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1 H E general fubjedt of tins fhort Dialogue is fo evident, that it is no 
wonder all the copies agree in the entitling it " Concerning Philofophy." 
But in the naming it there is fome difference. For this is one of thofe 
few Dialogues of Plato, which take not their names from any one of the 
fpeakers: the reafon of which in this is much the fame with that in T h e 
Banquet; it is becaufe the two fubordinate fpeakers are placed on an 
equal footing of importance in the Dia logue; where we fee their characters 
contrafted, one to the other. T h e y are prefented to our v iew, at their firft 
appearance, contending together for the honour of their refpective ftudies 
or ways of life, which are of quite oppofite kinds, and jealous of each other 
in the gaining of partifans or followers. It was neceffary, therefore, that the 
Dialogue fhould have fuch a name, as might comprife both thefe perfons. 
T h e name, ufually prefixed to the copies of it, and confirmed by Olympio-
dorus, is E^ar, fignifying all thofe perfons, mentioned in the beginning of 
the Dialogue, an account of whom is given in note 4. The other name, 
found in fome copies, and authorized by Diogenes Laertius and Proclus, is 
Ans^a-Toit. W e have given the preference to this latter ; which, we think, 
will appear to be the genuine name, and the former to be fpurious, from 
the following obfervations. In the firft place, the former name is too 
general, and 1 comprehends many other perfons prefent at the converfation, 

1 Much the fame reafon with this our firft is afligneel by Dr. Forfler in the notes to his edition, 
for the preference which he alfo gives to this name of the Dialogue.—S. 

3 B 2 
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who are mute, and merely auditors : whereas the latter peculiarly charac­
terizes the two fubordinate fpeakers, exclufive of the re 11 of the company. 
Another reafon, which alone feems fufficient to prove the authenticity of 
the name we have chofen, is this, that the contention or rivalfhip between 
thefe two, befides forming the moll entertaining part of the Introduction 
gives occafion to the fubjecl of the Dialogue, and is the very foundation on 
which the ftruclure of it is built. Our lail reafon is, that where the Man 
of Learning makes his firft appearance, he is 1 by Plato himfelf called Rival to 
the Man of Exercife ; a name, w hich could not properly be attributed to 
either, till they were both brought upon the flage : however, it is foon after­
wards repeated, and applied to the Man of Exercife ; which needed not to 
have been done, but for the fake of marking them the more ftrongly with 
this name, common to them both ; becaufe terms of reciprocal relation, as 
well as other correlatives, always fuppofe and imply one another. In other 
parts of the Dialogue they are denoted, each by his proper and peculiar 
epithets; sffwiwog, ro-pwupst ™<P°s*.. Thus much concerning the 

name of the Dialogue, the Introduction to it, and the general fubject which 
gives the t i t le .—The particular fubject is the peculiar nature and effence 
of true philofophy. T h a t by which it is diftinguifhed from all thofe other 
kinds of knowledge, that falfely affumes its name, the ftudy of which has in 
all ages pretended to be, and been fet up for, the ftudy of wifdom, or philo­
fophy. For the defign of this Dialogue is to fhow 3 , that the completely juft 
and good man, who is fuch upon the principles of fcience, is alone the wife 
man or true philofopher. In order to this end, firft is detected and expofed 
that appearance or fhow of wifdom, which confifts in polymathy 4 in gene-

* Part of this third reafon is agreeable likewife to an obfervation of Menage in favour of the 
name Avrsfxrrai. Sec Menagii Obfervat. in Laertium, p. 1 3 7 - — s -

a Befides Menage and Forfler, Stanley alfo and Fabrici*is approve of the name Avrs^aa-roii. 
It is probable, that the wrong name owed its origin merely to an accidental omiflion of the 
firft fyliable in the right name, and prevailed with the after-copiers the more eafily, as they 
were fo much ufed to the work efavrai in tranferibing other Dialogues of Plato; and efpecially 
as it occurred in the very firft fentence of this.—S. 

3 From confidcring, as it feems, this defign of the Dialogue, the antients agree in referring it 
to the ethic kind.—S. 

4 It was beautifully faid therefore, by Heraclitus, that "polymath? does not teach intellect i v 

ffoto/,ua6..i VCM ov hfarxu.—T. 
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ral, or much learning and knowledge of various kinds. Next , are difproved 
and difallowed thofe prctenfions, claimed by the mathematical fciences or by 
any of the liberal arts, which in the Platonic difcipline do but fmooth and 
pave the way to true philofophy. T h e falfe fpecies being thus rejected, 
laftly is exhibited this wifdom in her genuine form, as the knowledge of our-
fclvcs ; the fcience of that divine principle in man, his mind ; the fcience of 
juftice and goodncfs, therein included; and the fcience of government 
thence immediately derived.—This fhort bill of fare prefents to our 
readers all they are to expect in the following repaft ; fmall in quantity; 
but great in value, as being a juft fimple of thofe rich and plentiful enter­
tainments provided for them by Plato in his longer Dialogues .—The 
outward form of this piece is purely narrative. But the converfation, 
recited in it, is peculiarly dramatic. For, befides the other excellencies of 
the drama, common to it with the reft of Plato's Dialogues, it has this 
lingular beauty, that the figures of the two Rivals are defcribed in as exact 
and lively a manner, as painting itfelf could draw them : a circumftance 
that well may recommend the fcene to fome ingenious profcffor of that art, 
to defign after and delineate.—The inward form or genius of the 
Dialogue correfponds to what has been before faid of the conduct: of i t : 
for it is partly difputative, of that fpecies where the adverfe party is confuted ; 
and partly, to do particular honour to an adverfary far fuperior to the 
fophifts, it is demcnflrative, of that fpecies where the proof is by induc­
t ion.—S. 

T H E 
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THE PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

SOCRATES, 1 M A N O F LEARNING, M A N O P EXERCISE. 

SCENE. The SCHOOL of DIONYSIUS. 

SOCRATES. 

I W E N T into the School of Dionyfius 3 the grammarian; and I there 
faw the comelieit and fineft of our young gentry, accompanied by fuch 

as 
x Proclus, if that paflage, cited from him in note i , p. 376, be not corrupted, mud 

have fuppofed this Man of Learning to be Theodorus of Cyrcne, the mathematician. It muft be 
confefiTed, that the character of Theodorus the Cyrenean, given us by Plato in his Thcaetetus, 
tallies well enough with that of the Man of Learning, or univerfal fcholar, in this Dialogue. 
But we prcfume, the note referred to makes it appear highly probable, at lead, that the paflage 
there cited is grofsly corrupt ; and that Proclus could not entertain any fuch fuppofition. We 
therefore embrace the opinion of Thrafyllus, who, as Diogenes Laertius informs us, pronounced 
him to be Democritus. To this opinion Laertius himfelf fubferibes, and Dr. Forfler feems to 
agree with them. The rcafons, by which it may be fupported^ together with anfwers to fome 
objections, to which it may be liable, will be given in our notes to the Dialogue. —S. 

a The narration is made in the perfon of Socrates : who is here feigned by Plato to relate to 
fome of his friends a certain converfation, in which he had been engaged; but how long before 
this narration is left undetermined.—Now we know, it is ufual and natural for all men to begin 
their relation of any thing pall, whether it confided of facts or words, with an account of the time 
when thofe facts happened or thofe words were fpoken; unlefs the relation immediately fueceeds the 
thing related—Accordingly Plato, in every one of his narrative Dialogues, points out the precife 
t i n e of the converfation there related, except in this, and in The Lyfis: but the words, with 
which he begins The Lyfis, manifefily, we think, imply the time to have been the morning of 
ifre fame day. The Rivals therefore, remaining a fingle exception to the general rule, it feems 

neceffary 
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as courted their efteem and friendfhip 4 . T w o of thefe youths happened at 
that time to be difputing: but what was the fubject of their difpute I 

did 

neceffary to fuppofe, that Plato in this Dialogue, agreeably to the ufage of all men, dictated to 
them by nature and common fenfe, and agreeably to his ufual dramatic manner, intended to re-
prefent Socrates, immediately on his quitting the fchool of Dionyfius, meeting with fome of hi& 
friends, who happened not to have attended him thither, and relating to them a converfation, to 
which they had not been witnefTes. For Socrates appears never to have ufed the didactic 
manner, in the inftrucYing his difciples: but to have taught them his divine doctrine in the more 
engaging way of familiar converfation. If then he be fuppofed to have made them this narra­
tion in anfwer to thefe queftions of theirs,—Where have you been, and what have you been doing 
fince you left us?—the time, Juft now, is evidently implied in the very firft fentence. Or if 
he be fuppofed to have given them the recital from his own motion, as being yet warm from the 
difcourfe recited, and having his head ftill full of the argument,—in this cafe, the abrupt manner 
of beginning, without me'ntion of the time, is more animated, and (hows the mind pregnant with 
the matter to be delivered.—Dacier, in his tranflation of this Dialogue, has here thruft in, with­
out any warrant from the original, the words " Vautre jour'," which give an air of coldnefs to 
the whole narration. But it muft be obferved, that he is every where more attentive to make 
his tranflation of Plato agreeable to modern readers, than to preferve thofe feemingly flight and 
trivial dramatic circumftances, which would have coft him the trouble of many a note to illuf­
trate and explain.—S. 

3 T^ay-fAuriwu. Thus all the editions of Plato, and confequently thofe manufcript copies, from 
which the four firft were printed. But Dr. Forfter, in his late excellent edition of this and 
other Dialogues of Plato, prefers the reading of r^a^xna-rou, that is, teacher of the elements of 
grammar, which has the authority of only one manufcript to fupport it. It appears indeed, 
from the very paffage now before U 3 , that teaching the elements of grammar was the profefliora 
of this Dionyfius ; and we le'arn, from feveral antient writers, that he had taught Plato. But if it 
be true, what Olympiodorus fuppofes, and the fuppofition feems very natural and juft, that Plato 
introduces the mention of his mafter in this paffage, on purpofe to record his memory, and to 
give his name what place he could in his writings, it is probable that, in purfuance of the fatne 
folicitude for his mafter's honour, he would mention him in the moft refpcctful manner, and 
though Dionyfius was T^afx/xaTttrrng, a grammar-fehoolmafler by profeflion, vet that his grateful 
fcholar would give him here the more honourable title of rgaptAxrixo; . It is further to be 
obferved, that Olympiodorus, when he calls him Y^a^arnrTr.q, fpealcs of him hiftorically, and not 
citing the words of Plato in this paffage, as Dr. Windet in his notes on Olympiodorus, and Dr.-
Forfler after him, erroncoufly feem to think, —S. 

4 There was a law or cuftom in Sparta, inftitutcd by Lycurgus, that young gentlemen, who had' 
gone through the whole courfe of their ftudies, and were become perfect in the practice of thofe 
virtues they had learnt, ihould take under their own immediate eye the younger fort, who were 
then training up in the fame difcipline. The intention of which law was this j that the con­
tinual prefence and example of thofe adepts might animate the learners, and fire them with emu­
lation and an ardour to arrive at the fame excellence. To further this end, particular friendfliips-

were 
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did not perfectly apprehend. There was reafon however to fuppofe it 
related either to Anaxagoras or to Oenopides 1 : for they appeared to be 

dcfcribing 

were highly encouraged, and grew into great fafliion, between two fuch perfons. They were 
contracted in this manner : the elder chofe out from among the youth one, whofe genius he 
thought fimilar to his own, and whom he had conceived the belt hopes of being able to improve ; 
attached himfelf to him, and accompanied him in all his ftndics, his performances in mufic, and 
his gymnicexercifcs, th<? two principal parts of a Spartan education; encouraging and applaud­
ing him, endeavouring to acquire his confidence, and engage him to a reciprocal efleem and 
friendfhip. In imitation of this cuftom aniongfl the Spartans, Solon cither introduced or autho­
rized friendfhips of this kind aniongfl the Athenians ; laying them under the fame rcdrictions as in 
Sparta; and prohibiting flave?, though frequently employed as fchoolmaflers and pedagogues to 
their youth, from afpiring to be their private tutors, guides, and conftant companions, in this 
way of intimacy and friendfhip. This was all the caution deemed requifite, in thofe anticnt and 
virtuous times, to prefervc their youth from the contagion of bafe fentimcnts and bad manners. 
But when afterwards the riches of Afia flowed into Athens, and thence into the reft of Greece, 
through the channels of trade and commerce ; and when luxury and effeminacy, which always 
come with the tide of riches, had corrupted the Grecians, and debauched their manners; friend­
fhip, which only can fubfift amongft the virtuous, no longer flourifhed in its purity, but dege­
nerated into a commerce of lewdnefs ; entered into and managed, at firft, under the mafk of 
friendfhip, and thofe laudable motives before mentioned ; but at length, efpecially amongft the 
rich and great, carried on more openly, and with little or no difguife. Inftances in both ways we 
meet with frequently in Plato ; in the way of virtuous friendfhip, Socrates in particular, every where 
fceking out the bed difpofed amongft the vouth, attracting their regards and cultivating their 
efleem, with a view to communicate to them his wifdom, to avert them from the parties of bad 
men, and to engage them on his own fide, the fide of virtue. The Man of Learning in this 
Dialogue is plainly enough, from his whole defcription, another indance of like kind. Of 
which fort were the other perfons, mentioned in the paffage here before us, is uncertain : and 
examples of the vicious kinds in fome other Dialogues need not to be pointed out. Thefpeechof 
Aicihiades in The Banquet is too flagrant a proof, that the profligacy of that young nobleman was 
no very aflonifhing or Angular thing at Athens. When any other fuch paflages occur in Plato, 
it will be fufficicnt to refer our readers to this note.—S. 

1 Proclus, in giving a fhort hiflory of the rife and proprefs of geometry, refers to this place in 
the following-words : Au^ayo^ac, b K A J ^ T V I O J '/TO/.XWV ip-.^xro Kara yzjopirpiav, x*i OivoTricn; b X<c$, 
o TOV Toy (JIVIVKTKOU rerpayuu? pev euc'jci/, HUI ®c<j$ufc$ b Kuprvzics, oXr/w vtuTtpoi rou A a% - yepou' wv xai o 

Tlxotruir ev ?cii ct'Ttp.'-jTcas tp'.r.txryfi/vtv,, u( szt T O I * f/.aO»i(A.xffi ..aC.vTwv. *' Anaxagoras the Clazo-
nienian touched on many points in geometry ; as alfo did Oenopides the Chian, he who found 
out the fquaring of the Menifcus ; and Thexlorus the Cyrenean, fomcwhat junior to Anaxa-
gor> ; who are recorded by Plato in The Rivals, as men of reputation for mathematical fcience.'* 
J-Yocl. Comment, in Euclid. 1. ii. p. 19. But we find no where in this Dialogue any mention 
jnade of Theodorus by name. It ftiould feem, therefore, that Proclus imagined, one of the two 

namelefs 
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defcribiugcircles; and by holding their hands in an inclining and oblique po­
rtion, Teemed to be representing, not in play, but with much fcrioufnefs, 
certain inclinations of the pole. Upon which, as I had feated myfelf next 
to an admirer of one of the young difputants, I moved him with my elbow 
to turn his face to me, and then afked him what point it was which engaged 

namclcfs Rivals, the Man of Learning, to be this very Thcodorus. But indeed the fentence, here 
cited from Proclus, appears to us erroneoufly copied by fome old tranferiber. For it is im­
mediately followed by this other fentence; otg 'linroKpotTiie b X<c?, b rev tou imurnav TSTpayunTpvi 

ivpuv, xai Qeo^po; 5 Kw^vawff , v/svovto ntpi ytu^irpiav EiriQavttf. "After whom Hippocrates the 
Chian, he who found out thefquaring of the Menifcus, and Theodorus the Cyrencan, became 
illuftrious for their fkill in geometry." Now tbefe two fentences, taken together, evidently con­
tain two egregious blunders; one is, that the [firft] difcovery of fquaring* the Menifcus, is 
attributed to two different perfons ; the other is, that one and the fame perfon, Theodorus, is 
introduced as pofterior in point of lime to himfelf. We have therefore no doubt but that the 
whole paffage in Proclus ought to be read as follows: Avai-ayopas b KhaZofxivivg wo*\wv epv^aTo xara 

ysupiiTpiav, xai Oivonihs b X i c j * uv xai b YlXaruv ev rots avTtpocrraa; e/avm/awewctev, nti rots paton-

fj.a.a-1 <$b|av XaCcvTwv. zip1 oti'ln^oxfarni; b X i o j , o t c v t u ywiurxou reTpayasviapLOv ti/puv, xxi Qso&opof o 

Kuwatos, oMyw vturspo; *>v nu AvzZayopov, eyevoyjo ntpi yeufierptav eiriQaveig. " Anaxagoras the 
Clazorvenian touched on many point's in geometry ; as alfo did Oenopides the Chian ; who arc 
[both of them] recorded by Plato in The Rivals, as men of reputation for mathematical fcience. 
After whom, Hippocrates the Chian, he who found out the fquaring of the Menifcus, and Theo­
dorus the Cyrencan, who was fomewhat junior to Anaxagoras, became illuftrious for their fkill in 
geometry/' The miftake of the tranferiber of this paffage is eafy to be accounted for by fuch 
as are ufed to antient manufcripts, in the following manner. The tranferiber, we prefume, had 
no other perfon to read to him ; as thofe had, who copied books, for which there was always a 
great demand, fuch as Homer, for inftance; in which cafe there was one reader to many fcribes. 
But the writings of Proclus were the purchafe only of a few. The tranferiber, therefore, being 
alone, his eye muft have been often changing from his own writing to that which he wrote after. 
We fuppofe, that the words 'lwTroxpxTns b X i o j occured in the next line to, and immediately under, 
the words Otvowihs b Xtog. We fuppofe that the tranferiber having written fo far as Oiwnh.c i 

X i o ? , and looking into his original, had his eye caught by c X<oj in the next line; from which 
words there he went on transcribing, with the omifllon of a whole line: and that afterwards on a 
review finding his miftake, tranferibed in the margin the words omitted (a large margin being 
always left for fuch purpofes); and added a few words which followed, to point cut where the 
omiflion was made. But when this very tranfeript came afterwards to be copied, we fuppofe 
that the latter tranferiber inferted the marginal words into the body of his copy, iu a wrong place, 
after the words tou Avxl-ayopcv. But the matter is put out of difpute by Simplicir^, who, in his 
learned Commentary on Ariftotle's Phyfics, fol. 1 2 . has (liown us mathematically how to fquare 
the Menifcus; the invention, as he exprefsly tells us, of Hippocrates the Chi:'.n, a* a flep to the 
ilifcovery of fquaring the Circle.—S. 

VCL. v, 3 c thofe 
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thofe two youths fo earneftly in debate ; adding, It muff certainly be fome­
thing of great importance, and a matter of fine fpeculation, that, on which 
they bellowed fo ferious an attention.—What call you great and fine 1 ? faid 
he. They arc* prating 3 about things up in the iky, and trifle away their time 

in 
1 The Greek is thus printed; *0 3' wire, IIOJOV, Ê M, fxeya *x\ *aHv: i C And he replied, What mean 

you, faid he, by great and fine ?" If this reading be right, Dr. Forfter rightly fays, there is a 
pleonafm here in the words tint and t<pr\. But, perhaps, inftead of Eprj, we fhould read pnc 
Grammarians, in explaining antient authors, love all opportunities of having recourfc to figures of 
fpeech; and verbal critics take as much delight in all occafions to amend the text. But as this 
makes only afmall part of the office we have undertaken, we hope we are moderate in the execu­
tion of it. W e therefore contend not in this place, but leave it to the determination of our 
learned readers.—S. 

2 In the Greek, a^oxeaxown mipi ruv peTwpuv. AJW<r;t«jv is to talk idly and impertinently, and 
in the Phaedo is oppofed to <xtpi wfo<™x«vTav Xoyow? TroiticrGai, " the fpeaking about what concerns a 
man." But by the multitude, by the men of bufinefs, and all other the enemies of philofophy, it 
was fpecially ufed to fignify thofe who held much converfation together on philofophical fubjecls. 
Thus Strepfiades in Ariflophanes at firft calls the houfe, where men addicted to fuch fiudic9 ufed to 
aflemble, v̂%wv coipuv <ppovTi<TTY>ptoi>," the confidering place of wife fouls :" and when afterwards he 
is made to change his mind, he calls it T»V o ix iav ray ahXtrx^h " the houfe of the philofophic 
praters." The fenfe of this paffage is exprefTed in The Phoedrus by one word, ^trmpoXBTxav.—S. 

3 Tlepi TOV jutTEcopuv. Ariflotle reftrained the meaning of the word yuniupa. to fignify the phaeno*. 
mena in the air or lower fky, with their influences on the water; and thofe only in the upper fky 
which feem mutable or tranfient, fuch as comets; or indiftinet, as the milky fray; exclufively of 
thofe which appear diftinft in their forms, and are conflant and invariable in their motions, 
called the heavenly bodies. But Plato by the word ixtrtupa always means principally, if not 
folely, thefe laft, as the word commonly fignified. Thus in The Clouds of Ariflophanes, where 
Socrates is called one of the tx£Teupo<rc<pi<ncti> he is made to fay, Â O&XTW, * a i nipiatto-rm TO* 
h\w " I walk in air, and contemplate the fun." And prefenlly after, 

- " - O y yap av w o r t 

JLZtupov opQuf TCC fiETtupa TT.pay/xxrc^ 
E; fi*x H. T~ \ . 

For the real nature of thefe things on high 
Ne'er had I found out rightly, if, &e. 

And near the end of the comedy, where Strepfiades, in mimicry, repeats the former of trufe two 
paflages, AipoGaru, *, T. X. he adds, fpeaking to Socrates in feoff, 

The dwellings of the moon too have yc fpy'd ? 
ridiculing 
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in philofophizing.—This anfwer of his feemed to me a ftrange one; and I 
faid, Young man, do you then think it mean and difhonourable for a m a n 
to philofophize ? or for what other reafon do you fpeak fo hardily of what 
they are employed about?—On my putting this queftion to him, another 
perfon x , who happened to be a rival of his for the efteem of the youths I 

mentioned, 
ridiculinf in this the doctrine of Anaxagoras and his followers, that the moon was inhabited, 
Jike the earth, which the poets called 

l$o{ ao~{>octe$ oust. 

- the firm and ever-fix'd abode 
Of gods and mortals. 

1 It will foon appear probable, that Socrates knew who this perfon was; for he tells us what kind 
of life he led ; which refembled rather that of a philofopher than that of a fophift. It is probable 
that he was a ftranger at Athens, and chofe to be concealed. It was polite, therefore, in Socrates 
to fupprefs the mention of his name. Had he been an Athenian, it would have been natural for 
Socrates to fpeak of him by name, as he was fpeaking to his fellow-citizens. And had he been 
a fophift, we could not fail to have been told his name, becaufe Socrates never fpared the fophifts. 
He appears then to have been fome foreign philofopher, whom Socrates had difcovered notwith-
ftanding his affected privacy. Now none of the philofophers of that age lived a life fo retired, or 
fo obfcure, as did Democritus. He fought not fame: fpeculative knowledge for its own fake 
feemed to be his only end. For he defpifed, not only the multitude, but all men. He concerned 
not himfelf with any human affairs; but laughed at all human purfuits, and even at all focial 
engagements. Quite oppofite in this refpect was the character of Socrates. For he always lived 
the moft focial life, in the midft of the moft populous city at that time in the known world. He 
converfed familiarly with all forts of men, with a fimple and conftant view to make them better 
men in private life, and better citizens, whether as governors or as fubjects. His peculiar philo­
fophy was wholly of the practic kind. He was indeed the firft who inveftigated the principles of 
morals and of politics, and thus raifed them into fciences: whereas before his time political and 
even moral precepts lay unconnected, loofe, and fcattered; and were confequently vague and 
uncertain. He firft difcovered them to be founded in the ftable and eternal effencc of mind, and 
in the government of mind, by nature, over all things inferior to itfelf. Thus the philofophy of 
Socrates is like the ladder in the patriarch Jacob's dream : his metaphyfics afcend gradually up 
to the firft caufe of things; from which depend, and from whence come down to earth, the 
fciences of ethics and of politics, to blefs mankind. Such being the fum of the Socralic 
doctrine; and the drift of this Dialogue in particular being to (how, that no other dectrine than 
this deferves the name of philofophy; none of the philofophers, fo called, was fo proper to be 
oppofed here to Socrates, as Democritus; not only for the reafons already given, but becaufe alfo, 
like moft modern philofophers, he was merely a naturalift ; making body the fole fubject of his 
philofophical researches; attributing to body a natural and neceffary motion; and in the nature 

3 C Z of 
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mentioned, and was therefore feated near us, having heard my queftion*., 

with his anfwers to them, interpofed, and faid to me, It is unworthy of you, 

Socrates, to alk the opinion of this man, whether he thinks it mean and 

difhonourable to philofophize. Know you not him, that he has fpent all his 

time in wreftling i 9 cramming himfelf, and deeping ? What other anfwer 

then can you expect from him than this, that the ftudy of philofophy is 

difhonourable and bafe.—Now the perfon, who thus fpake to me, ye are to 

undei ftand, employed his whole time in the improvement of his mind, and 

in the ftudy of the ar t s 1 and fciences: the other, whom he had vilified, 

of body feeking for the caufe of all things. There feems to be another propriety too in intro­
ducing Democritus in this Dialogue, as attentive to the aftronomical difpute between the two 
youths. For we have fome reafon to think, that he favoured the Pythagorean, or at leaft the 
Semi-Tyehonic, fyftem of the world. His mafler in natural philofophy we know was Leueippus; 
and by all writers of philofophic hiftory he is accounted of the fame feet, the Eleatic. Now 
Leueippus, as we are informed by Diogenes Laertius, held rtiv yw oxeic8a.i vrefi TO ptvov JJVO^EVUV, 

"that the earth was carried wheeling round the middle." If the middle here means a central body 
at fome diflance from the earth, (and it is certain, that ox^ff6ai every where elfe fignifics to ride, or 
to be carried aloft,) it follows, that Leueippus held the Pythagorean fyftem of the world. But 
if it means only the axis of the earth's motion! then the doctrine of Leueippus is agreeable to 
that hypothefis, fince called the Semi-Tyehonic.—S. 

1 In the Greek, rpax^^o/xtm. Moft of the interpreters agree in the general meaning of the 
word in this place, that it relates to wreftling. But as they all differ in the manner how, we beg 
leave to differ from them all, and to fuppofe it means, " held by the neck," as is ufual in the action 
of wreftling. The word, thus underftood, prefents to the imagination the moft ridiculous image, 
and is therefore the moft proper in a description intended to be ridiculous. Agreeably to this, 
Lucian, in feveral places of his Anacharfis, represents thefe wreftlers as throttling and half ftran-
gling each other. As to the reft of the defcription, it agrees with the account, given us by Plutarch, 
of the life of the athletics, V7im re TTOXAOJ, KUI nhri&fXQvciis evtieXtxtvi, xai xu*<rio-t TiTaypeiais xax 

Tiai'^iai.?, UVZGVTUV re xai ^la^vXarrovruv rnv i£iv. " By much fleep and continual full feeding, by 
regulated motions, and ftated times of reft, improving and preferving in its improvement the 
habit of their bodies." Plutarch, in his Life of Philopcemen.—The main of the defcription is 
jutily applicable to the life of every man, wh© makes the exercife of his body in general his fole 
bufinefs, or is addicted to the violent exercife of it in anyone way. Galen, with this very defcrip­
tion apparently in .his mind, has improved and heightened the colouring of it, in a palfage 
cited by Dr. Forfter, to which we refer our learned readers. — S. 

* In the Greek, mep\ i*ovirixriv. See Dr. Forfter's note on this place, to which nothing needs to 
be here added.—S, 

fpent 
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fpent his in the care and improvement of his body by the gymnic 1 exer­

cifes. I therefore thought it proper to defift from putting my quef­

tions to him, 1 this robuft body of a man ; feeing that he profeffed 

not to be well-practifed in the arts of reafoning and difcourfing, but 

in feats only of activity and ftrength : and I chofe rather to interrogate and 

fift the other, who pretended to be the wifer man; 3 in hopes that, i f 

it were poffible for me, I might receive from him fome improvement in 

knowledge. Addreffing myfelf therefore to him, I told him that I had pro­

pofed my queftion before all who heard me ; 4 and if you think yourfelf, 

faid 

1 Thefe exercifes were, running, leaping, catling of quoits, throwing of javelins, wreftling, and 
boxing: but wreftling was the principal. They were called yufxvixoi, gymnic, becaufe they were 
all of them ufually, and wreftling was always, performed with the limbs and the upper part of the 
body quite naked. They were taught according to rules of art: mafters were appointed to teach 
them ; and fchools were built, and places fet 3part, proper for the exercife of them. Skill in 
them, particularly in wreftling, and the exercife according to art, was called yufxvtxo-Tixn, the word 
here ufed by Plato.—S. 

* In all editions of the Greek we read, rov spo/xsvov, a word juftly fufpected by every learned and 
careful reader not to have been written in this place by Plato. Dr. Forfter, in his edition of this 
Dialogue, propofes an emendation, made by a very ingenious and learned man, Mr. Mudge, 
formerly of Exeter College in Oxford ; it is rov eppwtvcv : in favour of which we heartily refign 
two former conjectures of our own;—one was roiv Epapisvcir, in the fame fenfe, in which Plato 
had juft before faid ovrog roiv tpx7ra.1v. - the other was rov epapevov, a word which we imagined 
might diftinguifh this man's regard for the youth from that of the other, the (xovo-ixoq. W e 
embrace Mr. Mudgc's emendation the more readily, becaufe the defcription, given of- the Man 
of Exercife in the word eppa/xevov, is well oppofed to the defcription of the Man of Learning, 
given us by Plato prefently afterwards.—5. 

3 One of the moft ftriking features in the character of Socrates was the ironical manner which 
he ufed in converting with the fophifts, complimenting them on their pretended wifdom, and dif-
fembling his own real knowledge. For before them he affected ignorance even in thofe fubjects, 
which he had ftudied the moft and knew the beft of any man; and was always afking them 
queftions on thofe very points, feemingly for the fake of information. By this conduct he en­
gaged them to expofe their own ignorance, and by that means undeceived their followers and ad­
mirers, who by them were mifled and had their minds corrupted. But the fentence now before 
us, where Socrates is fpeaking, not to the Man of Learning himfelf, but of him to his own friends 
a.nd difciples, we prefume, cannot be ironical : it is one of thofe many paffages in Plato, where 
appears another, equally ftrong, but more amiable feature, in the character of that wife and good 
man ; his unatfuming modefty, and truly polite regard to others, according to their rank or 
merit.—S. 

4 In the original here is a tranfition from the narrative or hiftorical ftyle to the dramatic or 
that 

http://tpx7ra.1v
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faid I, capable of giving me a better anfwer than that man, I repeat the 
fame queftion to you, Whether you think it honourable, or not, to philofo-
phize?—About the time we had proceeded thus far in our converfation, the 
t w o youths, overhearing what we faid, became filent ; and breaking off 
the difpute between themfelves, gave their attention to us. N o w , what 
were the lentiments of their profeffed friends and admirers on this occafion 
I know not ; but, for my own part, I was ftruck with admiration at the 
fcene ; as I always am, when I fee fuch a difpofition in the young and 
handfome. One of them, however, the perfon to whom I had propofed 
my queftion laft, feemed to me no lefs charmed with it than myfelf: not 
but that he anfwered with a free and open air, as if ambitious only of 
having the preference and the praife given to his own ftudies.—1 Should I 
ever, Socrates, faid he, come to think meanly of philofophy, I fhould no 
longer deem myfelf a human being ; as I deem not any perfon, who enter­
tains fuch a fentiment worthy of that character ;—hinting at his Rival, and 
raifing his voice, that he might be heard by the youths, of whofe efteem 
both of them were emulous.—You then, faid I, think highly of philofophy. 
—Moft highly, replied he.—But what ? faid I : do you fuppofe it poffible 
for a man to know the true dignity of any thing, to know whether it be 
bale or honourable, unlefs he FIRFT knows what the nature of that thing is ?— 

that of dialogue. But as we ufe no fuch figure or mode of fpeech in our language, the tranflator 
has inferted the words, " faid I," to make his fentence good Englith.—S. 

1 Thofe, called fophifts, were not only proud of this very title, which fignifies men who knew 
things wife, that is, things above the knowledge of the vulgar, but they alfo affected to be thought 
and called <ropoi, wife men. The Pythagoreans, after their mafter, only affumcd the title of 
philofophers, lovers of wifdom, or fludents in it. Thus, in the beginning of this Dialogue, philo-
fophizing means, applying the mind to the ftudy of wifdom. W e are told by Laertius, that 
Democritus admired Pythagoras, and emulated the Pythagoreans. Now it is certain, that he 
was no follower of their doctrines, or way of teaching ; it muft be meant therefore of their 
manners, their modefty, and their other virtues. W e find our Man of Learning here profeffing 
nothing more than a high efteem for philofophy. The fentiment, here attributed to him, is the 
very fame with that of Democritus, in Stobxus, Serm. I . 'AvfyuTrots a^ohov, paMov n 
rufxocrcc iroittcOai *<ryov. " It is a thing befitting human beings, to make more account of the foul, 
than of the body. For the foul, improved in the higheft degree, rectifies what is amifs in its 
tabernacle," meaning the body ; " whereas ftrength of this, without the exercife of reafon, bctkrs 
not a whit the condition of the foul." ¥ux* A*"' 7aP reMurzir) crxr,tfC5 \t.oy$r;w cfki' cwic<; yap IOH^ 

ano toyxrfAOv •^vyvw w^i* T* «//£»vw T.0n<n.—S. 
i do 
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I do not, anfwered he .—Know you then, faid I, what it is to philofo­

phize ?— Perfectly well, faid he ,—What is it then? faid I . — W h a t other 

thing, anfwered he, than that defcribed by Solon 1 in thefe verfes, 

To various knowledge, I had gain'd before, 
I add each year variety of more ; 
And thus old age increafes ftill my ftore. 

Agreeably to this is my opinion, faid he, that the man, who would philofo­

phize, ought to be always, in his old age as well as in his youth, ftill adding 

to his ftock of knowledge by fome new acquifition ; making ufe of life to 

learn as many things as poffible.—Now this account of his 4 feemed to me , 

at 

* r*f xo-xo y, am no\*x &$x<ntoptvo{. In thefe words is this celebrated verfe of Solon's cited here 
by Plato. And we have given a paraphrafe of it according to this reading, and anfwering the 
purpofe for which it is introduced. A more literal tranflation would be this : " Old as I grow, 
I ftill learn many things." But the verfe, as cited by other antient writers, is this, 

Aiet yngaaHUf irohXa (xa6no~ofxani. 

to be tranflated thus : 

Older and older every day I grow, 
Yet have to learn much more than yet I know. 

Or, if the word . u a f o a o ^ v o j , in the future tenfe, has here the force of a verb defiderative or medita­
tive, and fignifies refolved, or ready, or about to learn, it may then be thus tranflated: 

I ftill grow older ; yet I ftill afpire 
In many things more knowledge to acquire. 

The verfe, we fee, whichever be the true reading, and whichever the precife fenfe of it, it* 
evidently in praife of polymathy; and confequently is agreeable to the mind and tafte of our 
Man of Learning: but the meaning of it, la ft given, feems to be fo the moft ; the fecond has 
indeed a greater appearance of modefty ; and the firft perhaps favours too much of vanity and 
often tation.—S. 

* For indeed at firft fight it looks very like to that, which Socrates in Xenophon gives of himfelf 
and his own fludies, where he fays ; t i orou jrsp Zwuvui rx XeyofiDia-n^a^m, ou iruTrort SWKUCOV KOH 

fyruv nat pavQavuv b TI thvapnv ayaOcv. Xen. in Soc. Apolog. *' Ever fince I began to underftand 
the fubjects of difcourfe, I have never ceafed inquiring into and learning every G O O D thing I was 
able." But on nearer infpeclion, the fame difference will be found between them, that appears 
in this Dialogue between philofophy, as defcribed at firlt by the Man of Learning, and that which 
at the conclufion proves to be genuine philofophy, that knowledge which is eminently good and 

ufeful 
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at firft appearance, to have fome weight in i t : but after reviewing it a 
little within myfelf, I afked him, whether philofophy in his judgment con­
fided in multiplicity of knowledge.—That, replied he, is entirely my opinion. 
— A n d is it your opinion too, faid I, that philofophy is only a becoming 
and an honourable ftudy ? or do you deem it alfo good and beneficial ?— 
Good and beneficial, replied he, in the higheft degree.—Docs this appear 
to you the peculiar property of philofophy ? or think you that other ftudies 
partake of the fame advantage ? For inftance, love of the gymnic exercifes, 
do you deem it not only honourable and becoming a man, but good for him 
alfo? or think you otherwife ?—To this queftion, he facetiotifly replied, I 
have two anfwers to give. T o this man here I would fay, It is neither : 
but to you, Socrates, I acknowledge it to be both, to be good for a man, 
as well as becoming h im.—Then I afked him, whether in thefe exercifes 
he thought the undergoing much toil to be the fame thing with love c f 
exercife.—By all means, faid he ; juft as in philofophizing, I take 1 the 
acquifition of much knowledge to be the fame thing with philofophy.— 
•Do you think then, faid I, that the lovers of thofe exercifes have any other 
view than to acquire a good habit of body ?—No other, replied he.—Is a 
good habit of body then, faid I, acquired by ufmg much exercife, and under-

ufeful to man, that which our elegant philofophic poet terms, the only fcience of mankind.—One 
cannot but wonder, that Wower, in his treatife de Polymathia, c. ii. § 7. could fo much miftake 
Plato's meaning, as to cite him aflerting in this very Dialogue that philofophy is polymathy. 
W e cannot fuppofe Wower to have meant, that fuch an account of philofophy was given us 
fomewhere in this Dialogue, that is, by the Man of Learning ; for to confirm what he tell us as 
the opinion of Plato himfelf, he immediately adds the following quotation, as out of Plato's Re-
public, Tzys vro}\U[A,x8s$ x&i <pi\o<rctyov TUUTOV. Unhappily for his argument, the word in this laft 
paflage is not 7rohvy.aQEi, but (pixopadts, and means a love of that knowledge which by nature is fami­
liar to the mind of man 5 which is indeed the fame thing with the love of wifdom, or philofophy. 
It is not at all furprifing, that Wower fhould elevate above meafure the charms of his own 
miflrefs ; for fuch fentiments infrparuhly attend the paflion of love : but to imagine that every other 
man muft fee her in the fame light, can proceed only from being in love to a degree of madnefs. 
Befides; men, who afpire to the fame of vaft erudition, are apt to read in too hafty and curfory 
a manner.—S. 

1 T»i/ TToxvp rAiav.—Agreeably to this, Clemens of Alexandria, citing a paflage out of Demo-
critus, where this philofopher boafts of his much travelling through various countries, of the 
accurate refearches which he made in them all, of his long abode in Egypt, and of his fkill fupe-
rior to that of all men every where in geometrical demonftrations, obferves, that the philofopher 
wrote thus,-cm T»I irohvfxxQia afuwicptvos, i ( glorying in his polymathy." Stromat. 1. i.—S. 

going 
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going much toil and labour in it?—Certainly, faid h e : for how mould a 
man, who labours little, or ufes little exercife, acquire a good habit of body. 
—Here I thought it mod advifable to call in to my afliftance our cham­
pion for the gymnaftic art, on account of his experience. I therefore 
faid to him, H o w can you fit (ilent, my friend, and hear this man 
talk fo ftrangely ? Are you of opinion too, that a good habit of body 
is acquired through great toil, labour, and exercife, and not rather by 
means of fuch as are moderate ?—For my part, Socrates, faid he, I was 
thinking that I had an evident proof before my eyes, at this very time, to 
confirm the truth of that wel l -known faying, that moderate labour is bzll 
for the body.—How fo ? faid I . — D o I not fee 1 him there, faid he, in want 
of fleep and good nourifhment, a fcarce able to turn his head, and worn away 
to a fhadow with much ftudy and hard labour of the brain ?—At this farcafm,-
the youths, who heard him, were pleafed, and could not refrain from laugh­
ing ; a circumftance which put our great ftudent a little out of counte­
nance.—I then faid to him, W e l l ; do you now agree with us, that a good 
habit of body is procured neither by much nor by little labour, but by that 
only which is moderate ? or will you difpute the point with us, one againft 
two ?—Againft him, replied he, I would enter the lifts with much pleafure, 
well affured that I fhould be able tofupport my tide of the argument, 3 even 
though it were worfe and weaker than it i s : for in fuch combats, he is a 
mere nothing. But againft you, Socrates, I would not choofe to contend for 

1 This defcription of our Man of Learning, in his perfon and appearance, agrees exactly with the 
defcription given of Democritus by Hippocrates, in that epiltle of his cited before;—that lie 
was uHgtotKus TTavutcai Xtnroa-agxos, "extremely pale in his vifage and watted in his liefti;"—that he 
found him with a book," QiGxiov isri roiv yovarotv, " which lay [open] on his knees;" irt^x h 

riva.it. afxfoivroiv psfoiv aura 7ra?eGtGMro, " and that other books lay by him, fome on each fide ;"— 
OTE /XEV o-vvrovus tycatptv tyxfi^tvoj, that «* by turns he wrote, poring over his writing with earned 
attention ;" OTE fc^i/xti, TtapTtoXu—ev tauru /̂-UJ^MV, " and by turns refted, pondering very much 
within himfelf."—S. 

1 This muft ever be the cafe of fuch a man as Democritus, who was always poring on his 
books, his experiments, and his difTeaions. From hence it was, and from extreme attention to 
his (Indies, that he did not at firft, as Laertius relates, know his own father, when he came to 

A/ifit him.—S. 
3 Thefe athletic gentlemen were remarkable for their flownefs, heavinefs, and want of adroit-

nefs, in all exercifes of the mind. Sec the third book of the Republic—S. 

VOL. V. 3 D any 
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any kind of paradox: and therefore I admit, that 'not violent but moderate 

exercife procures men a good habit of body.—And how is it with refpeft 

to food? faid I. Is it much or moderate, which contributes to the fame 

end f—1 W i t h refpecl to food alfo he acknowledged moderation to be 

beft. And thus I led him on through all other things which had relation 

to the body ; urging him to own, that it w a S beft to be moderate in the ufe 

of them all, and neither to exceed, nor to be deficient : and all this he granted 

m e . — W e l l ; and how is it with refpecl to the foul ? faid I. Is this bene­

fited moft by a moderate or by an immoderate quantity of thofe things 

which it receives ?—By a moderate quantity, faid he.—Is not learning one 

of the things adminiftered to the foul ?—It was admitted.—Moft beneficial 

therefore to the foul is moderate learning, and not an immenfe heap.—He 

granted i t . — W h o now is the proper perfon for us to advife with concerning 

the body ; would we know, what kinds and degrees of exercife are moderate, 

and what is a moderate quantity of food ? W e muft all three of us agree, 

that it is either a phyfician or 3 a mafter of exercife. And concerning corn, 

what 

1 We underftand the following paflage of Xenophon, as having a view to the vehement lover* 
of bodily exercife, a character common 3 m o n g f t the young men of that age : TO ^tr o«/v uirtoto-Qiorrat 
vztfnomv amih*oxiy.z£t (fc. Xaxgxrrs,) TO tit oca ŴEW; h ^X.^ &X*T«I, raura ixxvus sxnmir v.QXipx%t» 

Memorab. 1 i. c. ii. § -fj. — S. 
* In the Greek, KM ra cirix wpoXoyzt. In this fentence the word oaoius, or wvavrcas, or other 

word of like import, feems wanting, and muft be underflood. But we fufpect that, inftcad of 
rx <rni*} we fhould read TX IXIT IX. This eoucefhon of the Man of Learning thus agrees exactly, 
and in the fame terms, with his two fubfequent conccfiions on the fame point. We have, how­
ever. j;iven fwch a turn to our tranflation of this fentence, as to adapt it to cither way of reading 
it.—See a paffage, parallel to this, in Ariftotle's Nicomach. Ethics. 1. ii. c. ii.—S. 

* TlaifoTfiGw. This properly fignifles the mafter, appointed to teach the youth their exercifes, 
*nd direft every motion to be ufed in them. But Plato here, and in other places, ufes the word 
to fignify a perfon whofe knowledge was of the fame kind with that of the yi/jAvatrruf, or gymnaftic 
phyfician ; to know the power of each particular exercife in the cure of each particular difeafc; ana* 
how much of it was to be ufed in each particular cafe; a fcience, which has for many ages been 
too much negleftcd. Perhaps, from the time of Herodicus, (who as Plato tells us in his 3 d book 
de Republics, vaifaffac a> ^ W v«a™„v I«T,I«»,,) for a few ages, the offices of and 
wuami belonged to men verted in the fame kinds of knowledge; though in procefs of time they 
came to be very different, and were affigned to men of very different abilities. It is certain, that 
i „ the time of Galen, the ™ > O T , A C , " the mafter of the exercifes," was fubordinate to the y^xarv, 

ihephvfician" who prefcribed the proper exercife; and that he was under his diredion. Such an 
' alteration 
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what is a-moderate and due quantity for fowing, w e muft a^rce, that the 
hufbandman is the fltteft perfon to be confulted. But concerning the foul, 
and the difcipline or learning to be there fown and planted, of whom ought 
we to inquire, what mcafure and what fhare is to be accounted moderate ?— 
W e were here all of us at a ftand. Upon which, in a jocular way, I faid» 
Since wc are at a lofs, ourfelves, what to anfwer, will you con fent to afk 
the opinion of thefe youths here on the point in queftion ? But perhaps we 
are above that; 1 like the wooers of Penelope, of whom Homer fays, that 

they 

alteration in the practice was very natural : for when any art is confiderably improved, and the 
principles of it come to be eftablifhed on fcience, the inferior branches of it, thofe which require 
manual operations, or any labour of the body, of courfe devolve to inferior perfons.—What con­
firms our fuppofition is, that jEfchines the Socratic, Plato's fellow-difciple, in his Dialogue vtpt 

apETns, si JI3«XTOI>, attributes to the vaihrpiSat knowledge and judgment in the conftitution and 
habit of men's bodies. The fame writer, in his Dialogue named Axiochus, mentions the naufo-
np&ai and yvwxvtxx together, as perfons equal in authority over the youth committed to their care 
and teaching. Neither Mercurialis nor Peter Faber cite tkefe laft-mentioned Dialogues : they 
feem indeed to have overlooked them, as being in their days numbered amongft the fuppofititious 
Dialogues of Plato j for otherwife they would not fo haftily have concluded, nor fo rafhly have 
afTcrted, that by TraJjTpGni Plato means yufivetffrns. See the former of thefe writer* in his trcatifc 
dc Arte Gymnaftica, lib. i. c. xii. and the latter, in Agonifticon, lib. ii. c. v i . - In the next age 
after that of Plato, very little alteration feems to have been made. For Ariftotle, in the begin­
ning of the 4th book of his Politics, having mentioned this kind of general knowledge, the 
knowing what fort of exercife is agreeable to each particular habit of body, attributes this know­
ledge to the araJoTfiCiiff, as well as to the yvfxmcrr^ which laft word wc beg leave to read in that 
paffage, inftead of yu/xvac-nxo;; for we know of no mafter or teacher of the exercifes, or any fubor­
dinate officer or minifter in the teaching them, who was ever called by the name of yufi^x<rrtxo(. 
The corruption of the text of Ariftotle in this paflage arofe perhaps from comparing it with 
another paffage in the fame work, at the end of the 3d chapter of the Slh book, where the arts 
yufAvao-Ttur, xxi TrarfoTpiQixn are mentioned together; and where (by the way) the exact diftindtion 
is made between them, as they were practifed at that time; and the latter, the art of the vaiiarpGw, 

is fliown to be inftrumental to the former, the art of the yufMcunn, though knowledge of the 
fame kind ftill belonged to both.—S. 

1 Socrates fpeaks here jocofely, as if he thought the Man of Learning might poflibly be 
affronted, and piqued in point of honour, if the queftion were referred to the two youths, perfons 
who feemed fo much lefs able to anfwer it: in like manner as the wooers of Penelope pretended, 
that the offer of the fecming beggar to try his ftrength with them was an affront to their fuperior 
rank. Monf. Dacier, in his note on this paffage, feems to infinuate, that Plato has given a turn 
to the paffage in Homer here alluded to, different from the intention of the poet. For he fays that 
Penelope's wooers openly avowed their fear of the fuperior ftrength of the concealed Ulyffes, and 

3 D % their 
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they difdaincd to fuffer any to draw the bow befide themfelves.— 1 When 
they now feemed to be giving up the argument, in defpair of coming to a 
conclufion ; I bethought myfelf how to put the inquiry on another footing. 
And accordingly I propofed this queftion, What forts of learning, to the 
beft of our conjecture, does it become a philofopher to acquire principally ? 

fince 

their apprehenfions of his doing that to which they found themfelves unequal. But this criticifm 
of his mows that he entered not thoroughly into the fenfe either of Plato or of Homer in this 
place: for, in the lines to which he refers us, Homer fays, that when Ulyffes had offered to try his 
ilrength in drawing the bow, they (his rivals) were beyond meafure offended, and overflowed with 
indignation and refentment; being afraid left Ulyffes fhould fucceed in the attempt, if they 
permitted it; that is, they were at the fame time fecretly afraid of his fuccefs: for we are to 
obferve, that Homer writes this as infpired by the Mufe, who was fuppofed not only cognifant of 
all the paft actions and fpeeches of thofe %who were the fubjects of his poem, but alfo privy to the 
fecret motives of the actors, and to the minds of the fpeakers. But the avowed motives of Antinous 
and Eurymachus, in rejecting the offer made by Ulyffes, were indignation at his prefumption, and 
a fenfe of honour, not fuffering them to enter the lifts with an antagonift deemed fo much their 
inferior. In rcfufing therefore to admit of his propofal, they pleaded, not the danger they were 
jii of his prevailing, but the fhame that would arifc to them in cafe he fhould happen to prevail. 
Thus, under the pretence of the fuperiority of their rank to his, they concealed the fenfe they had 
of their own deficiencc, and their opinion of his real fuperior excellence. Affected haughtinefs and 
contcmptuoufnefs is the ufual mafk of confeious meannefs. In this light Plato faw the behaviour 
of Antinous and his affuming companions, defcribed in the twenly-firft book of the Odyffey ; and 
in that flily jocofe manner, which he every where attributes to Socrates, he infinuates that his Man 
of Learning on the prefent occafion might naturally have his mind poffeffed with the fame fentiments. 
When §ocrates propofed a reference to the two youths, it fhould feem, from what he immediately 
adds, that a fmile of difdain appeared in the countenance of the profeffed philofopher. But the 
likening his cafe to that of Penelope's fuitors contains a hint that he was under fecret apprc-
hcnfions of having his ignorance cxpofed. The proper anfwer to the queftion of Socrates he knew 
was obvious ; but his very profefiion of philofophy would not admit him to fpeak it openly himfelf: 
he was confeious of not poffefling any fuch fcience as that of mind, and of not having fludied any 
fuch art as that of medicine for the foul. Therefore, though Socrates at the end of their conver­
fation drive? him to fhame, and expofes his ignorance in the nature and ends of philofophy, he 
endeavoured to conceal this ignorance as long as he could, and was unwilling to have the anfwer 
given by any. At the fame time it is fuggefted to our thoughts by Plato, that nothing more than 
common fenfe and a candid mind, chiefly to be found in youths of goo^difpofilions, was requifite 
to make that anfwer: and that fair reafoning, joined to thefe, was fufficient to lead a man to true 
philofophy.—S. 

'This knot, or rather break, in the thread of the argument, forewarns us of new matter to be now 
brought upon the carpet. But there i?, befides, a peculiar reafon for the paufc in this place; and 

therefore 
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fince we liavc already found, that it is not all forts, nor even many. T o this 
my learned companion anfwered, T h a t the fin eft forts of learning, and the 
moil becoming to the philofophic character, were thofe which give a man the 
higheft reputation as a philoibpher : and this reputat ion, faid he, that man 
would gain, who mould appear convcrfant 1 in all the arts and fciences. at leaft 
in as many as pofiible, efpecially in thofe which are held in eftcem the moft, 
and are the moft deferving of i t ; — t h e man , who having fludied thefe arts* 
as far as is requifite to a liberal education, hath acquired fo much knowledge 
in them, as depends on tafte and j u d g m e n t , not on the mechanical exercife 
of any, or on the labour of the hands .—Do you mean in the fame wav, faid 
I, as it is in building? For in that affair, if you have occalion for artificers 
and artists, a bricklayer or a carpenter you may hire for five or fix minas 2 , 

therefore it has here a peculiar beauty. It feems to be contrived on purpofe to give every reader 

an opportunity of confulting his own mind, and of finding there the proper anfwer to the laft 

queftion put by Socrates : it prepares him, therefore, for what is to follow, where he will fee his 

inward conjecture explicitly confirmed, and the conceptions of his own mind from the precedent 

part of the argument produced to light, in a plain and full description of what is jultly to be called 

the ftudy of wifdom or phi lofophy.—S. 
1 D r . Forfter very juftly obferves that the character which the M a n of Learning here gives of a 

philofopher exactly agrees with the character of Democritus himfelf, as given us by Diogenes 

Laert ius; that, befides his being a great naturalift and moralift, befides his being verfed in 

mathematical learning, and in all the popular erudition, he had a thorough experience in the arts, 

mtpi Ttyjcv 7rasxv H^K tuTtipiav. If the riyht reading of this fentence in Laertius be, as we fufpect, 

VTM£; or nxc-ia:; inftead of Kxcravj the agreement with the words of Plato in this place is it.i 11 more 

exact. However, though Laertius in this paflage plainly' ufes the word rexpuv in the philofophical 

and proper fenfe, to fignify arts as diftinct from fciences; yet Plato, in the paflage to which this 

annotation belongs, feems to include in the word Tf^vwv all the particular fciences: and if it be fo, 

then the whole account which Laertius gives of the knowledge of Democritus, anfwers in every 

part to the philofophic charactei, as here drawn by our M a n of Learning. It is certain, that every 

particular fcience has fome art immediately derived from it, and particularly dependent on it. In 

mathematics, the art of numbering and computing depends on the fcience of arithmetic; the art 

of meafuring on the fcience of geometry ; the art of mufic on the fcience of the fame name ; and 

th art of calculating eclipfes, & c . on the fcience of aftronomv. I n the. arts and fciences of higher 

order it is the fame : the art of government thus immediately depends on the fcience of mankind • 

the art of leading a good and happy life, on the knowledge of ourfclves; and the art of reafoning, 

on the fcience of mind. W e the rather produce thefe latter inflances, for that they have a near 

relation to, and fervc to illuftrate, the laft part of this D i a l o g u e . — S . 

3 Lefs than twenty pound:; of our money. For the attic y.va was equal to 3 I . 4 s . jd* 

E n g l i f h . — S . 

but 
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but an architect will coll you above ten thoufand drachmas *, fo few of thefe 

are to be found in all Greece. Do you mean to diftinguifh in fome fuch 

way as this ?—He admitted fuch to be his meaning.-—On this, I ailed him, 

if it was not impoffible for one man to be a perfect mafter of any two arts, 

much more to attain a mafterfhip in any confidcrable number, efpeciallv of 

fuch as are great and excel lent .—Do tiot imagine, Socrates, faid he, that I 

mean, it is requifite for a philofopher to have fo thorough a knowledge of any 

art, as the man who makes it his profeiTion ; but to be able, as becomes a 

gentleman of a liberal education, to nnderftand what the artift fays, when 

he is fpeaking of his work, better than any of the byftandcrs ; and to in-

terpofe judicioufly his o w n advice about the workmanfhip : fo as always to 

appear, in every converfation relating to the arts, and in criticifing on every 

performance of the artifts, to have a finer tafte, and more knowledge, than 

any other perfon prefent.—Then I, for I was not yet quite certain what he 

meant, faid to him thus ; D o I conceive rightly, what kind of man you call 

a philofopher? You feem to me to have defcribed fuch a man, as the 

* generalcombatantsare in the Olympic games,compared with the racers 5 or 

1 Equal to 522I. J8S. 4c]. The (xvx was worth 1 0 0 fyaxpeu. Plato therefore, in this place, 
might have faid one hundred minas inftead of ten thoufand drachmas : but he chofe to exprefs 
the fum according to its value in the fmallercoin, to give it at firft fight the greater appearance: 
as the French choofe to compute by livres rather than by pounds llcrling.—Architect feems here 
to mean no other artift than the mafter-buildcr.—S, 

2 The/particular combatants in thefe games were fuch as had devoted themfelves wholly to 
one particular fort of exercife, and therefore had attained to excel in it beyond all other men. 
The general combatants were fuch as had divided their studies, and had been exercifed in them all, 
and confequently could not be fuppofed equal in any one to thofe who had made it their peculiar 
ftudy. They engaged in all the combats at thefe games, but contended only with fuch as them­
felves. They were called WERRAFIXAI, the term here ufed by Plato, Combatants in the five Exercifes, 
Jbecaufe the fixth, that is, boxing, or fighting with fifts, was not introduced till the 23d Olympic, 
having been thought till then too mean and ignoble. And after it was introduced, the general 
combatants ftill retained the name of IMTAFIXO*. All the learning on this fubject has been col­
lected by Peter Faber in his Agoniflica. But an Englifh reader, curious to be further informed, 
may find full fatisfaction in an excellent diffenation, written by Mr. Weft. 

3 By an unaccountable error, all the editions of Plato read here THAT at rag. But according to a 
inoft certain emendation of Mr. Le Clerc's, with which Dr. Foriler is highly pleafed, we ought 
to read TraXato-rxg. Which reading we have not fcrupled to follow in our tranflation 5 as Dacier 
fcas bad the judgment to do in his.—S„ 

the 
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the wreftlers. For in each kind of competition, thofe univerfalifts fall fhort 
of the refpeclive excellencies of the particular profeffors, and are but the 
next beft men to them in their own way, but at the fame time are fuperior 
to the profeffors of the other kind, and eafily get the better of thefe, whofe 
excellence lies only in the other way. Such a degree of fkill as this, you 
may perhaps mean, that the ftudy of philofophy begets in thofe who are ad­
dicted to i t ; a degree, by which they fail of fupreme excellence in know­
ledge of the arts, but attaining an excellence which is next to the fupreme, 
they excel all men except the artifts : fo that he, who has ftudied philofo­
phy, is, in every employment or bufinefs of life, a fecond-rate man, and 
below the pitch of perfection. Some fuch man, I think, as this you point 
out to us for a philofopher.—You feem, Socrates, replied he, to have a juft: 
conception of what belongs to a philofopher, in likening him to 1 a general 
combatant in the public games. For he is abfolutely fuch a man, as not to 
he a flave to any thing ; nor has he ftudied any branch of knowledge fo accu­
rately and minutely, as, through entire attention to that one, to be deficient 
in all the reft, like vulgar artifts, and the profeffors of one only fcience ; 
but he has beftowed a competent meafure of application on them all.—After 
he had made me this anfwer, I, defirous he fhould explain himfelf more fully 
and clearly, afked him, whether he thought the good, in any way of life, to b e 
ufeful men, or ufelcfs.—Ufeful, without doubt, Socrates, faid he .—If then the 
good are ufeful, arc not the bad ufclefs ?—He agreed.—Well then, faid I ; do* 

1 The whole paffage of Laertius, referred to in note I to p 3 1 9 , and alfo in note to perfons of the 
Dialogue, is this, as amended ; — s m s p 01 A'srepajrai Tlxxruvog tiai, <pn7i ©pacuhXog, ovtos xv stn • mapa-

yivoiii'.oi avcovufjto;, ruv <ntpi Otvo7rt$Yiv hxi Avz&yopav sraipog, bg [in(lead of trepog, as it is printed] fv rij 

Trfcg Taxpxrw opuXia b^ixXeyoy.Evo; Trtpi Qibcfatpixg [here we omit the «] Qr.aiv, tog ttsutxCku eoixsv b $1X0-

o~o<po%' xai w o\g xKnQug tv $i\o(ro<pta ntvrafaog Tx yap $uTt/ta naxmo [as If. Cafaubon rightly reads 
from Suidas] xzi ra >i0ua, a X X a xai ra pa^/Mirixx, xai rcug tyxvxXtou; hoyevg, xai <ntpi rsxvuv Traaur 

[inftead of Trxaav) hxtv epTreipiuv. D. Laert. 1. ix. §. 3 7 . " If the Rivals be a dialogue of Plato's, 
fays Thrafyllus, the anonymous perfon there introduced, as the friend of ihofe who were dif-
puling about Oenopides and Anaxagoras, muft be this Democritus; who in the converfation he 
had with Socrates concerning philofophy, there related, fays, that a philofopher is like a general 
combatant in the games. And he himfelf was in fact a general combatant in philofophy. For 
he had cultivated phyfics, and ethics; moreover, mathematics, and all the common learr^-
irtg of thofe times: and in all the arts he was experienced."— 

you 
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you take philofophers to be ufefui men, or not?—He acknowledged they were 
ufefui : and not only fo, faid he, but I account them the moft ufefui of all 
men.—Come now, faid I ; let us examine whether this be true. H o w can 
they be even of any ufe at all, thefe fecond-ratc men ? For it is plain, that 
your philofopher is inferior in every art or fcience to the man who is a perfect: 
mafter of i t .—This he acknowledged.—Wel l ; fuppofe now, faid I, that you 
yourfelf, or any friend of yours, for whom you have a great regard, fhould 
happen to fall fick, I afk you, whether, with a view to the recovery of health, 
you would fend for that fecond-rate mati, the philofopher; or whether you 
would lend for a phyfician.—For both of them, faid he,—I afk you not that, 
faid 1 ; but which of the two you would fend for in the firft place, or in 
preference to the o ther .—No man, faid he, would doubt, in fuch a cafe, 
to give the preference to the phyfician.—And how in the cafe of a ftorm at 
fea, faid I ? to whom rather would you choofe to intruft yourfelf and your 
concerns ; to a pilot, or to a philofopher ?—To a pilot, faid he, I for my 
part.—And thus it is in every other afFair, faid 1 ; fo long as a man, profefling 
fkill in it, is to be found, a philofopher is of no ufe.—Thus it appears, faid 
he .—A philofopher therefore, faid I, we have difcovered to be a man entirely 
ufelefs ; fince it is clear, that in every affair of life, men, who profefs fkill 
therein, are to be found. And we agreed before, that the good in any way 
were the ufefui men, and the bad were the ufelefs.—He was forced to own 
it .—But now, faid I, that we have carried our reafoning to this length, may 
I go on with my queftions ? or would it not be rather unpolite and rude to 
pufh the point further r—Aik any queftions that you pleafe, faid he.—Nay, 
laid I ; I defire nothing elfe, than to recapitulate what has been already 
faid. The prefent ftate of the argument then is this : W e acknowledged, 
that philofophy was an honourable ftudy, and profeffed to be philofophers 
ourfelves : we acknowledged that philofophers were, in their way, good as 
well as honourable ; that the good, in any way, were ufefui men, and the 
bad ufeleK 0 . 1 the other hand, we ackn >wledged that philofophers were 
ufelefs, whenever we could find good workmen and men of fkill of every 
kind ; and that good workmen of every kind, profeffors of the feveral 
fciences, and pracfifers of the feveral arts, were always to be found. For 
was not all this granted ?—It was, faid he .—We grant therefore, agreeably 

' to 
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to thofe our own. conceflions, that, if philofophy be, what you fay it is, 

knowledge in the arts and fciences, the fpending our time in philofophizing 

is then a bad and ufelefs way of life, and philofophers are ufelefs men, and 

good for nothing. But what, my friend, if their cafe be otherwife ? what, 

if the philofophic life confift not in ftudying the arts ; nor 1 in bufying a 

man's felf about a multitude of experiments, and continually poring over 

them ; nor in acquiring a multiplicity of knowledge ; but in fomething elfe? 

For I thought, that fuch employments were accounted dishonourable and 

bafe, and that thofe who followed them were called, by way of reproach, 

dirty mechanics and bellows-blowers *. Whether my fufpicions are juft or 

* YloXvirpetyfMwvvr*. Concerning this kind of 5roXw5rf«y/x3<rw>jj, our learned readers may confult 
Wower de Polymathia, cap. ii. §. 3. or Suidas in voce A<r*X>iirK>3bToj. Democritus not only took 
the pains to diffeft the bodies of animals, in order to inveftigate the animal oeconomy, but alfo ex^ 
preffed the juices of every plant and herb he met with, to make experiments of their feveral virtue*. 
Omnium herbarum fuccos Democritus expreffit, fays Petronius; et ne lapidum virgultorumque 

vis laterety atatem inter experimenta confumpjit. W e have fome inftances of his knowledge of 
this kind recorded in Pliny's Natural Hiftory.—S. 

1 In the greek, pavau<rous. By this name were called all artifts, who operated by means of fire-
but properly fpeaking, they were fuch only as ufed furnaces in their operations. For fo Hefy-
chius,—Bavaycna, nxo-oi rexw foa -rrvqo^ xvpeos o*e ri wtfi ra; xapuvou;. In ufing this word, Plato 
feems to allude to the metallurgic and the chymical experiments of Democritus. Concerning this 
very fact indeed, whether Democritus made any fuch experiments, or not, much controverfy 
has arifen, particularly between Olaus Borrichius and Conringius, in contending, the firft of 
them for the high antiquity of chymiftry, the other for the novel invention of that ufefui art. 
Each of them perhaps has pufhed his point further than the truth will bear him out. The treatife 
which Democritus wrote rvg XiQov, was certainly noi concerning the philofopher's ftone, as 
Borrichius and the alchymifts pretend ; but concerning the magnet, or loadftone, which, perhap?, 
for its peculiar and celebrated virtues, was by the antients eminently ftyled theJlone. Yet we do not 
fee how it can with reafon be denied, that the great man in queftion was pbihfophus per ignem ; 
becaufe he could not, but through fufion by fire, have done what antient writers agree he did, 
coverted common ftones into precious; nor could he well have found out the virtues of herbs and 
plants without the help of chymical experiments. However, we would not lay too much ftrefs on 
the interpretation of the word fixwuo-ia, given by Hefychius, though it agrees with the etymology. 
It feems too confined. The word, as ufed by many of the antients, particularly by Ariftotle iu 
the 8th book of his Politics, and by Plutarch in many places, feems to comprife ail thofe arts 
we call mechanical: Plato's argumentation requires that we fhould underftaud it to be ufed here 
with the fame latitude 5 and this larger meaning beft confirms the fuppofition, that our Man of 
Learning and Knowledge in this Dialogue was Democritus. Toexprefs therefore the whole mean­
ing of Plato in this place, we have ufed in our tranflation both thoCe terms of contempt, which 
may anfwer to the full fenfe of the word $avavcs<;.—S. 

VOL, V. 3 E not. 
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not, will,evidently appear, if you but anfwer 1 to the following queftions— 
W h a t 2 men are thofe who underftand how to give proper chaftifement to 

vicious 

1 W e are now come to the third and laft part of the Dialogue. In the two former we have feen* 
what philofophy, truly fo called, is not; in this latter, Plato will (how ys what it i s ; for which 
he here briefly prepares his readers, by informing them, that Socrates will now open a new fecne, 
and begin a new feries of queftions.—S. 

* Plato lays the foundation of true philofophy in the knowledge of ourfelves, that is, of our own 
fouls. He begins with the inferior part of the foul; the feat of the pafilons and animal affections. 
Thefe he characterizes, as is ufual with him, under the allegorical names of brute animals, horfe 
and dog; to which foon afterwards he adds that of ox. The horfe is a propei emblem of the 
love of glory; becaufe of all brute animals the horfe is the only one which appears to be de­
lighted with ^me trappings, to be oftentatious, to be emulous of glory, and fond of proving his fupe-
riority over his rivals. N o lefs properly does the dog reprefe^t the pa0ion of anger ; jbeeaufe pf 
all animals he is the mod ibbjeet to ijt, has it roufed in him on uSe flighteft occafions, emtertaiu* 
it the longeft, and is .the njoft vindictive. And the ox is the fitteft representative of fenfuality, 
becaufe that animal, when not employed by man in laborious offices, is always either eating or 
chewing the cud, that is, eating over again w.bal he had eat before : as fenfual men, after they 
have feafted, are apttofeaft it over again in reflection; as well as before they feaft, to feaft in 
imagination. Plato makes a diftinetion at the fa*ne time between the good, and the bad 
or vicious, amongft thefe animals. Of the latter fort are the perverfe and refractory; horfes, 
that are almoft unmanageable by their riders; dogs, that hardly ca» be broken, or made to 
obey their mailer's will; oxen, that are ftubborn, that refufe to quik the flail, and to labour. 
Thefe are the emblems of bad men; whofe pafTions, fuch as correfpond to the tempers of 
thofe feveral animals, are immoderate or inordinate, and not to be governed, or reftrained 
within Vtieir due bounds, without much difficulty. Good horfes, dogs, and oxen, he calif 
thofe, whofe natural temper is gentle, and pliant, and eafily made obedient. And by fuch he 
Signifies to us men naturally good, that is, men, whofe brutal pafTions of each kind are by nature 
moderate, and eafily obey the government of reafon, that fuperiorpart of the foul, whofe whole 
office and government he delineates or fkelches out in the following manner.—If any of our 
pafiions are wild and irregular, if our horfe, for inftance, would throw off and trample on hia 
rider, if our dog barks at his mafter or his matter's friends, or if our ox knows not bis owner and 
his feeder, ihey are to be chaftifed and reduced to order. If our pafTions are all tame and gentle, it 
is the bufinefs of reafon to employ them in her own fervice, to apply them each to its proper ufe, 
and thus to make them highly beneficial to the whole roan. But neither of thefe offices can be 
well performed, unlefs it be known what is moderate and regular in the paffions, and what 
the contrary ; that is, unlefs the boundaries between good and evil be well fettled, fo that the 
one may be diftinguifhed from the other. The making this diftinetion, therefore, is the inward 
operation of knowledge in the m*n>d ; as the application of it to practice, in the difcharge of thofe 
offices, is an exertion of the mind's power over the inferior man. The former is the theory of 
morals; the latter is practic virtu*. This properly is art > that, fcience. But Plato in this place 

a ufes 
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vicious hoffes? are they thofe very men who can give a horfe all the improve­
ment he is capable of; dr are they a different fort of men ?—The very fame 
men, he anfwered.—And thofe, faid I, who are able to improve the ufefui qua-. 
Kties of a dog, do not the fame men know how properly to chaftife dogs 
Which are vicious ?—They do, fa-id he.—By one and the fame art then, faid I, 
are thofe animals improved and properly chaftifed.—I agree, faid h e . — W e l l ; 
but, faid I, is it alfo the fame art, through which a man diftinguifhes 
amongft thofe animals the good from the vicious ? or is this an art different 
from that, through which they receive improvement and due correction ?— 
It is ftill, faid he, the fame art .—Wil l you admit then, faid 1 , that this holds 
true with regard to the human fpecies in like manner; that the art, what­
ever it be, by which men are made to excel in virtue, is the fame art with 
that through which bad men are properly chaftifed, and the fame alfo with 
that though which the .good and the bad are known and diftinguifhed 
one fort from the other ?—*By all means, faid he.— 1 N o w the art, which 

ufes the term art to exprefs both ; as he frequently does elfewhere, when be mearig any art which 
is founded on fcience, and without fcience cannot be exercifed. For this note thus much 
fuffices.—S. 

1 Plato proceeds in the next place to the knowledge of mankind ; that is, to the' knowtedge of 
the fame paflions and affections in the fouls of other men that we feel in our own. Be (hovvi 
it to be confequently one and the fame kind of knowledge with the knowledge of ourfelved* 
differing only in the objects of it; as it is applied either to many men, or to a tingle one; for of 
men every one is a man. He therefore, who thoroughly knows himfelf^ who know* what is 
fight and good in his own foul, and what is there wrong and evil, muft know at the fame time 
all men in general, muft know what is good and what is evil in the whole human nature: and 
he who thus knows others, muft alfo thus know himfelf. The fubject of all this knowledge i4 
the fuperior part of the foul of man, mind and reafon : the object is itfelf, and alfo that part 
which is inferior, with the paftions and animal affections there feated. The knowledge of it­
felf implies the knowledge of its power over the inferior part. Now as no man can help folIoV-
ino- known good, nor can help avoiding known evil; the true knowledge of good and evil muft 
be attended with an exercife of that power over the inferior part, improving what is there found 
right and good, and rectifying what is wrong and evil. And fince all men partake of the fame 
nature, the fame knowledge, through which a man manages himfelf rightly, betters wfiat in 
himfelf is good, and corrects what in himfelf is evil, muft qualify him as well to difpenfe 
juftice to other men, to encourage the good and to correct the bad. Now this is the office of 
the judge and of the magiftrate ; and the fcience, which enables him to execute his office welf 
is the judicial fcience, which is no other than the fcience of juftice. It follows, therefore, 
that the wife and good man, he who is mafter of this fcience, and employs it in the 
proper management of himfelf, is qualified for the office of a judge and of a magiftrate.—S. 

j E 2 gives 
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gives this power and this knowledge with refpecT: to one man, has it the 
fame efficacy with refpect to many men ? And the art of thus managing 
and judging of many, has it the fame abilities with refpect to one ?—Cer­
tainly, faid he.—Is it fo in the cafe of horfes too, faid I, and in all other cafes 
after the fame manner ?—Beyond a doubt, faid h e . — N o w what fcience, 
faid I, is that, through which proper chaftifement is given to the licen­
tious and the lawlefs in civil ftates ? Is it not the judicial fcience, that 
of judges and other magiflrates ?—It is, faid he.—Is the fcience of juftice, 
laid I, any other than this fcience ?—No other, anfwered he.—And is 
it not through the fame fcience that the good and the bad are both known ?— 
H e replied, it was through the fame fcience.—And the fcience, faid I, 
through which one man is known, will give equal fkill to know many 
men.—True, faid he .—And whoever, faid I, through want of this fcience, 
hath not the ikill to know many, will be equally deficient in the knowledge 
of one.—Right, laid he .—If a horfe therefore, faid I, as being but a horfe, 
be incapable of knowing and diftinguifhing between good and bad horfes, 
muft he not be ignorant of which fort he himfelf is ?—Certainly, faid he. 
— A n d if an ox, faid I, being but an ox, knows not how to diftinguifh and 
judge of good and bad oxen, is it poffible that he can know of which fort he 
is himfelf?—Certainly not, faid he .—And is not the fame thing certain, 
faid I, with refpect to the ignorance of dogs I—It is, faid he.<—And how is 
it in the cafe of men ? faid I. W h e n a man knows not who are the good 
men aaxi who the bad, is he not at the fame time ignorant of himfelf, and 
unable to tell whether he is good or bad, in as much as he alfo is a man ?— 
H e allowed it to be true .—Now to be ignorant of onefelf, faid I, is it 1 to be 
found of mind, or to be infane?—To be infane, he replied.—To know onefelf 
therefore, faid I, is to be found of mind.—I agree, faid he.—This then, 

faid 

1 TwQpom»t w ou ffufpoMtv. N o words have more puzzled us, in the translating of Plato 
than the words caQpovEiv, ffufpuv, and <ru<ppocuw. The difficulty arifes from this,—that in dif­
ferent places they are ufed in different fenfes; and we could find no words in the Englifh 
language anfwering to them every where. At length, therefore, we found ourfelves obliged, if 
-we would every where exprefs their precife meaning, to ufe different words in different places. 
Our labours, however, on this point have enabled us ta give a kind of hiflory of thofe words, and 
of the feveral alterations they have undergone in their meaning. Homer, the moft antient 
Greek writer extant, by the word vufpo^vn evidently means prudence, or difcretion. See his-

Odyffey, 
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faid T, mould feem to be the precept contained in the * Delphic infcription; 
it is to exercife wifdom and juftice.—It fhould feem fo, replied he .—And 
through the fame fcience we know how to correct others duly and rightly.— 

T r u e , 

Odyfiey, book xxiii. ver. 30. from which we conclude, that the true etymology of the word is from 
rua <ppry, a found mind. To which agrees this of Porphyry,—xa< yap auq>po<rvu-n <raoQpQ<Fv\n rig* 

Apud Stobaeum, Serm. 19.—In the time of Homer, and for a long time after, the doctrine of 
morals was far from being improved to fuch a degree of perfection as to become a fcience. It 
was delivered inloofe and unconnected precepts, agreeing to the experience of wife men, without 
any known principles for their foundation. The firft, wha attempted to raife it into a fcience^ 
and to treat of it with order and method, were the Pythagoreans. Thefe philofophers, having confi­
dered that the foul of man was the fubject of virtue and of vice, confidered next the conftitution and 
ceconomyof this foul: they faw it diftinguifhable into two parts, the rational and the irrational, and 
the irrational part again into irafcible and concupifcible. Now as every thing in nature has a pecu­
liar virtue of its own belonging to it, the defect of which is its imperfection, and the contrary 
quality its vice, the Pythagoreans made their primary diftinction of the virtues of man, according 
to their diftinction of the parts of his foul. The virtue of the rational part they termed fpovws, 
prudence; the virtue of the irafcible part,, avticeia, fortitude; that of the concupifcible, o-cc<p^o<jvw, 

temperance; and the virtue of the whole foul, or the habit produced therein by the harmony of 
all its parts, they called o*iKOioo-uivi,ju/hce*—Thus far did thefe philofophers advance in the fcience 
of morals; deducing all the other, the particular virtues, which are exercifed but occafionallyr 

from thefe four, which in every good man are in conftant practice: but they afcended no higher. 
It was left for a Socrates and a Plato to put a head to this beautiful body of moral philofophy, to-
trace all the virtues up to one principle, and thus reprefent them to our view united. Yet thus 
only can the doctrine of morals be properly termed a fcience. This principle is mind; for 
mind, being meafure itsfelf, and being alfo the governor of all things, contains the meafures 
of rectitude in all things, and governs all things aright and for the beft. The principle o£ 
•irtue therefore being mind, on the foundnefs of mind is all fincere and uncorrupt virtue 
eftablifhed; for the foundnefs of every thing depends on the foundnefs of its principle. And 
thus alfo, as morals are founded on mind, and as no true fcience of any thing, according to Plato, 
can be without the fcience of its principle, the fcience of morals either is the fame thing with 
the fcience of mind, or is immediately thereon dependent. Accordingly, Plato, in the Char­
mides, ufes the word <ra<ppo<ruvn in its original figntfication, as it means foundnefs of mind-
In the fame fenfe is the word crouppoauw ufed by Xenophon, in Asro/um/z. 1. i. c. i. § 16 where* 
it is oppofed to fxavia. See Dr. Simpfon's annotation to that paffage. So it is again ufed by 
tlato, and oppofed to pawa, in his firft book de Republica, p. 1 6 . ed. Cantab. Moft commonly, 
however, Plato ufed this word in the Pythagorean fenfe, to fignify one of the four cardinal 
virtues: in which fcnfe it is ufed by Ariftotle in all his moral treatifes. Yet even in this parti­
cular fenfe, the peculiar relation which it has to prudence, the proper virtue of tbe rational part of 
the foul, is well obferved by the very learned author of Hermes, in his notes (for his they are) to. 
Ariftotlfi's treatife, w£fi Aftrw xoii Kaxiuv, lately publifhed by Mr. Fawconer, p. 1 1 6 . Zeno like-
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T r u e , faid h e . — N o w that, through which we have this knowledge, is 
the fcience of juftice; and that, through which a man has the knowledge of 
himfelf, and of other men, is foundnefs of mind, or wifdom.—It appears fo 
to] be, faid h e . — T h e fcience therefore of juftice, faid I, and the fcience' 
belonging to every found mind, wifdom, are one and the fame fcience.—It 
appears, faid he, to be fo proved.— 3 Again, faid I, by the fame means 
are civil ftates well governed ; that is, when the doers of injirftice are duly 

puiiihSed. 

wife, who followed the fame diftinetion of the cardinal virtues, defined every one of them by 
(ciervee of one kind or other; as appears from Stobaeus, Eclog. 1. i i . p. 167. And one fcience, 
the fcience of mind, includes them all.—S. 

a The infcription here meant, is that moft antient one, in the temple of Apollo at Delphi, 
TNi^0l 2EATTON, K N O W T H V S E L F . This was generally fuppofed to be the dictate or 
refponfe of the Pythian oracle to the question aflced of it;—What was man's greateft, good. See 
Menag. Annotat. in Laertium, p. 2 2 and 2 3 , and Dr. Simpfon's note on Xenophon's Memorab, 
1. iv. c. ii. §. 2 4 . In what fenfe Plato underftood this truly divine precept, is evident from bis-
brief definition of it in this fentence, as explained by the preceding argumentation. From which 
it appears, that by the knowledge of one's felf he means the knowledge of the whole foul, or the 
knowledge of what is good and what is evil. For the fuperior part of the foul contains in itfelf the' 
feeds of all moral good; the inferior, the feeds of all moral evil. But the fubject of all this 
knowledge, of both kinds, is only the fuperior part of the foul, the rational. For, as the Stoic* 
well exprefs themfelves on this point, no other faculty in man contemplates and knows itfelf, 
befides the faculty of reafon. This alone alfo knows and judges of all other things, whether' 
without or within the foul: for in itfelf it hath the rule and ftandard of right, according to which 
i t judges, and diftinguifhes between right and wrong; approving the one, which is agreeable to 
its own nature, and difapproving the other, which is difagreeable and contrary to it. Truly and 
properly fpeaking, mind itfelf is rule and meafure, being the meafure and the rule of all things. 
The fcience of mind, therefore, which is wifdom, is the fcience of right and wrong, gives the dif-
cernment of good and evil in ourfelves, and enables us at the fame time to diftinguifh rightly 
between good and bad men ; and thus is it the fcience of juftice, and the judicial fcience, belong­
ing to the magiftrate and to the judge. After what has been faid, we prefume it needlefs to make 
any apology, or to give any further reafon for tranflating cruppoa-vvrt in this place wifdom.—But 
concerning this wifdom, or knowledge of felf, fee more at large in Plato's Firft Alcibiades, where 
it makes the principal fubject.—S. 

3 From the fcience of ethics, and that of law, truly fo called, (for, in a philofophical fenfe, right 
Only is law, law eternal and divine,) Plato makes a fhort and eafy ftep to theTcience of politics 
arid the art of government. The art of government is founded on knowledge of the different 
tempers and humours, minds and characters of men. For none can have the fkill to manage 
-them, but thofe who know them, and who know by what methods to lead the good and gentle 
to obedience, and to prevent the difobedience of the perverfe and evil. This knowledge of man­

kind 
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punifhed.—Right, faid h e . — T h e fame fcience therefore, faid I , is the fcience 
of politics.—He affented.—And when a civil ftate is thus well governed by 
one man, is not that man called 1 either a t y r a n t 2 , or a king ?—He is, faid 

h e . 

kind fuppofes the knowledge of who are the good and who the evil; which fuppofes alfo the 
knowledge of what is good and what is evil; the fame, which is the knowledge of ourfelves.—S. 

1 In the Greek, rupawog n xai Qxviteus, tranflated literally, " both a tyrant and a king." But 
Plato does not mean, that tyrant and king are fynonimous terms: fo far from that is his meaning 
that in his Dialogue called TIOMTIXO;, "The Politician," he fays, that " a tyrant and a king are 
avofjMOTcnoi, moft unlike one to the other:" and in his 9th book de Republic^, that " the beft of 
all governments is the kingly, and that the worfl of all is the tyrannic." What he means by a 
king, and what by a tyrant, will be explained in the very next note. But in this they agree, that 
government by a king and government by a tyrant are both of them governments by one man r 
which is the whole of his meaning in the place now before us. However, to prevent his mean­
ing from being mifunderftood, -we have taken the liberty of ufing the conjunctions disjunctive in 
tranflating this fentence. Monf. Dacier, as well here as in what follows, has entirely omitted the 
words tyrant and tyrannic, through excefflve caution we imagine: but for fuch caution in 
England we have no occafion. A king of England, while the En^lifh conflitutiqn Iafts, and 
the fundamental laws of Englifh government fubfift, can never be fufpected of being, what it i» 
impoffible for him to be, a tyrant.—S. 

* The word in the original here is rupawog. The meaning of which word, as it is always ufed 
by Plato, and fully explained by Ariftotle in Politic. 1. iii. anfwers to our idea of an arbitrary 
monarch, governing his people, not according to eftablifhed laws, but according to his own 
will and pleafure; whether fuch his will and* pleafure be agreeable to natural law, to juftice 
and equity, or not. On the other hand, by the word @x<ri>*vi, o{ king, was underftood a 
perfon who made the laws eftablifhed in his country, whether written or cuftomary, the 
rules of his government. The regal office was to put thefe laws into execution, and to aditi-
nifter the government; which, properly fpeaking, was a government of the laws. Such were 
the moft antient kings in Greece, where kingly government at firft univerfally prevailed, long 
before any laws were written for the rule of conduct both to prince and people. And, whatever 
fome men pretend concerning the high antiquity of arbitrary or defpotic governments; or others-
fancy concerning governments originally vefted in the people; the moft antient records of hiftory 
in all nations prove, that kingly government took place the firft every where upon earth. It i$-
natural fo fuppofe that general cuftoms in all countries were founded originally on reafon, one 
univerfal reafon adapting itfelf to the genius of each country, that is, to the peculiar fituation and 
other relative circumftances of each, and to the peculiar temper of the inhabitants naturally thence 
arifing: fo that, although in fome inftances, what was reafonable and right to practife in one 
country was unrcafonable and wrong in another, yet one univerfal reafon, the natural law of all 
men, was the dictator and legiflator to them all. And, whereas all true authority is-founded in 
the opinion of fuperior wifdom, it is natural alfo to fuppofe, that in the infancy of every ftate, the 
little multitude fhould lookup to a perfon deemed the wileft amongft them, ̂ that they fhould hear* 

attend 
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l i e .—Does he not thus govern, faid I, through the kingly art, or the tyrannic ? 
— H e does, faid he .—Thefe arts therefore, faid I, the kingly and the 

tyrannic, 

attend to, and obey him, as the bed confervator and guardian of their unwritten laws or general 
cuftoms, acknowledged by them all to be right. It is further, as natural to fuppofe that thefe petty 
princes, having eftablifhed their authority with the people by wifdom and good government, 
fhould derive a particular regard in that people towards their families; and that their fons, trained 
up in obedience to the laws, and being prefumed to have learnt, from the examples and private 
inftruclions of their fathers, the art of government, fhould eafily, by the tacit confent of all the 
.people, fuccced to their fathers in their authority and dignity; unlefs they were apparently unlit, 
through nonage, known want of underftanding or of prudence, or other incapacity for govern­
ment. The firft regal families, being thus for many generations well fettled in the throne or feat 
of royalty, claimed a kind of legal right, the right of cuftom, to their kingly thrones: and in that 
claim the people acquiefced for the fake of peace and order. And thus arofe hereditary kingdoms. 
In procefs of time, as the people incrcafed in number, and many private perfons increafed in 
riches, and in power thence arifing, neither the rich nor the poor were any longer to be governed 
by the mere authority of one man : the multitude grew feditious, and the powerful grew factious. 
It became neceffary to rule by force and compulfion, if the regal eftablifhment was ftill to be pre-
ferved- The perfon of the king was to be defended by a guard, and the people were to be kept 
in awe and obedience by a ftanding army. Then was the king pofiefled of power to change the 
laws and cuftoms of his country at his own pleafure, and to make all his people fubmiflive to his 
will. Such was the origin and rife of tyranny, the natural degeneracy of kingly government in 
a great and powerful kingdom. Now it is well known that unlimited power in man is every 
moment liable to be abufed. To wife men indeed right reafon is law; and in the government 
of themfelves and of others they follow the dictates of wifdom. But men unwife arc in the prin­
cipal part of their conduct, in that which is the moft important to themfelves and others, governed 
by their'paflions : and the evil confequences of human paflions under no reftraint, either from 
within the foul or from without, are infinite. Few men, therefore, being wife, what evil is not to 
be expected from tyrants, that is, arbitrary monarchs ? In fact, the tyrants of old were, moft of 
them, guilty of numberlcfs and flagrant acts of injuftice, in open violation of the antient un­
written laws. But things could not remain long in this fituation, wherever common fenfe 
remained in men, a fenfe of their natural and juft rights. Among fuch people then were found 
patriots, men of true fortitude, defpifing all danger in the public caufe; and thefe undertook to 
free their country from fo infupportable a yoke. Their undertakings were fuccefsful. The 
tyrants and their families were either expelled or murdered. New civil eftabliftiments were 
formed; but not on the antient plan : that was the work of nature; and began naturally in the 
infant ftate of civil focieties. Government was now to be the work of art and reafon. And what 
proved very favourable to this work, was the cultivation of true philofophy about the fame time, 
and the great advances confequently made in moral and political fcience. Accordingly it is to 
be obferved, to the honour of philofophy, that wherever this favourable conjuncture happened not, 
jn all countries whither philofophy never travelled, when the people could no longer bear their 

tyrants, 
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tyrannic, are the fame with that art and fcience juft before mentioned.— 
So they appear, faid he .—Wel l , faid I, and when a family 1 is in like manner 
well governed by one man, what is this man called ? Either the fteward* 
of the houfehold, or elfe the mafter 3 of the family ; is he not?—He is, faid 

tyrants, they only changed them for others; the tyranny ftill continued. For wifdom was 
wanting to frame good conflitutions of government : fo that, if ever they had the fpirit to emerge 
from (lavery, and rife to freedom, immediately they funk again. But wherever true philofophers 
were found, they undertook on fuch occafions the office of legiflators. New laws were made, 
written and promulged, obligatory alike to all. By thefe laws was the power of princes and of 
magiftrates limited and afcertained; and by their known fanctions the general obedience of the 
people was fecured. And thus were legal governments firft eftablifhed, of different forms in 
different countries, monarchies, ariftocracies, democracies, or mixed governments, as beft fuited 
the numbers and the genius of each people. The antient kingly governments, however, ftiij 
remained in fome places in the time of Plato; and the few tyrants, fubfifting amongft a people 
enlightened by philofophy, now ruled with fome degree of equity and mildnefs, through fear of 
their intelligent fubjects, ready to be fuccoured and protected, on occafion, by their free and 
therefore brave neighbours. This fhort hiftory of civil governmenfs, from their beginning down 
to the age when Plato lived, we thought neceiTary to fhow the diftinction then made between the 
kingly and the tyrannic; giving an account of the rife of each; of the former built upon autho­
rity and efteem, and by them alone fupported; of the latter, acquired often by falfe pretences, 
and intriguing practices at home, and fometimes by conquefts from abroad made in war; but always 
maintained by military force. A tyrant, therefore, according to the foregoing explanation of the 
word, may, as well as a king, be a wife and good governor, if he has wifdom and the fcience 
of juftice; though the ways and means, by which he governs, muft be very different from thofe 
of a king.—S. 

1 We are now arrived at the fcience of oeconomics. This indeed in the order of things pre­
cedes the fcience of politics. For a civil ftate is compofed of many families; and arifes from the 
agreement of their minds, in perceiving the neceftity of civil or kingly government for their com-
«nion good. But Plato here fpeaks of it the laft, probably for this reafon, that the government 
of a family is &a<rihtxn re HOCI rvpavvixy, partly authoritative and kingly, partly compulfive and 
tyrannical: the paternal part of it is kingly; and thus a king is as the father of all his people, 
and governs them as through paternal authority and filial awe : the defpotic part is tyrannical; 
and thus a tyrant is the lord and mafter of the whole people, ruling them by compulfion, as a 
mafter rules his flaves, and fuch were all domeftic fervants in the age and country of Plato.—S. 

2
 OMOVOIMS. It was ufual in antient times, as well as it is in modern, for princes, and other rich 

and great men, who kept a multitude of domeftics, to depute the care and management of them 
all, and the difpenfation of juftice among them, to one man, whom they called outovopos, and we 
call major-domo, maitre d'hotel, or, in the Englifli term we choofe to make ufe of in an fcltiglifh 
tranflation, fteward of the houfehold.—S. 

* Aiaworuj, that is, the lord and mafter himfelf, governing in his own right, with authority 
and power underived.—S. 

VOL. v. 3 F he. 
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he .—Whether U it the fcience of juftice now, faid I, which enables this 
man alfo to govern well his family ? or is it any other art or fcience ?—The 
fcience of juftice only, faid he .—The fame kind of perfon, it feems then, faid 
I, is a king, a tyrant, a politician 1 a fteward of a houfehold, a lord and 
mafter of a family, a man of wifdom, and a juft and good man. And one 
and the fame art is the kingly, the tyrannic, the political, the defpotic, and 
the ceconomical, the fame with the fcience of juftice, and the fame with 
wi fdom.—So, faid he, it appears.—Well then, faid I : is it a fhame for a 
philofopher not to underftand what the phyfician fays, when fpeaking of 
his patient's malady; nor to be able to give a judicious opinion, himfelf, 
upon the cafe ? and fo with regard to other artifts and their arts, is it 
a fhame for him to be ignorant ? and yet, when a magiftrate, or a king, 
or any of the others, juft now emimerated, is fpeaking of the affairs 
or functions of his office, is it not fhameful in a philofopher not to under­
ftand perfectly what any of thefe perfons fay, nor to be able to give good 
counfel himfelf in fuch cafes ? ~ H o w , Socrates, faid he, can it be other-
wife than fhameful to him, to have nothing pertinent to fay on fubjects 
fo important ?—Are w e of opinion then, faid I, that in thefe cafes it becomes 
a philofopher to be like a general combatant, a fecond-rate man, to come next 
behind all who have thefe offices, and to be ufelefs, fo long as any fuch are 
to be found? or do w e hold quite the contrary, that he ought, in the firft 
place, not to commit the management of his domeftic affairs to another 
man, nor to come next behind fome other in his own houfe; but that he 
ought himfelf to be the ruler, corrector, and impartial judge, if he would 

v have right order and good government at home ?—This he granted m e . — 
And befides this, faid I, if his friends mould fubmit their differences to his 
arbitration, or if the ftate fhould refer to his judgment the decifion of any 
controverted point, is it not a fhame that he fhould appear in fuch cafes 

1 IIoXiTiwf. This word, as ufed by Plato, and the other antient writers on politic*, is of a very 
large and extenfive import, including all thofe ftatefmen or politicians in ariftocracies and demo­
cracies, who were, either for life, or for a certain time, inverted with the whole or a part of kingly 
authority, and the power thereto belonging: and fuch are here particularly meant by Plato. 
Agreeably to this paflage, he tells us in his Politicus, that the fcience of a politician differs only 
in name from the kingly fcience. For the proof of which poiition we refer our readers to that 
Pialogue, where the nature of the kingly office is fo admirably well elucidated and explained.—S. 

to 
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t o be but a fecond or a third rate man, and not to have the lead ?—T mull: 

own myfelf of that opinion, faid he —Phiiofophiziug, therefore, my friend, 

is a thing quite different, wc find, from the acquiring a multiplicity of various 

knowledge, or the being bufied in the circle of arts and fc iences .—When I 

had faid this, the Man of Learning, afhamed of what he had before afferted, 

was filent: the man without learning faid, I had made it a clear cafe : and 

the reft of our audience gave their affent and approbation. 

1 It equally follows from the foregoing reafoning, that a king ought himfelf, in the firft place, 
truly to philofophize: in the next place, that he ought to choofe a true philofopher, iffucb a man 
can be found, to be of his council: and laftly, it follows that a true philofopher, when duty to his 
prince or to his country, or other good occafion, fent to him from above, calls him forth to light, 
and places him in his proper fphere of action, muft always be found adequate to any part of the 
kingly office. Thefe conclufions may feem to favour a little of what is called philofophic arrogance; 
and for this very reafon perhaps it is, that Plato has declined the making them, efpecially as 
from the mouth ofhis great mafter, a man fo remarkable for his rare modefty*—S. 

TH"E END OF THE RIVALS* 
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