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INTRODUCTION

TOo

THE RIV ALS.

THE general fubject of this 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 The
Banquet; it is becaufe the two fubordinate fpeakers are placed on an
equal footing of importance in the Dialogue ; where we fee their charaQers
contrafted, one to the other. They are prefented to our view, at their firft
appearance, contending together for the honour of their refpettive 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 neceflary, therefore, that the
Dialogue fhould have fuch a name, as might comprife both thefe perfous.
‘The name, ufually prefixed to the copies of it, and confirmed by Olympio-
dorus, is Fexoren, 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
Avrsgerron,  We have given the preference to this latter 5 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 * comprehends many other perfons prefent at the converfation,

" Much the fame reafon with this our firft is afigned by Dr. Forfler in the notes to Lis edition,
for the preference which he alfo gives to this name of the Dialogue,—S.
3B2 who
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\\'h.o are mute, and merely auditors: whercas the latter peculiarly charac-
terizes the two fubordinate {peakers, gxcluﬁve of the reft of the company.
Aunother 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 moft entertaining part of the Introduction,
gives occafion to the fubjet of the Dialogue, and is the very foundation on
vhich the ftrudlure of it is built.  Our laft reafon is, that where the Man
of Learning makes his firft appearance, he is * by Plato himf:If called Rival to
the Man of Excrcife ; a nutae, which could not properly be attributed to
either, till they were both brought upon the ftage : however, it is foon after-
wards repeated, and applied to the Man of Excrcife ; 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 reciprdcal relation, as
well as other correlatives, always fuppofc and imply one another. In other
parts of the Dialogue they are denoted, each by his proper and peculiar
epithets; cpgwuaos, apalng copwreos, vopos ., Thus much concerning the
name of the Dialogue, the Introduction to it, and the general fubjeét which
gives the title,—The particular f{ubje& is the peculiar nature and effence
of true philofophy. That by which it is diftinguithed 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?, that the completely juft
and good man, who is fuch upon the principles of {cience, is alone the wife
man or true philofopher. In order to this end, firft is detected and expofed
that appecarance or fhow of wifdom, which confifts in polymathy* in gene-

1 Part of this third reafon is agrecable likewife to an obfervation of Menage in favour of the
namc Avrspastai.  Sec Menagii Obfervat. in Laertium, p. 137.=S.

2 Befides Menage and Forfler, Stanley alfo and Fabricips approve of the name Avregasra.
It is probable, that the wrong name owed its origin merely to an accidental omiffion of the
firft fyllable in the 7ight name, and prevailed with the after-copiers the more eafily, as they
were fo much ufed to the work epagra in tranferibing other Dialogues of Plato; and efpecially
as it occurred in the very firft fentence of this.—S. .

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

4 Tt was beautifully faid therefore, by Heraclitus, that ¢ poymathy does not teach intclle&t ¢
aonvuab.n yoov ov Sdaexsi—T.

ral,
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ral, or much learning and knowledge of various kinds. Next, are difproved
and difallowed thofe pretenfions, claimed by the mathematical {ciences or by
any of the liberal arts, which in the Platonic difcipline do but fmooth and
pave the way to true philofophy. The falfe fpecies being thus rejected,
laftly is exhibited this wifdom in her genuine form, as the knowledge of our-
{clves 5 the {cience of that divine principle in man, his mind ; the fcience of
juftice and goodnefs, therein included; and the fcience of government
thence immediately derived.—This fhort bill of fare prefents to our
readers all they arc to expeét in the following repalt ; fmall in quantity;
but great in value, as being a juft fample 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
fingular beauty, that the figures of the two Rivals are defcribed in as exa&t
and lively a manner, as painting itfelf could draw them: a circumftance
that well may rccommend the fcene to fome ingenious profcflor of that art,
to defign after and declineate.—The inward form or genius of the
Dialogue correfponds to what has been before faid of the condut of it:
for it is partly difputative, of that {pecies where the adverfe party is confuted ;
and partly, to do particular honour to an adverfary far fuperior to the
fophifts, it is demcnfirative, of that fpecies where the proof is by induc-
tion.—S.

THE



THE RIVALS.

THE PERSONS OF THI: DIALOGUE,

SOCRATES, ' MAN or LEARNING, MAN or EXERCISE,

SCENE. The SCHOOL of DIONYSIUS.

SOCRATES.

I’WENT into the School of Dionyfius 3 the grammarian; and I there

faw the comelicft and fineft of our young gentry, accompanied by fuch
as

* Proclus, if that pafface, cited from him in note 1, p. 376, be not corrupted, muft
have fuppofed this Man of Learning to be Theodorus of Cyrene, the mathematician. It muft be
confefled, that the charaéter of Theodorus the Cyrenean, given us by Plato in his Theztetus,
tallics well enough with that of the Man of Learning, or univerfal fcholar, in this Dialogue.
But we prcfume,‘lhc note referred to makes it appear highly probable, at leaft, that the paflage
there cited is grofsly corrupt 5 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 Lacrtius himfelf fubferibes, and Dr. Forfter feems to
agree with them. The reafons, by which it may be fupported, together with anfwers to fome
objetions, to which it may be liable, will be given in our notes to the Dialogue.—S.

% 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 narratien is left undetermined.—Now we know, it is ufual and natural for all men to begin
their relaticn of any thing pafl, whether it confified of faéts or words, with an account of the time
when thofe fa&s happened or thofe words were fpoken; unlefs the relation immediately fucceeds the
thing related. — Accordingly Plato, in every one of his narrative Dialogues, points out the prec.ifc
1ine of the converfation there related, except in this, and in The Lyfis:  but the words, with
which he_begins The Lyfis, manifeftly, we think, imply the time to have been the morning of

the fame day. The Bivals therefore, remaining a fingle exception to the general rule, it feems
neceflary
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as courted their efteem and friendfhip #.  Two of thefe youths happened at

that time to be difputing: but what was the fubje&t of their difpute I
did

neceffary to fuppofe, that Plato in this Dialogue, agreeably to the ufage of all men, diGated 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 his
fricnds, who happencd not to have attended him thither, and relating to them a converfation, to
which they had not been witnefles. For Socrates appears never to have ufcd the didaétic
manner, in the inAru@ing his difciples : but to have taught them his divine do¢trine in the more
engaging way of familiar converfation. If then he be fuppofed to have made them this narra-
tion in anfwer to thele queftions of theirs,—Where have you been, and what have you been doing
fince you left us >—the time, Juft now, is cvidently implied in the very firt 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 il full of the argument,—in this cafe, the abrupt manner
of beginning, without méntion of the time, is more animated, and fhows 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 ¢ l'autre 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 agrecable to modern readers, than to preferve thofc feemingly flight and
trivial dramatic circumftances, which would have coft him the trouble of many a note to illuf-
trate and explain.—S.

3 Fpapuarinov.  Thus all the editions of Plato, and confequently thofe manufeript 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 Tpauuaticrou, 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 us, that teaching the elements of grammar was the profeffion:
of this Dionyfius ; and we Icarn, 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 parfuance of the fame
folicitude for his mafter’s honour, he would mention him in the moft refpeétful manner, and

though Dionyfius was Teauparistns, a grammar-fchoolmafier by profeffion, yet that his grateful
It is further to be

fcholar would give him here the more honourable title of Teauuztino; .
obferved, that Olympiodorus, when he calls him Tgapparizrns, fpeaks 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, inftituted by Lycurgus, that young gentlemen, who had
gone through the whole courfe of their fludics, and were become perfet in the practice of thole
virtues they had learnt, fhould take under their own immediate eye the younger fort, who were
then training up in the fame difipline. The intention of which law was this; 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 friend(hips
were




376 THE RIVALS,

did not perfectly apprehend. There was reafon however to fuppofe it
related cither to Anaxagoras or to Oenopides®: for they appearced to be

deferibing

were highly encouraged, and grew into great fafhion, between two fuch perfons.  They were
contrafted in this manner: the clder chofe out from among the youth one, whofe genius he
thought fimilar to his own, and whom he had conceived the beft hopes of being able to improve ;
attached himfelf to him, and accompanied him in all his findies, his performances in mufic, and
his gymnic exercifes, the two principal parts of a Spartan cducation ; encouracing and applaud-
ing him, endeavouring to acquire his confidcuce, and engage him to a reciprocal eflcem and
fiiendfhip.  In imitation of this cuftom wmong(l the Spartans, Solon cither introduced or autho-
rized friendfhips of this kind among(t the Athenians ; laying them under the fame reflrictions as in
Sparta; and prohibiting faves, thougli frequently employed as fchoolmaficrs and pedagogues to
their youth, from afpiring to be their private tutors, guides, and conflant companions, in this
way of intimacy and friend{hip.  This was all the caution deemed requifite, in thefe antient and
virtuous times, to preferve their youth from the contagion of bafe fentiments 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 fubfit 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
friend(hip, and thofe landable motives hefore mentioned 5 but at length, efpecially amongft the
rich and great, carricd on more openly, and with little or no difguife.  Infances in both ways we
meet with frequently in Plato 5 in the way of virtuous friend(hip, Socrates in particular, every where
feeking out the befl difpofed amongft the vouth, attrading their regards and cultivating their
eftcem, 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 defeription, another inftance of like kind.  Of
which fort were the other perfons, mentioned in the paflage here before us, is uncertain: and
examples of the vicious kinds in fome other Dialogues need not to be pointed out.  The fpeech of
Alcibiades in The Bangnet is too flagrant a proof, that the profligacy of that young nobleman was
no very aflonifhing or fingular thing at Athens.  When any other fuch paffages occur in Plato,
it will be fufficient to refer our readers to this note.—S.

’ Proclug, in giving a {hort hiflory of the rife and progrefs of geemctry, refers to this place in
the f')“")\\'illg words : AW:E»Z‘/U;-;; 6 Kazlropeviog worrwy EDuaTo KATQ YEWUETPIAY, Xt Oworitng 6 Xics,
& TOV 10U UNYIGHOU TETPAYWITACY EUpwyy Mat (')Eu(?wfc; 0 Kufr_vmcc, 0XMyw YEGTELOG GV TOU 1\':!Sc'ycpou' @y %o 0
TIAorrwn € Tals @Tep2aTaUS £ tus Tty § e74 Torg padauzor Soba aSurav. ¢ Anaxagoras the Clazo-
mienian touched on many points in geometry ; as alfo did Ocnopides the Chian, he who found
out the fquaring of the Menifeus; and Theadorus the Cyrenean, fomewhat junior to Anaxa-
gorac; who e recorded by Plato in The Rivals, as men of reputation for mathematical fcience.”
Frocl. Comment. in Euchid. 1 ii. p. 19. Bat we find no where in this Dialogue any mention
wade of Theedorus by name, It fhould feem, thercfore, that Proclus imagined, one of the two

namelefs
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defcribing circles; and by holding their hands in an inclining and oblique po-
fition, feemed to be reprefenting, not in p}ay, but with much ferioufnets,
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

namelefs Rivals, the Man of Learuing, to be this very Theodorus. But indeed the fentence, here
cited from Proclus, appears to us erroneoufly copicd by fome old tranferiber. For it is im-
incdiatcly followed by this other fentence s &9’ oig Irmoxpatng & Xics, 6 Tov Tou wmiomoy TeTpaywiizusy
wpwr, xar Osodupos § Kupwauos, eyevovro mep yewustpiav emipazes. ¢ Afier whom Ilippocrates the
Chian, he who found out the fquaring of the Menifeus, and Theodorus the Cyrencan, became
illuftrious for their {kill in geometry.” Now thefe two fentences, taken together, evidently con-
tain two egregious blunders; one is, that the [(irf] difcovery of fquaring’ the Menifcus, is
attributed to two different perfons 3 the otheris, that one and the fame perfon, Theodorus, is
introduced as pofterior in point of time to himfelf.  'We have therefore no doubt but that the
whole paffage in Proclus ought to be read as follows : Avatayopas 6 KaaZouevios morwy epnlaro xara
YEWUETPIAY, Kb Owomidng & Xieg” av xan & [hatwy e 7015 avTepagrais suompoveuaev, s em Toig pabne
uaai dobav ralovtav. @’ o Inmonpatns & Xiog, & Tov Teu pnmsuou Terpaywviouw iwv, xzs @codupos §
Kugmvaiog, onyw vewTspos ov Taw Avadayopov, sysvovto mept yswpetpiay emipavess, ¢ Anaxagoras the
Clazowenian touched on many points in geometry ; as alfo did Ocnopides the Chian ; who arc
[both of them]) recorded by Plato in The Rivals, as men of reputation for mathematical fciences
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 miflake of the tranferiber of this paffage is eafy to be accounted for by fuch
as are ufed to antient manuferipts, in the following manner. The tranfcriber, 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 inltance; 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 frum his own writing to that which he wrote after.
We fuppofe, that the words ‘Irmoxparns i Xios occured in the next line to, and immedjately under,
the words Owomdns o Xios. We fuppofe that the tranferiber having written {o far as Owomidvs &
Xios, and looking into his original, had his cye caught by ¢ Xios in the next line; from which
words there he went on tranferibing, with the omiffion of a whole line: and that afterwards on a
seview 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 fuppoic
that the latter tranferiber inferted the marginal words into the body of his copy, in a wreng place,
after the words 7ov Avadayopev.  But the matter is put out of difpute by Simplicivs, who, in hiz
learncd Commentary on Ariftotle’s Phyfics, fol. 12. has fhown us mathcmatically how to fquare
the Menifcus; the invention, as he exprefsly tells us, of Hippocrates the Cliun, 2s a fiep to the
difcovery of fquaring the Circle.~S.

VL, Y, : 3¢ tho'e
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thofe two youths fo earneftly in debate ; adding, Tt muft certainly be fome-
thing of great importance, and a matter of fine fpeculation, that, on which
they beflowed fo ferious an attention,.—What call you great and fine?? faid
he. They arc® prating? about things up in the fky, and trifle away their time

113

* The Greek is thus printed ; 'O & aiwe, Toiov, spn, ueya xai karov: ¢ 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 eme and epn.  But, perhaps, inftead of epn, we fhould read onc.
Grammarians, in explaining antient authors, love all opportunitics of having recourfe to figures of
fpeech ; and verbal critics take as much delight in all occafions to amend the text.  But as this
makes only a finall part of the office we have underiaken, we hope we are moderate in the execu-
tion of it. We therefore contend not in this place, but leave it to the determination of our
learned readers.—S.

2 In the Greek, adorcoxovos wep wwy petswpwy.  Adorearyew is to talk idly and impertinently, and
in the Pheedo is oppofed to mep mpoommevrav Aoyoss mosniadas, < 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 fubjeéts.
Thus Strepfiades in Ariftophanes at firft calls the houfe, where men addifed to fuch fludies ufed to
aflemble, Juxwv copuy PpovrioTnpiov, < the confidering place of wife fouls :”” and when afterwards he
is made to change his mind, he calls it Tw omiay Twy adaresxaw, < the houfe of the philofophie
praters.”  The fenfe of this paffage is expreffed in The Phzdrus by one word, werewgoreryew.—S.

3 Meps 7o perewpov,  Ariftotle refirained the meaning of the word ustewge to fignify the phano-
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 indiflinét, as the milky way; exclufively of
thofe which appear diftin& in their forms, and are conflant and invariable in their motions,
called the heavenly bodies. But Plato by the word uerswpa 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 uerewposepicras, he is made to fay, AspeCatw, xar mepiokoma Tov
anov 3 ¢ I walk in air, and contemplate the fun.” And prefently after,

Ov vap ay more

Efevpov opbus Ta perewpa mpayunta.
Eipun, x 7o a0

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

And near the end of the comedy, where Strepfiades, in mimicry, repeats the former of thcfe two
paflages, Aspo€atw, x. 7. A he adds, fpeaking to Socrates in fcoff,

Kai tng cedmns eoxomeice av Hpacs 5

The dwellings of the moon too have ye fpy’d? .
ridieuling
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in philofophizing.—This anfwer of his feemed to me a ftrange one; and 1
faid, Young man, do you then think it mean and dithonourable for a man
to philofophize ? or for what other reafon do you fpeak fo harfhly of what
they are employed about?—On my putting this queftion to him, another
perfon ¥, who happened to be a rival of his for the efteem of the youths T
mentioned,
ridicaling in this the do&@rine of Anaxagoras and his followers, that the moon was inhabited,
Jike the earth, which the poets called
305 acPares acs.

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

* Ttwill foon appear probable, that Socrates knew who this perfon was ; for he tells us whatkind
oflife heled ; which refembled rather that of a philofopher than that of a fophift. It is probable
that he was a firanger at Athens, and chofe to be concealed. It was polite, thercfore, 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 fophifis. -
He appears then to have been fome foreign philofopher, whom Socrates had difcovered notwith-
ftanding his affeted privacy. Now none of the philofophers of that age lived a life fo retired, or
fo obfcure, as did Democritus. Ie 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 refpedt was the chara&er 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 fubjets. His peculiar philo-
fophy was wholly of the pradtic kind. He was indeed the firft who inveftigated the principles of
morals and of politics, and thus raifed them into feiences: whereas before his time political and
even moral precepts lay unconuefted, loofe, and feattered; and were confequently vague and
uncertain, e firft difcovered them to be founded in the ftable and eternal effence 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 firtt caufe of things; from which depend, and from whence come down to earth, the
fciences of cthics and of politics, to blefs mankind. Such being the fum of the Socratic
doétrine; and the drift of this Dialogue in particular being to fhow, that no other dcé&rine than
this deferves the name of philofophy; nonc of the philofophers, fo called, was fo proper to be
oppufed here to Socrates, as Democritus; not only for the reafous already given, but becaufe alfo,
like moft modern philofophers, he was merely a naturalift ; making body the fole fubje& of his
philofophical refearches; attributing to body a natural and neceffary motion ; and in the nature

3¢2 of
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mentioned, and was therefore feated near us, having heard my queftions,
with his anfwers to them, interpofed, and faid to me, It is unworthy of you,
Socrates, to afk 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,, cramming himfelf, and fleeping? What other anfwer
then can you expe@ from him than this, that the ftudy of philofophy is
dithonourable and bafe.—Now the perfon, who thus fpake to me, ye are to
undei ftand, employed his whole time in the improvement of his miund, and
in the ftudy of the arts® 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 lealt the
Semi-Tyehonic, fyftem of the world. His mafter in natural philofophy we know was Leucippus:
and by all writers of philofophic hiftory he is accounted of the fame fe&, the Eleatic. Now
Leucippus, as we are informed by Diogenes Laertius, held 7nv yn oxeiofas mepr 70 pezor Svoupesny,
¢ that the carth was carried wheeling round the middle.”” If the middle here means a central bady
atfome diftance from the earth, (and it is certain, that oxzigfas every where elfe fignifies to ride, or
to be carried aloft,) it follows, that Leucippus held the Pythagorean fyftem of the world.  But
if it means only the axis of the earth’s motion, then the doftrine of Leucippus is agrecable to
that hypothefis, fince called the Semi-Tychonic.—S.

' In the Greek, zpaxnmdoueros. 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,” asis ufual in the a&tion
of wreflling. The word, thus underftood, prefents to the imagination the moft ridiculous image,
and is therefore the moft proper in a defcription intended 10 be ridiculous. Agreeably to this,
Lucian, in feveral places of his Anacharfis, reprefents thefe wrefilers as threttling 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, mvw Te morAw, xat TAouovais exdeexeas, xas xunceor Tetayusian xai
nrysass, avkotey 1 Xai dagurartorrav Ty tdw, ¢ By much fleep and continual full feeding, by
regulated motions, and ftated times of reft, improving and preferving in its improvement the
Labit of their bodies.” Plutarch, in his Life of Philopcemen.—The main of the defcription is
jutily applicable to the life of every man, whe makes the exercife of his body in general his fole
bufinefs, or is addi€ted to the violent exercife of it in any one way. Galen, with this very deferip-
tion apparently in his mind, has improved and heightened the colouring of it, in a paflage
sited by Dr. Forfter, to which we refer our lcarned readers, —S.

2 In the Greek, 7sp poveixm, See Dr, Forfler’s note on this place, to which nothing needs to
be here added, ~S.

{pent
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fpent his in the care and improvement of his body by the gymnic® exer-
cifes. I therefore thought it proper to defit from putting my quef-
tions to him, *this robuft body of a man; feeing that he profefled
not to be well-pradifed in the arts of reafoning and difcourfing, but
in feats only of aétivity and ftrength: and I chofe rather to interrogate and
fift the other, who pretended to be the wifer man; ®in hopes that, if
it were poliible for me, I might receive from him fome improvement in
knowledge. Addrefling myfelf therefore to him, I told him that I had pro-

pofed my queftion before all who heard me; *and if you think yourielf,
: faid

* Thefe exercifes were, running, leaping, cafting of quoits, throwing of javelins, wrefiling, and
boxing : but wreftling was the principal. They were called yuuvixoi, 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 apart, proper for the exercile of them. Skill in
them, particularly in wreltling, and the exercife according to art, was called yuwvasrixn, the word
here ufed by Plato.—S. .

2 Tn all editions of the Greek we read, Tov spousvov, a word jultly fufpe&ted 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 5 it is 7ov eggwuevcv : in favour of which we heartily refign
two former conjeQlures of our own ;—one was rew spauserr, in the fame fenfe, in which Plato
had juft before faid ovros Tow spnoraw : ~ the other was ov gpausvor, 2 word which we imagined
might diflinguith this man’s regard for the youth from that of the other, the povsixos. We
embrace Mr. Mudge’s emendation the more readily, becaufe the defeription, given of: the Man
of Exercife in the word egguuevov, is well oppofed to the defeription of the Man of Learning,
given us by Plato prefently afterwards.—S.

3 One of the moft firiking features in the chara&er of Socrates was the ironical manner which
he ufed in converfing with the fophifts, complimenting them on their pretended wifdom, and dif-
fembling his own real knowledge. For before them he affe€ted ignorance even in thofe fubje&s,
which he had ftudicd 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 conduét 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
and difciples, we prefume, cannot be ironical : it is one of thofe many paffages in Plato, where
appears another, equally firong, but more amiable feature, in the chara@er of that wife and good
man ; his unaffuming mode@ly, and truly polite regard to others, according to their rank or
meérit.—S.

4 In the original here is a tranfition from the narrative or hiftorical fiyle to the dramatic or
that
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faid I, caRablc 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
two youths, overhearing what we faid, became filent ; and breaking off
the difpute between themfelves, gave their attention to us. Now, ::'hat
were the fentiments of their profefled 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 fucha 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.—* 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 {entiment worthy of that charafter ;—hinting at his Rival, and
raifing his voice, that he might be heard by the youths, of whofe cfteem
both of them were emulous.—You then, faid I, think highly of philofophy.
—DMoft highly, replied he.—But what? faid I1: do you fuppofe it pofiible
for a man to know the true dignity of any thing, to know whether it be
bafe 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.

* Thole, 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 affeéted to be thought
and called copoi, wife men. The Pythagoreans, after their mafier, 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 fludy of wifdom. We are told by Laertius, that
Democritus admired Pythagoras, and emulated the Pythagorcans. Now it is certain, that he
was no follower of their do@rines, or way of teaching ; it muft be meant thercforc of their
manners, their modefty, and their other virtues. We find our Man of Learning here profifling
nothing more than a high eftcem for philofophy. The fentiment, here attributed to him, is the
very fame with that of Democritus, in Stobwus, Serm. 1. ’Avbpwmag dguodiony Juxas uxrrov n
soparcs assobar royor.  ““ Tt is a thing befitting hwmnan beings, to make more account of the foul,
than of the body. For the foul, improved in the highelt degree, reétifies what is amifs in its
tabernacle,” meaning the body ; ¢ whereas firength of this, without the exercife of reafon, betters
not a whit the condition of the foul.” Yuxn pey yap rencwtarn ounvecs poxdriiay ogéu’ arnvics vap izavs
e noyiopou Juxmw awdey T apee Tifngi,—S,

1 do
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I do not, anfwered he.—Kunow you then, faid I, what it is to philofo-
phize ?-—Perfeftly well, faid he.—What is it then? faid I.—What other
thing, anfwered he, than that defcribed by Solon * in thefe verfes,

To various knowledge, T had gain’d before,
T add each year variety of more ;
And thus old age increafes ftill my ftore.

Agrecably 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 poflible.—Now this account of his * feemed to me,

at

* Trgaona &, it mokna &idwrnouevos. 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,

Aust yngacuw, mora pabnaouesss.
to be tranflated thus :

Older and older every day T grow,

Yet have to learn much more than yet T know.
Or, if the word uafnsouevos, in the future tenfe, has here the force of a verb defiderative or medita-
tive, and fignifics refolved, or ready, or about to learn, it may then be thus tranflated :

1 ftill grow older ; yet I flill afpire
In many things more knowledge tc acquire.

The verfe, we fee, whichever be the true reading, and whichever the precife fenfe of it, is
evidently in praife of polymathy; and confequently is agreeable to the mind and tafte of our
Man of Learning : but the mcuning of it, lat given, feems tobe fo the moft; the fecond has
indeed a greater appearance of modefly ; and the firt perhaps favours too much of vanity and
oftentation.—S.

* For indeed at firft fight it looks very like to that, which Socrates in Xenophon gives of himfelf
and his own fludics, where he fays; e orov mep Zumevar T Aeyopeva npbaum, ov wmore dienmov xas
Qnrov xan pavbavoy § T edvvaumy ayalor. Xen. in Soc. Apolog. ¢ Ever fince I began to underftand
the fubjes of difcourfe, [ have never ceafed inquiring into and learning every Goop thing I was
able.”  But on nearer infpe&ion, the fame difference will be found between them, that appears
in this Dialoguc between philofophy, as deferibed at firit 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 firt appearance, to have fome weight 'in it : but after reviewing it a
little within myfelf, T afked him, whether philofophy in his judgment con-
fifted in multiplicity of knowledge.—That, replicd he, is entirely my opinion.
—And is it your opinion too, faid I, that philofophy is only a becoming
and an honourable tudy? or do you deem it alfo good and beneficial ?—
Good and bencficial, replied he, in the higheft degree.—Does 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,
¢o you deem it not only honourable and becoming a man, but good for him
alfo? or think you otherwife ?—To this quecftion, he facetionfly replied, [
have two anfwers to give. To this man here I would fay, It is neither:
but to you, Socrates, I acknowledge it to be both, to be good for a mau,
as well as becoming him.—Then I afked him, whether in thefe exercifes
he thought the undergoing much toil to be the fame thing with love of
exercife,—By all means, faid he; juft as in philofophizing, I take  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 ufing much exercife, and under-

ufeful to man, that which our clegant philofophic poet terms, the only fcience of mankind.—One
cannot but wonder, that Wower, in his treatife de Polymathi4, c. ii. § 7. could fo much miftake
Plato’s meaning, as to cite him afferting in this very Dialoguc that philofophy is polymathy.
‘We 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, Tsye mohvuabes xar giroscpov TavTov. Unhappily for his argument, the word in this laft
paflage is not moaupabes, but girouates, and means a love of that knowledge which by nature is fami-
Jiar to the mind of man ; which js indeed the fame thing with the love of wifdom, or philofophy.
Tt is not at all furprifing, that Wower fhould elevate above meafure the charms of his own
miftrefs ; for fuch fentiments in{vparably 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 hafly and curfory
a mannper.—S.

* Tw worwpe ferav.— Agreeably to this, Clemens of Alexandria, citing a pafluge out of Demo-
critus, where this philofopher boalls 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-
sior to that of all men every where in geometrical demonfirations, obferves, that the philofopher
wrofe thus, emi 70 Foavuabia ciuwwicueios, ¢ glorying in his polymathy.”  Stromat. 1. 1.—S,

going
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going much toil and labour in it ?—Certainly, faid he: for how fhould a
man, who labours little, or ufes little exercife, acquire a good habit of body.
~—Here I thought it moft advifable to call in to my afliftance our chamm
pion for the gymnaftic art, on account of his experience. I therefore
faid to him, How can you fit filent, 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 well-known faying, that moderate labour is ba(t
for the body.—How fo? faid I.—Do I not fee ! him there, faid he, in want
of flecp and good nourithment, * {carce 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, Well ; 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 thould be able to fupport my ftide of the argument, 3 even
though it were worfe and weaker than it is: for in fuch combats, he is a
mere nothing. But againft you, Socrates, I would not choofe to contend for

* This defcription of our Man of Learning, in his perfon and appearance, agrees exaQly with the
defcription given of Democritus by Hippocrates, in that epiftle of his cited before;—that he
was wxgroxg maw xas Aeimosagros, ° extremely pale in his vifage and wafted in his flefh ;’—that he
found him with a book,” 8i€xwr emi 1o yovatow, ¢ which lay [open] on his knees;” erepa dn
Tiva et augow Tow pepory avry wageCsEamra, ¢ and that ather books lay by him, fome on each fide ;’—
o1e pev ouvTovas eygapey syxepevo, that ¢ by turns he wrote, poring over his writing with earneft
atteniion 3 ove Je npeper, mapmodv—rey tavte prgungiGay, < and by turns refted, pondering very much
within himfelf.”—8.

2 This muft ever be the cafe of fuch a man as Democritus, who was always poring on his
books, his experiments, and his diffe@ions. From hence it was, and from extreme attention to
his fudies, that he did not at firft, as Lacrtius relates, know his own father, when he came to
vifit him.—S.

3 Thefe athletic gentlemen were remarkable for their flownefs, hcavinefs, 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 refpec
to food ? faid I.  Is it much or moderate, which contributes to the fzme
;ng ?—; \;Vi;]h rI~‘:fl'p:;5tl to food alfo he acknowledged moderation to be
eft. And thus I led him on through all other thine i i

to the body ; urging him to own, l}:x,at it was beft toblfe ‘!"r’]holdcilratl:(:"fiit;of{;
of them all, and neither to exceed, nor to be deficient : and all this he eranted
me.—Well; and how is it with refpe& to the foul ? faid I. Is thi: bene-
ﬁtcd‘ moft by a moderate or by an immoderate quantity of thofe things
which it receives *—By a moderate quantity, faid he.—Is not learning o:e
of the things adminiftered to the foul {—It was admitted.—Mott bcnzﬁcial
therefore to the foul is moderate learning, and not an immenfe heap.—He
granted it.—\Who now is the proper perfon for us to advife with concerning
the body ; would we know, what kinds and degrees of exercife are moderatcc,’
and what is a moderate quantity of food? We muft all three of us agree,
that it is either a phyfician or 3a mafter of exercife. And concerning corn,

what

' We underftand the following paffage of Xenophon, as having a view to the vehement lovers
of hadily exercife, a charater common amongft the young men of that age : 7o uer o imegecbiorra
imepmovery amsdoxypmale (fe. Tuxpatng,) 7o e oca wlws o Juxn dexeran, Tavra kavws exmovey coxspades
Memorab. 1 i. c. ii. § 4.—8.

* In the Greek, Kai 7a ormia duoroyer.  In this fentence the word ouoiws, or doavrug, or other
word of Kke import, feems wanting, and muft be underflood. But we fufpet that, inflcad of
rx aitiz, we fhould read v per 12, This conceflion of the Man of Learning thus agrees exaétly,
and in the fame terms, with his two fubfequent conceffions on the fame point.  We have, how-
ever. given fuch a turn to our tranflation of this fentence, as to adapt it to cither way of rcading
it.—Sec a paffuge, parallel to this, in Arifioule’s Nicomach. Ethics. L b el ii—S8.

3 Muadorps€m.  This properly fignifics the mafler, appointed to teach the youth their exercifes,
and dire& every motion to be ufed in them. But Plato here, and in other places, ufes the word
10 fignify a perfon whofe knowledge was of the fame kind with that of the yywvasTns, or gymnaftic
phyfician ; to know the power of each particular exercife in the cure of each particular difcafe ; and
how much of it was to be ufed in each particular cafe; a fcience, which has for many ages been

too much negle@ed. Perhaps, from the time of Herodicus, (who as Plato tells us in his 3d book
de Republicd, maidorgiCng wv sués yuuvaoTinny wrpian,) for a few- ages, the offices of zc idrpiCns and

suavaorns belonged to men verfed 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
in the time of Galen, the was?o’rp.fr.{, ¢ the mafler of the excrcifes,”” was fubordinate to the yuwsao s,

% the phyfician” who preferibed the proper exercife ; and that he was under his dire€tion. Such an
alteration
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what is a-modcrate and due quantity for fowing, we muft agree, that the
hufbandman is the fitteft 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 *—
We were here all of us at a ftand.  Upon which, in a jocular way, I faids
Since we arc at a lofs, ourfelves, what to anfwer, will you confent to afk
the opinion of thefe youths here on the point in qucﬁion-? But perhaps we
arc above that; * like the wooers of Penelope, of whom Homer fays, that

they

alteration in the praftice 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 ZEfchines the Socratic, Plato’s fellow-difciple, in his Dialogue meps
apeTng, o didaxtov, attributes to the wadorpiCar kinowledge and judgment in the conflitution and
habit of men’s bodies. The fame writer, in his Dialogue named Axiochus, mentions the a:do-
1pCar and yuuvaoras together, as perfons equal in authority over the youth committed to their care
and teaching, Neither Mercurialis nor Peter Faber cite thefe la®-mentioned Dialogues : they
feem indecd to haveoverlooked them, as being in their days numbered amongft the fuppofititions
Dialogues of Plato ; for otherwife they would not fo haflily have concluded, nor fo rafhly have
afferted, that by waidsrei€ng Plato means yuuwvaorng.  See the former of thefe writers in his treatife
de Arte Gymnaftica, lib. i. c. xil. and the latter, in Agonifticon, lib. ii. c. vi.— In the next age
after that of Plato, very litile 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 agrecable to each particalar habit of body, attributes this know-
ledge to the maidorpibns, as well as to the yuuvaosng, which laft word we beg leave to read in that
paffage, inftead of yuuvaciro; ; 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 yumvacrin.
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 8th book, where the arts
quwvagTom %21 madorpbien are mentioned together; and where (by the way) the exad ditinétion
is made between them, as they were pratifed at that time ; and the latter, the art of the waiderzCns,
is fhown to be inftrumental to the former, the art of the yuwvastns, though knowledge of the
fame kind Qill belonged to both,—S.

* Socrates fpeaks here jacofely, as if he thought the Man of Learning might poffibly be
aflvonted, 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 woovers of Penelope pretended,
that the offer of the feeming beggar to try his firength with them was an afiront 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 firength of the concealed Ulyfles, and
Sp2 their
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they difdained to fuffer any to draw the bow befide themfelves.—! When
they now feemed to be giving up the argument, in defpair of coming to a
conclufion ; T bethought myfelf how to put the inquiry on another footing.
And accordingly T propofed this queftion, What forts of lcarning, to the
beft of our conjeture, does it become a philofopher to acquire principally ?

fince

their apprehenfions of his doing that to which they found themfclves unequal.  But this criticifin
of his fhows that he entered not thoroughly into the fenfe cither of Plato or of Howmer in this
place: for, in the lines to which he refers us, Homer fays, that when Ulyffes had offered to try his
firength in drawing the bow, they (his rivals) were beyond meafure offended, and overflowed with
indignation and refentment 3 being afraid left Ulyfles fhould fucceed in the attempt, if they
permitted it; that is, they were at the fame time fecretly afraid of his fuccefs: for we arc to
oblerve, that Homer writes this as infpired by the Mufe, who was fuppofed not only cognifant of
all the paft a&tions and fpeeches of thofe who were the fubjeéts of his poem, but alfo privy to the
fecret motives of the ators, and to the minds of the {peakers. But the avowed motives of Antinous
and Eurymachus, in r¢je&ing the offer made by Ulyfles, 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
in of his prevailing, but the fhame that would arife 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 deficience, and their opinion of his real fuperior excellence.  Affe&ed haughtinefs and
contemptuoufvefs is the ufual mafk of confcious meannefs.  In this light Plato faw the behaviour
of Antinous and his affuming companions, defcribed in the twenty-firft book of the Odyfley 5 and
in that flily jocofe manncr, w hich he every where attributes to Socrates, he infinuates that his Man
of Learning on the prefent occafion might naturally have his mind poflefied with thefamefentiments,
When Socrates propofed a reference to the two youths, it fhould feem, from what he innmediately
adds, that a foiile of difdain appeared in the conntenance of the profefled philofopher.  But the
likening his cafe to that of Penclope’s fuitors contains a hint that he was under {eret appre-
henfions of having bis ignorance expofed.  The proper anfwer to the queftion of Socrates he knew
was obvious 5 but his very profeflion of philofophy would not admit him to fpeak it openly himfelt':
he was confcious of not poflefling any fuch feience as that of mind, and of not having fludied any
fuch art as that of medicine for the foul.  Thercfore, though Socrates at the end of their conver-
fation drives him to fhame, and expofes his ignorance in the nature and ends of philofophy, he
endeavourcd to conceal this ignorance as long as he could, and was unwilling to have the anfwer
given by anv. At the fame time it is fuggefied to our thoughts by Plato, that nothing niore than
common fenfe and a candid mind, chicfly to be found in youths of good, difpofitions, was requifite
to make that anfwer; and that fair reafoning, joinced to thefe, was fuflicient to lead a man to tug
philofophy.—S.

* This knot, or rather break, in the thread of the argument, forewarns us of new matter to be now
brought upon the caipet,  But there is, befides, a peculiar reafon for the paufe in this place; and

thercfore
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fince we have already found, that it is not all forts, nor even many.—To this
my learned companten anfwered, That the fineft forts of learning, and the
moft becoming to the philofophic charaéter, were thofe which give a man the
hizgheft reputation as a philofopher : and this reputation, faid he, that man
would gain, who thould appear converfant ¥ in all the arts and fciences, at leaft
i as many as poffible, cfpecially inthofe which are held in efteem the moft,
o 13 Aorvy . e 1 . . -
aund arc the moft deferving of it;—the man, who having ftudied thefe artss
as far as is requifite to a liberal education, hath acquired fo much knowiedge
in them, as depends on tafte and judgment, not on the mechan:cal excrcife
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 occafion for artificers
and artists, a bricklayer or a carpenter you may hire for five or fix minas ?,

therefore it has here a peculiar beauty. Tt feems to be contrived on purpofe to give every reader
an opportunity of confulting bis own mind, and of finding there the proper anfier to the laft
queition put by Socrates : it prepares him, therefore, for what is to follow, where he will fee his
inward conjecture explicitly coufirmed, and the conceptions of his own mind from the precedent
part of the argumnent produced to light, in a plain and full defeription of what is julily to be called
the ftudy of wifdom or philofophy.—S.

* Dr. Forfler very jufily obferves that the charader which the Man of Learning here gives of a
philofopher exa@ly agrees with the charader of Democritus himfclf, as given us by Diogenes
Lacrtius; 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,
Tep Ty wazay sixev eumaziav. 1 e right reading of this fentence in Laertius be, as we fufped,
wac s or macsy, inflead of 7xzay, the agreement with the words of Plato in this place is {ill more
inly ufes the word zexvay in the philofophical

exact.  However, though FLacrtius in this paffage pi
and proper fenfe, to fignify arts as diftin@ from feiences; vet Plato, in the paflage to which this
annotation helongs, feems to include in the word regywy all the particular feiences : and if it be fo,
then the whole account which Lacrtius gives of the knowledge of Democritus, anfwers in every
part to the philofophic charaéer, as here drawn by our Man of Learning. Itis certain, that every
particular feience has fome art inmediately derived from it, and particularly dependent on it. In
mathematics, the art of numbering and computing depends on the fcience of arithinetic; the art
of meafuring on the feience of geometry 5 the art of mufic on the feience of the fame name; and
th- art of caleulating eclipfes, &e. on the feience of aftronomv. In the arts and fciences of higher
order itis 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 ourfelves; and the art of reafoning,
onthe fcience of mind.  We the rather produce thefe latter inflances, for that they have a ncar
rclation to, and ferve to illufirate, the Jaft part of this Dialogue.—S.
* Lefs than twenty pounds of our woney,  For the attic pra was equal to 3L 4s. 7d.
Englith.—S.
but
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but an archite& will coft you above ten thoufand drachmas *, fo few of thefe
are to be found in all Greece. Do you mean to diftinguith in fome fuch
way as this 2—He admitted fuch to be his meaning.—On this, I atked him,
if it was not impoffible for one man to be a perfect mafter of any two arts,
much more to attain a mafterthip in any coufiderable number, efpecially of
fuch as are great and excellent.—Do uot imagine, Socrates, faid he, that I
mean, it is requifite for a philofoplicr to have {o thorough a knowledge of any
art, as the man who mukes it bis profefiion ; but to be able, as becomes a
gentleman of a liberal education, to underftand what the artift fays, when
he is fpeaking of his work, better than any of the byftanders ; and to ine
terpofe judicioufly his own advice about the workmanthip : fo as always to
appear, in every converfation relating to the arts, and in criticifing on cvery
performance of the artifts, to have a finer tafte, and more knowledge, than
any other perfon prefent.—Then I, for I was not yet quitc certain what he
meant, faid to him thus; Do I conceive rightly, what kind of man you call
a philofopher? You fcem to me to have deferibed fuch a man, as the
* general’combatants are in the Olympic games, compared with the racers 3 or

* Equal to 3221, 18s. 4d. The vz was worth 100 dpaxpar. Plalo thercfore, 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 fmaller coin, to give it at firt fizht the greater appearance:
as the French choofe to compute by livres rather than by pounds flerling.—Architeét feems here
to mean no other artift than thc mafler-builder.—S,

* The:particular combatants in thefe games were fuch as had devoted themfelves wholly to
one particular fort of excrcife, and therefore had attained to excel in it beyond all other men.
The general combatants werc 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
fludy. They engaged in all the combats at thefe games, but contended only with fuch as them-
felves. They were called mevrabaor, the term here ufed by Plato, Combatants in the five Exercifcs,
becaufe the fixih, that is, boxing, or fighting with fifis, was not introduced till the 23d Olympic,
having been thought till then too mean and ignoble.  And after it was introduced, the general
combatants fiill retained the namie of zeradhor.  All the lcarning on this fubje& has been col-
le&ed by Peter Faber in his Agoniftica. But an Englith reader, curious to be further informed,
may find full fatisfaQion in an cxcellent differtation, written by Mr. Weft,

3 By an unaccountable crror, all the editions of Plato read here mearacras.  But according to a
moft certain emendation of Mr. Le Clerc’s, with which Dr. Forfter is bighly pleafed, we ought
1o read maaorag.  Which reading we have not ferupled to follow in our tranflation ; as Dacier
bas bad the judgment to do in his,.—S,

the



¥IE RIVALS. 391

the wreftlers. For in cach kind of competition, thofe univerfalifts fall thort
of the refpective 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
exccllence lies only in the other way. Such a degree of {kill as this, you
may pcrhaps mean, that the ftudy of philofophy begets in thofe who are ad-
difted to it ; 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 perfeétion. 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 T a general
combatant in the public games. For he is abfolutely fuch a man, as not to
be a flave to any thing; nor has he ftudied any branch of knowledge fo accu-
rately and minutely, as, through catire attention to that one, to be deficient
in all the reft, like vulgar artifts, and the profeflors 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 thould explain himfelf more fully
and clearly, afked him, whether he thought the good, in any way of life, to be
ufeful men, or ufelefs.—Ufeful, without doubt, Socrates, faid he.—If then the
goed are ufeful, arc not the bad ufclefs i—Ie agreed.—Well then, faid I; do-

* The whole paffage of Lacrtius, referred to in note 1 to p 319, and alfo in note to perfons of the
Dialogue, is this, as amended j—emep o Avrepaatas Maxrwros eioi, Pz pacuares, cwros av e é Tapa-
VEVOWEI05 QVWIYOZ, TWY TEPS Owomidny xa Avadayosay itaieos, o5 [inflead of ivepog, as it is printed] e wn
7z0s Tunparny opuhia Soheyomevos meps Pirod aias [here we omit the ¢] gnow, bs mevralin comev & Piro-
Topast xas my i oAnbus v Pracopia wevtalreg  Ta yap purika wexnre [as If. Cafaubon rightly reads
from Suidas) xou 1a nbixa, arre xai Ta pabnuatixe, XKav Tous EYRURMOUS AOYEVS, Xl gt TEXV@Y TAOLY
[inflead of mavay]) tixev eumeippzy. D. Laert. L ix. §. 37. ¢ If the Rivals be a dialogue of Plato’s,
fays Thrafyllus, the anonymous perfon there introduced, as the friend of thofe who were dif-
puting about Oenopides and Anaxagoras, muft be this Democritus ; who in the converfation he
had with Socrates concerning philefophy, there related, fays, that a philofopher is like a general
combatant in the zames, And he himfelf was in fa& a general combatant in philofophy. For
ke had cultivated phyfics, and ethics; morcover, mathematics, and all the commnon learn-
ing of thofe times : and in all the arts he was experienced.”—S.

you



302 THE RIVALS:

vou take philofophers to be ufeful men, or not?—He acknowledged they were
uteful : and not only fo, faid he, but I account them the moft ufeful of all
imen.—Come now, faid I; let us examine whether this be true. How can
they be even of any ufe at all, thefe fecond-rate men? For it is plain, that
your philofopher is inferior in every art or {cieuce to the man who is a perfect
mafter of it.—This he acknowledged.—Well ; fuppofe now, faid I, that you
yourfelf, or any friend of yours, for whom you have a great regard, thould
happen to fall fick, I afk you, whether, with a view to the recovery of health,
you would fend for that fecond-rate man, the philofopher; or whether you
would fend 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 other.—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 apilot, or to a philofopher ?—To a pilot, faid he, I for my
part.—And thus it is in every other atfair, faid I; fo long as a man, profeffing
tkill 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 tobe a man entirely
ufelefs ; fince it is clear, that in every affair of lifc, men, who profefs tkill
therein, are to be found.  And we agreed before, that the good in any way
were the uvfeful 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
puth the point further i—Afk any queftions that you pleafe, faid he.—Nay,
faid 15 I defire nothing clfe, than to recapitulate what has been alrcady
faid. The prefent flate of the argument then is this: We acknowledged,
that philofophy was an honourable ftudy, and profeffed to be philofophers
ourfelves : we acknowledged that philotophers were, in their way, good as
well as honourable; that the good, in any way, were ufeful men, aund the
bad ufelet>.  O. the other hand, we ackn swledged ihat philofophers were
ufelefs, whenever we could find good workmen and men of fkill of every
kind ; and that good workmen of cvery kind, profcflors of the fiveral
fciences, and praétifers of the feveral arts, were always to be found.  For
was not all this granted i—It was, faid he.— We grant therefore, agrecably

! to
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to thofe our own conceffions, 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 lifc, and philofophers arc 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; por Tin bufying a
man’s {elf about a multitude of cxperiments, and continually poring over
them ; nor in acquiring a multiplicity of knowledge ; but in fomething elfe?
For I thought, that fuch employments were accounted dithonourable and
bafe, and that thofe who followed them were called, by way of reproach,
dirty mechanics and bellows-blowers *.  'Whether my f{ufpicions are juft or

t Monvmpayuovovra. Concerning this kind of worvrpayussuw, our learned readers may confult
‘Wower de Polymathid, cap. ii. §. 3. or Suidas in voce AsxAnmiodires. Democritus not only took
the pains to diffe& the bodies of animals, in order to inveftigate the animal aconomy, but alfo ex-
prefled the juices of every plant and herb he met with, to make experiments of their feveral virtues.
Omnium berbarum jfuccos Democritus expreffit, {ays Petronius; et ne lapidum wirgultorumque
wis luteret, atatem inter experimenta confumpfit. 'We have fome inftances of his knowledge of
this kind recorded in Pliny’s Natural Hiftory.—S.

* In the greek, Bavavoous. 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,—Bavavaia, muom Texym dia mupos, xvpiws d¢ i wepr Tas xamwovs. In ufing this word, Plato
feems to allude to the metallurgic and the chymical experiments of Democritus. Concerning this
very fa& 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 ufeful art.
Each of them perhaps has pufthed his point further than the truth will bear him out. The treatife
which Democritus wrote mepi T5 Aifov, was certainly not concerning the philofopher’s ftone, as
Borrichius and the alchymifts pretend ; but concerning the magnet, or loadftone, which, perhaps,
for its peculiar and celebrated virtues, was by the antients eminently ftyled the flgne. Yet we do not
fee how it can with reafon be denied, that the great man in quefiion was philofopbus per ignem 3
becaufe he could not, but through fufion by fire, have done what antient writers agree he did,
coverted common flones 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 firefls on
the interpretation of the word Bavavaiz, given by Hefychius, though it agrees with the ctymology.
Tt feems too confined.  The word, as ufed by many of the antients, particularly by Arifiotle in
the 8th book of his Politics, and by Plutarch in many places, feems to comprile all thofe arts
we call mechanical : Plato’s argumentation requires that we fhould underftand it to be ufed here
with the fame latitude § and this larger meaning beft confirms the fuppofition, that our Man of
Learning and Knowledge in this Dialogue was Democritas. To exprefs therefore the whole mean-
ing of Plato in this place, we have ufed in our tranflation both thofe terms of contempt, which
may anfwer to the full fenfe of the word Bavavecs.—S.

VOL, V. 3 E not,
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not, will evidently appear, if you but anfwer * to the following queftions—
What * men are thofe who underftand how to give proper chaftifement to
vicious

! We are now come to the third and laft part of the Dialogue, In the two former we have fecn
what philofophy, truly fo called, is not; in this latter, Plato will fhow ys what it is; for which
he here briefly prepares his readers, by informing them, that Socrates will now open a new fcene,
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 paffions and animal affe@ions.
Thefe he charalerizes, 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 propes emblem of the
love of glory; becaufe of all brute animals the horfe is the only one which appears to be de-
lighted with fine trappings, to be oftentatious, to be emulous of glory, and fond of proving his fupe-
riority over his rivals, No lefs properly does the dog reprefeat the paffion of anger ; pecaufe of
all animals he ig the moft fubjeét to it, bas it roufed in him on the flightelt occafions, entertaing
it the longeR, and is the moft vindittive. And the ox is the fitteft reprefentative of fenfuality,
becaufe that animal, when not employed by man in Jaborious offices, is always either eating or
chewing the cud, that is, eating over again whas he had eat before : as fenfual men, after they
have feafted, are apt to feaft it over again in refleion; as well as before they feaft, to feaft in
imagination. Plato makes a diflin€tion at the fame time between the good, and the bad
or vicious, amongft thefe animals. Of the latter fort are the perverfe and refralory; horfes,
that are almoft unmanageable by their riders; dogs, that hardly can be broken, er made to
ebey their mafter’s will ; oxen, that are ftubborn, that refufe to quit the ftall, and to labour.
Thefe are the emblems of bad men; whofe paffions, fuch as carrefpond to the tempers of
thofe feveral animals, are immoderate or inordinate, and not to be governed, or reflrained¢
within ¢heir due bounds, without much difficulty. Good horfes, dogs, and oxen, he callg
thofe, whofe natural temper is gentle, and pliant, and eafily made obedient. And by fuch he
fignifies to us men naturally good, that is, men, whofe brutal paffions of each kind are by nature
moderate, and eafily obey the government of reafon, that fuperior part of the foul, whofe whole
office and government he delineates or fkeiches out in the following manner.—If any of our
paffions are wild and irregular, if our horfe, for inflance, would throw off and trample on his
rider, if our dog barks at his mafler or his mafler’s friends, or if our ox knows not his owner and:
his feeder, they are to be chaftifed and reduced to order. If our paffions 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 bencficial to the whole man. But ncither of thefe offices can be
well performed, unlefls 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 diftinguithed from the other. The making this difin&ion, therefore, is the inward
operation of knowledge in the mind; as the application of it to pratice, in the difcharge of thofe
offices, is an exertion of the mind’s power over the inferior man. The former is the theory of
morale; the latter is praQic virtue, This propesly is art ; that, fcicnce. But Plato in this place

3 ) ufes
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vicious hotfes? aré they thofe very men who can give a hotfe all the imprdve.
ment he is capable of ; or are they a different fort of men *—The very fame
men, he anfwered.——And thofe, faid I, who are able to improve the ufeful qua-
lities of a dog, do not the fame men know hew properly to chaftife dogs
which are vicious ?~—They do, faid he.—By onc and the fame art then, faid I,
are thofe animals improved and properly chaftifed.—I agree, faid he.—Well;
but, faid I, is it alfo the fame art, through which a man diftinguithes
amongft thofe animals the good from the vicious ? or is this an art different
from that, through which they receive improvement and due correftion —
It is ftill, faid he, the fame art.—Will you admit then, faid I, that this helds
true with regard to the huthan fpecies in like manner ; that the art, what-
ever it be, by which men are made to excel in virtu¢, 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 diftinguifthed
one fort from the other 2~~By all means, faid he.~~* Now the art, which

ufes the term art to exprefs both ; as he frequently does elfewhere, when he means any art which
is founded on fcience, and without fcience cannot be exercifed. For this note thus much
fuffices.—S. A
* Plato proceeds in the next place to the knowledge of mankind ; that is, to theé knowledge of
the fame paffions and affetions in the fouls of other men that we feel in our own. He (hows
it to be confequently one and the fame kind of knowledge with the knowledge of ourfelves,
differing only in the objects of it; as it is applied either to many men, or to a fingle one ; for of
men every oncis a man. He thercfore, who thoroughly knows himfelf, who knows what is
right and good in his own foul, and what is there wrong and evil, muft know at the fime timé
all menin 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 fubje& of all this knowledge id
the fuperior part of the foul of man, mind and reafon : the objeét is itfelf, and alfo that part
which is infericr, with the paffions and animal affetions there fcated. The knowledge of it-
felf implies the knowledge of its power over the inferior part. Now as no man can help folldw-
ing known good, nor can help avoiding knewn 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 re&ifying what is wrong and cvil.  And fince all men partake of the fame
nature, the fame knowledge, through which a man manages himfelf rightly, betters what in
himfelf is good, and correfts wirat in himfelf is evil, muft qualify him as well to difpenfe
juftice to other men, to encourage the good and to corret the bad. Now this is the office of
the judge and of the magifirate ; and the fcience, which enables him to exccute his office well
is the judicial fcience, which is no other than the fcience of juftice. Tt follows, therefore,
that the wife and good man, he who is mafter of this fcience, and employs it in the
proper managewnent of himfelf, is qualified for the office of a judge and of a magiftrate,—S.
5E 2 gives



396 THE RIVALS.

gives this power and this knowledge with refpe@® to one man, has it the
fame efficacy with refpet to many men? And the art of thus managing
and judging of many, has it the fame abilities with refpe@ to one ?—Cer-
tainly, faid he.—Is it {o in the cafe of horfes too, faid I, and in all other cafes
after the fame manner P—Beyond a doubt, faid he.—~Now what ftience,
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 magiftrates 2—It is, faid he.—Is the fcience of juftice,
faid 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 ?—
He replied, it was through the fame fcience.—And the {cience, faid I,
through which one man is known, will give ecqual {kill to know many
men,—True, faid he.—And whoever, faid I, through waut of this fcience,
hath not the fkill to know many, will be equally deficient in the knowledge
of one.—Right, faid he.—If a horfe therefore, faid I, as being but a horfe,
be incapable of knowing and diftinguithing betwcen good and bad horfes,
muft he not be ignorant of which fort he himfelf is ?— Certainly, faid he.
~—And if an ox, faid I, being but an ox, knows not how to diftinguith 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 ¥—It is, faid he.—And how is
itin the cafe of men ? faid . When a man knows not who are the good
men aad who the bad, is he not at the fame time ignorant of hLimfelf, and
unable to tell whether he is good or bad, in as much as he alfo is a man *—
He allowed it to be true.—Now to be ignorant of onefelf, faid I, is it ¥ to be
found of mind, ortobeinfane?—Tobeinfane, he replied.—To know onefelf
therefore, faid I, is to be found of mind.—1 agree, faid he.—This then,
faid

? Toppovew, ¥ ov gwppousv. No words have more puzzled us, in the tranflating of Plato.
than the words cuppoveiv, cw@riv, and cw@poowm. 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
Janguage anfwering to them every where. At length, therefore, we found owrfelves obliged, if
we would every where exprefs their precife meaning, to ufe different words in different places.
©ur labours, however, on this point have enabled us to give a kind of hiftory of thole words, and
of the feveral alterations they have undergone in their meaning. Homer, the moft antient

Greek writer extant, by the word owgposuim evidently means prudence, or difcretion, See his
Qdyfley,
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faid 1T, fhould 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.—

' True,

Odyfley, book xxiii. ver. 30. from which we conclude, that the true etymology of the word is froms
ewa gpw, a found mind. To which agrees this of Porphyry,—xas vep cwpposwun cacgpesum Tis.
Apud Stobzum, Serm. 19.—In the time of Homer, and for a long time after, the doétrine of
movals was far from being improved to fuch a degree of perfc&ion as to become a fcience. It
was delivered inloofe and unconneéted precepts, agreeing to the experience of wife men, without
any known principles for their foundation. The firft, who 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 fubje& of virtue and of vice, confidered next the conftitution and
ceconomy of this foul: they faw it diftinguithable 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 defe& of which is its imperfe€tion, and the contrary
quality its vice, the Pythagorcans made their primary diftin&ion of the virtues of man, according
to their diflin&ion of the parts of his foul. The virtue of the rational part they termed pomnaisy
prudence ; the virtue of the iralcible part, avceix, fortitude; that of the concupifcible, cwppooum,
temperance ; and the virtue of the whole foul, or the habit produced therein by the harmony of
all its parts, they called diwaiooum, juflice.—Thus far did thefe philofophers advance in the fcience
of morals ; deducing all the other, the particular virtues, which are exercifed but occafionally,
from thefe four, which in every good man are in conftant pra@ice: 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 doQ@rine 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 re&itude in all things, and governs all things aright and for the beft. The principle of
virtue therefore being mind, on the foundnefs of mind is all fincere and uncorrupt virtue
eftablithcd ; for the foundnefls of every thing depends on the foundnefs of its principle. And
thus alfo, as morals are founded on mind, and as no true feience of any thing, according to Plato,
can be without the {cience of its principle, the fcience of morals either is the fame thing with
the fcience of mind, or is immediately thercon dependent. Accordingly, Plato, in the Char-
mides, ufes the word coggosum in its original fignification, as it means foundnefs of mind..
In the fame fenfe is the word cwgpoouim ufed by Xenophon, in Azomwsnu. L. i. c. i. § 16: where
it is oppofed to wavia. See Dr. Simpfon’s annotation to that paflage. So it is again ufled by
Plato, and oppofed to uane, in his firft book de Republics, p. 16. ed. Cantab. Moft commonly,
bowever, Plato ufed this word in the Pythagorean fenfe, to fignify one of the four eardinab
virtues: in which fenfe it is ufed by Ariflotle in all his moral treatifes.  Yet even in this parti--
cular fenfe, the peculiar relation which it has to prudence, the proper virtue of the rational part of
the foul, is well obferved by the very learned author of Hermes, in his notes (for his they are) tos
Ariftotle’s treatife, wep Aperay xou Kakiar, lately publithed by Mr. Fawconer, p. 116,  Zenolike-

. wileg



g8 THE RIVALS,

True, faid he—~Now 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 he.—The fcience therefore of juftice, faid I, and the fciencé
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
arc civil ftates well governed ; that is, when the doers of injuftice are duly

punifhed.

wife, who followed the fame diftinétion of the cardinal virtues, defined every one of them by
fcience of one kind or other ; as appears from Stobeeus, Eclog. 1. ii. p. 167. And one fcience,
the {cience of mind, includes them all.—S.

2 The infeription here meant, is that moft anticent one, in the temple of Apollo at Delphi,
I'NQ®I TEAYTON, KNow tHyskLr. This was generally fuppofed to be the ditate or
refponfe of the Pythian oracle to the queflion afked of it ;=W hat was man’s greateft good. See
Menag. Annotat. in Laertium, p. 22 and 23, and Dr. Simpfon’s note on Xenophon’s Memorab,
L iv. c. ii. §.24. In what fenfe Plato underftood this truly divine precept, is evident from his
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. Bat the fubje& of all this
knowledge, of both kinds, is only the fuperior part of the foul, the rational. For, as the Stoics
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
it judges, and diftinguithes between right and wrong ; approving the one, which is agreeable to
its own hature, and difappraving the other, which is difzgreeable 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 cvil in ourfelves, and enables us at the fame time to diftinguith 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 heen faid, we prefume it needlefs to make
any apology, or to give any further reafon for tranflating cwgposuwn in this place zvifdom.—But
concerning this wifdom, or knowledge of felf, fce more at large in Plato’s Firft Alcibiades, where
it makes the principal fubje&.—S.

s 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 fliort and eafy ftep to the Teience of politics
arid the art of. government. The art of government is founded on knowledge of the different
tempers and humours, minds and charaéters of men. For none can have the fkill to manage
shem, but thofe who know them, and who know by what methods to lead the good and gentle
30 obedience, and to prevent the difobedience of she perverfe and evil. This knowledge of man-

kind



THE RIVALS, 399

punithed.~~Right, faid he,—The fame {cience 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 * either a tyrant2, or a king ?—He is, faid

he,

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.

* Inthe Greck, rupawos 7e xas Bagirevs, tranflated literally, “both a tyrant and a king.” Bug
Plato does not mean, that tyrant and king are fynonimous terms: fo far from that is his meamng
that in his Dialoguc called Ioarixog, ¢ The Politician,” he fays, that “a tyrant and a king are
avousiotator, moft unlike one to the other:” and in his gth book de Republici, that ¢ the beft of
all governments is the kingly, and that the worft of all is the tyrannic.” What he means by a
kirg, 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 =
which is the whole of his meaning in the place now before us. However, to prevent his mean-
ing from being mifunderftood, awe have taken the liberty of ufing the conjun&ions disjun&ive in
tranflating this fentence. Monf. Dacier, as well here as in what follows, has entirely omitted the
words tyrant and tyrannic, through exceffive caution we imagine: but for fuch caution in
Ingland we have no occafion. A king of England, while the Enclith con@itution lafts, and
the fundamental laws of Englith government fubfift, can never be fufpetted of being, what it is
impofiible for him to be, a tyrant.—S.

* The word in the original here is upawos.  The meaning of which word, as it is always ufed
by Plato, and fully explained by Ariftotle in Politic. 1. iil. anfwers to our idea of an arbitrary
monarch, governing his people, not according to cftablifhed 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 Bazsirer, o king, was underftood a
perfon who made the laws cflablithed in his country, whether written or cuftomary, the
rules of his government. The regal office was to put thefe Jaws into execution, and to admi-
pifter the government ; which, properly fpeaking, was a government of thelaws. Such were
the moft antient kings in Greece, where kingly government at firft univerfally prevailed, long
beforc any laws were written for the rule of conduét 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 vefled 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 is
natural to 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:
arfing: fo that, although in fome inftances, what was reafonable and right to pratife in one
country was unreafonable and wrong in another, yet one univerfal reafon, the natural law of alf
men, was the dittator 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 Jook up ta a perfon deemed the wifeft amongft them ; that they fhould hear,
attend
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‘hé.—Does he not thus govern, faid I, through the kingly art, or the tyrannic ?
—He does, faid he.—Thefe arts therefore, faid I, the kingly and the

tyrannic,

attend to, and obey him, as the beft confervator and guardian of their unwritten laws or general
cuftoms, acknowledged by them all to be right. Ttis further, as natural to fuppofe that thefe petty
princes, having eftablithed thcir 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
inftruttions of their fathers, the art of government, fhould eafily, by the tacit confent of all the
people, fucceed to their fathers in their authority and dignity ; unlefs they were apparently unfit,
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 increafed in number, and many private perfons increafed in
riches, and in power thence arifing, ncither the rich nor the poor were any longer to be governed
by the mere authority of one man : the multitude grew feditions, and the powerful grew faétious,
It became neceffary to rule by force and compulfion, if the regal eftablithment was fill 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 Randing army. Then was the king poffeficd of power to change the
laws and cuftoms of his country at his own pleafure, and to make all his people fubmiffive 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 condu&, in that which is the moft important to themfelves and others, governed
by theirpaffions : and the evil confequences of human paffions under no reftraint, either from
within the foul or from without, are infinite. Few men, therefore, being wife, what cvilis not to
be expelted from tyrants, that is, arbitrary monarchs? In fa&, the tyrants of old were, moft of
them, guilty of numberlefs and flagrant aéts of injuftice, in open violation of the anticnt 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 familics were either expelled or murdered. New civil eftablithments were
formed ; but not on the anticnt plan: that was the work of natnre; 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 conjun&ure happened not,
n 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.—Well, faid I, and when a family ? is in like manner
well governed by one man, what is this man called? Either the fteward?
of the houfehold, or elfe the mafter? of the family ; is he not?>—He is, faid

tyrants, they only changed them for others; the tyranny fiill continued. For wildom was
wanting to frame good conflitutions of government : fo that, if cver they bad the fpirit to emerge
from flavery, 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 fan&ions the general obedience of the
people was fecured. And thus were legal governments firft eftablithed, 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, fil}
remained in fome places in the time of Plato; and the few tyran:s, fubfifiing amongft a people
enlightened by philofophy, now ruled with fome degree of equity and mildnefs, through fear of
their intelligent fubje@s, ready to be fuccoured and proteted, on occafion, by their free and
therefore brave neighbours.  This thort hiftory of civil-governments, from their beginning down
to the age when Plato lived, we thought neccflary to fhow the diftinttion then made between the
kingly and the tyrannic; giving an account of the rife of each; of the former built upon autho-
rity and cfteem, and by them alone fupported ; of the latter, acquired often by falfe pretences,
and intriguing pra&ices at home, and fometimes by conquefts from abroad made }in. war; butalways
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 aking.—S.

I We are now arrived at the fcience of ceconomics. This indeed in the order of things pre-
cedes the {cience of politics. For a civil ffate is compofed of many families; and arifes from the
agreement of their minds, in perceiving the neceflity of civil or kingly government for their com-
quon good. But Plato here fpeaks of it the laft, probably for this reafon, that the government
of a family is Baciaun ¢ xau Tupawinn, partly authoritative and kingly, partly compulfive and
tyraunical : 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 aathority 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
mafler rules his flaves, and fuch were all domeftic fervants in the age and country of Plato.—8,

* Quxovopos. It was ufual in antient times, as well as it is in modern, for prinees, and other rich
and great men, who kept a multitude of domeflics, to depute the care and management of them
all, and the difpenfation of juftice among them, to one man, whom they called owovouos, and we
call major-domo, maitre d’hdtel, or, in the Englifh term we choofe to make ufe of in an Englifh
tranflation, fteward of the houfchold.—S. .

3 Assmorrs, that is, the Jord and mafter himfelf, governing in his own right, with authority
and power underived,—S.

VOL. V. 3F he,
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he.—Whether is 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
1, isa king, a tyrant, a politician* 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
wifdom.—So, faid he, it appears.—Well then, faid I: is it a thame 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
d fhame for him to be ignorant? and yet, when a magiftrate, or a king,
r any of the others, Juﬁ now enumerated, is fpeaking of the aﬁ‘axrs
or fun&lous of his office, is it not thameful in a philofopher not to under-
ftand perfe@tly what any of thefe perfons fay, nor to be able to give good
counfel himfelf in fuch cafes?—How, Socrates, faid he, can it be other-
wife than fhameful to him, to have nothing pertinent to fay on fubje&s
fo important ?—Are we 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 we 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, correftor, and impartial judge, if he would
. have right order and good government at home ! —This he granted me.—
And befides this, faid I, if his friends thould fubmit their differences to his
arbitration, or if the ftate thould refer to his judgment the decifion of any
controverted point, is it not a fhame that he thould appear in fuch cafes

* TMonrmog.  This word, as ufed by Plato, and the other antient writers on politios, is of a very
large and extenfive import, including all thofe flatefmen or politicians in ariftocracies and demo-
cracies, who were, either for life, or for a certain time, invefted with the whole or a part of kingly
authority, and the power thereto belonging: and fuch are here particularly meant by Plate.
Agreeably to this paffage, he tells us in bis Politicus, that the fcience of a politician differs enly
in name from the kingly fcience. For the proof of which pofition we refer our readers to that
Dialogue, where the nature of the kingly office is fo admirably well elucidated and explained.—S.

to
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to be but a fecond or a third rate man, and not to have the lead ?—1 muft
own myfelf of that opinion, faid he *.—Philofophiziug, therefore, my friend,
is a thing quite different, we find, from the acquiring a multiplicity of various
knowledge, or the being bufied in the circle of arts and fciences.—When [
had faid this, the Man of Learmng, athamed 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.

* Tt equally follows from the foregoing reafoning, that a king ought himfelf, in the firlt place,
truly to philofophize: in the next place, that he ought to choofe a true philofopher, if fuch a man
can be found, to be of his council: and lafily, it follows that a true philofopher, when duty to his
prince or to his country, or ether good occafion, fent to him from above, calls him forth to light,
and places him in his proper fphere of aion, 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 of his great mafter, a man fo remarkable for his rare modefty.—S.

PHE END OF THE RIVALS.
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