesn’t Xenophon say explicitly that
Socrates intended to die?” According to my interpretation, the answer to this question is simply that
Socrates did not intend to die! Danzig’s answer to the question he raises is that Xenophon “may have
felt reluctant to explicitly ascribe suicidal intention when he has admitted that he was not in a position
to confirm it.” (2014: 168) This answer is not convincing, as it seems to me to be contradicted by the
beginning of the Apology, where Xenophon criticizes those who wrote about Socrates” trial for not
having sufficiently highlighted the ins and outs of his megalégoria during the trial, which shows that
Xenophon, despite his absence from Athens at the time of the trial, claimed to be in a better position to
shed light on Socrates’ megalégoria than had those who had dealt with Socrates” trial, notably Plato.

41 thus respond to Danzig’s objection (2014: 164), which criticizes me for defending a position
according to which “his intention [sc. of Socrates] was something unconnected with his death”.

4 Translators and commentators of the Apology translate dwavoia as follows: “le fond de sa pensée”
(Chambry 1935); “sa fagon de penser” (Ollier 1961); “intelligence” (Konstan 1987: 1); “thinking”
(Waterfield 1990; Pucci 2002: 55); “decision” (Marchant 2013; Hammond 2023). The translation by
“decision” seems to me to be unfortunate, since it clearly implies that Socrates has decided to die,
whereas the text says nothing of the sort.

0 Cf. 2005: 131-134.
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and justified to be megalégoros®', i.e. to proclaim loud and clear the qualities
one believes one possesses®. And that’s exactly what Socrates does at his trial:
he doesn’t defend himself with a logos, but he nevertheless extols the ergon
of his life%, insisting on his piety, his justice, the superiority he recognises in
himself over other men, and the favours the gods have granted him. It’s a form
of baroud d’honneur (“last stand”), in the sense that the dictionary Le Petit
Robert gives to this expression: “dernier combat d’une guerre perdue, pour
sauver ’honneur”. Was the purpose of the megalégoria to provoke the jury,
and was it Socrates’ intention to do so? Danzig and Johnson are convinced that
this is the case:

Xenophon makes it pretty clear that Socrates spoke offensively in court because
he was eager to receive a death sentence®.

Thus Socrates boasting before the jury naturally elicits disbelief and envy
(Apol. 13) because he is boasting of his superiority to them. If this wasn’t part
of Socrates’ intention, then Socrates didn’t know what he was doing, which
would not make for a very good defense of his approach to his trial®.

In response to Danzig and Johnson, I will analyse a passage which seems
to me to contradict their position. This passage is §9, where Socrates speculates
on the possible consequences of resorting to megalégoria:

“By Zeus no, Hermogenes,” he went on, “I’ll never court that fate, but if I
offend the jury by declaring all the blessings that I feel gods and men have
bestowed on me, as well as my personal opinion of myself (AL’ 6oV vopilom
TETUYNKEVOL KOADV Kol Topd Oedv kol map’ avOporov, kol fiv &y d6&av
&yo mepl Epavtod, TavTny avaeaivav gl apuvd tobg dikaotdg), I will prefer
death to begging, unlike a free man, for longer life and thus gaining instead of
death a far inferior life (aipnoopon tedlevtdv paAlov fj averevbépmg to (v €Tt
TpocaTt®v KepdAvaL TOV TOAD yelpo Pilov avti Bavdatov).” (Ap. 9)

Socrates very clearly envisages the possibility that his megalégoria—
revealing (dvapaivov) the high opinion he has of himself and the favours he
has received from gods and men**—might upset his judges, and the conclusion

1 Cf. Pontier 2015: 63: “circumstances can force Xenophon’s heroes to use megalégoria wisely”.
(my translation)

32 Cf. Cyr. 4.4.1-3,7.1.17; Ag. 8.2-3. See also Pontier’s analysis of these passages (2015: 63).

3 Pontier (2015: 60) agrees with my interpretation of Socrates’ megalégoria during the trial:
“Megalégoria does indeed consist, in Socrates’ case, in making, by way of defense, the praise of his
life.” (my translation)

% Danzig 2014: 156. See also 158, 164.

35 Johnson 2021: 114. Contra, cf. Shero 1927: 109: “I feel sure that we caricature Xenophon’s
thought if we say that he represents Socrates as deliberately provoking the jury for the purpose of
getting himself condemned to death.”

3¢ According to Danzig (2014: 166), Socrates “says that he will offend the judges not by recounting
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he draws from this is that this risk must not make him renounce it, for such a
renunciation would force him to adopt an attitude that would be unworthy of
him. It’s one of two things: either Socrates proudly asserts the excellence of his
life, at the risk of displeasing the judges; or he gives up exalting his life and
basely begs to prolong it. Even before the trial begins, Socrates is perfectly
aware that his megalégoria could have the effect of upsetting the judges and
encouraging them to condemn him to death®”; but just because he is aware
of this does not mean that he intends to provoke the judges, as Danzig®® and
Johnson maintain. These two commentators reason “backwards”: given that
Socrates annoyed the judges, he therefore intended to provoke them; and if he
provoked them without intending to, then he didn’t know what he was doing®.
Paragraph 9 shows precisely the opposite: Socrates was perfectly aware that his
speech could provoke the judges, but he had no intention of doing so. It was a
risk that he clearly perceived and which he decided to take with full knowledge
of the facts, because he considered the alternative, namely to renounce the
megalégoria and beg for an extension of his life, to be unworthy of him.
Socrates therefore knew perfectly well what he was doing: if the consequence
of the megalégoria is his death sentence, he will nonetheless choose to die
(aiproopar tekevtav) because it is better to die after having loudly proclaimed
the exceptionality of his life, than to remain silent and basely beg for the
prolongation of his existence. The choice of death is therefore not, as Danzig
and Johnson maintain, an intention that presides over the decision to display

his merits and virtues (pace Dorion 2005: 132 =2013: 309) but by recounting the good things he has
gotten from gods and men and the high opinion he has of himself, subjects that seem more appropriate
to an effort of provocation than to an honest effort to recount his own just way of life.” Danzig’s
distinction between, on the one hand, Socrates’ merits and virtues, and, on the other, the good things
he got from gods and men, seems to me to be false and completely artificial, insofar as it is precisely
thanks to his merits and virtues that Socrates got good things from gods and men.

57 Danzig (2014: 161) offers the following criticism: “But Dorion denies this connection between
the megalégoria and the preferability of death”. For Danzig, the only possible connection between
the megalégoria and the conviction that death is preferable is that Socrates chose the former in order
to realize the latter. Paragraph 9 shows that the link between the two is of a different nature: Socrates
chose megalégoria not to be condemned to death, but rather despite his presentiment that this choice
might irritate the judges and prompt them to do so.

5% Curiously enough, Danzig (2014: 166) sees in §9 an “indication of suicidal intention”. I see no
such indication. For the expression “suicidal intention”, see also 165 (quoted below, n.59) and 168.

3 After reporting my interpretation, according to which “Socrates can be offensive without
meaning to be. That would eliminate the suicidal intention even while acknowledging that the
speech was offensive”, Danzig (2014: 165) exclaims: “However, it would make Socrates into an
incompetent and foolish speaker, exactly what Xenophon wishes to deny!” In the same vein, see
Johnson 2021: 114 (quoted above, 195) — §9 is precisely intended to overcome the objection raised
by Danzig and Johnson. Indeed, §9 reveals that Socrates did not intend to provoke the judges by
displaying megalégoria, but that he was aware that his megalégoria could have this consequence.
Is Socrates therefore “an incompetent and foolish speaker”? I don’t think so. On the contrary, it
shows that Socrates foresaw exactly what the consequences of his speech might be—so he was not
incompetent—and that consideration of these consequences did not make him back down or give up
his choice to be megalégoros, because the alternative before him was unworthy of him and the life he
had led. He thus demonstrates nobility, dignity and contempt for death (he is not a “foolish speaker™).
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megalégoria, but an hypothesis that results from consideration of the risks he
runs if he does display it®. In other words, Socrates first chooses megalégoria
and then considers the risks that this choice entails for him; the fact that he
risks death does not make him renounce the choice of megalégoria, because the
alternative before him—keeping silent about the exemplary nature of his life
and basely begging for his life to be extended—is unworthy of him. In short,
it is not the intention to die that presides over megalégoria, but only the desire
to exalt the life he has led, at the risk of provoking his judges and incurring a
death sentence®'.

In his long chapter on the 4pology®, Johnson mentions §9 only once
(p-116), to point out that it would be unworthy of Socrates to beg the judges
to grant him the grace to live again. Johnson has therefore failed to grasp the
importance of this paragraph, which establishes beyond any doubt that Socrates
did not choose megalégoria as a means of provoking his judges into condemning
him to death. Johnson, on the other hand, attaches great importance to §32:

Zokpdatmg 8¢ S TO peyoldvey antov &v 1@ dtkaotnpin eOovov Exayouevog
parlov katayneicachot Eavtod £moince 100G SIKOGTAC.

And as for Socrates, by magnyfiing himself in court he brought ill will upon
himself and thus made his conviction by the jury all the more certain. (4p. 32)

Unlike §9, which he neglects, Johnson often refers to §32% and sees in
it a confirmation of his position®. Johnson’s conclusion from this passage
seems to me to be abusive. The fact that Socrates’ self-celebratory speech
had the consequence of arousing the jealousy of the judges and inciting them
even more (pdAiov) to condemn him does not entail that Socrates had this
intention from the outset®>. For my part, I read §32 in the light of §9, i.e.

% Before quoting §9, Danzig states that “Socrates affirms his intention of speaking in a way
he knows will be fatally offensive” (2014: 166; my italics). In presenting §9 in this way, Danzig
misunderstands the deliberative aspect of this passage: far from asserting that he intends to speak in
such a way that he will inevitably provoke the judges, Socrates rather envisages the hypothesis that
he might irritate the judges (i Bapvvd, future deliberative) by displaying megalégoria, demonstrating
that the choice of megalégoria is prior to and independent of consideration of the consequences of
that choice.

1 My analysis of §9 develops this observation by Pontier (2015: 64): “This is a particular form of
defense [sc. megalégoria], which is apt to indispose the judges, which Socrates senses even before the
trial (§9).” (my translation)

622021: 110-146.

% Cf.2021: 39, 115, 118-119.

6 Cf. Johnson 2017: 120: « Xenophon’s Socrates makes no effort to avoid the death penalty, and
indeed provokes it through his boasting (4pology 32), but his Apology does not only show Socrates
committing suicide by jury. »

% Immediately after quoting §32, Shero (1927: 109) states: “There is no suggestion of deliberate
provocation of the jury.” — The expression St T0 peyaldvew certainly suggests causality—it was
because he delivered his own eulogy that Socrates aroused the jealousy of the judges and incited them
to condemn him—but by no means intentionality. In other words, it was the fact of delivering his own
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§32 confirms that the possibility raised in §9, namely that the megalégoria
could have the consequence of annoying the judges, did indeed come true,
but that does not entail that Socrates initially had this intention. The mistake
in Danzig’s and Johnson’s readings is to attribute to Socrates an intention that
seems to correspond to the effect of his speech on the judges: since they were
indisposed by Socrates’ speech, and their negative reaction seems justified,
Socrates therefore intended to provoke them by displaying his megalégoria.
Moreover, Danzig and Johnson never question the judges’ reaction to Socrates’
megalégoria, as if they were fully justified in feeling irritated and offended by
Socrates’ praise of himself. Now Pontier is right to point out that the jealousy
(pBovoc) that the judges feel, according to Ap. 32, turns against them in so far
as only fools, according to Mem. 3.9.8, experience jealousy®. By pointing out
that Socrates’ self-praise aroused the jealousy of the judges, Xenophon is not
implying that Socrates deliberately provoked his judges and that their reaction
was fully justified, but is instead trying to draw the reader’s attention to the
mediocrity of the judges®’.

The mistake made by Danzig and Johnson is akin to the paralogism of
the false cause (post hoc ergo propter hoc): from the fact that the megalégoria
irritated the judges, they conclude that Socrates had intended from the outset
to provoke them by displaying his megalégoria, and that it was therefore the
intentional cause of the judges’ irritation. But the megalégoria obeys another
requirement and another intention: given that the gods have intervened to
prevent him from preparing a rhetorical logos, but that he must nevertheless
speak during his trial and that he is indeed defending himself, all that remains
for Socrates to do is to proudly claim the superiority of his existence, at the risk
of provoking his judges and inciting them to condemn him to death.

eulogy that indisposed the judges, but this does not imply that Socrates intended to provoke them.
Indeed, §9 reveals that Socrates foresaw this consequence, without intending to provoke it.

% “Considering the nature of envy (®06vov 3¢ ckondv), he found it to be a kind of pain, not,
however, at a friend’s misfortune nor at an enemy’s good fortune, but the envious are those only (GAAd
povoug £gn eBoveiv) who are annoyed at their friends’ successes. (...) they cannot disregard them in
time of trouble but aid them in their misfortune, and yet they are pained to see them prospering. This,
however, could not happen to a man of sense but is always the case with fools (Tovg ABiovg d¢ det
maoyew ovto).”

7 Pontier 2015: 69: “Insofar as jealousy is considered the prerogative of fools, we can infer that
the Apology’s narrator openly holds the Apology’s judges to be such.” See also p.71: “Xenophon
highlights the limitations of Athenian judicial institutions and the negative reactions of an audience
driven by its jealousy and mediocrity.” (my translations) In the same vein, see Pontier 2018: 443.
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