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The question in the Euthyphro is, ‘What is piety? Socrates stands trial for impiety and seeks to find an understanding of the crime and meaning of the word. A priest of Apollo by the name Euthyphro claims to have the answer, and so Socrates directs the question to him. Euthyphro offers four different definitions sequentially, as Socrates argues their meaning and relevance through elenchus. Elenchus proposes a question and answer methods (Candiotto, 2015, p.245), whereby each answer is subject to rebuttal, which prompts for an additional definition. 
The first response Euthyphro gives an example since he does not understand that Socrates seeks a definition. The former character states, “Piety is to prosecute the wrongdoer (Crito, 5e).” Socrates argues that the response is not adequately evident to illustrate why the case is one of piety. Socrates then argues that a definition grants the term meaning such that one can correctly apply the word in future scenarios. Euthyphro’s response thus does not conform to the standards of an explanation. 
Euthyphro offers his second response, “Piety is what is loved by the gods (Crito, 7a).” Socrates questions the response and adopts Euthyphro’s belief in disagreement and hostility between the gods. Euthyphro has, on occasion, mentioned that the traditional stories about the gods are real. However, Socrates does not provide any ground to illustrate he holds similar beliefs. The different stances of the gods mean that some hate some things and loved by others, and vice versa. Socrates then argues that such items that share hatred and love are both pious and impious at the same time. However, that is a contradiction and, therefore, an unacceptable stance (Futter, 2013, p.1039). The response does not convey an adequate meaning that instills the ability to recognize the term in future scenarios, and disagreement is an indicator of the imperfection in knowledge regarding the subject matter. The contradiction makes the response by Euthyphro false. 
In his third response, Euthyphro amends his answer to, “Piety if what is loved by all the gods, while impious is what they all hate (Crito, 10a).” The amendment saves him from the critique of arguments by the gods. Socrates, however, evaluates two meaning to the definition with relation to the love of the gods, and piety. In rebuttal, Socrates retaliates, “Is something pious because the gods love it, or do the gods love it because it is pious.” Socrates seeks to understand if the love of the gods makes something pious, or is it that they love it after the fact. The first hypothesis highlights the objectivity defined through morality. Piety is only relative to the gods, and thus lacks the reason for the opinion by the same group. If a basis can be established to illustrate their reasoning to grant love, then such knowledge is influential in future scenarios and applications. However, according to Euthyphro, the love of the gods is both unpredictable and arbitrary. Therefore, defining piety based on what all the gods hold dear is not an adequate definition. 
Rebutting against the other stance, piety still does not conform to a definition. The statement highlights the love of the gods for what is pious. The response is thus quality of piety but does not form the body of knowledge of the same term.  As such, Socrates is successful in rebutting the third response.
Now, Socrates opts to give his response, “Piety is part of justice (Crito, 12a).” Euthyphro agrees to the answer, and now the rebuttal analyzes which part of justice the term falls under. Euthyphro suggests that it is the part that concerns the care to the gods (Crito, 12e). His suggestion also assumes the rest involves the responsibility of men. Socrates questions the meaning behind the consideration for the gods. Socrates comments drawing similarities from caring for the gods and caring for the horses. Euthyphro responds by illustrating care in the form of tending. However, logic dictates that the tending of something improves it. Following the fact that people cannot improve on the gods, the definition refutes any chance of piety among men. The response is thus not a proper definition. 
The next response by Euthyphro is that the element of care involves serving the master. Socrates adopts the analogy of a physician and states that service requires fulfillment of a purpose. However, we are unaware of the use the gods intend for us. Following the response by Euthyphro, then we are incapable of piety. The answer, therefore, does not contribute to the body of knowledge.
Euthyphro then suggests that care is a form of prayer and sacrifice to the gods (Crito, 14c). However, sacrifice creates the argument of trading whereby the gods acquire something they need. It is improbable to trade with the gods since we are unaware of what they need. Lack of possession of necessity to the gods makes us impious, and thus the response is not adequately definitive. 
The conclusion arrived at is that piety is what is pleasing to the gods. Euthyphro agrees that it is dear to the gods, despite lacking value and significance (Reed, 2013, p.252). The response by Euthyphro is a restatement of an already rebutted answer by the latter. However, that is the compromise answer that the two come upon. However, no definitive response concludes the question posed. 
I questioned the citizen of Athens, Socrates motivates them to reason as opposed a docile acceptance of all that is put across. In my opinion, Socrates illustrates the necessity for logical inquiry in shaping knowledge adaptable for future scenarios. The people of Athens also benefit from an in-depth analysis of law at the time. Socrates argues against a case of impiety against the gods. The use of irony presents an opportunity to assess the validity of the charge laid against him (Futter, 2013, p.1044). The question and answer arguments to and from Socrates and Euphrates also improve the understanding by the citizens of Athens of the law and the term pious. It also presents a proper channel for questioning or seeking further guidance on matters not yet understood. 
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