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INTRODUCTION

TO

THE PHILEBUS.

THE defign of this dialogue is to difcover what is the chief good of man ;
and in order to effet this in the moft perfe@ manner, it is divided into
twelve parts. In the frft part, therefore, Plato propofes the fubjeét of
difcuffion, viz. what the zo00d of man is, and whether wifdom or pleafure is
more conducive to the attainment of this good. In the fecond part, he
explains the condition of a voluptuous life, and alfo of a life according to
wifdom, that it may be feen which of the two moft contributes to felicity,
and alfo whether fome third flate of life will appear, which is better than
either of thefe ; and that, if this thould be the cafe, it may be feen whether
pleafure or wifdom is more allied to the perfection of this life. In the
third part, he fhows how this difcuffion fhould be conduéted, and that
divifion and definition fhould precede demonftration. Tn the fourth, he
defcribes the conditions of the good, and fhows that neither wifdom ner
pleafure is the chief good of man. Iu the fifth part, he inveftigates the
genus of pleafure, and alfo of wifdom, and unfolds thofe two great genera
of things bound and the infinite, principles the next in dignity to the ineffuble
caufe of all; from which two he exhibits thut which is mixt, and prefages
the caufe of the mixture. In the fixth part, becaufc through thofe genera
certain fparks of knowledge are enkindled, he enters on the compariton
between pleature and wifdom, In the feventh, he more largely explains
the caufe of the mixture, and continues the compariion more clearly  In
the eighth part, the principles and geticra being now untolded, be invefligutes

the
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the differences ; inquires, in what pleafure and pain confift, which among
thefe are properly produced from paffion, and how many parts they contain.
In the ninth part, he inveftigates, in what fticnce properly confifts, and,
having divided it, thows that a certain third life prefides over wifdom,
aqd wifdom over pleafure.  In the tenth part, it appears how pleafure
and wifdom are mingled together, and that our good confifts in a compofi-
tion of this kind. In the eleventh part, he inquires what it is in that com-
pofition from the dominion of which felicity is produced; in which part
both our good and good itfelf become confpicuous. And, in the twelfth
and laft part, all the kinds of good which are purfuable as ends are enume-
rated in order, according to the relative value of each of them to man.

“ The fubje@ of this dialogue,” fays Mr. Sydenham, ¢ is introduced by
ftating the different opinions of Socrates and Philebus concerning the nature
of that good wherein the happiniefs of man is to be found ; opinions which,
it feems, they had juft before feverally avowed. Philebus, a man ftrongly
prepoflefled with the dotrine of Ariftippus, had afferted that this good was
pleafure, meaning pleafurable fenfation, or pleafure felt through the out-
ward fenfes.  On the other hand Socrates had fuppofed the fovercign good
of man to be placed in mind, and in the energies of mind on mental fub-
jecs. Philebus, in fupport of his own aflertion, had been haranguing for
a long time together, after the manner of the fophifts, until he found his
{pirits and imagination, or perhaps his ftock of plaufible arguments, quite
exhaufted. He had, therefore, defired his friend Protarchus, a young
gentleman who appears to have been a follower of Gorgias, to take up
the controverfy, and carry it on in his ftcad and behalf. Protarchus had
confented, and had engaged himfelf fo to do. Immediately on this engage-
ment, at this very point of time the prefent dialogue commences: accordingly
it 1s carried on chiefly between Socrates and Protarchus. But as Philebus
is the principal perfon whofe opinion combats againft that of Socrates, and
as no higher charaer is given to Protarchus than that of acceffary, or fecond
to Philebus, in this argumentative combat, the dialogue now before us,
very properly and confiftently with the rule which Plato feems to have
laid down to himfelf in naming his dialogues, has the name given to it of
Philebus.”

This admirable dialogue is replete with fome of the moft important dogmas
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of the Platonic theology, as will appear from our notes upon it ; and by thofc
who are capable of knowing wholes from parts it may be colleted from
what is here faid, that intellet has not the fame order with the firft caufe of
all, For, if our intelle& is the image of the firft intelle&, and the good of the
whole of our life is not to be defined according to this alone, it neceffarily
follows that the caufe of good is eftablithed above intelleGtual perfetion.
The good, therefore, or the ineffable principle of things, has a fuper-intelleétual
fubfiftence, agreeably to what is afferted in the Sixth Book of the Republic.

I thall only add, as is well obferved by Mr. Sydenham, that the apparent
form of this dialogue is dramatic ; the genius of it, didaclic; and the reafon-
ing, for the moft part analytical.

VOL. 1V, 30 ‘ TIIE



THE PHILEBUS.

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE.

SOCRATES, PROTARCHUS, PHILEBUS.
SCENE.—Tbe LYCEUM.

SOCRATES.

CONSIDER' now,  Protarchus, what the doérine of Philebus is, which
you are taking upon yourfelf to fecond and fupport ; and what things faid
by me you are going to controvert, if they fhould be found fuch as are not
agreeable to your mind. Will you permit me to ftate, in a fummary way,
the difference between my pofitions and thofe of Philcbus?

ProT. By all means.

Soc. Philebus then fays, that the good of all animals is joy, and pleafure,
and delight2, and whatever elfe is congenial to them, and harmonizes with
all other things of the fame kind. And what I contend for is, that thofe
things are not the beft; but that to be wife, and to underftand 3, and

to

* The beginning of this dialogue fuppofes that much converfation had paffed, immediately be-
fore, between Socrates and Philebus.—S.

2 This part of the fentence, to give it aliteral tranflation, vuns thus: that it is good _for all ani-
enals to rejoice, and (to feel) pleafure and delight, &c.—But in tranflating it we chofe to give it
that meaning which is rightly prefumed by Socrates to be agreeable to the fentiments of Phi.
lebus; for otherwife there would be no oppofition. between the opinion of Philebus and his
own.—S.

s How is intelle&, fays Olympiodorus, fpoken of with relation to pleafure?  For, in the firft
place, appetite (orexis) rather is divided in oppofition to knowledge ; but appetite and pleafure are
not the fame. And, in the next place, there is a certain pleafure in knowledge. To this we may

reply,
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remember; and whatever is of kin to them, right opinions, and true reafon-
ings, are better things than pleafure, and more eligible to all beings univer-
fally, that is, to fuch as arc capable of receiving the participation of them ;
and that to all beings which have that capacity, the attual partaking of them
is of all things the moft advantageous, not only to thofe beings which are,
but to thofe alfo which are to come. Do we not, O Philebus, you and I,
feverally lay down fome fuch hypothefes as thefe ?
Puir. Exaétly fuch, O Socrates!

reply, that there is a pleafure in knowledge, in confequence of its participation of appetite. For
to be pleafantly affected when we apprehend the objeét of knowledge, arifes from the affumption
of appetite. But to the other queftion we may reply, that the inveitigative is analogous to the
oreQtic power: for inveftigation, being as it were a gnoftic orexis (appetite), is a way to a certain
end; jult as orexis haftens to a certain thing. But the poffeffion of the obje& of appetite is ana—
logous to knowledge, which is the poffeffion of truth.

Again, the vital and the ore€tic are not the fame. For life is alfo predicated of knowledge;
fince knowledge moves, and that which knows is moved,” which is efpecially the peculiarity of”
life. But that which knows is moved when it inveftigates, not when it has arrived at the end,
which knowledge fignifies.

Again, good is predicated both of knowledge and orexis: for knowledge is beneficial, and is
the caufe of union with the objet of knowledge. But the good of orexis is, as it were, pra&ic,,
and we wifh not to know, but to be paflive to it, and we embrace it more nearly, but do not en-
dure to have it at a diftance. But we can endure the objeét of knowledge, though at a diftance 3,
for we with to know and not to be it. 'What, however, fhall we fay the oreQic is?  For it is
not common good ; fince this alfo pertains to knowledge. Nor is it fomething unknown: for
erexis fubfifts together with knowledge. It is, therefore, a certain good which ic known. Hence,.
it moves from itfelf the perceiver. But this is the beautiful; fince orexis, confidered according to
its common acceptation, is nothing elfe thanlove ; though love is a ftrenuous orexis. For the more
and the lefs produce no alteration according to fpecies 3 but the ftrenuous is intenfenefs alone.
Further ftill, the pleafant is the attendant of orexis ; but the pleafant is apparent beauty, For ap-
parent good is benignant and lovely to all animals. But may not the beautiful be thus related to
the good, according to indication? For, in the firft place, the good is above idea; but things.
which are in forms arc more allicd to us.  For the good is the formal object of orexis; but the
beautiful is the formal obje¢t of love; juft as being is the formal object of knowledge. Orexis,
however, differs in fpecies from love. For, if orexis is afflumed in common, it is extended to one:
common good. But, if the ends are feparated, the powers alfo which haften towards them muft
be feparated. For the conta which, according to its idiom, is called friendthip,.@mua, and which
makes a union with good, is one thing, and the power which harmonizes with this muft be called.
defire, sproig 5 but the power which, according to indigence, urges the multitude is another; and:
a thing of this kind is deneminated love, ¢pus, and haftens to the beautiful—~T..

30 2 Sec..
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Soc. And will you, Protarchus, take up the controverfy, as I have juft
now ftated it ?

ProT. Of neceffity* I muft, For Philebus, the champion of our fide, is
tired and gives out.

Soc. Now it is right and proper for us to difcover, by all means pofiible,
the full force and meaning of both thofe hypothefes ; and not to give over
till we have detcrmined the controverfy between them.

Prot. I agree with you, it is.

Soc. Let usagree in this too, befides.

ProT. In what?

Soc. That we fhould, each of us?, endeavour to fet forth what ftate and
what affeftion ? of the foul is able, according to our difterent hypothefcs, to
procure for every man a happy life.  Is it not our bufincfs fo to do?

Pror.

T Neceflity is threefold : for it is either felf-perfe&, affociating with the good; or material, with
which indigence and imbecility afTociate ; or it is as that which is referred to an end, as navigation
with a view to gain.  Thus Proclus.—T.

* The Greek of this fentence, in all the editions of Plato, is avrwy ixateo;.  But all the tranf-
lators interpret, as if they read in the MSS. fuwy éxatepos: a reading which is clearly agreeable to
the fenfe of the paffage, and makes it eaficr to be underftood. In the printed reading the word
avtey muft refer to aoywy, which is more remote, and has been rather implied than exprefied ; avray
ixatepos will then mean the argument of each; but to fay, the argument fhould cndeavour, is in
a ftyle too figurative and bold to be ufed by any profaic writer.—S.

3 Inthe Greeky,—isv xai dialeriv.—All the differences between #fi and diabesis are accurately
fhown by Ariftotle in his Categories, cap. viii. and in his Metaphyfics, lib. iv. fec. 1g. In the
fentence now before us, the difference between them is this: dabeqis Jvxns, an affection of the foul,
is the foul’s prefent but tranfient ftate 5 iéis Juxns, a flate of the foul, is the foul’s permanent affec-
tion. Thus we fay of a man, that he is in a joyous ftate of mind, when the joy with which he is
affeCted is of fome ftanding, and is likely to continue: but of a man in whofe foul joy is juft now
arifen, we fay, that he is fcized (that is, affe@ed fuddenly) with joy. And thus again we fay,
that the mind is in a thoughtful {tate, when it has been for fome time adtually thinking, and is
not eafy to be diverted from thinking on: but when a thought arifes fuddenly within us, inan
unthinking ftate of mind, and amidft the wanderings of fancy, we fay that a thought ftrikes
us, that is, fuddenly affets our mind. Tt muft not however be concealed, that i and diafeaig,
which we have herc tranflated by the words Jlate and affef2ion, uiually sican balit and difp fition. But
the affinity between this their ufual meaning, and that which they have in the paffage now before
us, will appear, from confidering, that, as the foul acquires ccrtain habits of aling, through
frequently-repeated aéts of the fame kind,—fo fhe is fixed in fome certain flate, through frequent
jmprefliens made on her where fhe is paflive, or through frequent energies of her own v here theis

aﬂivc;
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Pror. Certaialy it is.

Soc. Well then : You fay that it is that of rejuicing s we, that it is that
of underftanding and thinking rightly.

Pror. True,

Soc. But what if there thould appear fome other, preferable to both ot
thefc, but more nearly of kin to pleature ! thould we not in this cafe be both
of us confuted, and obliged to yicld the preference to a life which gives the
ftable pofleffion of thote very things wherein you place human happinefs ?
However, at the fame time it muft be agreed, that a life of pleafure would be
found more cligible than a lifc of kriowledge or intelleétion,

ProTt. Without doubt.

Soc. But if that better ftatc of the foul thould appear to be more nearly
allied to knowledge, in that cafe, knowledge would be found to have the ad-
vantage over pleafure, and pleafure muft give place. Do ve not agree with
me, that thefe things are fo? or how otherwife fay ye that they are ?

Prot. To me, I muft confefs, they fcem to be as vou reprefent them.

Soc. But to Philebus how fecem they? What fay vou, Philebus ?

Purc. To me pleafure feems, and will always fcem, to be the fuperior,
whatever it be compared with.  Aud you, Protarchus, will be at length con-
vinced of it yourfelf.

Pror. After having refigned to me the management of the debate, vou
can no longer be the mafter of what fhould be yielded to Socrates, and what
fhould not.

Prrr. You are in the right.  But, however, I have difcharged myv duty ;
and 1 here call the Goddefs herfelf to witnefs it.

Pror. We too arc witnefles of the fame; and can teftify vour making of
the aflertion which you have juft made. But now, as to that examination,
O Socrates ! which is to follow after what you and I have agreed in, whe-
ther Philebus be willing to confent, or however he may be difpofed, let us
try to go through with it, and bring it to a conclufion.

altive; a ftate, to which thofe impreflions from without, and thofe energies within, gradually
lead her ;—and alfo that, in like manner as fome certain previous difpofition of the foul is ne-
ceflary to every fingle a& which is voluntary, fo is it alfo neceflary to the receiving of every im-
preflion from without, and to the performing of every energy within—S.

Soc.
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Soc. By all means, let us; beginning with that very Goddefs who, ac-
cording to him, is called Venus, but whofe true name is Pleafure *.

ProT. Perfettly right.

Soc. The fear® which T have always in me concerning the proper
names of the Gods, is no ordinary kind of fear; but furpafles the greateft
dread. Hence, in the prefent cafe, with regard to Venus, whatever name
be agreeable to the Goddcfs, by that would I choofe to call her. But as to
pleafure 3, how various a thing it is, I well know, And with this, as I juft
now faid, ought we to begin, by confidering and inquiring into the nature of
pleafure firft. For we hear it called, indeed, by onc fingle name, as if it
were one fimple thing: it alfumes, however, all forts of forms, even fuch as

* Why is Pleafure, fays Olympiodorus, a Goddefs, according to Philebus? May we not fay,
As that which is the objeét of defire, artd as an end? But why is Venus a Goddefs? Shall we
fay, As lovely? Perhaps they are Goddefles, becaufe they are both concerned in the procreations
of animals, the one as a prefiding power, the other as a paffion. Why, too, is Pleafure not con-
fidered as a Goddefs by any of the anticnts*?  Becaufe, fays Proclus, it neither is a preceda-
neous good, nor immediately beautiful, nor has a middle fubfiftence, and different from both
thefe, ' We muft fay, however, that Pleafure, according to Jamblichus, is a Goddefs, and is re-
cognized in temples by Proclus the Laodicean.

Again, no one of the antients fays that Venns is Pleafure. What then is the reafon of this?
May we not fay, that it is becaufz Venus has a copulative power, and that a certain pleafure
follows copulation? And alfo, that this pleafure is accompanied with much of the deformed ?
Venus, however, is beautiful, not only that Venus which is divine, but that alfo which belongs.
to nature, And in theology, the idiom of Penus is different from that of Evppoovm, Delight.—T.

* Why does Socrates, fays Olympiodorus, fo much venerate the names of the Gods ? Shall we
fay, Becaufe formerly things adapted were confecrated to appropriate natures, and becaufe it is
unbecoming to move things immovable ? or, that names are adapted to the nature of the Gods,
according to what is faid in the Cratylus? or, that thefe names are vocal images of the Gods,
according to Democritus? But how does a worthy man fear? Either very properly the divine wrath
or this fear is a veneration, but not a certain paflion attended with dread. I fhall only obferve,
in addition to what is faid by Olympiodorus, that this paffage, among a multitude of others,
proves, beyond all poffibility of contradiGion, that Socrates believed in the exiftence of divine
beings, the immediate progeny of the ineffable caufe of all, or, in other words, was a poly-
theift.—T.

3 Pleafure fubfifts together with motion; for it is the attendant of it. But the motion of in-
telle& is an iminutable energy; that of foul, a mutablc energy 5 and that of an animal, a paffive
encrgy. But that of a plantis paflion only ~T.

* Viz. by none of the Greck theologifls,
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arc the moft unlike one to another. For obferve : we fay that the intempea
rate man has pleafure ; and that the temperate man has pleafure alfo,—plea-
fure in being what he is, that is, temperate. = Again: we fay that pleafure
attends on folly, and on the man who is full of foolith opinions and foolith
hopes ; that plcafure attends alfo on the man who thinks wifely,—pleafure in
that very mental energy, his thinking wifely. Now any perfon who would
affirm thefe pleafures to be of fimilar kind, would be juftly deemed to want
underftanding.

Pror. The pleafures which you mention, O Socrates, are indeed produced
by contrary caufes ; but in the pleafures themfelves there is no contrariety.
For how tfhould pleafure not be fimilar to pleafure, itfelf to itfelf, the moft
fimilar of all things*?

Soc. Juft {o, colour too, my friend, differs not from colour in this refpet,
that it is colour, all.  And yet, we all of us know that black, befides being
different from white, happens to be alfo its dire& contrary. So figure, too,
is all one with figure, after the fame manner, in the general. But as to the
parts of that one general thing, fome are directly contrary to others; and
between the reft there happens to be a kind of infinite diverfity. And many
other things we fhall find to be of this nature. Believe not then this pofi-
tion, that things the moft contrary are all of them one. And 1 fufpe& that
we fhall alfo find fome pleafures quite contrary to other pleafures.

Prot. It may be fo. But how will that hurt my fide of the queftion?

Soc. Inthat yox call them, diffimilar as they are, by another name ; (fhall
we fay?) for all pleafant things you call good. Now that all ‘pleafant things
arc pleafant, admits of no difpute.  But though many of them are evil, and
many indeed good, as I readily acknowledge, yet all of them you call good 5
and at the fame time you confefs them to be diflimilar in their natures, when
a man forces you to this confeflion. What then is that, the fame in every

t This was the very language, or manner of cxpreflion, ufed by a {e& of philofopliers called
Cyrenaics, from Cyrene, the native city of Ariftippus, their maftzr. For the Cyrenuics held, fays
Laértius, un da@ecew idovy idovg, that pleafure differs net from pleafuic.  Whencs it appears prola-
ble, that Philebus derived Lis notions and expreflions on this point fram fome of the difciples of
Ariftippus, if not from Ariftippus himflf. For this philofopher, after he had for fome time cone
verfed with Socrates, for the fake of whofe converfation he came to Athens, departed thence,
and went to Lgina; where he profeiied the teaching of philofophy, and where he refided till
after the death of Sociaies.—3,

pleature,
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pleafure, in the evil pleafures equally with the good, from which you give
to all pleafures the denomination of good ?

ProT. What is that, O Socrates, which you fay? Do you imagine that
any perfon, after having afferted that pleafure is the good, will admit your
fuppofition ? or will fufter it to pafs uncontradiéted, that only fomc pleafures
are good, but that other pleafures are evil ?

Soc. However, you will acknowledge that pleafures are unlike one to
another, and fome even contrary to others ?

ProrT. By no means; fo far as they are pleafures, every one of them.

Soc. We are now brought back again to the fame pofition, O Protarchus!
There is no difference between pleafure and pleafure ; all pleafures are alike,
we muft fay : and the fimilar inftances, juft now produced, in colours and in
figures, have had, it feems, no effect upon us. But we fhall try, and talk
after the manner of the meaneft'arguers, and mere novices in diale@ic.

Prot. How do you mean?

Soc. Imean, that if I, to imitate you, and difpute with you in your own
way, thould dare to affert that two things, the moft unlike, are of all things
the moft like to each other, I thould fay nothing more than what you fay:
10 that both of us would appear to be rawer difputants than we ought to be ;
and the fubject of our difpute would thus flip out of our hands, and get
away. Let us refume it, therefore, once more : and, perhaps, by returning
to fimilitudes *, we may be induced to make fome conceflions each of us to
the other.

* The fenfe and the reafoning require a fmall alteration to be here made in the Greek copies of
Plato, by reading, inttead of 7as {usag,—ras iuorornag, fmilitudes, or rather ra tuoia, fimiles.—Similes
of the kind here meant are by Ariftotle, in his Art of Rhetoric, lib. ii. cap. 20. edit. Du Vall, juftly
flyled ra Zwxparia, Swratic, becaufe frequently employed by Socrates. They are not fuch as
tho’e for which thie imagination of a poet fkims over all nature, to illuflrate fome things by fuper-
ficial refemblances to them in other things: neither are they fuch as the memory of an orator
ranfacks all hiftory for, to prove the certainty of fome doubtful falt by examples on record, which
agree with it in a few circumftances: but they are fuch as the reafon of an accomplifhed mafter
of diale@ic choofes out from fubjets near at hand, to prove the truth of fome uncertain or contro-
verted pofition, by the analogy it bears to fome other truth which is obvious, and clear, and will
be readily admitted. Such a fimile, bearing the plaineft and moft ftriking analogy with what is to
be proved, is actually produced, immediately after this preface to it, by Socrates. DBut not a
word is there in what follows concerning fimilar pleafures ; and rag ouoias, alike or fmilar, cantot
be joined with, or belong to, any preceding noun, befide »dvag.  As to the word refurning, in the

prefent fentence, it refers to thofe fimiles produced before of colour and of figure.—S. P
ROT,
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ProT. Say how.

Soc. Suppofe me to be the party queftioned; and fuppofe yourfelf, Pro-
tarchus, to interrogate me.

Prot. Concerning what?

Por. Concerning prudence, and fcience, and intelligence, and all the reft
of thofe things which in the beginning of our converfation I faid were good,
when I was afked what fort of a thing good was; muft T not acknowledge
thefe to be attended with the fame circumftance which attends thofe other
things celebrated by you?

Pror. What circumftance ?

Soc. The fciences, viewed all of them together, will feem to both of us
not only many, and of diverfe kinds, but diffimilar too, fome to others. Now
if befides there thould appear a contrariety ' in any way, between fome of
them and others, thould I deferve to be difputed with any longer, if, fearful
of admitting contrariety between the fciences, 1 were to affert that no one
fcience was diflimilar to any other fcience? For then the matter in debate
between us, as if it were a mere fable, being deftroyed, would vanith: while
we faved ourfelves by an illogical retreat. But fuch an event ought not to
happen, except this part of it,—the faving of ourfelves. And now the equa-
lity, which appears thus far between your hypothefis and mine, I am well
enough pleafed with. The pleafures happen to be found many and diffimi-
lar; many alfo and diverfe are the fcienges. ‘The difference, however, be=
tween your good and mine, O Protarchus, let us not conceal : but let us dare
to lay it fairly and openly before us both ; that we may difcover, (if thofe
who are clofcly examined will make any difcovery,) whether pleafure or
wifdom ought to be pronounced the chief good of man, or whether any third
thing, different from either : fince it is not, as I prefume, with this view that
we contend, that my hypothefis, or that yours, may prevail over its antago-
nift ; but that which hath the truth on its fide, we are both of us to contend
for aud fupport.

Prot. Thisis certainly our duty.

* Contrariety in the {ciences is nothing more than diverfity. For one fcience is not in oppofition
to, ar hoftile to, another; fince fecondary are fubfervient to prior fciences, and from them derive
their proper principles.—T.

VOL.1V, : 3P Soc,
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Soc. But this point further we thould, both of us together, fettle on the
fureft ground.

Pror. What point do you mean ?

Soc. That which puzzles and perplexes all perfons who choofe to make
it the fubject of their converfation : nay, fometimes fome others, who have no
fuch intention, are led to it unawares in converfation upon other fubjeéts.

ProT. Exprefs what you mean in plainer terms.

" Soc. I mean that which fell in our way but juft now, the nature of which
is fo full of wonders, For that many are one?, and that one is many, is
wonderful to have it faid ; and either of thofe pofitions is eafy to be contro-
verted.

Prot. Do you mean fuch pofitions as this,—that I Protarchus, who am
by nature one perfon, am alfo many ? and fuch as thefe others,—that myfelf,
and other perfons the reverfe of ime,—the great alfo and the little, the heavy
and the light, are one and the fame ? with a thoufand pofitions more which
might be made of like kind ?

Soc. The wonders, O Protarchus, which you have now fpoken of, relat-
ing to the one and many, have been hackneyed in the mouths of the vulgar;
but by the common agreement, as it were, of all men, they are now laid
afide, and are never to be mentioned : for they are confidered as childith and
eafy objections, and great impediments alfo to difcourfe. It is now alfo
agreed, never to introduce into conserfation, as an inftance of one and many,
the members or parts into which any fingle thing may be confidered as divi-
fible. Becaufe, when a refpondent has once admitted and avowed, that all
thefe (members or parts] are that one thing, which is thus at the fame time
many, he is refuted and laughed at by his queftioner, for having been driven
to aflert fuch monftrous abfurdities as thefe,—that a fingle one is an infinite
multitude, and an infinite multitude only one.
~ ProT. What other things, then, not hackneyed among the vulgar, nor
as yet univerfally agreed on, do you mean, O Socrates, relating to this
point ?

Soc. 1 mean, young man, when a thing is propofed to be confidercd,

_which is one, but is not of the number or nature of things generated and pe-

* See the Parmenides.—T.

rithable,
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rifhable.  For as to the ones of this latter fort, it is agreed, as I jult now
faid, to rcje them, as unworthy of a ferious coufutation. The ones which
1 mean are fuch as man, ox, beauty, good. When thefe kenads ¥, or fuch as
thefe, are propofed for fubjetts of debate, much ferious attention is given
them; and when they come to be divided, any one of them into many, much
doubt and controverfy arifes.

Pror. Upon what points ?

Soc. In the firft place, whether fuch monads fhould be deemed to have
true being. In the next place, how it is that thefe monads, every one of
them being always the fame, and never generated, nor ever to be deftroyed,
have, noththf’candmb, one and the fame ftability common to them all *.
And laftly, Whether we thould fuppofe every fuch monad to be difperfed and
fpread abroad amongft an infinity of things generated or produced, and thus,
from being one, to become many ; or whether we thould fuppofe it to remain
entire, itfelf by itfelf 3, feparate and apart from that multitude. But, of all
fuppofitions, this might appear the moft impoffible, that one and the fame

* Plato, fays Olympiodorus, calls the fummits of forms monads and henads. He calls them
Fenads, with reference to the appropriate multitude of which they are the leaders : but momads,
with reference to the fupereflential. Or we may fay, that there are twofold fummits of forms,
the one efential, and the other characlerized by unity, as it is {aid in the Parmenides.—See the
Notes on the firft hypothefis of the Parmenides. From hence the ignorance of Cudworth is ap-
parent, who, in his Intelle€tual Syftem, p. 555, confiders the do&rine of Aerads derived from the
firft one, or the one itfelf, as a fition of the latter Platonifts.—T.

2 This fecond queftion fuppofes the firft queftion decided in favour of the true being of the
monads. For, if univerfals are held to be only names, invented to denote unreal fancies or faQti-
tious notions, it is trifling and idle to inquire whence they derive flability; this being an affetion,
or property, of real beings only,—unlefs it be as merely nominal, notional, or fantaftic, as thofe
things are to which it is ateributed. —The fentence now before us in the Greek is printed thus:
TS AU TAUTAS, [HIaV EXQTTIV 0UTAY CEs THY QUTHY, XAk UNTE YEVEGIY pnTe oAshpov Tpoodexoueiny, Spws Eiva Bem
Catornta puay Tavry.  The Greek text muft here be faulty 5 and, to make good fenfe of it, it is
neceflary to make a fmall alteration or two,—by rcading exzaw inftead of ewz, and xai avrw inftead
of ravrm. In tranflating this paflage, we have prefumed it ought to be fo read ; and the meaning,
intended to be conveyed by it, we fuppofe to be this :— it muft needs fcem ftrange, that ditin&k
beings, not gencrated, forae of them by others, but zll equally cternal, without intercommunity
or interchange between them, fhould, neverthelefs, have one and the fame nature, that of monad
or auity, and one and the fame property of their being, that of fability.”—S.

3 In the Greek we here read—avtny abrns xupis.  But it is prefumed that we ought to read—
avtiy 9’ adTng Xwpis.—S.

3P 2 . thing
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thing fhould be in a fingle one, and in many, at the fame time. Thefe points,
O Protarchus, which regard fuch inftances as I have mentioned, and not
fuch as were mentioned by you, thefe are they, which, for want of being
rightly fettled, create all the difficulties and doubts we meet with in dif-
courfe; but when once they are fettled rightly, they clear the way with
eafe,

Prort. Then, it feems, we are to labour thefe points firft.

Soc. T fhould think we ought.

ProT. And that we confent to it, you may take for granted, all of us
here. Philebus, indeed, it is beft perhaps, at prefent, not to difcompofe by
afking him queftions, now that he is quiet.

Soc. Very well; but in what way fhall we begin the difcuffion of thefe
points in fo wide a field of controverfy ? Shall we begin thus?

ProT. How?

Soc. We fay, in fpeaking of thefe monads, (each of which is one, but, on
a logical examination of it, appears to be divifible into many,) that they run
throughout every fentence in our difcourfe, every where and always; and
that, as their being fhall never have an end, fo neither does it firft begin in
the prefent age. Now this perpetual attendant upon all fpeech proceeds, as
it feems to me, from fomething immortal and undecaying within ourfelves.
Aud hence it is, that the youth every where, when they have thus had a tafte:
of it, are overjoyed at their having thus found a treafure of wifdom. Tranf-
ported, therefore, with the delight it gives them, they apply it to every fub-
ject of difcourfe : fometimes they colle¢t particulars from all quarters, and
roll them into one; then they unroll them again, and part them afunder.
After having in this way puzzled themfelves in the firft place, they queftion
and puzzle the perfon next at hand, whether he be their equal in age, or
younger than themfelves, or older, fparing neither father nor mother, nor
any one elfe who will attend to them, fcarcely other animals more than man:
it is certain they would not exempt any who fpeak a foreign language only,
could they but find fomewhere an interpreter.

Pror. Do you not fee, O Socrates, how numerous we are, and that all
of us are young? and arc you not afraid that, if you rail at us, we fhall all
join Philebus, and attack you jointly? However (for we apprehend your
meaning), if you can by any means or contrivance eafily rid of us of thefe

’ perplexities,
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perplexities, which hinder the progrefs of our inquiry, and can devife fome
better way of managing the argument, do you but give your mind to the pro-
fecution of it, and we fhall do our utmoft to follow and attend you., For the
prefent debate is of no trifling concern, Socrates.

Soc. Indeed it is not, O boys! as Philebus called you. No better way
then is there, nor can there bte, than that, which I am always a great lover
of;; but often before now it has flipped away from my fight, and has left me,
as it were, in a defert, ata lofs whither to turn me.

ProT. Let us but know what way you mean.

Soc. To point out the way is not very difficult; but to travel in it, is the
moft difficult of all things. For all fuch human inventions as depend on
art are, in this way, difcovered and laid open. Confider then the way which

I am fpeaking of.
ProT. Do but tell it us then.
Soc. A gift ' of the Gods to men, as it appears to me, by a certain Pro-
metheus * hurled from the Gods along with a fire the moft luminous. From
the

* This gift is the dialecic of Plato, of which we have given an ample account in the Intro-
dudtion to, and Notes on, the Parmenides. I fhall only obferve at prefent, that this vertex ofthe
fciences confifts of four parts, viz. divifion, definition, demonfiration, and analyfis. Of thefe, the
divifive art, fays Olympiodorus, is connate with the progreflion of things ; but the analytic with
their converfion. And the definitive and demonfirative arts, which have a middle fituation; are
fimilar to the hypoftafis, or fubfifling nature of things. The definitive, however, is analogous to
that hypoftafis which fublifts from itfclf ; but the demosffrative to that which is fufpended from its
caufe.—T.

* Promethcus, fays Olympiodorus, does not produce good, as unfolding into light, but asa
Titan. For he employs a providential care upon rational effences which proceed to the extremity,
jult as Epimetheus provides for irrational natures. For irrational natures proceed to a care of
things fubordinate, and, having proceeded, diftribute the whole of divine Providence. Again,
the fire which Prometheus ftole, and gave to men, is every anagogic effence and perfetion, diftri-
buted through him to the laft of things. Hence it is faid to have been flolen, becaufe an anagogic
effence is deduced ; but through him, becaufe it is alone deduced Titanically,—but other Gods
give fubfiftence to a form of chis kind.

Again, that every generatcd nature is one and many, is nothing wonderful ; for thefe natures
are partible, and participate of many habitudes; but how is this the cafe with every intelligible
effence? In the firft place, we may fay that each is a monad, and alfo a number, according to
the feries of the monad ; as, for inftance, the beautiful, and things beautiful. In the fecond place,
that the monad is both that which it is, and all other things according to commixtion. In the third

place,
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the men of antient times, men better than we are, and dwelling nigher to
the Gods, this tradition of it hath defcended to us,—that thofe beings faid
to be for ever derive their effence from one and many; and therefore have
in themf{elves bound and infinity connatural to them : that, being in the midft
of things fo conflituted as they are, we ought to fuppofe and to fearch for
fome one idea in every thing around us; for that, fince it is there, we fhall,
on fearching, be fure to find it: that, after we have found it, we are next
to look for two, if two only are next; otherwifc three, or fome other num-
ber: again, that every one of this number we are to examine in like man-
ner: until at length a man not only perceives, that the one, with which he
began, is one, and many, and iufinite, but difzovers alfo how many it contains :
for, that a man never fhould proceed to the idea of infinite, and apply it im-
mediately to any number, before he has fully ditcovered all the definite num-
ber which lies between the infinite and the one: but that, having completed

this

place, it both conlifts from the genera of being and one idiom. In the fourth place, the idiom is
multiplied together with the many ; but there is a certain impartible fummit in all the many. In
the fifth place, this fummit is an united form, but there is alfo fomething in it above form. And,
in the fixth place, this fummit is at the fame time the united, but not the one. Further fill, as
all things are from one and mauy, it is neceffary that thefe two principles thould be arranged prior
to all things; the former being the caufe to all things of unity, and the latter of mulcitude.
They mult likewife evidently be pofterior to the firft caufe; for that is af once the caufe of all
things.

Again, in the extremities of things infinite multitude is beheld, but in the fummit a monad
prefubfifls, according to every form.  But infinite multitude would not be generated, uniefs in
the monad which generates it an infinite power was preafflumed. Nor would every individual
in infinites be bounded, unlefs bound proceeded to the laft of things. Progreflion (ubfifts through
all appropriate media, from the monad to infinite multitude.  And, in the firft place, this is feen
in multitude capable of being participated.  For progreflion is not immediately from the one to the
infinite, but to two and three, and the following numbers. And, in the next place, the pro-
greflion of bodies is of this kind, for it has no vacuum together with its varicty, In the third
place, the generative power of the monad being both one and m:iny, at once gencrates all things
according to the whole of itfelf; things fecondary being always confequent to fuch as are prior.

Further ftill, fays Olympiodorus, the divifive method proceeds together with the progreilion
of forms, not cutting off the continuity of fubje@ion, nor introducing a vacuum, but proceed-
ing through all the media, from the one to the infinite. 'The bufinefs of the divifive method is fir(t
to place the ore every where before the many, Sccondly, to place the finite before infinite mul-
titude. Thirdly, always to define according to quantity, the lefler before the greater number.
Fourthly, to omit no number of things which give completion to progreflion.  Fifthly, to fele&

numbers
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this difcovery, we fhould then finith our fearch ; and difmiffing into infinity
every onc of all thofe numbers, we fhould bid farewell to them. The Gods,
as I before faid, have given us to confider things in this way, and in this way
tolearn them, and teach them one to another. But the wife men of thefe
days take any monad whatever, and divide it into many with more concife-
nefs than they ought, and with more prolixity too, fince they never come to
an end: for immediately after the monad they introduce infinity, overlook-
ing all the intermediate numbers; the exprefs mention of which, or the
omiffion of them, diftinguithes fuch dialeical and fair debates as ours, from
fuch as are contentius and fopbiftical.

ProrT. Part of what you fay, Socrates, I feem to apprehend tolerably well :
but the meaning of fome things which you have now faid, I thould be glad
to hear you exprefs in plainer terms.

numbers adapted to refpe&tive forms ; the triadic, for inftance, or the hebdomadic, to Minerva,
and in a fimilar manner in all the reft. For different numbers proceed according to different
forms; as alfo of the Gods, there are different numbers according to different Divinities. For
of monads themfelves, one progreffion is monadic, as that of the monad ; another dyadic, as that
of the dyad ; and in a fimilar manner with the reft : fo that there is not a divifion of all thingsinto
two. Sixthly, to divide through forms, but not through form and negation, according to the
opinion of Ariftotle : for no number is produced from form and negation. Seventhly, to pro-
duce every monad into divifion in its proper order, whether it be in that of bound, or‘in that of
infinity : for each is every where. Ninthly, to produce things oppofitely divided, according to
antithefis, whether certain media are difcovered, or not. Tenthly, not to leave the media in the
extent (v 7o mrater).  Eleventhly, to afcribe different numbers appropriately to different orders,
as the number twelve to fupermundane natures, and the number feven to intelleGuals.
Twelfthly, to fee where the lefler numbers are more excellent, and where they are fubordinate,.
and in a fimilar manner with refpet to the greater. Yor the mundane decad is fubordinate to
the (upcrmundane duodecad ; but the intellectual hebdomad is fuperior to it.

Again, the analytic art is fubordinate to the divifive : for the latter is from a caufe, but the
former from a fign ; and the latter from on high furveys things more fubordinate, but the former
beholds downwards things on high; and the latter ftops at nothing fenfible, but the former at
firlt ftands in nced of fenfe. Thus, the latter giving fubfiftence and producing, nearly makes
the whole of the proceeding eflence; but the former converting, confers on that which has pro-
ceeded a departure from the {ubordinate, and an adherence to the more excellent nature. On
which account progreflion is more eflential than converfion, and is therefore more excellent. So.
that procefion is fuperior to converfion, and the effential to the anagogic. In the defcent of the
foul, however, fince progreflion is here an apoftacy from better natures, afcent which correfponds
to converfion is better than progreilion or defcent, =T, Soc.

7
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Soc. The whole of what I have faid, Protarchus, is evident in letters. In
thefe, therefore, which have been taught you from your childhood, you may
eafily apprehend my meaning.

Pror. How in letters ?

Soc. Voice, that iflues out of the human mouth, may be confidered as
one general thing, admitting of an infinite number of articulations, not only
in all men taken together, but alfo in every individual man,

Prot. Without doubt.

Soc. Now we are not made knowing in fpeech, or found articulate,
through the knowledge either of the infinity or of the ornefs of its nature :
but to know how many, and what, are the parts into which it is naturally
divided,—this it is which makes any of us a grammarian, or fkilled in

grammar.

Prot. Moft certainly.
Soc. And further, that by which a man comes to be fkilled in mufic is

this very thing.
Prot. How fo?
Soc. Mufical found®, which is the fubjeét matter of this art, may be con-

fidered in itfelf as one general thing,
_ Pror. Without difpute.

* In the Greek, the term ufed here, as well as jult before, (where this tranflation hath the
word woice,) is gwwn. It there fignified articulated vocal found, or fpeech: it here fignifies mufical
found of the voice, or wocal mufic. 'We fee then that um, human woice, is by Plato fuppofed to
be a commeon genus, divifible into thofe two forts or fpecies. It is exprefsly fo laid down by Ni-
comachus, (Harmonic. Enchirid. pag. 3, edit. Am{.) in thefe words :—Tng avbpwmivns puing oi awo
Tov Mubaryopinov didacrareioy dvo ePaonoy, G EVog YEVOUS, £idn UTap eV Xaw To pev oUrEXES g wyoualov' To
¥ dacrmuarmov.  Such [writers concerning mufic) as came out of the Pythagorean fehool fay, that of
buman wsice [in generall, as of one genus, there are two fpecies. One of thefe two they properly named
continuous, the other difcrete. Thefe two technical terms he afterward explains, by (howing us
that the confinuous ie that voice which we utterin difcourfing and in reading ; (and therefore, by
Ariftoxenus and by Euclid termed gwwn royitn') and that the diferete is the voice iffued out of our
mouths in finging; (and thence termed guvn uerwdinn) for, in this latter cafe, every fingle found
is dittinguithed by a certain or meafured tone of the voice. ‘The fame divifion of guwi is laid down,
and a fimilar account of it is given, by Ariftoxenus in Harmonic. Elem.ent. pag. 8 & g, edit.

Amt.—S.
Soc.
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Soc. And let us fuppofe two kinds of it, the grave and the acute, and a
third kind between thofe two, the homotonous, or how otherwife * ?

Prot. Mufical found in general is fo to be diftinguithed.

Soc. But with the knowledge of this diftin&tion only, you would not yet
be fkilled in mufic; though without knowing it you would be, as to mufic,
quite worthlefs.

ProT. Undoubtedly.

Soc. But, my friend, when you have learnt the intervals*® between all
mufical founds, from the more acute to the more grave, how many they are
in number, and into what forts they are diftinguithed; when you have
alfo learnt the bounds ? of thefe intervals, and how many fyftems 4 are com-

pofed

* Homotony of found is made when a ftring of fome ftringed inftrument of mufic, having the
fame degree of tenfion with a fimilar ftring of fome other, yields, in conjun@ion with ir, the
fame mulfical tone ; or when two different voices utter at the fame time mufical founds, neither
of which is more acute, or more grave, than the other. In both cafes, the famenefs of the
found is alfo termed duopamie: for guwm, weice, is (metaphorically) attributed to all mufical inftru-
ments ; (fee Nicomachus, pag. 5 and 6.) as, on the other hand, tone is (by an eafy metaphor)
attributed to the human voice, modulated by the will in the trachea, or afpera arteria: for this
natural wind-inftrument, in Englith aptly named the wind-pipe, while it tranfmits the air
breathed out from the lungs, rcccives any degree of tenfion it is capable of, at the pleafure of the
mind. Inlike manner, a repetition of the fame tone from a fingle human voice, as well as from
a fingle monochord, is termed a monotony.—S.

* An interval is the diftance [or difference xata Tomos, with regard to place] between any two
mufical founds, (between that which is acute relatively to the other, and that other which is re-
latively a grave,) however near together they may be, or however remote from each other, on
any feale of mufic. In proportion to the nearnefs or remotenefs of thefe two founds, the interval
‘between them is, in mathematicul language, faid to be fmall or great; that is, it is fhort or long.
So that different mufical intervals, like all other different diftances from place to place, effentially
differ one from another in magnitude or length,  And on this effential difference are founded all
the other diverlities of the intervals.

3 The bounds of each interval are thofe two mufical founds, from either of which there is made
an immediate ftep or tranfition to the other. Of all mufical founds the three principal were:
imarn the moft grave, vntn the mofl acute, and ucon the middle between thofe other two, on the
moft anticnt fc.le of mufic; which confifted of only feven founds, produced by ftriking on the
fame number «f ftiings, all of different lengths, We account thofe three juft now mentioned
the principal, becaufe the firft and eafieft divifion of any quantity, whether it be continuous ot
diferete, is into two cqual parts, or halves: the moft diftinguifhable points or bounds of it,
thercfore, however it be afterwards {ubdivided, are the two extremes and the middle. Accord=

VOL. 1V, 3Q ingly
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pofed out of them; (which our predeceflors having difcovered, delivered
down to us, who come after them, by the name of harmanies * ; and having
difcovered

ingly Plato, in his 4th book De Republici, edit. Cantub. pag. 314, fpeaking of the yearn, the irarn,
and the peon, the higheft, the loweft, and the middle found in mufic, calls them &povs Tpeig aproviag,
the three bourds of harmony; and likens to them the three moft cvidently diftinguithed parts of
the foul,—the rational part, the higheft ; the concupifcible, the loweft 3 and the irafcible, between

them both.—S.

4 A fyftem is 2 compofition of three or more mufical founds ; ox (what amounts to the fame
thing) it is an extent, comprehending two or more intervals. Of thefe {yfems the general diver-
fities are laid down by Ariftides, pag. 15 & feq. But in his definition of a fyftem (as it ig
printed) an important error deferves notice. For we there read—maeovay &t dow, more than trwo
inftead of which we ought to read—dvow ? mAeiovwy, two or more; OF ellc——mAuovay 7 fvos, niore
than one : which laft are the very words ufed by Ariftoxenus, Euclid, and Gaudentius, in their
definitions of a {yftem. The error probably arofe from fome manufeript copy of Ariftides hap-
pening to be not eafily legible in this place. The tranferiber of it, therefore, we fuppofe, con-
fulted Baccheius ; who in his definition of a fyftem ufeth the words—masicrov % dusw. Fhefe words
are right indeed in Baccheius, becaufe they are by him applied to géyywr, mufical founds, agree-
ably to our firft definition; but they would be wrong in Ariftides, where he is fpeaking, not of
@hoyywy, but of dasTmuatey, the intervals of thofe founds, agreeably to our fecond definition. On
the many diverfities and variations to be made in fo large a field of fyftems, are founded thofe
many different forms, figures, or modes of harmony, or forts of tunes, (the Greek writers call
them ey, pos@ai, oxmuara, Tpoma, and oo dpponas,) the geueral kinds of which, according to
Ariftides, pag. 25, are thefe—the Doric, the Phrygian, and the Lydian. If this be true, all the
other modes are to be confidered as fubordinate to thefe three; and indeed they feem, fome of
them, to be intenfions, others to be remiffions, and others to be mixtures, of thofe she more mo-

derate and fimple.—S.

* The word apuswa, barniony, was ufed in different fenfes by the old Grecian writers. We
icern from Nicomachus, that the molt antient writers on mufic gave the name of harmony to that
inoft perfe@t confonance, the diapafon. Ariftoxenus and Eudid mean, by the term harmony,
that kind of melody which is called enharmonic. Plato and Ariftotle, when they fpeak of har-
mony in the fingular pumber, without the addition of an epithet denoting the fort, mean by
that term the idea which is commanly now-a-days exprefled by the term mufic; probably,
becaufe it was the firit difcovered of thofe fciences, as well as the firft invented of thofe
arts, which were antiently comprehended together in one general idea, exprefled in one word,
and termed mufic. But when the fame great philofophers fpcak of hirmonies in the plurat
number, they mean thole different forms or modes of harmony whofe fpecific differences
Jepend on the different fyftems, or on the different ordsr of thole fyflems of which they
gre feverally compofed.  To the term harmony in this latter feafe only, (as it fignifies a mode of

harmony,) agrees the following definition of it, given us by Theo, and, long after him, by
Plellus :==



THE PHILEBUS. 483

difcovered other fuch affe@ions® in the motions of the body, and in
words ?, meafuring thefe by numbers, they have taught us to call them
rhythms 3 and metres; bidding us to infer from hence, that every one-and-
many ought to be fearched into and examined in the fame way ;) when vou
have learnt all thofe things, and comprehend them fu this ample manuer,
with all their feveral diverfities and diftin@ions, then are you become tkilled
in mufic. And by confidering in the fame way the nature of any other kind
of being, when you thus fully comprehend it, you are become in that refpet
intelligent and wife. But the infinite multitude of individuals, their infinite

variety, and the infinite changes incident to each, keep you mfinitely far off
from intelligence and wifdom: and as they make you to be behind other
men in every path of knowledge, they make you inconfiderable, and of no

Pfellus :—'Apuona to1s ovsrmuatey cwrabs’ A harmony (not harmony in general) is a compofi-
tion (or an ordering together) of fi/lems. On this defivition Bouillaud, in his Notes to Theo,
pag. 250, judicioufly obferves,—Vocat bic barmoniam quos alii appellant rpomovs few Tovovs. On this
fubje& we fhall only obferve further, that the fynthefis of harmony, prefented to us by Plato, in
the whole paffage now before us, beginning from fimple @fyya, or mufical founds, (which are
the clements or primary conftituent parts of harmony,) is cxally the fame, and proceeds in the
fame order, with that fynthefis which is taught by all the antient Greek writers on mufic : one
proof among many, this, of Plato’s knowledge in the theory of mufic. Agreeably to which ob-
fervation, Plutarch, in his Treatife mepr Movsixns, informs us, that Plato applied his mind clofely
to the fcience of mufic; having attended the Le&tures of Draco the Athenian, and thofe of
Metellus of Agrigentum, Or if we fuppofe that Plato, in this part of the prefent dialogue, did
no more than faithfully record the do&trine of Socrates, our fuppofition is very juftifiable; for
Socrates in his old age ftudied mufic under Connus.—S.

! That is, fuch relations and proportions, (or, to make ufe of mufical terms,) fuch fteps and
tranfitions, intervals and bounds, fyftems and compofitions, in the motions of the body, and in
words, as are analogous to the affe&tions of mufical founds, called by thofe very names. The
Greek word, which we have rendered into Englith by the word aff#ions, in the paffage of Plato
now before us is 7afn, and, tranflated literally, fignifies paffions. For, whatever fituation, con-
dition, or circumftance, any being or thing is placed in'by fome other,—or by its relation to fome
other,—in whatever way it is aéted on, or affeCted by, that other,—fuch fituation, &c. of the being
or thing fo placed, fo aéted on, or fo affefted, was by the Greek philofophers termed a =abo, 5
paffion of fuch being ; becaufe in that refpet the being is paffive.—~S. I fhall only obferve, in
addition to what Mr. Sydenham has faid, that the word paffion always figuifies, both with Plato
and Ariflotle, @ participated property of any being.—T.

* In the printed Greek of this paffage we read only,—evre rass mmesow av Tou separos—immedi-
ately after whichy—eyre fruacivy—ought to follow, but is omitted.—S.

3 Rbythm, in gencral, is an order of homogenecous motions meafured by time,

j3Q 2 account,
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account, not to be numbered amongft the knowing in any fubje@; becaufe
you never confider any thing thoroughly, and are unable to give a true ac-
count of it, never looking at the definite number which it co: tains.

ProT. Excellently well, O Philebus, as it appears to me, has Socrates
fpoken in what he has now faid.

PuiL, Itappears fo too to me myfelf. But how does all this {peech of his
concern our controverfy ! What was the defign or drift of it?

Soc. A very pertinent queftion, O Protarchus, this, propofed to us by
Philebus,

ProT. Indeed itis: and by all means give it an anfwer.

Soc. That will I do, as foon as I have gone through the little yet remain-
ing of the fubje& on which I have been fpeaking. For, as the man who
applies himfelf to the confideration of any kind of things whatever ought
not, as I have faid, to throw his eye at once upon the infinite, but upon fome
definite number in the firft place; fo, on the other hand, when a man is
obliged to fet out from the infinite, he ought not to mount up immediately
to the one, but to fome certain number, in each of whofe ones a certain
multitude is contained; and thus gradually rifing from a greater to a lefs
number, to end in one. As an inftance of what I have now faid, let us re-
fume the confideration of letters.

Pror. In what way?

Soc. Whoever it was, whether fome God, or fome divine man, (the
Egyptian reports fay that his name was Theuth*,) who firft contemplated
the infinite nature of the human voice, he obferved, that amongft the infinity
of the founds.it uttered the vowel founds * were more than one, they were
many. Again, other utterances he obferved, which were not indeed vowels 3,

but

3 See the Notes on the Phadrus, vol. iii.—T.

2 That is, founds purely vocal; whence the letters by which they are diftinguiflied are called
vowels ; in the utterance of which founds the voice folely is employed, whil®t the other organs of
fpeech remain ina&tive.—S.

3 In the Greek of this paffage, as it is printed by Aldus and by Stephens, we here read—pumg
Rev sy, @oyyou de uetexovta Tivos'—a reading which may be tolerably well fupported by what foon
follows. But the margin of the firft Bafil edition of Plato has fuggefted to us a reading, in which
appears a diftin&tion more obvious and plain than there is between guwn and @leyyoq, woice and

Jfound of the woice. For, in that margin, we are directed to read the word wra (found, perhaps,
n
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but partook, however, of fome kind of vocal found * ; and that of thefe alfo
there was a certain number *. A third fort of letters aliv he fet apart, thofe
which are now called mutes by us3. After this he diftinguithed every one
of thefe letters which are without any vocal -found, whether perfet or im-
perfect* : the vowels alfo, and thofe of middle fort, every one of them, he

diftinguithed

in fome manufcript copy of Plato) immediately after the word gumg, and before the words uev ov,
in this fentence. Now thefe two words puvng ovra, put together, very litile differ from guvnevra,
a word which gives to this part of the fentence a meaning quite agreeable to the tenor of the whele
of it, and to the language of all grammarians.—S.

* Thefe were by the old grammarians called suipava, femi-vowels; becaufe, in their very for-
mation by the organs of fpeech, they are, of neceflity, fo far accompanied by the voice, as to give
a half-vocal found, without the open aid of any vowel.—S.

* The Greck grammarians enumerate eight of thefe femi-vowels.—S.

3 Socrates, by exprefling himfelf in this manner, concerning the general name of this third
fort of letters, as if it were then newly given them at Athens, feems to difapprove it. Perhaps the
antient term cuuguve, confonanis,—a term applied by the new grammarians to the jwpava, femi-
wowels, as well as to the apava, mutes,—was, in his judgment, properly applicable to thofe letters
only which yield of themfclves no found at all.  For mutes, as they are called, cannot be pro-
nounced even imperfeétly and obfcurely, as femi-vowels can, without the concurrence of fome
vowel, fome found perfeétly vocal.—S.

4 In the Greck,—agboyya xai apava'—evidently meaning fuch as are neither vowels nor femi-
vowels. It fhould feem, therefore, that by ¢wwn Plato meant a perfe&t and clear vocal found,
fuch as we utter in pronouncing a vowel fingly ; and that by gloyyos he meant that imperfe& and
obfeure found of the voice madc in the forming and pronouncing of a femi-vowel, unaided by a
vowel. Now if this be true, then may the printed reading of that paffage, to which belongs note 3
in the preceding page, be juftified. Arifotle, however, who treats of this fubje in his Poetics,
cap. 20, recognizes not any fuch diftin@ion between gam and goyyos: for he attributes puwn axou-
oty a vocal found, fuch as may be heard, to the femi-vowels no lefs than to the vowels; and
ftates the difference between thefe two forts of letters thus :—The voice in uttering the vowels pro-
ceeds avev mpooConrs, that is, it makes no allifion again(t any parts of the mouth, thofe upper organs
of fpeech, fo as to be impeded in its free and full exit: but the expreffing of the femi-vowels is
uera mpos€orng, the voice in uttering them makes fuch allifion, and meets with fome degree of
refiftance: by the allifion itis, indeed, articulated; but by the refiftance, the paffages through
the mouth being fraitened, it becomes weaker, and is diminithed,—except it be in fome fylla-
ble; for here a vowel will never fuil to affift in the delivery, by giving the voice a free paffage into
the air. Now Ariftotle is indifputably rightin attributing to a femi-vowel, by itfelf, puim, vocerm,
a vocal found: but his learned commentator Vitorius is equally right in giving to this vocal
found the cpithets objcura, tenuis, & ewidis; fince it is but half of the full and whole vowel-
found : and Plato may fairly be allowed to difiingnifh the balf-found by a particular name, and

7 to
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diftinguithed in the fame manner: and when he had difcovered how many
letters there were of each fort, to every one, and to all of them together, he
gave the name of element. But perceiving that none of us could underftand
any one of them by itfelf alone, without learning them all, he confidered that
this conne@ion, or common bond between them, was one; and that all thefe
letters made in a manner but one thing: and as he perceived that there was
one art in all thefe, he called it, from its fubjet matter, the art of letters.

Puit. This which Socrates now fays, O Protarchus, I underftand fill
more plainly than what he faid juft before; and am at no lofs to apprehend
what relation each of the fubjeéts about which he has fpoken has to the
other. But as to that article in which his argument on the firft of thofe fub-
je€ts appeared to me to be defe@ive, I am at a lofs ftill.

Soc. To know what thofe inftances are to the purpofe; is not this your
meaning ? '

Puir. Juft fo. This very thing it is that Protarchus and myfelf are all
this while in fearch of.

Soc. In fearch ftill, do you fay, when you are juft now arrived at it?

Puir. How fo?

Soc. 'Was not the point originally in difpute between us this: Whether
wifdom or pleafure was the more eligible ?

Puivr. Certainly it was.

Soc. And do we not admit that each of them is one thing?

PuirL, Without doubt,

Soc. Now then muft come this queftion, arifing naturally from what was
faid a little before the mention of mufic and grammar,—In what way (or by
what divifion) are wifdom and pleafure, each of them, one and many? or
how is it, that neither of them breaks into infinite multitude dire@ly ; but
that each contains fome certain number before it pafs into infinity ?

ProT. Upon no trivial queftion, O Philebus, on a fudden has Socrates,
after having led us a large round-about way, I know not how, thrown us,
And now confider, which of us two fhall anfwer to the queftion he has pro-

to call it @loyyss. But we know not how to agree with him, if he fays that a femi-vowel does
not partake of the vowel-found ; becaufe the half of any thing whatever feems to partake, to be a
part, or to have a fhare of its whole. For this reafon it is that we incline to that emendation of
the priuted Greek text propofed in note 3 in page 484.—S.

pofed.
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pofed. It would be ridiculous in me, who have undertaken the fupport
of your argument, to make an abfolute revelt on account of my difability
in regard to the prefent queftion 5 and {o to remit over again to you the tafk
of giving an anfwer to it : but I think it would be much more ridiculous for
both of us to fail. Confider, then, what we fhall do in this cafe, where
Socrates feems to interrogate us concerning the fpecies of pleafure ;—whe-
ther it is divifible into different fpecies, or not; and, if it be, what is the
number of thefc fpecies, and how they differ in their nature: and the like
queftions he {fcems to put to us concerping knowledge and intelligence.

Soc. Your conjecture is perfectly right, O fon of Callias ! and, if we are
pot able to anfwer to thefe queftions upon every monad, as to its likenefs,
famenefs, and contrariety,—unlefs, 1 fay, we can do this,—the inftances juft
now produced have thown, that none of us, in any matter we had to handle,
would ever be of any worth at all.

ProT. The cafe, O Socrates, feecms indeed to be not very different from
your reprefentation of it,  Well, it is certainly a fine thing to know all
things, for a wife and prudent perfon: but I think the beft thing next to
that is for a man not to be ignorant of himfelf. With what defign I have
now faid this, I fhall procced to tcll you. This converfation, O Socrates,
you have granted to us all, and have given yourfelf up to us, for the purpofe
of inveftigating what is the beft of human goods. For, when Philebus had
faid that it confifted in pleafure, and delight, and joy, and all things of the
like nature, you oppofed him on this point, and faid, it confifted not in thefe
things, but in thofc which we often repeat the mention of; and we are
right in o doing, that the opinions on each fide, being always freth in our
memories, may the more eafily be examined. You then, it feems, fay, what
I fhall be right in again repcating, that intelle&, {cience, art, and whatever
is allied to them, are better things than Pleafure with her allies ; and there--
fore, that the poflcffion, not of thefe, but of thofe greater goods, ought to be
the objeét of our aim. Now thefe pofitions being laid down feverally on each
fide, as fubje&t-matters of our debate, we in a jocofe way threatened, that we
would not fuffer you to go home quietly before it was brought to a fair de-
termination.  You complicd, and promifed us to contribute all you could
towards the accomplithment of that end. We infift therefore that, as

children
6
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children fay, you muft not take away again what is fairly given. But, in the
prefent inquiry, forbear proceeding in your ufual way.

Soc. What way do you mean ?

ProT. Bringing us into ftraits and embarraflments ; propounding quef-
tions to which we fhould not be able on the fudden to give a proper anfwer.
For we are not to imagine that our prefent inquiry is brought to a con-
clufion, merely becaufe all of us are at a lofs what to anfwer. If, therefore,
we are unable to extricate ourfelves from thefe difficulties, you muft help
us out ; for fo you promifed. Confider, then, what to do on this occafion;
whether to diftinguith pleafure and knowledge, each of them, into their pro-
per fpecies ; or whether to pafs it by, if you choofe to take a different way,
and can find fome other means of deciding the matter now controverted be-
tween us.

Soc. No harm then need I ‘be afraid of any longer to myfelf, fince yoa
have faid this*. For your leaving to my own choice what ways and mecans
to make ufe of, frees me from all apprehenfions on my own private account.
But, to make it ftill eafier to me, fome God, I think, has brought things to
my remembrance.

ProT. How do you mean? What things?

Soc. Having formerly heard, either in a dream *, or broad awake, certain
fayings, I have them now again prefent to my mind ;—fayings concerning
pleafure and knowledge, that neither of them is of itfelf good, but fome third
thing, different from both of thofe, and better than either. Now if this
fhould difcover itfelf to us clearly, pleafure is then to be difmiffed from any
pretenfions to the vi¢tory.  For we fhould then no longer expeét to find that
pleafure and good are the fame thing : or how fay you?

ProT. Juft fo.

‘Soc. We thall have no occafion then, in my opinion, for diftinguithing the

+ Alluding to thofe jocular threats employed by the young gentlemen, then in the Lyceum,
and gathered around Socrates, to engage him in this diale&ic inquiry.—S.

2 QOlympiodorus here juftly obferves, that we poffefs the reafons of things as in a dream, with
refpe 1o a feparate life fupernally perfeted ; but as in a vigilant flate with refpedt to the exertion
of them through fenfe. Perhaps however, fays he, it is better to confider the vigilant flate with
sefped to the diftin& gvolution, but the drcaming Rate, with refpedt to the indiflin& fubfifience

of knowledge.—T.
feveral
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feveral fpecies of pleafure. And in the progrefs of our inquiry it will appear
more evidently fill that Tam in the right.

ProT. Having begun fo happily, procecd, and finifh with the fame fuccefs,

Soc. Let us, firft, azrec upon a few little points befide.

Pror. What are thofc?

Soc. In what condition or ftate of Leing is the good 2 Muft it of neceflity
Le perfe@ ! ? or may it want perfetion ?

ProT. Ofall things, O Socrates, it is the moft perfed.

Soc. Well; and s it alfo fufficient ?

Prot. Without doubt: and in this refpe& it excells all other things.

Soc. But further : This alfo, I prefume, is of all things the moft neceffary
to fay of it, that every being to whom it is known, hunts after, and defires
it, as choofing the poffeflion of it above all things; and, indeed, caring for
no other things, except fuch as are conftantly attended with the enjoyment
of good.

Prot. There is no poflibility of contradi¢ting this.

Soc. Now, then, let us confider and judge of the life of pleafure and the
life of knowledge : and to do this the better, let us view them each apart
from the other.

' The defirable, fays Olympiodorus, proceeds from the intelligible father* ; the fufficient from
power; and the perfel from the paternal intelleét.  In reality, however, perfetion is the third
from effence: for the middle is life.  But if this be true, it is cvident that the end is different
from perfection ; for the latter is the lat ; but the former the firft, to which effence, life, and intel-
1e&, and thercfore all things converge.  So that in every form, in a fimilar mananer, the end will
be the fummit, and that which conncétedly contains the whole 5 but perfedion will be the third,
fubfifting after cflence and life: for itis neceflary that a thing fhould be, and fhould live, that it
may become perfeét.

Again, the perfect is fpread under the fufficicnt, in the fame manner as the full under the fuper-
Sull, and the fufficient under the difirable.  For things when full excite to defire.  The firy? end,
likewife, is above the defirable, the fuflicient, and the perfecl.  For thatis fimple and ineffable ;
and hence Socrates does not fay that it is compofed from the elements; but that thefe elements
poffefs indefinitely a portion of the good. It is better, however, to call the coordinated com-
mon contradion (ewaigeua) of the three a portion of the good, though this is anonymous. For
the good is all things, and not only thefe three; nor is it alone the end, but s truly all things prior
to all.  Befides, the end which is now the objett of confideration is knowable, fo that there will
Ye another end more common than this,—T,

* That is, from the fummit of the intelligible order.—Sce the Parmenides.
JOL. 1V, 3R Pror.
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Pror. How do you mean?

Soc. Thus: Let us fuppofe a life of pleafure, unaccompanied by intelli-
gence ; and, on the other hand, a life of intelligence, unaccompanied by
pleafure. For, if either of them be good, it muft be complete and fufficient,
in want of no aid from any other quarter. But, if cither of them fhould
appear to be indigent of aught, or infufficient, we are no longer to ima-
gine this to be that real and true good we are in fearch of.

Prot. Infuch acafe, how could we?

Soc. Shall we then examine their pretenfions thus feparately, making
your own mind the judge ?

ProT. With all my heart.

Soc. Anfwer then to my queftions.

ProT. Propofe them.
Soc. Would you, Protarchus, accept the offer, were it made you, to live

all your life with a fenfe and feeling of pleafures the moft exquifite ?

Pror. Undoubtedly. Why not?

Soc. Suppofe you were in full pofleflion of this, would you not think that
fomething befide was ftill wanting to you?

ProT. I certainly fhould not.
Soc. Confider now, whether you would not be in want of wifdom, and

intelligence, and reafoning, and fuch other things as are the fifters of thefc;
at leaft whether you would ot want to fz¢ fomething.

ProT. Why thould I, when I had in a manner all things, in having con-
tinual joy?

Soc. Living thus then continually all your life, would the moft exquifitc
pleafures give you any joy?

ProT. Why not?

Soc. Having neither intelle&, nor memory, nor {cience, nor opinion,—
in the firft place of this very thing, your poffeflibn of joy, you muft of ne-
ceflity be ignorant, and unable to fay whether you then had any joy, or not,
being void of all juft difcernment or knowledge of things prefent.

Prot. I muft. :

Soc. Being alfo void of memory, it would be impoffible for you to re-
member that you ever had any joy ; or to preferve even the leaft memorial
of a joy then prefent: wanting alfo right opinion, you could not {o much

4 as
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as think you had any joy, though in the midft of it : unable alfo to reafon or
draw confcquences, you could not poffibly conclude that ever you fhould have
any joy to come. Thus you would live the life, not of a man, but of a fea-
fponge, or of an oyfter. Are thefe things fo? or ought we to think other-
wife concerning them ?

ProT. A life of mere pleafure muft be fuch as you have defcribed it.

Soc. Do we think, then, that fuch a life is eligible ?

ProT. The defcription of it, O Socrates, has filenced me entirely for the
prefent.

Soc. Nay; let us not fhrink {o foon from purfuing our inquiries ; but pro-
ceed to the confideration of that other life, the life of intelle&.

Pror. What kind of life is that? '

Soc. I.et us confider, whetner any of us would choofe to live with wif=
dom, and intelle¢t, and fcience, and a perfet memory of all things; but
without partaking of pleafure, whether great or {mall; and, on the other
hand, without partaking of pain; wholly exempt from all feelings of either
kind.

Prot. To me, Q Socrates, neither of thefe lives appears eligible ; and I
think never would appear {o to any other man.

Soc. What think you of a middle life, where both of them are mixed
together—a life compofed of the other two?

ProT. Compofed of pleafure do you mean, on the one hand, and of intel-
le@ and wifdom on the other hand ?

Soc. Juft fo: fuch a life do I mean.

Prot. Every man would certainly prefer fuch a kind of life to either of
the other two.

Soc. Perceive we now what the refult is of our difcourfing thus far on the
{ubje@ now before us?

Pror. Perfedly well; it is this: that three lives have been propofed for
our confideration, and that ncither of the two firft-mentioned appears fuffi-
cient or eligible for any one, ncither for man, nor any other animal.

Soc. Isit not evident, then, with regard to the point in controverfy, that
neither of thofe two lives can give the poffeflion of the good ? for, whichever
of them had {uch a power, that life would be fufficient, perfet, and eligible

3R 2 alfo
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alfo to all thofe animals* who are capable of living in the continual enjoy-
ment of the good all their lives. And whoever of us thould give any other
life the preference to that, would make his eleQion contrary to the nature of
the truly eligible, though not willingly, becaufe through ignorance, or fome
unhappy neceffity.

ProT. What you fay is highly probable indeed.

Soc. That we ought not to think that Goddefs of Philebus to be the fame
thing with the good, has been thown, I think, fufficiently.

PuiL. Neither is that intelle@ of yours, O Socrates, the good; for it will
be found deficient in the fame refpe@s.

Soc. Mine perhaps, O Philebus, may; but not that intelle@ which is
divine and true; for it is otherwife, I prefume, with this. However, I do
not contend for the chief prize of viétory, in behalf of the life of intelle&
againft the middle or mixed life.” But what to do with the fecond prize, and
which life to beftow it on, is next to be canfidered. For the caufe of that
happinefs which the mixed life affords, one of us, perhaps, may afcribe to
intelleét, the other of us to pleafure. And thus, neither of thefe two would
be man’s fovereign good, and yet oue or other of them may perhaps be fup-
pofed the caufe of it. Now on this point I would ftill more earncftly con-
tend againft Philebus,—that not pleafure, but intelle&, is the neareft allied,
and the moft fimilar to that, whatever it be, by the poffeflion of which the
mixed life becomes eligible and good.  And if this account be true, plcafure
can never be faid to have any juft pretenfions either to the firft or to the
fecond prize of excellence.  Still further is fhe from coming in for the third
prize, if any credit may be given for the prefent to that intellet of mine.

Pror. Indeed, O Socrates, it fecms to me that Pleafure is now fallen:
your reafons have been like fo many blows given her; undcr the force of
which, fighting for the mafter-prize, fhe lies vanquithed. But I thinlk, how-

3 In the Greek,—mraa1 @uvrois xas guoigy f0 all plants and animals. But arc plants capable of
living a life of fenfual pleafure? or brute animals, a life of fcience and under(tanding > We are,
therefore, inclined to think, that Piato’s own words were 7ao Toig Lwotg® for immediately he fub-
joins an explanation of his meaning, and limits the word 7aci, all, to fuch only as are endued
with reafon ; and that the word @ev was written in the margin of fome manufcript, oppofite to
the words waoi Tois, by a reader, aftonifhed at the boldnefs of the expreffion wagi 7ai5 {waig, and not
fufficiently attentive to the qualifying words fubjoined,.—S.

6 ever,
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ever, that we muft fay it was prudent in Intelle& not to contend for that
prize; for the would otherwife have met with the fame fate. Now if Plea-
fure thould alfo lofe the prize of fecond value, as already the has loft the
higheft, fhe muft entirely fall into difgrace with her own lovers: for even
to them fhe would no longer appear to merit fuch honour as they paid to her
before.

Soc. Well then; is it not the better way to difmifs her now dire&ly, and
not give her pain, by infpeting into her too nicely, and difcovering all her
imperfections ?

ProT. What you now fay goes for nothing, Socrates.

Soc. Do you mean, becaufe I fuppofed au impoffible thing when I fup-
pofed that pain might be given to pleafure?

ProT. Not on that account only, but becaufe you are fenfible that none
of us will give you a difcharge before you have brought thefe arguments to
a conclufion.

Soc. Ah! the copious matter of argument, O Protarchus, ftill behind!
and fearcely is any part of it very manageable on the prefent occafion !, For,
whoever ftands forth as the champion of. Intelleét to win the fecond prize
for her, muft, as it appears to me, take another way of combating, and has
need of other weapons different from thofe reafons I before made ufe of:
fome, however, of the fame may, perhaps, be of ufe again, Muft we then.
proceed in that manner ?

ProT. By all means.

Soc. But let us begin cautioufly, and endeavour to lay down right prine.
ciples.

Prot. What principles do you mean?

Soc. All things which. are now in the univerfe let us divide into two
forts, or rather, if vou pleafe, into three..

t Aldus’s edition of Plato, by omittimg the word ovd in this fentence, gives a quite contrary
turn to it.  Stephens, in his cdition, has inferted the ovde : and this reading we have preferred to
the former ; becaufe it makes much better fenfe, and is agreeable alfo to Ficinus’s tranflation from
the Mediccan manufeript. It is ftrange that Grynaus,who undertook to revife that tranflation,
thould depart from it here, where it is evidently right, to follow the erroneous reading in the Al-
dine edition, Cornarius, Serranus, Beinbo, and Grou, were not fo mifled.~S.

Pror,
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ProT. You fhould tell us what difference between things it is, with re-
1pe& to which vou make that divifion.

Soc. Some things which have been alicady mentioned let us reaffume.

ProT. What things? ’

Soc. God, we faid, has exhibited® the infinite, and alfo the bound of
beings.

P ort. Very true.

Soc.

.. Proclus, in p].amn. 'rhc(,]‘.l),-]s?,, obferves, that Plato here, according to the theology of
this country, eftablifhes two principles after the one.  And, according to Philolaus, the nature of
beings is conne&ted from things bounded and things infinite, If beings, therefore, fubfift from
bound and the infinite, it is evident that thele two muft be prior to beings, or, in other words,
muft be fupereffential.  Hence, as lound and the infinite are fupereflential, Socrates with great
propriety fays that ¢ God has exbibited them.”  For their proceffion from the higheft God is
ineffable, znd they may be rather faid to be arcane manifeflations from him than his productions.
Mr. Sydenbam, from being unacquainted with the fublime theology of the Greeks, has totally
miftaken the profound meaning of this paffage in his tranflation, which is as follows :—¢¢ The
Gods, we faid, have fhown us the infinite of things, and alfo their bound.” For the original is
zov Qeov eAsyouey woy, TO MEV aATEIPOY Seséar Twv ovrwy, To de Tepas.

Should it be afked, fays Olympiodorus, how the two elements ound and infinity are better
than that which is mixed, fince thefe two elements are the principles of being; we reply, that
thefe principles mult be confidered as total orders more fimple than that which is mixt ; and that
fecondary piinciples proceed from thefe two, in the firlt mixt, which are fubordinate to the mixt
in the fame manner as clements are every where {ubordinate to that which is compofed f‘roni
them.

Again, neither is perfeét feparation in the fecond * order: for the fabrication of form firt
pertains to intellect ; and the firk intelleét is pure intelle®. Hence, Jamblichus fays that the
monads of forms fubfift in this, meaning by monads that which is unfeparated in every form.
On this account it is intelle@ual as in intelle€tuals, and is the caufe of formal effence, juft as the
fecond is the caufe of life, and the third of the fabrication of form in intelle&uals.

Again, the egg, ‘qhe pa(er.nal intclle@, oceult number; and, in fhort, that which is the third
from bound, refpcé‘u.\'cly. ﬁgn}fy the third God, according to theologifts, and confequently cach is
the fume as that which is mixt from bound and infinity.

Further @till, the one principle which gives fubfifience to, and is the end of, all things, con-
tains the final as fuperior to the producing ; for hypoftafis is through the ends. But the firft
principle is both thefe according to the one : and the two principles bound and infinity diftribute
thefe; dound fubfifing according to the final, and irgﬁniiy according to the [;rodl:cing caufe.

. * The reader muft remember that the intelligible order confifis of deing, /ife, and intcllect, and that each
of thefe reccives atriadic divifion,.—See the Notes on the Parmerides.

Again,
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Soc. Let us take thefe for two of the fpecies of things; and for a third
let us take that, which is compofed of thofe two mixed together. But I de-
ferve, methinks, to be laughed at for pretending thus to diftinguith things,
and to enumerate their feveral fpecies.

Prot. Why fo, my good friend?

Soc. A fourth kind appears to have been omitted by me.

Pror. Say, What?

Soc. Of that commixture, the combination of the former two, confider
the caufe : and befide thofe three fpecies, fet me down this caufe?® for a
fourth.

Prot. Will you not want a fifth fpecies too, for a caufe of difunion and
feparation ?

Soc. Perhaps I may; but not, I believe, at prefent. However, fhould
there be occafion for it, you will pardon me, if I go in purfuit of a fifth
life.

Prort. Certainly.

Soc. Of thefe four fpecies, then, in the firft place dividing the three, and
perceiving that two of thefe, when both are divided, and their divifions fepa-
rated, are, each of them, many ;—then, gathering together the many of each,
and uniting them again, let us endeavour to underftand in what manner each
of them is, at the fame time, one and many.

ProT. Would you but exprefs your meaning more plainly, I might, per-
haps, apprehend it.

Soc. I mean, then, by the two, which I propofe to be now confidered, the
fame which I mentioned at the firft ; one of them zhe /nfinite, and the other
bound. That the infinite is, in fome manner, many, I will attempt to thow:
and let bound wait a while,

Prort. It fhall.

Again, Socrates eltablifhing that which is mixt as a certain caufe of union, the caufe of fepara-
tion is alfo invefigated.  This caufe, however, will be the difference which fubfifts after the in-
teltizible, as we learn from the Parmenides.  For the intelligible is united alone.  But it would
be better to make the one the caufe of all things ; /ound the caufe of union; infinite of feparation ;
and the mixt that which participates of both.  Obferve, too, that the more and the lefs are every
where, but in intelligibles according to a fuperior and inferior degree of power.—T.

¥ Thatis, the ineflable principle of things.—T,
Soc.
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Soc. Give me now your attention. It is, I confefs, a difficult and doubt-
ful thing, that, which I would have you to confider. Confider it, however,
Firft, with regard to hotter and colder, in things, fee if you can think of any
bound. Or would not the more and the les, refiding in the kinds themfelves
of things, hinder, fo long as they refide there, an end from being fixed to
them ! For, if ever they receive an end, to an end alfo are their very beings
then brought,

ProTt. Moft certainly true. .

Soc. And in fpeaking of either the colder or the hotter of any two things,
we conftantly attribute to them the more and the lefs.

ProT. And very much fo.

Soc. Reafon then conftantly fuggefts to us that the colder and the Jotter
have no end: and being thus without any end, they are altogether bound-
lefs,

ProT. I am ftrongly inclined to agree with you, Socrates in this point.

Soc. Well have you anfwered, my fricnd Protarchus ; and well have you
reminded me, that the frong/y, which you mentioned, and the fasntly,
have the fame power as the more and the /efi.  For, wherever they refide,
they fuffer not any thing to be juft /o much; but infufing either the more in-
tenfe or the more remifs into every aéion, they always produce in it either
the more or the lefs; while the juft /o much flies away and vanithes from be-
fore them. For, as it was juft now obferved, were they not to drive away
the juft /o much, or did they permit #4ss, and the moderate, to enter into the
regions of the more and the /efs, or of the intenfe and the remifs, thefe very
beings muft quit their own places: becaufe, if they admitted the juft /o
much, the hotter and the colder would be gone. For the Jotter, and in like
manner the colder, is always advancing forward, and never abides in the fame
fpot : but the juft fo much ftops, and ftays, having finithed its progrefs. Now,
according to this reafoning, the jotter muft be boundlefs 5 and fo muft alfo
be the colder.

ProT. So it appears indeed, Socrates. But, as you rightly faid, it is not
cafy to apprehend thefe things. Queftions, however, relating to them, again
and again repeated, might perhaps thow that the queftioner and the refpon-
dent were tolerably well agrced in their minds concerning them.

Soc. You fay well: and we fhould try fo to do.  But at prefent, to avoid

lengthening
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lengthening out this argument, by enumerating every infinite, confider, whe-
ther we may take this for the charaeriftic mark of the nature of all in-
finites.,

Prot. What mark do you mean?

Soc. Whatever things appear to us to be increaling or diminifhing, or to
admit of intenfene(s and remiffion, or the too much, and all other fuch attri-
butes, we ought to refer all thefe to the genus of the infinite ; colle€ling, as it
were, all of them in one, agreeably to what was before faid ; that whatever
things were divided and feparated we ought to affemble together and com-
bine, as well as we are able, affixing to all of them the mark of {fome one na-
ture ;—if you remember.

ProT. I remember it well.

Soc. Every thing, then, which reje@s all fuch attributes, and admits only
fuch as are quite the contrary,—in the firft place, the equal and equality,
and, after the equal, the double, and every other relation which one number
bears to another, and one meafure to another,—all thefe things, I fay, in
fumming up, and referring them to bound, thiuk you not that we fhould do
right? or how fay you?

ProT. Perfeflly right, O Socrates.

Soc. Well: but the third thing made up, and confifting of the other two,
what chara&eriftic thall we affign to this?

ProT. You, as I prefume, will fhow it to me.

Soc. Divinity indeed may ; if any of the Gods will hearken to my prayers.

Prot. Pray, then, and furvey.

Soc. I furvey: and fome God, O Protarchus, is now, methinks, become
favourable to us.

Prot. How do you mean? and by what fign do you know it ?

Soc. I will tell you in plain words : but do you follow them clofely.

ProT. Only fpeak.

Soc. We mentioned juft now the hotter and the colder ; did we not ?

Pror. Wedid.

Soc. To thefe then add the drier and the moifter; the more numerous
and the fewer; the fwifter and the flower; the larger and the fmaller ; and
whatever things befide, in our late account of them, we ranked under one
head,—that which admits of the nature of the more and the lefs.

VOL. IV, 3s ProT.
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ProT. You mean the infinite.
Soc. Ido: and mingle together with this that which we fpoke of next
" afterward,—the race of bound.

ProT. What race do you mean ?

Soc. Thofe things which we did not (as we ought to have done) affemble
together under one head, in the fame manner as we aflembled together the
race of the infinite. But you will now, perhaps, do what was then omitted.
And when both the forts are aflembled, and vicwed together, the race of
bound will then become manifeft.

Prot. What things do you fpeak of ! and how are they to be affembled ?

Soc. 1 fpeak of that nature in which are comprifed the equal and the
double ; and whatever elfe puts an end to conteft between contrary things;
and, introducing number, makes them to be commenfurate onc with another,
and to harmonize together.

Prot. I apprechend your meaning to be, that, from the commixturc of

thofe two, a certain progeny will arife between them in every one of their
tribes.

Soc. You apprehend me rightly.
Pror. Relate then the progeny of thefe commixtures.

Soc. In difeafes, does not the right commixture of thofe two produce the
recovery of health 2

Pror. Entirely fo.

Spc. And in the acute and the grave, in the fwift alfo and the flow, which
are all of them infinite, does not the other fort, reccived among them, and
begetting bounds, conflitute the perfe&ion of all the Mufe’s art ¢

Pror. Certainly fo.

Soc. Andin weather cxceffively either cold or hot, does not the entrance
of that other kind tuke off the excefs, the vehement, and the infinite,—gene-
rating in their ftead, not only the moderate and the meafured, but fymmetry
alfo, and correfpondence between their meafures ?

ProT. Without difpute.

Soc. And do not propitious feafons, and all their fair productions, arife

to us from hence, from the mixturc of things which are infinite with
things which have a bound ?

ProT. Doubtlefs,
4 : Soc;
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8oc. A thoufand other things I forbear to mention; as, for inftance,
ftrength and beauty, the attendants upon health of body; and in the foul
other cxcellencies, very many and very noble. For Venus herfelf, O good
Philebus ! obferving lawlefs luft, and all manner of vice everv where reign-
ing, the love of pleafure being in all men boundlefs, and their defires of it
infatiable, {he herfelf eftablifhed a law and an order, fetting bounds to plea-
furc and defire. 'This you faid was to leflen and to impair pleafure ; bur 1
maintain, that, on the contrary, it preferved pleafure from decay. And you,
Protarchus! what think you of it ?

Pror. For my part, I am entircly of your mind, Socrates.

Soc. I bave fhown you then thofe three kinds, if you apprehend my
meaning.

Prot. Partly, I fuppofe, I do. By one of thofe three, I fuppofe, you mean
the infinite; by another, the fecond fort, you mean that which in all beings
is the bound ; but what you mean by the third fort, I have no ftrong appre-
henfion of.

Sec. Becaufe the care of that third fort, my friend, has amazed you with
its multitude, And yet, the infinite alfo appeared to contain many tribes:
but as they were all of them ftamped with the charater of more and lefs,
they were feen clearly to be one.

ProT. True.

Soc. Then, as to bound ; that neither contained many, nor found we any
difficulty in admitting the nature of it to be one.

Prot. How could we?

Soc. It was not at all poffible, indeed.  Of ‘thofe two forts, then, all the
progeny,—all the things produced into being through thofe meafures, which
are effe€ted in the immoderate, when bounds are fet to the infinite,—in fum-
ming up all thefe things together, and comprehending them in one, under-
ftand me to mean, by the third fort, this one.

ProrT, I underftand you.

Soc. Now, befides thefe three, we are further to confider, what that kind
is which we faid was the fourth, And as we are to confider it jointly, fee
whether you think it neceffary, that all things which are produced into being
Ahould have fome caufe of their production.

ProT. I think it is: for, without a caufc, how fhould they be produced?

35 2 Soc.
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Soc. The nature then of the efficient differs from the caufe in nothing
but in name : fo that the efficient and the caufe may be rightly deemed
one.

ProT. Rightly.

Soc. So, likewife, the thing effected, and the thing produced into being,
we fhall find to differ in the fame manner, in nothing but in name, or how ?

Prot Juft fo.

Soc. In the nature of things, does not the efficient lead the way? and
does not the effeét follow after it into being ?

ProrT. Certainly.

Soc. Caufe, therefore, is not the fame thing with that which is fubfervient
to caufe in the producing of its effeét, but a thing different.

ProT. Without doubt.

Soc. Did not the things which are produced into being, and the things
out of which they are all of them produced, exhibit to us the three genera ?

Prot. Clearly.

Soc. That, then, which is the artificer of all thefe, the caufe of them, let
us call the fourth caufe; as it is fully fhown to be different from thofe other
three.

ProT. Beit fo.

Soc. But the four forts having been now defcribed, every one of them
diftinély, we fhould do well, for memory’s fake, to enumerate them in
order.

ProT. No doubt of it.

Soc. The firft then I call infinite ; the fecond bound ; the third effence *
mixt and generated from thefe: and in faying® that the caufe of this mix-
ture and this produétion is the fourth, fhould I {ay aught amifs ?

ProT. Certainly not.

Soc. Well now : what is next? How proceeds our argument? and with
what defign came we along this way ? Was it not this? We were inquiring

1 As effence, therefore, is plainly afferted by Socrates to be mixt and generated from bound
and infinity, it is evident that ound and infinity are {upereflential,  For caufe is every where fu-
perior to its effe.—T.

» The edition of P'lato by Aldus, and that by Stephens, in this place erroneoufly give us to
read Acyw, inftead of the evidently right reading, which is Asywy, exhibited in the Bafil editions.~—S.

who
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who had a right to the fecond prize of vi&ory ; whether Pleafure had, or Wif~
dom: was it not fo?

ProT. It was,

Soc. Now then, fince we have thus divided thefe genera, may we not
happily form a more finithed judgment concerning both the very beft and the
fecond-beft of thofe things which originally were the fubje@s of difpute be-
tween us?

Pror. Perhaps we may.

Soc. We made no difficulty, I think, of fetting down for conqueror, the
mixt life, the life of pleafure and wifdom together. Was it not fo?

ProT. It was.

Soc. We perceive then of what fort the mixt life is, and to which kind it
is to be referred.

ProT. Evidently.

Soc. And I think we fhall agree, that it is part of the third fort. For the
mixt life is not to be referred folely to any one of the infinites, mixed with
fome one only of the bounds: it is a life of all fuch things together as are.
infinite in their own nature, but are under the reftraint of bound. So that

the mixt life, this winner of the prize, may be rightly faid to be a part of the
third fort.

ProT. Moft rightly.

Soc. Itis well.  But that life of yours, O Philebus, a life of pleafure fim--
ple and unmixed, to which of the three forts may we rightly fay that it be-.
longs?  But before you pronounce, anfwer me firft to this queftion.

Purr. Propofe it then .

- Soc. Concerning pleafure and pain; have they in their own nature any
bounds ! or are they amoug thofe things which admit the moreand the lefs ’J?'

Puir. Pleafure, O Socrates! to be fure, admits the more. For it would.

not comprehend every good in it, if it were not by nature infinite, with.re-

' Aldus, in his edition of Plato, gave thefe words to Protarchus; though nothing is more
plain than that Plato meant them for Philcbus. The Bafil editors reftored them to the right
owner: and it is ftrange that Stephens either knew it not, or did not acknowledge it.—S.

2 In all the editions of the Greek we here read eori inftead of eorov. We are ignorant of any
authority for ufing fo firange an enallage ; and therefore we fuppofe it an erroneous reading.—S,

fpett
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{peét to the multitude which it contains, and the increafe which it is capable
of.

Soc. Nor can pain be imagined, O Philebus, to comprehend every evil.
“So that we muft confider of fome other thing, different from the natare of
the infinite, for the imparting of any good to pleafures. It is admitted, that
your life of pleafure is the iffue of things unbounded, and belongs, therefore,
to the infinite.  But to which of the forts before mentioned, O Protarchus
and Philebus, may we refer wifdom, and fcience, and intelle&, without being
guilty of impiety? For it appears to me that we incur no trifling danger
in anfweriug the prefent queftion, whatever be our anfwer, whether right
or wrong.

Puir. You magnify that God of yours, O Socrates, very highly, me-
thinks.

Soc. So do you, my friend, that Goddefs of yours. The queftion, how-
cver, ought to be anfwered by us.

ProT. Socrates fays what is right, O Philebus, and we muft do as he fays
we ought.

Puir. Have not you, Protarchus, taken upon yourfelf my part in the
-debate ?

ProrT. It is true that I have. But in the prefent cafe I find myfelf much
at alofs how to anfwer. I muft therefore requeft, O Socrates, that you your-
felf will take the office of prophet to us; left, by fome miftake, 1 fhould
offend the combatant* whom you favour, and by finging out of tune thould
1poil the harmeny*.

* This cvidently is a metaphor taken from the contentions ufual at that time between dramatic
poets during the feafts of Bacchus, for the fame of fuperiority in theirart. For the Grecians of
thofe days had an emulation to excell in the mufical entertainments of the mind, as well as in the
gymnic exercifes of the body. To infpire them with that emulation, combats in poctry and
mufic, as well as in gymnaflic, were inftituted by their legiflators : and the contenders in either
kind were alike termed aywmorai, combatants, The metaphorical combatants meant by Protarchus
are Mind and Pleafure.—S.

3 In continuing the metaphor taken from theatrical contefts, Protarchus likens himfelf to one
.of the chorus in a tragedy or cemedy, and Socrates to the xopupaiog, or xopryss, the chief or leader
of the whole band.  For, in the chorus fongs, it was the office of the chicf, or prefident, to lead
the vocal mufic, keeping it in time and tune with the inftrumental : and in the dialogue fcenes,

wherever the chorus bore a part, their prefident fpoke alone for them all.—S. S
oc.
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Soc. You muft be obeyed, Protarchus. Indeed there is nothing difficult
in your injun&ions. But, in afking you to which of the two abovemen-
tioned kinds intelle@ and {cience were to be referred,—when I was magni-
fying, as Philebus fays, the fubjeét of my queftion,—the joke, which I in-
tended to foften the folemnity of it, confufed your thoughts, I find, in good
earneft.

Prot. Very thoroughly fo, I confefs, O Socrates.

Soc. And yet it was an eafy queftion. For, on this point, there is a con-
fent and harmony among all the wife, dignifying thus themfelves,—that
Intellet is king of beaven and earth. And this which they fay is perhaps®
well faid. But let us, if you are willing, confider the nature of this genus
more amply, and not in fo concifec a manner.

Prot. Confider it in what manner you think beft, without regarding the
length of the inquiry : for the length will not be difagrecable to us.

Soc. Fairly fpoken, Let us begin, then, by propofing this queftion.

Prot. What?

Soc¢. Whether fhall we fay that the power of the irrational principle go-
verns all things in the whole univerfe, fortuitoufly and at random? or thall
we, on the contrary, agree with our anceftors and predeceffors, in affirming
that a certain admirable intelle¢t and wifdom orders all things together, and
governs throughout the whole ?

Pro¥. Alike in nothing, O Socrates, are thefe two tenets. That which
you mentioned juft now is, in my opinion, impious. But, to hold that In-
tellec difpofes all things ina beautiful order, is agrecable to that view which
we have of the world, of the celeftial bodies, and of the whole circumvolu-
tion of the heavens,  For my own part, 1 thould never {peak nor think any
otherwife on this fubjed.

Soc. Is it then your pleafure that we add our voices to thofe of the an-
tients, and openly avow that tenet to be ours; not contenting ourfelves witha
bare repetition of the fayings of others, in hopes of efcaping danger to ours
fclves; but refolved to run all rifk together, and to thare in undergoing the

1 Soceates dees not fay this as being himfelf doubtful whether Intelleét is king of heaven and
earth, bui beeaufe thofe with whom e was converfing had not arrived at a feientific knowledge
of this dogma,—T.

cenfurcs
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ceufures of fome great and formidable man, when he afferts that in the
whole of things there is no order * ?

Pro1. How can 1 do otherwife than join with you in this? -

Soc. Attend now to the argument which comes on next to be confidered.

Prot. Propofeit then.

Soc. In the bodies of all animals, fomehow, we difcover that fire, water,
and air, muft be in their compofition by nature ; and earth, which gives fup~
port to the other ingredients in their frame, we fce plainly : as mariners fay,
when they are toffed about in a thunder-ftorm at fea, and defcry land.

Prot. True: and toffed about indeed are we too in thefe difcourfes; but
for a port to anchor in we are entirely at a lofs.

Soc. Let us proceed then: Concerning each of thofe elementary ingre-
dients in our frame, underftand this.

ProT. What? o

Soc. That which there is in us of zach element is fmall and inconfider-
able ; no where in any part of our frame have we it at all unmixed and pure ;
neither has it in us a power worthy of its nature. Take one of them for a
fample, by which you may eftimate all the reft. Fire in fome manner there
is in us; fire® there is alfo in the univerfe,

ProT. Moft certainly.

Soc. Now the fire which is in our compofition is weak and inconfider-
able: but that which is in the univerfe is admirable for the multitude of
it, for the beauty which it exhibits, and for every power and virtue which
belong to fire.

Prort. Perfeftly true.

Soc. Well then: is the fire of the univerfe generated, fed, and ruled by
the fire which we bave in us? or, on the contrary, does my fire, and yours,
and that of every other living thing, receive its being, fupport, and laws,
from the fire of the univerfe?

3 That the perfon here alluded to is Critias, one of the thirty oligarchic tyrants, cannot be
doubted of by thofe who are acquainted with his charaler, and the injurious trcatment he gave
to Socrates. A confiderable fragment of his atheiftic poetry is extant in Sextus Empiricus,
pag. 562.—S.

* Socrates is here fpeaking of the difference between the wholes of the univerfe, and the parts
to which thefe wholes are prior, as being their caufe. See the Introdu&ion to the Timzus.—T.

ProT.
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ProT. This queftion of yours does not deferve an anfwer,

Soc. Rightly faid. And you would anfwer in the fame manner, T fup-
pofe, if your opinion was afked concerning the earthy part of every animal
here, compared with the earth in the univerfe ; and juft fo concerning the
other elementary parts of animal bodies mentioned before.

ProT. What man, who made a different anfwer, would ever appear to be
of found mind ?

Soc. Scarcely would any man. But attend to what follows next. Where-
ever we find thefe four elements mixed together and united, do we not give
to this compofition the name of body ?

Pror. We do.

Soc. Apprehend the fame thing then with regard to this, which we call
the world.  This thould be confidered as a body in the fame manner, being
compofed of the fame elements.

ProT. You are perfettly in the right.

Soc. To the whole of this great body, then, does the whole of that little
body of ours owe its nourithment, and whatever it has received, and what-
ever it poffefles} or is the body of the univerfe indebted to ours for all which
it is and has?

ProT. There is no reafon, O Socrates, for making a queftion of this point,
neither.

Soc. Well: what will you fay to this point then?

ProT. What point?

Soc. Muft we not affirm thefe bodies of ours to be animated with fouls ?

ProT. It is evident that we muft.

Soc. But from whence, O my friend Protarchus, thould our bodies derive
thofe fouls of theirs, if that great body of the univerfe, which has all the
fame elements with our bodies, but in much greater purity and perfe@ion,
was not, as well as ours, animated with a {oul?

Prot. Itis evident, O Socrates, that from no other origin could they de-
rive them.

Soc. Since, therefore, O Protarchus, we acknowledge thefe four genera,
bound, infinite, the compound of both thofe, and the genus of caufe, to be in
all bodies ; and fince we find, that in this part of the univerfe to which we

VOL. 1V, _ 3T belong
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belong there are beings of that fourth fort,—caufes, which produce fouls,
build up bodies for thofe fouls to dwell in*, and heal thofe bodies when dif-
eafed ;—caufes, alfo, which create and frame other compofitions, and amend
them when impaired ;—caufes thefe, to cvery one of which we gave a parti-
cular name, betokening a particular kind of wiidom or kill :—fince, I fay,
we arc perfuaded of thefe things, furely we can by no means think that the
whole heaven, in the larger parts of whichare the fame four genera, and thefe
undepraved and pure, can have any other caufe than a nature who is full of con-
trivance and defign, and in whom the moft beautiful and noble things all unite.

Pror. It would not be at all reafonable to think it can.

Soc. If this then be abfurd, we may the better aflert, as a confequence of
our reafoning, that in the univerfe there are, what we have feveral times re-
peated, infinite in great quantity, and bound {ufficient ; and befides thefe, a
caufe, not inconfiderable or mean, which, by mizing them properly together,
marfhals and regulates the years, the feafons, and the months,—a caufe,
which with the greateft juftice we may term wifdom and intellei?.

ProT. With the greateft juftice, indeed.

Soc. But further, wifdom and intelle& could never be without foul *,

* In the Greek of this paflage we read—Juxn ¢ mapexor xas coua omay eumoiowy.—Ficinus trans-
lates the two laft words of it thus :—¢ dum imprimit umbram.” But this being obfcure, an error
in the Greek manufcripts was juftly fufpeéted hy the fubfequent tranflators, Cornarius and
Serranus; the former of whom propofes inftead of oxmav to read iyeiav; and the latter imagines
that we thould rcad cwuacxiar as one word. Grynzus and Bembo never attempt an emendation
of the printed Greek, even where it is moft apparently erroneous. And Monf. Grou has taken
the eafy way of not tranflating the two laft words. But all the difficulty vanifhes, if, inflead of
oxav we read oxmog, a tabernacle or tent; a word metaphorically ufed by the Pythagoreans to
fignify the human body, as being but a flight temporary dwelling for the foul. See Timeeus the
Locrian, in feveral paffages; and a fragment of Ocellus the Lucanian, de Lege, in Stobeus’s
Ecloga Phyf. cap. 16. See alfo AEfchines the Socratic, pag. 128, edit. Horrci; the Greek index
to which will furnifh the learned reader with examples of the fame metaphor, ufed by feveral
Greek writers in the fucceeding ages.—S.

3 That is, foul is confubfiftent with wifdom and intelle&. If this be the cafe, it is evident
that when Plato in the Timzus fpeaks of the generation of foul by the demiurgus, whom he there
exprefsly calls intellect, he does not mean by generation a temporal produétion, but an eternal
proceffion from caufe.  And in the fame manner, what he there fays of the generation of the uni-
verfe is to be underftood. Hence, thofe are to be derided who affert that the world, according to
Plato, was prqdnccd in time.—T.

Pror.
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ProT. By nomeans.

Soc. You will affirm, then, that in the nature of Jupiter there is a kingly
foul and a kingly intelle&, through the power of caufe”; and that in the
other Gods there are other beautiful things, whatever they are, by which
their Deities love to be diftinguifhed, and from which they delight in taking
their refpe@ive denominations.

Prort. Certainly I fhall, ,

Soc. The difcourfe we have now had together on this fubject, O Protar-
chus, think it not idle, and to no purpofe. For it fupports that do&rine of
our anceftors, that the univerfe is for ever governed by intelle&.

ProT. Indeed it does.

Soc. And befides, it has furnithed us with an anfwer to my queftion,—
to what genus intelleét is to be referred ; in making it appear that intelle&t
is allied to that which we faid was the caufe of all things, one of our four
genera. For now atlength you plainly have our anfwer.

Pror. I have; and a very full and fufficient anfwer it is: but I was not
aware what you were about.

Soc. A man’s attention to ferious ftudies, O Protarchus, is fometimes,
you know, relaxed by amufements.

ProT. Politely faid.

Soc. And thus, my friend, to what genus intellect belongs, and what
power it is pofleffed of, has been now fhown tolerably well for the prefent.

ProT. It has, indeed.

Soc. And to what genus alfo belongs pleafure, appeared before,

Pror. Very true.

Soc. Concerning thefe two, then, let us remember thefe conclufions,—
that intelle& is allied to caufe, and is nearly of this genus; and that plea-
fure is infinite in her own nature, and belongs to that genus which, of itfelf,

_neither has nor ever will have in it either a beginning, or a middle, or an
end.

ProT. We fhall not fail to remember them both.

¢ That is to fay, a kingly foul, and a kingly intclle&, {ubfitt in Jupiter, the artificer of the uni-
verfe according to caufe.  For Jupiter, as a Deity, is a fupereflential unity, in which all things
have a caufal fubfiftence.—T. g

3T 2 Soc.
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Soc. Now we ought to confider next, in which genus either of thofe two
things, intelligence and pleafure, is found to have a feat; and in what ftate
or condition thofe beings muft be in whom either of them is produced, at the
time of its produétion. And firft in the cafe of pleafure : for, as we inquired
to which genus fhe belonged, before we confidered of which fort was intel-
leét; fo, with regard to the points alfo now propofed, the is the firft to be
examined *. But, feparately from the confideration of pain, we fhould never
be able fully to explore the nature of pleafure.

Pror. Well: if we are to procecd in this way, let us then in this way

proceed *.

Soc. Are you of the fame opinion with me concerning their rife and pro-
du@ion?

Prot. What opinion is that?

Soc. Pain and pleafure appear to me, both of thcm, to arife, according ta

nature, in that which is a common genus.
ProT. Remind us, friend Socrates, which of the genera mentioned before

is meant by the term common.

Soc. What you defire, O wonderful man! fhall be done, to the beft of
my ability, .

Pror. Fairly faid.

Soc. By this common genus, then, we are to underfland that wblch, in
recounting the four forts, we reckoned as third.

ProT. That which you mentioned next after both the infinite and bound :
that in which you ranked health, and alfo, as I think, harmony.

Soc. Perfectly right.  Now give me all poffible attention.

Prot. Only fpeak.

Soc. I fay, then, that whenever the harmony in the frame of any animal
is broken, a breach is then made in its conftitution, and at the fame time

rife is given to pains.

* Cornarius and Stephens, both of them, perceived the Greek of this fentence to be erroneous,
But the emendations propofed by them appear infufficient.  Ficinus’s tranflation from the Flo-
rentine MS. helps to reflore the right reading thus :—As dn,—dew huas: xas mpator mweps Ty Rdomy,

domep—ovta xau Tavta mpotepov (fc. der idew].—S,
2 In the edition of Plato by Aldus, and in that alfo by Stephens, this fentence, by a ftrange

miftake, is printed as if it were fpoken by Socrates,—S.
ProT.
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ProT. You fay what is highly probable.

Soc. But when the harmony is reftored, and the breach is healed, we thould
fay that then pleafure is produced : if points of fo great importance may be
difpatched at once in fo few words.

ProT. In my opinion, O Socrates, you fay what is very true: but let us
try if we can fhow thefe truths in a light ftill clearer.

Soc. Are not fuch things as ordinarily happen, and are manifeft to us all,
the moft eafy to be underftood ?

ProT. What things do you mean?

Soc. Want of food makes a breach in the animal {yftem, and at the fame
time gives the pain of hunger..

ProT. True.

Soc. And food, in filling up the breach again, gives a pleafure:

ProT. Right.

Soc. Want of drink alfo, interrupting the circulation of the blood and
humours, brings on us corruption,.together with the pain of thirft; but the
virtue of a liquid, in moiftening and replenifhing the parts dried up, yields a
pleafure. In like manner, preternatural fuffocating heat, in diffolving the
texture of the parts, gives a painful fenfation : but a cooling again, a refrefh-
. ment agreeable to nature, affects us with a fenfe of pleafure.

Prot. Mottt certainly.

Soc. And the concretion of the animal humours through cold, contrary.
to their nature, occafions pain : but a return to their priftine ftate of fluidity,
and a reftoring of the natural circulation, produce pleafure. See, then, whe-
ther you think this general account of the matter not amifs, congerning that
fort of being which I faid was compofed of infinite and bound,-—that, when
by naturc any beings of that fort become animated with foul, their paffage
into corruption, or a total diffolution, is accompanied with pain; and their
entrance into exiftence, the affembling of all thofe particles which compofe
the nature of fuch a being, is attended with a fenfe of pleafure.

Pror. I admit your account of this whole matter ; for, as it appears to me,
it bears on it the ftarp of truth.

Soc. Thefe fenfations, then, which affe@ the foul by means only of the
body, let us confider as one fpecics of pain and pleafure.

Pror. Beit fo.

Soc. Confider now the feelings of the foul herfelf, in the expeétation of

fuch.
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fuch a pain or of fuch a pleafure,—antecedent to the pleafure expe@ed, an
agreeable feeling of hope and alacrity,—antecedent to the pain expefted, the
uneafinefs of fear.

ProT. This is, indeed, a different fpecies of pleafure and pain, indepen-
dent of the body, and produced in the {oul herfelf through expeétation,

Soc. You apprehend the matter rightly. Now the confideration of thefe
feelings of pain and pleafure, which immediately affe&t the foul herfelf, (and
feem to be produced in her, each of them, unmixed and genuine,) will, as
I imagine, clear up that doubt concerning pleafure,—whether the whole
kind be eligible, or whether a particular fpecies of it be the proper obje& of
our choice. And in the latter cafe, pleafure and pain (in general), like heat
and cold, and all other things of this fort, will deferve fometimes to be em-
braced, and at other times to be rejefted ; as not being good in themfelves,
but admitting the nature of gdod to be fuperadded to them only at fome
times, and fome of them only.

Prot. You are perfe@ly in the right. It muft be in fome fuch way as
this that we ought to inveiltigate the things we are in purfuit of.

Soc. If, then, what we agreed in be true,—that animal bodies feel pain,
when any thing befalls them tending to their deftruction,—pleafure, when
they are ufing the means of their prefervation,—let us now confider what
ftate or condition every animal is in, when it is neither {uffering aught that
tends to its deftruction, nor is engaged in any adtion, or in the midft of any
circumftances, tending to its prefervation. Give your earneft attention to
this point, and fay, whether it is entirely neceffary, or not, that every animal
at that time fhould feel neither pain nor pleafure, in any degree, great or
{mall.

Prot. It is quite neceflary.

Soc. Befides the condition then of an animal delighted, and befides the
oppofite condition of it under unecafinefs, is not this a different, a third, ftate
or condition of an animal?

Pror. Without difpute.

Soc. Be careful then to remember this judgment of ours. For on the
remembering of it, or not, greatly will depend our judgment concerning the
nature of pleafure. But, to go through with this point, let us, if you plcafe,
add a thort fentence more.

ProT. Say what.
Soc.
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Soc. You know, nothing hinders a man who prefers the life of wifdom
from living all his life in that ftate.

ProT. In the ftate, do you mean, of neither pleafure nor uneafinefs ?

Soc. I do: for, when we compared together the different lives, it was
fuppofed, that whoever fhould choofe the life of intelle&t and wifdom was not
to have pleafure either in a great or in a fmall degree.

ProT. That was the fuppofition.

Soc. He mutt live, therefore, fuchalife*. And perhaps it is by no means
abfurd, to deem that life to be of all lives the moft Godlike.

Prort. It is not indeed probable, that the Gods feel either the pleafurable
fenfation, or its oppofite.

Soc. Highly, indeed, is it improbable. For neither of them is confiftent
with the divine nature. But we fhall confider further of this point after-
wards, if it fhould appear to be of any fervice to our argument; and fhall
apply it to the purpofe of winning the fecond prize for intelle&, though we
fhould not be able to make ufe of it fo as to win for her the firft.

Prot. Very juftly faid.

Soc. Now that fpecies of pleafure which we faid is proper to the foul
herfelf, is all produced in her by means of memory.

ProT. How fo?

Soc. But, before we confider of this point, I think we thould premife
fome account of memory,—what it is : and {till prior to an account of me-
mory, fome mention too, methinks, ought to be made of fenfe, if we are to
have this fubjeét appear tolerably plain to us*.

Pror. Explain your meaiing,.

Soc. Of thofe things which are incident to our bodics in every part,
coming from all quarters around us, and affecting us in various ways,—fome

* In the Greek, the firft words of this fentence of Socrates, and the firft word alfo of the next
fentence, fpoken by Protarchus, ought for the future to be printed thus—'Ouvxav and not Ouxgy.—
The wrong accentuation of thefe j.affages in all the editions feems owing to the error of Ficinus,
who miftook both the fentences for interrogations : and the miftakes are continued by Grynzus.
Serranus’s tranflation is guilty of the fame miftakes: but in thofe of Cornarius, Bembo, and
Grou, they are correéted.—S.

3 The Greek of this paffage, it is prefumed, ought to be read thus—emep wenrer 7208’ fpusy
* 7. A—S,

8 fpend
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{pend all their force upon the body, without penetrating to the foul, leaving
this entircly untouched and free ; others extend their power through the foul
as well as through the body ; and fome of this latter fort excite a vehement
agitation in them both, jointly and feverally. Do you admit this ?

ProT. Be it admitted.

Soc. If we fhould fay of thofe things, the power of which is confined to
the body, and reaches not the foul, that the foul is deprived of knowing
them ; but of other things which befall us, and have a power to pervade both
the body and the foul, that of thefe the foul hath the knowledge ; fhould we
not thus fay what is moft true?

ProT. Without difpute.

Soc. But when 1 fay that the foul is deprived of knowing the former fort,
do not fuppofe my meaning to be, that oblivion happens to her in this cafe,
For oblivion is the departure of memory. But of the accidents now fpoken
of the foul never had a memory. And of that which neither is nor ever
was, it is abfurd to fay that any lofs can happen to us. Isit not?

ProT. Undoubtedly.

‘Soc. Only then alter the terms.

Pror. In what manner?

Soc. Inftead of faying that the foul is deprived of knowing what the body
fuffers, when fhe is not affected by any motions produced in the body by thofe
ordinary occurrences,—what we termed a privation of knowledge, let us now
term infenfibility.

Pror. I apprehend your meaning.

Soc. But when the foul and the body are affeéted, both of them in com-
mon, by any of thofe occurrences, and in common alfo are moved or agi-
tated *,—in giving to this motion the name of fenfation, you would not
fpeak improperly.

* In the Greek of this paffage, inftead of yiyvousvor, the participle fingular, agreeing with cwpa,
we ought to read yiyrouwva, the plural, agreeing with the two preceding fubRantives, Juxns and
cwua, coupled together ; according to a rule, the fame in the grammars of the Greek and Latin lan-
guages, For the words of this fentence, placed in the order of their grammatical conftruction, are
thefe,—Tw xcivn xveirfas oy Juxny xas 10 swpe, X YiyvouEva € ivi TaBEL——TauTY TNV XivMTWY X, T, A,
If Stephens had perceived this, he would not have adopted Cornarius’s alteration of the text.—S.

Pror,
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ProT. Very true.

Soc. Now then do we not apprehend what it is which is commonly called
fenfc or feafation?

Prot. What thould hinder us?

Soc. And of memory ', if onc fhould fay that it was the retaining of fen-
fations, it would not be ill defined, in my opinion.

ProT. 1 think fo too.

Soc. Do we not hold, that memory differs from remembrance ?

ProT. Perhaps it does.

Soc. Do they not differ in this refpeét ?

ProrT. In what refpet?

Soc. When the foul alone, unaided by the body, recovers and refumes
within herfelf as much as poflible the ftate which heretofore fhe was in,
when fthe was affeted jointly with the body, we fay that the foul then re-
members. Do we not?

Prot. Certainly we do.

Soc. So we do alfo, when the foul, after having loft the memory of fome-
thing which the had fenfibly perceived, or of fomething which the had learnt,
recalls and recolle@s the memory of it again, herfelf within herfelf: and all
this we term remembrance, and a recovery of things {lipt out of our me-
mory *.

ProT. Very true.

Soc. Now the end for the fake of which we have been confidering thefe
faculties of the foul is this.

ProT. For the fake of what?

Soc. That we may apprehend 3, as well and as clearly as we are able,
what is the pleafure of the foul abftralted from the body, and at the fame

* Memory, fays Olympiodorus, is triple, viz, irrational, rational, and intelle&ual. Each of
thefe likewife is twofold, viz. phantaftic, fenfitive; dianoétic, doxaftic; eflential, divine.—T.

* In the printed Greck we here read —avapmzes xar wnpas.—So that menmory and remembrance
are now confounded togcether; and the difference but juft before made between them is annulled.
It is therefore apprehended, that we ought to read—avaumeiss xas wmpng AVRUTHT Sl =S

3 All the editions of Plato give us here to read—'Irz ur—aaCoiusy x. 7. A, From this fentence,
thus abfurdly printed, Cornarius, in his marginal lemmas, extrated the following curious pre-
vept,—*¢ Voluptas & cupiditas animee, abfque corpore, vitanda.” Pleafure and i \'vein the joul
berfelfy abflracted from the body, are loth to be avoided, The French tranflator has judicioufly
rejeted the negative particle in this fentence,.—S. ’

VOL. 1V, 3u time
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time may apprehend alfo what is defire.  For the nature of both thefe
things {cems to be difcovered in fome meafure by thowing the nature of
memory and of remembrance.

ProT. Lect us then, O Socrates, now explain how fuch a difcovery fol-
lows from percciving the nature of thefe facultics of ours.

Soc. In treating of the rife of pleafure, and of the various forms which
the affumes, it will be neceflary for us, I believe, to confider a great variety
of things. But, before we enter on {o copious a fubjet, we thould now, I
think, in the firft place, confider the naturc and origin of defire.

Prot. Let us then: for we muft not lofe any thing.

Soc. Nay, Protarchus ! we fthall lofe one thing, when we fhall have found
the objeéts of our inquiry ; we fhall lofe our uncertainty about them,

ProT. You areright in your repartee. Proceed we then to what is next,

Soc. Was it not juft now faid, that hunger, and thirft, and many other
things of like kind, were certain defires?

Prot. Without doubt.

Soc. What is it, then, which is the fame in all thefe things,—that, with
refpedt to which we give to all of them, notwithftanding the great differ-
ence between them, one and the fame appellation ?

Pror. By Jupiter, Socrates ! it is, perhaps, not eafy to fay : it ought, how-
ever, to be declared.

Soc. Let us refume the mention of that with which we began the confi-
deration of this fubje@.

Pror. Of what in particular?

Soc. Do we not often fpeak of being thirfty ?

Pror. Wedo.

Soc. Anddo we not mean by it fome kind of cmptinefs ?

Pror. Certainly.

Soc. Is not thirft a defire?

Pror. It is.

Soc. A defire of drink isit?

Pror. Of drink,

Soc. Of being replenithed by drink : is itnot!® ¢

* A fature editor of Plato may confider, in the Greek of this fentence, whether dia fhould no
be inferted before the word mouatos—S.,
Pror.
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Pror. I fuppofc it is.

Soc. Whoever of us then is emptied, defires, it feems, a condition the
reverfe of what has befallen him. For whereas he is emptied, he longs to
be filled again.

ProT. Moft cvidently fo.

Soc. Well now : is it poffible that a man, who at the firft! is empty,
thould apprehend, either by fenfe or by memory, what it is to be full,—a
condition, in which he neither is at the time, nor ever was heretofore.

ProT. How can he?

Soc. We are agreed, that the man who defires has a defire of fomething.

ProT. Without difpute.

Soc. Now it is not the condition in which he is that he defires. For he
fuffers thirft, that is, an emptinefs : but he defires to be full.

Pror. True.

Soc. Somcthing, therefore, belonging to the man who is thirfty muft ap-
prehend in fome manner what it is to be full.

Pror. It muft, of neceffity.

Soc. Butit is impoflible that this fhould be his body : for his body is
fuppofed to fuffer ciptinefs.

Pror. Right.

Soc. It remains, therefore, that his foul apprehends what it is to be full,
by means of her memory.

ProT. Plainly fo.

Soc. Yor, indeed, by what other means could his foul have fuch an appre-
henfion ?

ProT. Hardly by any other.

Soc. Perceive we now, what confequence follows from this reafoning of
ours?

ProT. What confequence?

Soc. It proves that defire doth not arife in the body.

Prot. How fo?

Soc. Becaufe it fhows that the aim and endeavour of cvery animal is to

* Thatis, at the beginning of his fenfitive life.—S,
3U 2 be
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be in a condition oppofite to the feclings with which the body is at that time
affected.

Prort. It certainly thows this.

Soc. And the inclination by which it moves toward this oppofite condi-
tion, thows the remembrance of a condition oppofite to thofe prefent feelings
and affc&ions.

ProT. Clearly.

Soc. Our reafoning, then, in proving that memory leads us toward the
objeéts of our defire, thows at the fame time what is the general inclination
and defire of the foul ; and what is the moving principle in every animal.

ProT. Perfectly right,

Soc. Our conclufion, therefore, will by no means admit of an opinion
that the body fuffers hunger, or thirft, or is affected with any other fuch
defire.

ProT1. Moft true.

Soc. Let us obferve this alfo further, regarding thefe very fubjeé@s now
under confideration. Our reafoning feems to me as if it meant to exhibit in
thofe very things a certain kind of life.

Pror. What things do you mean? and what kind of life do you fpeak
of ?

Soc. I mean the being filled, and the being emptied, and all other things
tending either to the prefervation of animal life, or to the deftru@ion of it;
and whatever things ordinarily give pain,—yet, coming in a change from
things contrary, are fometimes grateful,

ProTt. True.

Soc. But what when a man is in the midft of thefe contrary conditions,
and is partaking of them both ?

ProT. How do you mean in the midft?

Soc. When he is aflied with an anxious fenfe of his prefent bad condi-
tion, but at the fame time has a remembrance of paft delights ; he may enjoy
an intermiffion of his pain, without having as yet the caufe of it removed ;

. now
N\
' Thus have we rendered into Englifh the Greek of this fentence as it is printed. But we are

much inclined to adopt the emendation xas waveras psv, propofed by Stephens in the margin of his
edition



THE PHILEBUS. 517

now do we affirm, or do we deny, that he is at that time in the midft of two
contrary conditions ?

Pror. It muft be affirmed.

Soc. Is he afflicted or delighted wholly ?

ProT. By Jupiter, he is in a manner affli¢ted doubly : in his body, from
his prefent condition ; in his foul, from a tedious expectation, longing for
relief,

Soc. How is it, O Protarchus, that you fuppofc his affli<tion to be doubled?
Is not a man whofe ftomach is empty fometimes in a ftate of hopefulnefs,
with affurance of having it filled? and on the contrary, is he not at other
times in a condition quite hopelefs ?

ProT. Certainly.

Soc. Do you not think that, when he is in hopes of being filled, he is de-
lighted with the remembrance of fuluefs? and yet thar, being empty at the
fame time, he is in pain?

ProT. He muft be fo.

Soc. In fuch a ftate, therefore, man and other animals are at the fame
time affli¢ted and delighted.

Pror. It {cems fo to be,

Soc. But what think you when a man is empty, and hopelefs of obtain-
ing fulnefs? muft he not, in fuch a condition, fuffer double pain? with a
view to which particular condition it was, that juft now you fuppofed the
memory of paft delight, in all cafes, to double the prefent pain.

ProT. Moft true, Socrates.

Soc. Now of this inquiry into thefe fcelings of ours we fhall make this
ufe.

Protr. What ufe?

Soc. Shall we fay thatall thefe pains and pleafures are true ? or that they
are all falfe? or that fome of them are true, and others falie ¥

Prot. ITow fhould pleafures or pains, () Socrates, be falfe ?

edition : only changing xa: into 5. Tf our learncd readers are of the fame opinion, and think with
us, that twodifferent cafes are here ftated by Socrates; in both of which there is a mixture of
anxiety and delight, but not a mixture of the fame kind ; then, inltcad of—be may enjoy, the
tranflation fhould be—or when be enjoys, &e,—~-S.

Soc.
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Soc. How is it then, O Protarchus, that fears may be either truc or tulie?
that expeclations may be true, or not 2 Or, of opinions, how is it that fome

are true, and others falfe?
ProT. Opinions, I admit, may be of either kind : but I cagnot grant you

this of thote cther fcelings.
w fav vou? W : o - . ;
Soc.. How fay you? Weare in danger of ftarting a difquitition of no
{mall importance.

Prot. That 13 true.
Soc. But whether it has any relation to the fubjecs which have preceded,

this, O fon of an illuftrious father * ! ought to be confidered.

ProT. Perbaps, indeed, it ought.

Soc. Tell me then: for, as to my{clf, I am continually in a ftate of won-
derment about thefe very difficulties now propofed.

Pror. What difficulties do you mean ?

Soc. Falie pleafures are not true; nor true pleafures falfe *,
Pror.

* We cannot conceive to what purpofe this compliment to Protarchus is here introduced, un-
Tefs it be by way of a fimile; to reprefent the dignity and excellence of the matters before dif-
enfled; and, by reminding Protarchus of his illuftrious birth, to fignify to him,—that, as he
ought not to degencrate from his ancefors, {o neither ought any new matters to be brought upon
the carpet, if; in their weight and value, they fall fhort of thofe which have preceded. Perhaps
alfo an intimation is thus given by Plato to his readers, that one of the fubjeéts of inquiry juft
now mentioned by Socrates, — that concerning opinions,—immediately related to that other con-
cerning pleafurcs, as to their truth or falfchood. In the Grecek of this paffage, it is probable that
the printed reading xewou Tou avdpos is erroneous; and that Plato wrote xaatou avdpos; but that, in
after ages, a reader of fome manufeript copy of this dialogue, where inftead of xaairos was written
wnewvcw, (and Hefychius interprets xnzwog by the more ufual terms evdokos, osouacres,) on collating it
with another MS. copy, where he found xasres written, wrote 7ov in the margin of the former
copy, oppofite to the fyllable vev, with which, perhaps, a new line began ; that afterwards a
tranfcriber of this copy reccived rov into the text of his own tranfeript, juft before esdes, fuppo-
fing it to be a word cafually omitted in the former copy; and that, laft of all, when x2.en00 Tow
ardpes was difcovered to be a folecifm in the Greek fyntaxis, x?ewsv, a word very uncommon, was
eafily changed into xsivov, and the conftru&ion was thus purified.—S.

= In the Greck we read only,—{deudess, ai & arnfeig ovx v 7idovar.  All the tranflators of Plato
into other languages juftly fuppofe this fentence to he imperfect in the beginning of it: but in
their way of fupplying the words omitted, it is nothing more than a repetition of the queflion pro-
pofed before, without any new additional matter, Socrates, in faét, is now entering on a proof

of the difinétion between the true pleafures and the falfe: and we prefume, that he here builds
4 his
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ProT. How is it poffible they thould ?

Soc. Neither ina drcam, then, nor awake, is it poffible, as you hold, not
even if a man is out of his fenfes through madnefs, or has loft the foundnefs
of his judgment any other way, is it poffible for him ever to imaginc that he
feels delight, when he is by no mcans fenfibly delighted ; or to imagine that
he feels pain, when actually the man feels none.

Prot. All of us, O Socrates, conftantly fuppofe thefe fa&s to be as you
have now ftated them.

Soc. But is it a right fuppofition? or fhould we examine whether it is
right, or not ? ‘

ProT. We ought to examine it, I muft own.

Soc. I.ct us then explain a little more clearly what was juft now faid con-
cerning pleafure and opinion. Do we not hold the reality of our having an
opinion ?

ProT. Certainly.

Soc. And the reality of our having pleafure?

Prot. To be fure.

Soc. Further: it is fomething, that which is the objet of our opinion.

Pror. Without doubt,

Soc. And fomething alfo that is with which whatever feels a pleafure is
delighted.

ProT. Moft certainly.

Soc. In the having, then, of an opinion, whether we are right or wrong
in entertaining that.opinion, the reality of our having it abides ftill.

Pror. How can a man lofe an opinion whilft he has it?

Soc. In the enjoying aifo of any pleafure, whether we do right or wrong
to cnjoy It, it is certain that the reality of the enjoyment ftill remains.

Pror. To be fure, thefe things are fo.

Soc. On what account is it, then, that we arc ufed to call fome opinions
truc, and others falfe; yet to pleafures only we allow the attribute of truc;

his proof on that prime axiom on which is founded all demonftration, viz. < Things cannot be
what they are, and yet different from what they ave, at the fame time.”’—In the p:l;fave, there-
fore, now before us, it feems probable that the fentence, to be made agreeable to the Fwnﬂf of it
is to be completed thus;—Annfeis ai juev devdois, Jeudei ai 8" arnders, ove tizwy wdovas, The error 0;'
omitting the firfl words is eafy to be accounted for,—8S,

: notwitha
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notwithftanding that pleafure and opinion, both of them, equally admiit
reality in the having of them ?

Pror. This ought to be confidered.

Soc. Is it that falfehood and truth are incident to opinion? fo that, by
the fupervening of one or other of thefe, opinion becomes fomething befide
what in itfclf it is; and every opinion is thus made to have the quality of
being either falfe or true. Do you fay that this ought to be confidered ?

Pror. Ido. .

Soc.” And befide this : fuppofing that opinions univerfally do admit of at-
tributes and qualities; whether only pleafure and pain are what they are in
themfelves fimply, and never admit any quality to arife in them; ought we
not to fettle this point alfo by agreement between us?

ProT. It is evident that we ought.

Soc. But it is eafy enough to perceive, that thefe alfo admit the acceffion
of fome qualities. For of pleafures and pains we agreed awhile fince, that
fome are great, others little ; and that each fort admits of vehemence and of
intenfion.

Pror. Very true.

Soc. And if either to any pleafure, or to any opinion, there be added the
quality of evil, fhall we not affirm the opinion thus to become evil, and the
pleafure evil in the fame manner ?

Pror. Without doubt, O Socrates.

Soc. And what, if recitude, or the oppofite to reétitude, accede to any of
them, fhall we not fay, that the oprnion is right, if re@itude be in it? and
thall we not afcribe the fame quality to pleafure, on the fame fuppofition ¢

ProT. Of necellity we muft,

Soc. And if the object of our opinion be miftaken by us, muft we not in
fuch a cafe cckuowledge that our opznion is erroneous, and not right 5 and that
we are not right ourfelves in entertaiuing fuch au opinion ?

ProT. Certainly we muft.

Soc. But whar, if we difcover ourfelves to be miftaken in the objed of
our grief or of our fleafure, thall we give to this griefy or to thus plea-
Jure, the epithet of right, or good, or any other which is fair and ho-
nourable ?

ProT. Wecertainly cannot, where a miftake is in the pleafure.
Soc.
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Soc. And furely pleafure is apt to arife in us oftentimes, accompanied, not
with a rig/ht opinion, but with an opinion which is fa/fe.

Prot. Indifputably fo. And the opinion, O Socrates, then and in that
cafe, we fhould fay was a falfe opinion. But to the pleafure itfelf no man
would cver give the appellation of fa//e.

Soc. You are very ready, O Protarchus, at {upporting
of by Pleafure on thisyoccaﬁ{;n. ’ porting the plea made ufe

Prot. Not atall fo. Ionly repeat what I have heard.

Soc. Do we make no difference, my friend, between fuch a pleafure as
comes accompanied with right opinion or with fcience, and that kind of
pleafure which often arifes in every one of us at the fame time with falfe
opinion or ignorance " ?

ProT. It is probatle, I own, that no little difference is between them.

Soc. Let us now come to the confideration of what the difference is.

ProT. Proceed in whatever way you think proper.

Soc. I fhall take this way then.

Prot. What way?

Soc. Some of our opinions are falfe, and others of them are true: this is
agreed.

Prot. It is.

Soc. Pleafure and pain, as it was juft now faid, oftentimes attend on either
of them indifferently ; on opinions, I mean, either true or falfe,

Prort. Certainly fo.

Soc. Is it not from memory and from fenfe that opinion is produced in
us, and that room is given for a diverfity of opinions on every fubject ?

ProT. Moft undoubtedly.

Soc. I afk you, then, whether or no, asto thefe things, we deem ourfelves
to be of neceflity affeéted thus-?

Prot. How?

Soc. Oftentimes, when a man looks at fomething which he difcovers at a

* Stephens’s edition of Plato agrees with all the prior editions in giving us to read avoiag in thi
place: but that learned printer, in his latter annotations, pag. 75, juflly obferves, that ian;ﬂI:a:i |;
avoiag we ought to read aywias.  That emendation was made before Stephens by C,ornarius in h(”
Eclogz, pag. 333. Ignorance is here oppofed to knowledge, as falfe opinion is oppofed t,o lrmlas
The Medicean manufeript exhibits the right reading, as appears from the Latin of Ficinus.—S '

VOL, 1V,
3X great
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great diftance, but does not difcern very clearly, will you admit that he may
have an inclination to judge of what he fees ?

ProT. I do admit the cafe. :

Soc. Upon this, would not the man queftion himfelf in this manner?

Pror. In what manner?

Soc. What is that which appears as if it was ftanding under fome tree by
the cliff there? Do you not fuppofe that he would fpeak thofe words to him-
felf, looking at fome fuch appearances before him, as I have mentioned ?

Prot. No doubt of it.

Soc. Hereupon, might not this man then, making a conjeture, fay to
himfelf, by way of anfwer,—It is a man?

Pror. Certainly.

Soc. But walking on, perhaps he might difcern it to be but the work of
fome fhepherds, and would fay again to himfelf,—It is only a fatue.

Prot. Moft certainly he would.

Soc. And if he had any companion with him, he would fpeak out aloud
what he had firft fpoken within himfelf, and repeat the very fame words to
his companion : fo that what we lately termed an opinion would thus become
a fpeech.

Pror. Very true.

Soc. But if he were alone, this very thing would be a thought ftill within
him ; and he might walk on, keeping the fame thought in his mind, a con-
fiderable way.

ProT. Undoubtedly,

Soc. Well now : does this matter appear to you in the fame light as it
does to me?

Prot. How is that?

Soc. The foul in that cafe feems to me to refemble fome book.

Prot. How fo?

Soc. The memory, coinciding with the fenfes, together with thofe paflions
of the foul which attend this memory and the prefent fenfation, feem to me
as if they concurred in writing fentences at that time within our fouls. And
when the fcribe writes what is true, true opinions and true {entences are by
him produced within us: but when our fcribe writes what is falfe, then what

we thiuk, and what we fay to ourfelves, is contrary to the truth,
Pror,
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ProT. I heartily agree to your account of this matter, and' acknowledge
thofe joint fcribes within the foul.

Soc. Acknowledge alfo another workman within us, operating at that
time.

Prot. What is he?

Soc. An engraver, who follows after the fcribe ; engraving within the foul
images of thofe thoughts, fentences, and fayings.

Prot. How and when is this done ?

Soc. Itis, when that which a man thinks and fays to himfelf, concerning
the obje& of his fight, or of any other outward fenfe, he feparates from the
fenfation which he has of it ; and views fomehow within himfelf the image of
that thought, and of that faying. Or is there no fuch thing as this ever pro-
duced‘within us?

Pror. Nothing is more certain.

Soc. The images of true thoughts and true fentences, are they not true?
and the images of thofe which are falfe, are they not themfelves alfo falfe ?

ProT. Undoubtedly.

Soc. Now if we have pronounced thus far rightly, let us proceed to the
confideration of one point further.

Pror. What is that ?

Soc. Whether all the operations of this kind, fuch as are naturally per-
formed within our fouls, regard only things prefent and things paft, but not
things to come ; or whether any of them have a reference to thefe alfo.

Prot. Difference of time makes no difference in thefe matters.

Soc. Did we unot fay before, that pleafures and pains of the foul, by her-
fcIf, arifc in us prior to thofe pleafures and pains which affe¢t the body? fo

as that we feel antccedent joy and grief in the profpeét of things to come
hereafter,

Prot. Very true.
Soc. Thofe writings, then, and thofe engravings, which, as we held Juft

now, arc performed within us, do they refpe@ the paft and the prefent time
only? and have they no concernment with the future?

Prot. About the future very much are they concerned, and chiefly.
Soc. In faying this, do you mean that all thefe things are expe@ations of
the future ; and that we are, all of us, throughout life, full of expectations ?

3% 2 Pror.
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ProT. The very thing I mean. -

Soc. Now, then, fince we are thus far agreed, anfwer to this further
queftion.

ProT. What is it ?

Soc. A man who is juft, and pious, and entirely good, is he not beloved
by Divinity ? '

ProT. Undoubtedly.

Soc. And what of the unjuft and entirely bad man ? is not the reverfe of
it true of him?

Prot. How can it be otherwife ?

Soc. Now every man, as we faid juft now, is full of a multitude of ex-
petations.

Prot. True.

Soc. Sayings there are, written within every one of us, to which we give
the name of expeQations.

ProT. There are.

Soc. And phantafies alfo, engraven in us, Thus, for inftance, a man
often fees in imagination plenty of money flowing into him, and by thofe

£l

means many pleafures furrounding him; and views himfelf, engraven within
himfelf, as highly delighted.

Prot. That often is the cafe.

Soc. Of thefe engravings, fhall we fay that good men, becaufe of the di-
vine favour, have generally thofe which are true; and bad men, generally
thofe of the contrary fort? or fhall we deny it ?

Prot. It cannot be denied.

Soc. Bad men, then, have pleafures engraven within them alfo ; but thefe
are of the falfe fort.

ProT. No doubt of it.

Soc. Wicked men, therefore, delight moftly in falfe pleafures ; the good,
in pleafures which are true.

ProT. It muft of neceflity be fo.

Soc. According to this account, there are, in the fouls of men, fuch plea-
fures as are falfe ; though in a moft ridiculous manner they imitate, and
would fain pafs for, true pleafures : pains alfo there are with the like qua-
lities.

Pror.
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Prort. Such pleafures and fuch pains there are. ‘

Soc. May not a man who indulges fancy at random, and embraces opi-
nions of any kind whatever, always really * think and believe fome things to
be, which neither are nor ever were, and fometimes fuch as never will be ?

Prot. Certainly.

Soc. And they are the falfe femblances and feemings of thefe unreal
things, which produce in him thofe falfe opinions, and occafion him to think
thus falfely. Are they not?

Prot. They are.

Soc. Wellthen : thould we not fay of the pains and pleafures felt by thofe
bad men, that their condition correfponds with the cafe of falfe opinions ?

Prot. How do you mean?

Soc. May not a man who courts and embraces pleafure at random, plea-
fure in general, of any kind whatever, may not fuch a man always really
feel delight from things which are not, and fometimes from things which
never were,—often too, and perhaps the moft frequently, from things which
will never be?

Pror. This muft of neceffity be granted.

Soc. Should not the fame be faid of fears and defires, and all things of the
like fort, that thefe alfo are fometimes falfe ¢

Prot. Certainly.

Soc. Well now : can we fay of opinions, that they are bad,. or that they
are good, any otherwife than as they prove to be falfe, or prove to be true*?

ProT. No otherwife.

Soc. And I thould think, that pleafures too we apprehend not tobe bad on
any other account, than as they are fulfe.

Prot. Quite the contrary, O Socrates. For hardly would any man put
to the account of falfehood any of the evils brought on by pain and pleafure ;
fince many and great evils accede to them from other quarters.

' In the Greek of this fentence, before the word ae, we ought to read ovtws inflead of oirwg,
This appears from a fentence foon after, concerning a man really delighted with the thoughts of
things unreal. Both the fentences refer to what was faid before, where the fame word is_ufed
in the fame fenfe as it is here.—S.

2 Tt is obferved by Cornarius, that after the word Jevdes, in the Greek of this fentence, all the
printed editions omit the words xai aarfeis : the fenfe evidently demands them; and they are not
wanting in the Medicean MS., as appears from Ficinus’s Latin tranflation,—S.

Soc,
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Soc. Pleafures which are evil, through the evil they occafion, we fhall
fpeak of by and by, if we fhall continue to think it requifite : but we are
now to fpeak of a multitude of pleafures felt by wus, and frequently arifing
in us,—pleafures which are falfe in yet another way. And this other way
of confidering pleafure we fhall have occafion, perhaps, to make ufe of in
forming a right judgment of the feveral forts of it.

Pror. Byall means let us {peak of thefe, if any fuch pleafures there are.

Soc. And there are fuch, O Protarchus, in my opinion. But as long a3
this opinion lies by us unexamined, it is impoffible for it to become certain
or inconteftable.

Pror. Fairly faid. ’

Soc. Now, therefore, let us advance to this other argument, like cham-
pions to the combat.

Pror. Come we on then.

Soc. We faid, if we remember, a little while fince, that as long as the
wants of the body, which are called defires in us, remain unfatisficd, the body
all that time will be affetted diftin@ly, and in a different manner from the
{foul. '

Pror. We remember that it was {o held.

Soc. In fuch a cafe, that within us, which defired, would be the foul, de-
firing to have her body in a ftate contrary to its prefent condition ; and that
which felt uneafinefs or pain from the conditien it was in, would be the body.

Prot. Things weuld be thus with us.

Soc. Now compute thefc things together, and confider the amount.

ProT. Say what.

Soc. In fuch a cafe, it comes out that pains and pleafures are placed toge-
ther, each by the other’s fide; and that together, each by the other’s fide,
arife in us a feeling of emptinefs, and a defire of its contrary, fulnefs : for fo
it has juft now appeared.

ProT. It is indeed apparent.

Soc. Has not this alfo been faid? and does it not remain with us a point
fettled between us by agreement ?

Pror. What?

Soc. That pain and pleafure, both of them, admit of the more and of the
lefs ; and that they both are of the iufinites,

’ Pror.
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Pror. It was fo faid and agreed.

Soc. Is there not, then, fome way in which we may judge of pam and
pleafure rightly ?

ProT. What way, and how do you mean?

Soc. In judging of them, are we not wont, in every cafe, readily to try
them by thefe marks,—which of them is the greater, and which is the lefs,~
which of them hath the naturé of its kind the moft,—and which is more in-
tenfe than the other,—in comparing either a pain with a pleafure, or one
pain with another pain, or one pleafure with another pleafure ?

Pror. Such comparifons are often made: and from thefe comparifons we
are wont to form our judgment and our choice.

Soc. Well now : in the cafe of magnitudes, does not the diftance of vi-
fible objecs, fome of which are feen remote, and others near, render their
real magnitudes uncertain, obfcuring the truth of things, and producing falfe
opinions? and does not the fame thing hold true with regard to pains and plea-
fures? is not the fame effe& produced by the fame means in this cafe alfo

ProT. Much more feelingly, O Socrates.

Soc. But in this cafe it happens contrary to what was in the cafe men-
tioned a little before.

Pror. What happens, fay you?

Soc. In that cafe, the true and the falfe opinions entertained by us impart
to the pains and pleafures which attend them, their own qualities of truth
and falfchood.

Pror. Very right. .

Soc. But,in the cafe which Tam now fpeaking of, the pains and pleafures
being viewed afar off and near, continually changing [their afpeéts with their
diftances], and being fet in comparifon together, (it happens that] the plea-
fures [at hand] compared with the [remote] pains, appear greater and more
intenfe [than they really are], and [that] the pains, compared with the plea-
fures, [have an appearance] quite the contrary.,

ProT. Such appearances muft of neceffity arife by thefe means.

Soc. As far, therefore, as the pains and pleafures appear lefs or greater
than they really are, if from the reality you feparate this appearance of what
neither of them is, and take it by itfelf thus {eparated, you will not fay that

7 it
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it is a right appearance ; nor will you venture to affert, that this additional
part of pain and pleafure is right and true.

ProT. By no means.

Soc. After thefe difcoveries, let us look if we can meet with pleafures and
pains ftill falfer, and more remote from truth, than thofe already mentioned,
which are not ouly in appearance what they are called, but are felt alfo by
the foul.

ProT. What pleafures and pains do you fpeak of?

Soc. We have more than once faid, that when the frame of any animal is
on its way to diffolution, through mixtures and feparations, repletions and
evacuations, the increafe of fome, and the diminution of other parts of it,
that in fuch a condition of its body, pains, aches, and oppreflions, with many
other uneafy feelings, to which are given various names, are wont to arife
1 us,

ProT. True: this obfervation has been again and again repeated.

Soc. And that, when all things in our bodily frame return to their na-
tural and found ftate, together with this recovery, we receive fome pleafure
from withiu ourfelves.

Pror. Right.

Soc. But how is it when none of thefe changes are operating in our
bodies?

Pror. At what times, O Socrates, may this be?

Soc. The queftion, O Protarchus, which you have now put to me is no-
thing to the purpofe.

ProT. Why not?

Soc. Becaufe it will not hinder me from putting again my queftion to you.

ProT. Repeat it then.

Soc. 1 fhall put it thus: If at any time none of thofe things were paffing
within us, what condition fhould we of neceflity be in, as to pleafure and pain,
at fuch a time?

Prot. When no motion was in the body either way, do you mean?

Soc. Exaétly fo.

Prort. It is plain, O Socrates, that we fhould feel neither any pleafure
nor any pain at fuch a time,

Soc.
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Soc. Perfe@ly well anfwered. But now in your queftion I fuppofe you
‘meant this,—that fome or other of thofe things were of neceffity paffing
within us continually at all times; agreeably to this faying of the wife,—
¢ that all things are in perpetual flow, going upward and downward.”

ProT. So they tell us: and this faying of theirs is, methinks, worthy of
regard. "

Soc. Undoubtedly it is: for it is faid by men who are worthy, themfelves,
to be regarded. But this fubject, which we have thus lighted on, I would
willingly decline. Now { have it in my thoughts to avoxd it this way ; but
you muft accompany me. »

Pror. What way?

Soc. Be it fo, then, et us fay to thefe wife men: but you, Protarchus
anfwer me to this queflion: Do animals feel all the alterations which they
continually undergo ? or, whilft we are growing, or fuffering in auny part of
our bodies any other change, are we fenfible of thefe internal motions? Is not
quite the contrary true? for almoft every thing of this kind paffing within
us pafles without our knowledge.

Prort. Certainly fo.

Soc. It was, thereforz, not right in us to fay, as we did juft now, that all
the alterations which happen to our bodies, and all the motions within them,
produce either pains or pleafures.

ProrT. Certainly not right.

Soc. And it would be better, and lefs liable to cenfure, to lay down this
pofition.

ProT. What pofition ?

Soc. That great changes within give us pains and pleafures; but that
fuch as are inconfiderable, or only moderate, produce neither pleafures nor
pains.

ProT. This is more juftly faid than the other fentence, indeed, Socrates.

Soc. If, then, thefe things are fo, we meet with the life mentioned be-
fore recurring to us here again,

Pror. What life? .

Soc. That which is exempt from all fenfations, both of pain and pleafure.

ProT. Very true. 4

Soc. Hence, we find there are three kinds of life propofed to our confider-
VOL. IV, 3Y ation:
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ation: one of them full of pleafure, another full of pain; the third neutral,
and free from both. Or how otherwife would you determine upon thefe
-points ?

Prot, No otherwife I, for my part: for three different kinds of life ap-
pear to me in what has been faid.

Soc. To have ‘no pain, therefore, cannot be the fame thing as to have
pleafure. . : '

Prot. Certainly it cannot.

Soc. But whenever you hear a man fay, that it is the moft pleafurable
of all things to live all one’s life free from pain, what do you take to be his
thought and meaning?

ProT. He means and thinks, as I take it, that it is a pleafure not to have
any pain.

Soc. Well now : let there be any three things whatever: to inftance in
things of honourable name, let us fuppofe one of them to be gold, another
to be filver, and the third to be neither gold nor filver.

ProT. We thall fuppofe fo.

Soc. That which is neither, is it poffible for it any way to become either
gold or filver ?

ProT. By no means.

Soc. The middle life, therefore, if it were faid to be pleafurable, or if it
were faid to be painful, would not be fpoken of in either way, rightly
and agreeably to the true nature of things ; nor would any perfon who en-
tertains either of thofe opinions concerning it think rightly.

Prot. Certainly not.

Soc. And yet, my friend, we find that there are perfons who a&ually fpeak
and think thus amifs. '

ProT. Itis very evident,

Soc. Do thefe perfons really feel pleafure* whenever they are free from
pain?

* We have ventured to fuppofe an error in the Greek of this paffage; and that we ought to
read xaipovswv ovtes, inftead of the printed words—xaipew oiovras.  For, without fuch an alteration,
Socrates in his next fentence (where thefe very words—xaigew aovrai—appear again, and where
they are very proper) is guilty of mere tautology ; and his argumentation proceeds not the leaft
ftep, but halts dusing that whole fentence.—S.

Pror.
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ProT. So they fay.

Soc. They muft imagine, then, that they are pleafed; for otherwife they
would not fay fo.

Prot. They do, it feems, imagine it.

Soc. They have a wrong opinion then of pleafure; if it be true that
pleafure, and freedom from pain, have each a diftin& nature, different from
that of the other.

Prort. Different, indeed, we have concludcd them to be. _

Soc. And are we willing to abide by our late conclufion, that the fubjeés
ftill under examination are three diftinét things? or do we choofe to fay that
they are only two? Do we now fay that pain is man’s evil, and that deli-
verance from pain is man’s good, and is that to which is given the appella-
tion of pleafure?

Prot. How come we, O Socrates, to propofe this point to be reconfi-
dered by us now ? for I do not apprehend your drift.

Soc. In fa&t, O Protarchus, you do not apprehend who are the diret ene-
mies to Philebus.

ProT. To whom do you give that charaéer ?

Soc. To perfons who are faid to have a profound knowledge of nature:
thefe perfons fay that pleafures have no reality at all.

Pror. What do they mean?

Soc. They fay that all thofe things which Philebus and his party call
pleafures are but deliverances from pain.

Prort. Is it your advice, then, O Socrates, that we fhould hearken to
thefe perfons? or how otherwife ?

Soc. Not fo: but to confider them as a kind of diviners, who divine not
according to any rules of art; but, from the aufterity of a certain genius in
them not ignoble, have conceived an averfion to the power of Pleafure, and
deem nothing in her to be folid ; but all her attra&ive charms to be mere
illufions, and not [true] pleafure. It is thus that we fhould regard thefe
perfons, efpecially if we confider their other harfh maxims. You fhall in
the next place hear what pleafures feem to me to be true pleafures: fo that,
from both the accounts compared togcther, we may find out the nature of
Pleafure, and form our judgment of her comparative value. '

Pror. Rightly faid.

Y 2 Soc.
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Soc. Let us then follow after them, as our allies, wherever their aufterity
fhall lead us. For I fuppofe they would begin their argument with fome ge-
neral principle, and propound to us fome fuch queftion as this,—whether, if
we bad a mind to know the nature of any particular quality of things, for
inftance, the nature of the hard, whether or no we fhould not comprehend
it better by examining the hardeft things, than we fhould by fcrutinizing a
various multitude of the lefs hard. Now, Protarchus, you muft make an
anfwer to thefe auftere perfons, as if you were making it to me.

Pror. By all means: and ¥ make this anfwer to them,—that to examine
fuch bodies as exceed all others in hardnefs is the better way.

Soc. In like manner, then, if we had a mind to know the nature of plea-
fure in general, we are not to confider the multitude of little or mean plea-
{ures, but thofe only which are called extreme and exquifite.

Prot. Every man would grant you the truth of this your prefent argument.

Soc. The pleafures which are always within our reach, thofe which we
often call the greateft, do they not belong to the body ?

ProT. There is no doubt of it.

Soc. Are the [bodily] pleafures which are produced in thofe perﬁ)ns who
labour under difeafes, greater than the pleafures [of the fame kind] felt by
thofe who are in health? Now let us take care not to err, by making too
precipitate an anfwer.

ProT. What danger is there of erring ?

Soc. Perhaps we might pronounce in favour of thofe who are in health,

ProT. Probably we fhould.

Soc. But what ? are not thofe pleafures the moft exceffive which are pre~
ceded by the ftrongeft defires ?

Pror. This cannot be denied.

Soc. The affli€ted with fevers, or with difeafes of kin to fevers, are they
not more thirfty than other perfons ? do they not more thake with cold *
and fuffer they not in a greater degree other evils which the body is fubjeét
to? Do they not feel their wants more prefling? and feel they not greater
pleafures when they have thofe wants fupplied *? Or fhall we deny all this
to be true?

* Tn all the editions of the Greek we here read amomanpouusray' but certainly we ought to read

anomARpouphErl—S .
ProT.
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ProT. Your reprefentation of thofe cafes clearly is right.

Soc. Well then: thould we not be clearly right in faying, that whoever
would know what pleafures are the greateft muft not go to the healthy, but
to the fick, to look for them? Be careful now not to imagine the meaning
of my queftion to be this,—whether the fick enjoy pleafures more, in num-
ber, than the healthy: but confider me as inquiring into high degrees of
pleafure; and by what means, and in what fubjeé@s, the vehemence or ex-
treme of it always is produced. For we are to find out, we fay, what the
nature is of pleafure, and what thofe perfons mean by pleafure who pretend
that no fuch thing as pleafure has any being at all,

ProT. Tolerably well do I apprehend your argument.

Soc. And poffibly, O Protarchus, you will equally well fhow the truth of
it. For, tell me; in a life of boundlefs luxury fee you not greater pleafures
(I do not mean more in number, but more intenfe and vehement,)- than thofe
in the life of temperance? Give your mind to the queftion firft, and them
anfwer.

Pror. I apprehend what you fay : and the great fuperiority of the plea~
fures enjoyed inr a luxurious life I eafily difcern. For fober and temperate
perfous are on all occafons under the reftraint of that maxim, now become a
proverb, which advifes them to aveid the too much of any thing; to which
advice they are obedient. But an excefs of pleafure, even to madnefs, pof-
fefling the fouls of the unwife and intemperate, as it makes them fraatic, it
makes them confpicuous, and famed for being men of pleafure.

Soc. Well faid. If this, then, be the cafe, it is evident that the greatef¥
pleafures, as well as the greateft pains, are produced in a morbid and vicious.
difpofition of the foul or of the body ; and not when they are in their found
and right ftate.

Prot. Certainly fo.

Soc. Ought we not then to inftance in fome of thefe pleafures, and to-con~
fider what circumftances attend them on account of which it is that they
are ftyled the greateft ?

Prot. That muft be done.

Soc. Confider now what circumftunce attends the pleafares which are
produced in certain maladies,

Pror. In what maladies ?

7 Sec.
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Soc. In thofe of the bafe or indecent kind ;—pleafures, to which the per-
fons whom we termed auftere have an utter averfion.

ProT. What pleafures do you mean?

Soc. Thofe which are feltin curing the itch, for inftance, by friction ; and
in other maladies of like kind, {uch as need no other medicine.

Now the fenfation thence arifing in us, in the name of the Gods, what
thall we fayof it? Pleafure is it? or fhall we term it pain?

Pror. A mixt {ort of fenfation, O Socrates, feems to arife from this ma- -

“lady, partaking of both pain and pleafure.

Soc. It was not, however, for the fake of Philebus that I brought this laf
fubjeét into our difcourfe : it was becaufe we fhould never be able to deter-
mine the point now before us, unlefs we had taken a view of thefe mixt plea-
fures, and of others alfo which depend on thefe. Let us proceed, therefore,
to confider fuch as have an afﬁnity with them.

Prort. Such, do you mean, as partake of pleafure and pain by means of
their commixture ? ‘ ,

Soc. That is my very meaning. Of thefe mixt feelings, then, fome be-
fong to the body; and in the body are thefe generated. Others are of the
foul ; and thefe have in the foul their refidence. We fhall find alfo plea-
fures mingled with pains, where the foul and the body have, each of them,
a fhare. Now thefe mixtures [though compofed of contraries] are, in fome
cafes, termed only pleafures; in other cafes, only pains.

ProT. Exprefs yourfelf more fully.

Soc. When a man, whether in a found or in a decaying ftate of his body,
feels two contrary {enfations at the fame time; as when, chilled with cold,
he is warming himfelf; or fometimes, when overheated, he is cooling him-
felf ; with a view, 1 fuppofe, to his enjoying one of thofe fenfations, and
to his deliverance from the other: in fuch cafes, what is called the bitter-
{weet, through the difficulty met with in driving away the bitter part, caufeth
a ftruggle within, and a fierce meeting together of oppofite qualities and fen-
{ations.

Pror. It is perfe@ly true, what you have now faid.

Soc. Are not fome of thefe mixt fenfations compofed of pain and plea-
fure in equal proportion? and in others is not one of them predominant ?

Pzot. Without doubt.

6 Soc.



THE PHILEBUS. 535

Soc. Among thofe, then, in which there is an overplus of pain, I rece
%on that of the malady termed the itch, and all other pruriencies and itch-
ings, 'when nothmv more-than a flight fri¢tion or motion is applied to them,
fuch as only dlﬁ'pates what humours are at the furface, but reaches not the
fermentation and turgefcence of thofe humours which lie deep within. In
this condition, the difeafed often apply heat to the parts which pain them,
and then the oppofite extreme, through impatience, and uncertainty which
way to take, Thus they excite inexpreffible pleafures firft, and then the
contréry, in the interior parts, compared with the pains felt in the exterior,
which yet are mixed with pleafures, according as the humours are driven
outwardly or inwardly. For by violently difperfing the morbific matter
where it is colleted, and by compelling it together from places where it
lies difperfed, pleafures and pains are at once excited, and arife by each
other’s fide.

ProT. Moft true.

Soc. Now wherever, in any cafe of this kind, a greater quantity of plea-
fure is mingled, the fmaller quantity of pain creates but a flight uneafinefs,
no more than what ferves to tickle : whilft, on the other hand’, the great
excefs of pleafure fpread throughout convulfeth the whole frame, and fome-
times caufcth involuntary motions ; operating alfo every change of colour in
the countenance, every varicty of pofture in the limbs, and every different
degree of refpiration ;—and within the foul it energizes in tranfports, uttered

madly in exclamations.

ProT. Entirely fo.

Soc. Further: a man in fuch a condition, O my friend! is apt to fay of
himfelf, and others are apt to fuy of him, that he is dying, as it were, through
excefs of pleafure. From this time for ever after he is wholly intent
on purfuing the like pleafures ; and the more fo, the more he happens to be
intemperate, and lefs under the government of prudence. Thus he calls
thefe pleafures the greateft, and accounts him the happicft of men who
{pends his whole time, as far as poffible, in the enjoyment of them.

ProT. You have defcribed all this, O Socrates, juft as it happens to the
bulk of mankind, according to their own fenfe and opinion.

Soc. But all this, O Protarchus, rclates only to fuch pleafures mixed with

? In the Greck, as it is printed, we read 70 3 avrng adoms: but we fhould choofe to read

70 8" av g 7—S.
pains
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" pains as arife folely in the body, in its fuperficial parts aud interior parts al-
ternately, And as to thofe feelings of the foul which meet with a contrary
condition of the body, when pleafure in the one is mixed with pain in the
other, {o as that both are ingredients in one compofition, we {pake of thofe
before ; fuch as a defire of fulnefs, under a {enfe of emptinefs in the body ;
when hope adminifters delight, while the emptinefs gives a pain. We did
not, indeed, confider them at that time as evidences of the prefent point;
but we now fay, that in all thofe cafes (aud the number of them is infinite)
where the condition of the foul is different from that of the body, a mixture
of pain and pleafure happens to be produced.

ProT. You are, 1 believe, perfeétly in the right.

Soc. Among the mixtures of pain and pleafure, there is a third kind re-
maining, yet unmentioned.

Pror. What kind is that ?

Soc. That where fuch pleafures and pains as we faid arife frequently in
the foul, herfelf by herfelf, are mixed together.

Prot. In what cafes, fay we, are thefe mixtures found ?

Soc. Anger, fear, and defire, and lamentation, love, emulation, and envy,
and all other fuch paffions of the foul heifclf, do you not fuppofe them to
give pain and uneafinefs to the foul?

Pror. I do.

Soc. And fhall we not find thefe very paffions fraught with wondrous
pleafures? In the paffions of refentment and anger, do we need to be re-
minded of what the poet fays*,—that

though refentment raife
Choler, like fmoke, in even the prudent breaft;
The lufcious honey from its waxen {eat
Diftills not half fuch fwectnefs.

And do we not remember, in Jamentations and defires, the pleafures we have
felt mingled with the pains which thofe paffions produce ?

Pror. It is true: our paffions do affeét us in the manner you have men-
tioned, and no otherwife,

Soc. And have you not obferved, at tragic fpetacles prefented on the ftage,
with how much pleafure the fpe@ators fthed tears? ‘

* Homer, in the eighteenth book of his lliad, ver, 108, &c.
Pror.
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ProT. I certainly have.

Soc. But have you attended to the difpofition of your foul at the alting
of a comedy ? Do you kuow that there alfo we feel pain mixed with plea-
fure?

Pror. I do not perfeétly well-comprehend that.

Soc. It is not perfectly eafy, O Protarchus, at fuch a time, to compre-
liend what mixed paffions poflefs the foul in every cafe of that kind.

ProT. Notat all eafy, I believe.

Soc. However, let us confider what our feelings are at that time; and
the more attentively, on account of their obfcurity ; that we may be able to
difcover with the greater eafe what mixture there is of pain and pleafure in
other cafcs.

Pror. Say on, then.

Soc. The paflion known by the name of envy, will you fet it down for
a fort of pain in the foul, or how ?

ProT. Even fo.

Soc. And yet the man who envies another will plainly appear to be de-
lichted with the evils which befall him.

ProT. Clearly fo.

Soc. Now ignorance is an evil; and fo is what we term want of fenfe,

Pror. Undoubtedly.

Soc. From thefe premifes you may perceive what is the nature of ridicule
and the ridiculous,

ProT. You muft tell me what itis,

Soc. Lvery particular vice takes its name from fome particular bad habit
in the foul. But total vicioufnefs, "the habit of wickednefs in all refpeéts,
is the dire& contrary of that habit which the Delphic infeription advifeth us
to acquire.

ProT. That of knowing onc’s felf do you mean, O Socrates?

Soc. 1do. And the coutrary to this advice of the oracle would be,—
not to know one’s felf in any refpe at all.

ProT. Certainly it veould,

Sce. Try now to divide this ignorance of ourfelves into three kinds,

Prot. How, fay you, thould this be done? for I am not able to do it.

Soc. Do you fay that I fhould make this divifion in your ftead ?

VOL. IV. 3z Pror.
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Prot. I not only fay it, but defire you fo to do.

Soc. Well then: whoever is ignorant of himfelf, muft he not be thus
ignorant, in one or other of thefe three refpeéts ?

ProT. What three?

Soc. Firft, with refpe@ to external poffeflions, in imagining himfelf
wealthier than he really is.

ProT. Many perfons there are who labour under this fort of ignorance.

Soc. Yet more numerous are they, in the next place, who imagine them-
felves handfomer in their perfons, nobler in their air, or graced with fome
other corporeal advantage in a higher degree than a¢tually they are.

Prot. Very true.

Soc. But the number is by far the greateft, I prefume, of fuch as are mif-
taken in themfelves, with refpe to the third kind of excellence, that which
belongs to the foul, by fancy'mg‘ themfelves poffeffed of more virtue than in
truth they have.

Pror. Nothing is more certain.

Soc. Among the virtues and excellencies of the foul, is not wifdom that
to which the generality of mankind lay claim with the greateft earneftnefs,
and in regard to which they are full of contention, opinionativenefs, and
falfe notions ?

Prot. Evidently fo.

Soc. Nosw the man who thould fay that ignorance and error, in any of
thefe refpeé@s, were evils, would fay what is true,

ProT. Very right.

Soc. But we are to make ftill another divifion of this ignorance of a man’s
{elf, O Protarchus, if we would difcover the odd mixture of pain and plea-
fure in that mirthful envy which is excited by comedy,—a divifion into two
forts.

Prot. Into what two forts do you mean?

Soc. To thofe perfons who foolifhly entertain any fuch falfe opinion of
themfelves it neceflarily happéns, as it does to all men in general, that
ftrength and power attend on fome; while the fate of others is quite the
contrary.

ProT. It muft be fo.

Soc. According to this difference then between them, diftinguifh thofe

ignorant
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ignorant perfons into two forts. And all thofe whofe felf-ignorance is at-
tended with weakne(s, and with a want of power to be revenoed on fuch as
laugh at them, you may juftly fay that they are open to ridicule, and may
call their chara@ers properly ridiculous, But as to the others, who have
power to take their revenge, if you thould fay that thefe are to be dreaded,
as being powerful and hottile, you would give a very right account of them.
For fuch ignorance, armed with power, is powerful to do mifchief ; and not
only itfelf is hoftile and hurtful to all perfons within its reach, but fo like-
wife are all its images and reprefentatives. But felf-ignorance, without
ftrength and power, is to be ranked among the things which are ridiculous,
and is a proper objet of ridicule.

Prot. Thereis much of truth in what you fay, But I do not as yet per-
ceive clearly what mixture there is of pain and pleafure in our feelings on
fuch occafions.

Soc. You are, in the firft place, to apprehend the force of envy in thefe
cafes.

ProT. Show it me then.

Soc. Is not forrow, on fome occafions, felt unjuftly? and is it not the
fame cafe with joy and pleafure ?

ProT. No doubt can be made of it.

Soc. There is neither injuftice, nor envy, in rejoicing at the evils which
befall our encmies.

Pror. Certainly there is not.

Soc. But if at any time, when we fee an evil happening to our friends,
we feel no forrow,—if, on the contrary, we rejoice at it,—are we not guilty
of injuftice ?

Pror. Without difpute,

Soc. Did we not fay that it was an evil to any perfon to be ignorant of
himfelf ?

Pror. We did, and juftly too.

Soc. If there be in any of our friends a falfe conceit of their own wif-
dom, or of their own beauty, or of whatever elfe we mentioned, when we
divided ignorance of one’s felf into three kinds, is not this conceit an obje& of
ridicule, where it is attended with impotence and weaknefs ; but an obje&

322 of
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of hatred, if power and ftrength * are joined with it? or do we denv, what I
juft now faid, that the having of fuch a falfe opinion, if it be not hurtful to
others, is an obje@ of ridicule?

ProT. You faid what is entirely true,

Soc. Anddo we not acknowicdge this falfe conceit to be an evil, as being
built on ignorance ?

ProT. Moft heartily.

Soc. Whether do we feel delight or forrow when we laugh at it ?

ProT. Itis plain that we feel delight.

Soc. Did we not fay, that whenever we feel delight from the evils which
happen to our friends, it is envy which operates in us that unjuft delight ?

ProT. It muft be envy. : :

Soc. Our reafoning then thows, that when we laugh at what is ridiculous
in a friend, mixing thus delight with envy, we mix together pleafure and pain.
For we acknowledged long ago that envy gives uneafmefs and pain to the
foul ; and we have admitted, that laughing yields delight.  Now in thefe
cafes they arife, both of them, at the fame time.

Pro'r. True. C

Soc. We fce, then, from the conclution of our argument, that in mournful
fpeftacles, and no lefs in comedies, not only as they are acted on the ftage,
but as they are prefented to u$ alfo in the-tragedy and comedy of real life,
and in a thoufand intermediate occurrences, pains and pleafures are blended
together.

ProT. It would be impoffible, O Socrates, for a man not to acknowledge
this, were he ever {o zealous an advocate for the oppofite fide.

Soc. When we entered on the prefent fubject, we propofed to confider
anger, defire and grief, fear and love, jealoufy and envy, and fuch other
paflions of the foul ; promifing ourfelves to find in them thofc mixed feelings
which again and again we had been fpeaking of : did we not?

Pror. We did.

Soc. Do we perceive that we have difpatched already all which relates to
grief, and envy, and anger ?

' Tt is hoped that no future cditor of Plato will be either fo abfurd, or fo carclefs, as to follow

all the former editors in printing un (inftead of av ») rfgwpeva, in the Greek of this paffage —S.
Pror.
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ProT. We perceive it clearly.

Soc. But there is much yet remaining.

ProT. Very true. ,

Soc. For what rcafon, principally, do you fuppofe it was that I explained
to you the mixed feeling which a comedy occafions in us? 1o you not con-
ceive, that it was to fhow myfelf able to explain to you with much more
eafe, the like mixture of pain and pleafure in fear, in love, and in the other
paffions? and that after you had {cen the truth of it in one inftance, you
might difcharge me from the neceflity of proceeding to the reft, or of length-
ening out the argument any further ; but might receive it for a truth, with-
out limitation or exception, that the body without the foul, and the foul
without the body, and both together likewife, are, in many things, which
affe® them feverally or jointly, full of a fenfe of pleafures mingled with
pains. Say, then, whether you will difimifs me, or make it midnight before
we finith.  But I imagine that, after 1 fhall have added a few things more,
I thall obtain from you my difiniffion: for I fhall be ready to give you an

. v v
account of all thefe things at large tomorrow ; but at prefent am defirous of
procecding to what remains on this fubjeét ; that we may come to a decifion
of the point in controverfy, as Philebus hath enjoined us.

ProT. You have well fpoken, O Socrates; and as to what remains,
through with it in whatever way it is agreeable to yourfelf.

Soc., Well then: after the mixed pleafures we are to proceed, by a kind
of natural neceflity, to the feveral pleafures which are unmixed and pure.

Prot. Perfelly well faid.

Soc. The nature of thefe I thall endeavour to explain to you, by convert-
ing to my own ufe, with a little altcration, what is faid of them by others.
For I do not entirely give credit to thofe perfons who tell us, that all plea-
furc confifts in a ceffation from uneafinefs and pain.  But, as I faid before, 1
make ufe of thefe perfons as witnefles, in confirmationi of this truth,—that
foeme things there are which feem to be pleafures, but by no means are o
in reality 3 and of this alfo,—that foeme other pleafures there are, many and
great in imagination, accompanied with paing, but at the fame time with
relief from greater pains, amid the diftreffes of the body and of the foul.

Pror. But what pleafures are thofe, O Socrates, which a man would deem
rightly of, in fuppofing them to be true?

go
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Soc. The pleafures® which are produced in us from fecing beauteous co-
lours and beauteous figures; many pleafures alfo of the fmell, and many
others arifing in us from the hearing of founds ; in a word, whatever plea-
fures we feel from perceiving the prefence of any thing, whofc abfence we
are infenfible of, or at leaft occafions no pain in us, all thefe are unmixed
and pure.

ProT. How do you explain this general account, O Socrates ?

Soc. The meaning of it, indeed, is not dire@ly obvious : but we muft en.
deavour to make it cvident. I mean, then, by beauteous figures, not, as
moft men would fuppofe I meant, the beauty of living forms, or their fta-
tues ; but the ftraight and the round, whether in furfaces*, or in folids 3;
according to which are fathioned the turner’s works, and thofc of the car-
penter, by means of his rules and angles.  For the figures which I mean, if
you apprehend me, have no relative beauty, like thofe other beauteous
forms*; but in their own nature, feparately confidered, are always abfolutely
beautiful ; and the beholding of them gives us certain peculiar pleafures, not
at all fimilar to the pleafures excited in us by any kind of motion. And as
to colours, I mean fuch as bear the like ftamp of atfolute beauty $, and yield
alfo pleafures of a peculiar nature. But do we apprehend thefe things? or

what fay we to them?

1 Of pleafures, fays Olympiodorus, thofe that excite a vehement agitation are fuch as are
attended with pain, but the energetic alone are fuch as are beheld in a perfect animal when ener-
gizing. Again, of pure pleafures, the corporeal are fuch as the vifion of commenfurate light
thofc pertaining to the foul are fuch as refult from the fpeculation and apprehenfion of a certain
intelligible ; but thofe which belong to both, viz. to body and foul, arc fuch as thofe of health,
in which the foul alfo rejoices; the pleafure in this cafe beginning from the motion of the foul,
but defcending as far asto the body.—T.

* That is, re@ilinear plane figures, fuch as triangles, re@angles, and circles.—S.

3 Such as pyramids and cubes, fpheres, cylinders and cones.—S.

4 The parts of every mathematical fimple figure, whether it be right-lined or circular, are, all
of them, fimilar and commenfurable.—The beauty of figure in all animals, on the contrary,
arifes from the proportions of diffimilar parts, meafured, not by any common meafure, but by the
refpective ends and ufes for which they are feverally defigned by nature.—S.

$ Such as the beautiful colours of many flowers; or as thofe of a clear morning or evening
fky : not fuch as the colour of a complexion, the tin&ure of a fkin,—in the human fpecies,—a
colour belonging only to that fpecies, and relatively agreeable, as it indicates health of body, and
a purity of the blood and humours.—S.

Pror.
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ProT. I endeavour, O Socrates, to comprehend your full meaning: but
endeavour you yourfelf to explain thoroughly the whole of it.

Soc. As to founds, I mean fuch as are fmooth, clear, and canorous, con«
veying fome pure and fimple melody *, without relation to any other founds,
but fingly of themfclves mufical : of fuch I fpeak, and of the connatural
pleafures which attend them.

Prot. That fuch pleafurcs alfo there are, I readily acknowledge.

Soc. The pleafures felt by us from certain odours are, indeed, of a kind
lefs divine than the pleafures juft now mentioned; but in refpeé of their
being equally pure, and not, of neceflity, mixed with pains, I rank them all
under the fame head. For in whatever pleafures there happens to be found
this quality of entire freedom from pain, all thefe I oppofe to thofe other
pleafures with which pain is complicated. Now, if you obferve, we have
already fpoken of two different kinds of pleafure.

ProT. 1do obferve.

Soc. To thefe let us now add the pleafures taken in the mathematical
fciences ; unlefs we are of opinion that fuch pleafures are of neceffity pre-
ceded by a thirft of learning them ; and that, when tafted and enjoyed, they
raife a thirft of more and more; fo that, from our beginning to learn them,
they are all along attended with uneafinefs.

Prort. I think that fuch uneafinefs is not at all neceffary.

Soc. Well: but fuppofe that, having attained to full poffeflion of them,
we happen afterwards to lofe fome part through forgetfulnefs, do you fee no
uneafinefs arifing hence ?

Pror. None at all from the nature of the thing itfelf : but when the know-
ledge is wanted to be applied to fome ufe in human life, then a man is un-
eafy at having loft it, on account of its ufefulnefs.

Soc. And we are at prefent, my friend, aétually concerned about thofe:
feelings only which arife in us from the nature of the knowledge itfelf, with-
outany regard to the ufefulnefs of it in computing or meafuring.

Pror. You are right then in faying, that, in mathematical knowledge, a
forgetfulnefs frequently befalls us, without giving us any uneafinefs.

* Such is that of many fpecies of birds, whofe whiftling is all monotonous. Such alfo is that
of the /Bolian harp, on which the vibrations are made folely by the air in motion.—S.

S Soc.



544 THE PHILEBUS.

Soc. Thefe pleafures, therefore, the pleafures of fcience, we muft ac-
knowledge to be unmixed with pains. But thefe pleafures belong not to the
vulgar multitude, being enjoyed only by a very few,

Pror. All this muft certainly be acknowledged.

Soc. Now, then, that we have tolerably well diftinguithed between the pure
pleafures and thofe which are rightly called impure, let us further add thefe
diftinétions betwcen them,—that the vehement pleafures know not modera-
tion nor meafure ; while thofe of the gentler kind admit of meafure, and are
moderate : and that greatnefs and intenfenefs, and the contrary qualities, the
frequency alfo and the rarenefs of repetition, are attributes of fuch pleafures
only as belong to the boundlefs genus,—to that which is perpectually varying
in its quantities and motions through the body and through the foul,—swhile
the pleafures to which the like variations never happen, belong to the con-
trary genus, aud are allied to all things wherein fymmetry is found.

Prot, Perfeltly right, O Socrates.

Soc. The pleafures, betide thefe affortments of them, are to be further
diftinguithed thus,

ProT. How?

Soc. We thould confider whether the purity and the fimplicity of plea-
fures ferve to difcover what true pleafure is: or whether the truth of plea-
fures may beft be known from their intenfenefs, their multitude, their great-
nefs and their abundance.

Pror. What is your view, Socrates, in propofing this to be confidered ?

Soc. To omit nothing by which the nature of pleafure, and that of know-
ledge, may be fet in the clearelt light; and not to leave it undifcovered,
whether or o fome kinds of each of them are pure, while other kinds are
impure ; that thus, what is pure and fimple in each being bronght before us
to be judged of, you and 1, and all this company, may the more cafily form
a right judgment.

Prot. Very rightly faid.

Soc. Well then: all thofe kinds of things which we commonly fay arc
pure, let us confider of in the following way : but firft let us choofe out fume
one among them for an inftance to confider of.

ProT. Which would you have us choote?

Soc.
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Soc. Among the principal of thofe kinds, let us, if you pleafe, confider the
white kind of things.

ProT. By all mecans,

Soc. In what way, then, might we have any thing which is called white,
with the moft perfe@ and pure whitenefs ? whether by Laving the greateft
number of things which are white, and the largeft of the kind in fize, or by
having what is white in the higheft degree, and not tinged with the leaft
degree of any other colour ?

Pror. Evidently, by having what is of the moft fimple and unmixed
whitenefs,

Soc. Rightly fuid, Shall we not then determine that this pure white is
the trueft, and at the fame time the moft beautiful of all whites; and not
that which is of the largeft fize, and whofe number is the greateft ?

ProT. Moft certainly we thall,

Soc. In pronouncing, then, that a little of purely white is whiter, and of
a more beautiful and true whitenefs, than a great quantity of the mixed
white, we fhall fay what is entirely right.

Prot. Without the leaft doubt.

Soc. Well then : I fuppofe we fhall have no occafion to produce many fuch
inftances to prove the truth of our conclufion concerning pleafure ; the in-
ftance already brought feems fufficient for us to perceive at once, that a
little of pleafure, pure, and free from pain, is more pleafant, more true, and
perfedt, as well as more comely, than pleafure where pain is mingled, be there
ever {0 much of it, or be it ever fo vaft and vehement.

ProT. By all mcans: the inftance you gave in whitenefs, is an argument
from analogy, fufficient for the proof of it.

Soc. But what think you now of this? Have we not heard it faid con-
cerning pleafure, that it is a thing always in generation, always produced
anew, and having no ftability of being, cannot propetly be faid to be at all ?
For fome ingenious® perfons there are who endeavour to fhow us, that fuch

' In the Greek—suoudos, neat and trim, that is, in their reafonings and difcourfes j—fubtle
arguers, or fine logicians ;—a chara&er which diftinguifhed the fchool of Zeno the Eleatic. It
will prefently be feen, that the perfons here fpoken of philofophized on the principles of the Eleatic
{c&, and probably werc fome of the fame Zeno’s Athenian difciples.—S.
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is the nature of pleafure ; and we are much obliged to them for this their
account of it,

Pror. Why fo? :

Soc. I fhall recount to you the whole of their rea{'omng on this point, my
friend Protarchus, by putting a few queftions to you.

ProT. Do fo: and begin your queftions.

Soc. Are there not in nature two very different kinds of things : thls, in
itfelf alone complete ; that, defirous always of the other ?

Prot. How do you mean? and what things do you fpeak of ?

Soc. One of them is by nature always of high dignity and value; the
other, falling far fhort of it, and always indigent.

ProT. Exprefs yourfelf a little more clearly.

Soc. Have we not feen fore of the fair fex who excelled in beauty and
in virtue ? and have we not feen their lovers and admirers ?

ProT. Often.

Soc. Analogous then to thefe two different forts of perfons, fee if you can-
not difcover two different kinds of things, to one or other of which different
kindsbbelongs every thing, commonly faid to have a being: the third be to
the faviour*.

ProT. Speak your meaning, O Socrates, in plainer terms.

Soc. I mean nothing, O Protarchus, but what is very imple and eafy to
be feen. But our prefent argument is pleafed to fport itfelf. However, it
means no more than this,—that there is a kind of things which are always

* This whole fentence in all the editions of the Greek is thus printed,—Tovrois Tow comxora
Juawy gty 0’ arra nTei, xaTa mavTa oo Aeyomsy ewas To Tprvos itepn.—A fentence quite unintelligible
to us. Monf. Grou very jultly apprechends fome error in the text.  We prefume, that this feufible
and elegant tranflator never faw the emendation propofed by Cornarius; for that, otherwife, he
would have embraced it, and have made his verfion, as we have ours, agreeable to that emenda-
tion: which is no more than a change of the laft word—irepw into cwrmp.  The fentence, thus
amended, concludes with this proverbial faying, — the third to the faviour. Tt was a form of
words afitiently ufed at the feaft of every vi&tor in the Olympic games, when he made an ac-
cuftomed libation out of the third cup or glafls, Aii cwrnp, to Jupiter, in his chara&er of faviour
in alt difficulties and dangers, A fpeech fo well known te all the Grecians, eafily paffcd into a

proverb: and it is alluded to as fuch by Plato in his Charmides, in his Republic, and in hi
Seventh Epiftle,—S. ’ PG andim e
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for the fake of fome other ; and there is alfo a kind of things for whofe fake
always is produced whatever hath any final caufe of its production.

Pror. I find it difficult to underftand your meaning, after your many ex-
planations of it.

Soc. Perhaps, young man, it will be underftood better as we proceed m,
the reafoning on this fubject.

Prot. I makc no doubt of it.

Sac. Let us now make another divifion of things into two different kinds,

Prot. What kinds are they?

‘Soc. The generation * of all things is one kind of things ; and the being
of all is a different kind.

ProT. Iadmit your difference between being and generation.

Soc. You are perfe@ly in the right. Now, whether of thefe two is for
the fake of the other ? Shall we fay that generation is for the fake of being?
or fhall we fay that being is for the fake of generation ?

Pror. Whether or no that which is termed being, is what it is for the
fake of generation, is this your prefent quettion ?

Soc. Apparently it is.

ProT. In the name of the Gods, how can you afk fo ftrange a queftion?

Soc. My meaning in that queftion, O Protarchus, is of fuch a kind as this
other ;—whether you would choofe to fay that thip-building is for the fake
of thipping, rather than you would fay that thipping is for the fake of fhip=
building : and all other things of like kind, O Protarchus; I include in the
queftion which Latk you.

ProT. But for what reafon, O Socrates, do you not give an anfwer to it
yourfelf'?

Soc. I'have no reafon to refufe that office ; do you but go along with me
in my anfwer,

Prort. Certainly I fhall,

* Effence and generation, fays Olympiodorus, are fourfold, For that which is fenfible is ge-
neration, and the intelligible is effence.  In a fimilar manner, that which is fubccleftial is gene-
ration, and that which is ccleftial is effence.  Further ftill, in the third place, generation is a’
proceffion to form, and form itfelf is effence. In the fourth place, mutation about a fubje&t is
generation, and the fubjett itfelf is eflence; as, for inflance, quality about body. But every
where gencration is for the fake of efence : for effence is the caufe of generation—T.

44 2 Soc.
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Soc. 1 fay, then, that for the fuke of generation, it is true, that medicines
are compofed ; the inftrumental parts, prepared by nature, and all the mate-
rials of it, provided : but that every a& of generation is for the fake of fome
being ; generation in every {pecies, for the fake of fome being belonging to
that fpecies ; and univerfally, all generation, for the fake of univerfal being.

ProT. Mot evidently fo.

Soc. If pleafure, then, be of fuch a nature asto be generated always
anew, muft not the generating of it be always for the fake only of fome
being?

ProTt. Without doubt.

Soc. Now that, for the fake of which is always generated whatever is
generated for fome end, muft be in the rank of things which are good : and
that which is generated for the fake of any other thing, muft of neceflity,
my friend, be placed in a different rank of things.

Prot. Certainly it muft. .

Soc. Shall we not be right, then, in placing pleafure in a rank of things
different from that of good; if it be true, that pleafure has no ftable being,
but is always generated anew !

‘Prot. Perfe@ly right.

Soc. Therefore, as I faid in beginning this argumentation, we are much
obliged to the perfons who have given us this account of pleafure,—that the
effence of it confifts in being always generated anew, but that never has it
any kind of being. For it is plain, that thefe perfons would laugh ata man
who afferted, that pleafure and good were the fame thing,

Pror. Certainly they would.

Soc. And thefe very perfons would certainly laugh at thofc men, where-
ever they met with them, who place their chief good and end in generation.

ProT. How, and what fort of men do you mean?

Soc. Such, as in freeing themfelves from hunger, or thirft, or any of the
uneafinefles from which they are freed by generation, are {o highly delighted
with the aétion of removing thofe uneafinefles, as to declare they would not
choofe to live without fuffering thirft and hunger, nor without feeling all
thofe other fenfations which may be faid to follow from fuch kinds of un-
eafinefs,

Pror. Such, indeed, there are, who feem to be of that opinion,

5 Soc.
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Soc. Would not all of us fay that corruption was the contrary of gener-
ration ? '

Pror. It is impofiible to think otherwife.

Soc. Whoever, then, makes fuch a life his choice, muft choofe both cor-
ruption and generation, rather than that third kind of life, in which he might
live with the cleareft difcernment of what is right and good, but without the
feeling of either pain or pleafure,

Prot. Much abfurdity, as it {cems, O Socrates, is to be admitted by the
man who holds that human good confifts wholly in pleafure.

Soc. Much, indced. For let us argue further thus,

ProT. How?

Soc. Since no good nor beauty is in bodies, nor in any other things be-
fide the foul; is it not abfurd to imagine, that in the foul pleafure fhould be
the only good; and that neither fortitude, nor temperance, nor underftand-
ing, nor any of the other valuable attainments of the foul, thould be num-
bered among the good things which the foul enjoys?  Further too, is it not
highly irrational to fuppofe, that a man afflited with pain, without feeling
any pleafure, thould be obliged to fay that evil only, and no good, was with
him at the time when he was in pain, though he were the beft of all men ?
And is it not equally abfurd, on the other hand, to fuppofe that a man in the
midft of pleafures muft be, during that time, in the midft of good; and that
the more pleafure he feels, the more good be is filled with, and is fo much
the better man ?

Prot. All thefe fuppofitions, O Socrates, are abfurdities in the higheft
degree poffible.

Soc. Itis well. But now let us not employ ourfelves wholly in fearching
into the nature of pleafure ; as if we induftrioufly declined the examination
of intellect and fcience ; but in thefe alfo, if there be any thing putrid or un-
found, let us have the courage to cut it all off, and throw it afide ; till, com-
ing to a difcovery of what is entirely pure and found therein, the difcovery
may be of ufe to us in comparing the trueft parts of intelle@ and fcience with
the truett parts of pleafure, and in forming our judgment concerning the
fuperiority of cither from that comparifon.

Pror. Rightly faid,

Soc. Do we not hold, that mathematical fcience is partly employed in
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the fervice of the mechanic arts, and partly in the liberal education and dif-
cipline of youth? or how think we on this fubjeét ?

Pror. Exadly fo.

Soc. Now, as to the manual arts ¥, let us confider, in the firt place, whe-
ther fome of thefe depend not on {cience more than others; and whethes
ave ought not to look on thofe of the former fort as the more pure, and on

. thefe others as the more impure.

Prort. Certainly we ought,

Soc. And in each of thefe we thould diftinguith and feparate the leading
arts from the arts which are led and governed by them.

Pror. What arts do you call the leading arts? and why do you give that
epithet to them ?

Soc. I mean thus: fram all the arts were a man to feparate and lay afide
thofe of numbering, of meafuring, and of weighing, what remained in every
one of them, would become comparatively mean and contemptible,

Prot. Contemptible, indeed.

Soc. For room would be then left only for conje@ure, and for exercife of
the fenfes, by experience and habitual praftice; and we thould then make
ufe of no other faculties befide thofe of gueffing and aiming well, (to which,
indeed, the multitude give the name of arts) increafing the ftrength of thofe
faculties by dint of affiduity and labour.

ProT. All which you have now faid muft, of neceflity, be true.

Soc. The truth of it is evident in all mufical performances throughour.
For, in the firft place, harmony is produced, and one found is adapted to an-
other, not by meafuring, but by that aiming well which arifes from conftant

'

exercife. It is evident too in mufical performances on all wind-inftruments :
for in thefe the breath, by being well aimed as it is blown along, fearches
and attains the meafure of every chord beaten. So that mufic has in it much
of the uncertain, and but a little of the fixed and frm.

ProT. Very true, )

Soc. And we fhall find the cafe to be the fame in the arts cf medicine and
agriculture, in the art of navigation al{o, and the mulitary art.

* In the Greck of this paffage it is prefumed that we ought to rcad xeigorexnais, and not, as it
is printed, xeporsgunai,~and alfo to read egmi inftead of Evle—I

Prow.
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ProT. Moft clearly fo.

Soc. But in the art of building we fhall find, as I prefume, many meafures
made ufe of, and many inftruments employed ; by which it is made to fur-
pafs in accuracy many things which are called {ciences. ‘

Pror. How fo?

Soc. It is fo in thip-building, and houfe-building, and in many other works
of carpentry. For in thefe, 1 think, the art ufeth the ftraight-rule, and the
fquare, the turning-lath and the compafles, the plummet and the marking-
line.

ProT. You are entirely right, O Socrates : it is fo as you fay.

Soc. The arts, therefore, as they are called, let us now diftinguith into
two forts ;—thofe which mufic is at the head of, as they are lefs accurate than
fome others ; and thefe others which partake of accuracy the moft, at the
head of which is architeéture.

Prot. This diftinétion is allowed of.

Soc. Andlet us fet down thofe arts for the moft accurate which we lately
faid were the prime or leading arts.

Prot. You mean, if 1 miftake not, arithmetic, and thofe other arts which
you mentioned together with it but juft now *.

Soc. The very fame. But, O Protarchus, muft we not fay that each of
thefe arts is twofold ? or how otherwife ?

Pror. What arts do you fpeak of ?

Soc. Arithmetic, in the firft place. Muft we not fay of this, that the
arithmetic of the multitude is of one fort, and that the arithmetic of thofe
who apply themfelves to philofopliy * is of another fort ?

Prort. What is the difference by which the one may be diftinguithed from
the other?

Soc. The difference between them, O Protarchus, is far from being in-
confiderable. For the multitude in numbering, number by unequal ones
put together; as two armies of unequal force; two oxen of unequal fize ;
two things, the fmalleft of all,—or two, the greateft,—being compared with
others of the fame kind. But the ftudents in philofophy would not under-

* Namely, menfuration and flatics.—S,
* Meaning the fludents in mathematics. For the ftudy of the matherhatical feiences was
deemed by Plato the beft introduion to the knowledge of intelligible things.—8.
ftand
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ftand what a man meant, who, in numbering, made any difference between
fome and other of the ones which compofed the number.

Pror. You are perfe@ly right in faying that no inconfiderable difference
lies in the different manner of ftudying and ufing numbers; fo as to make it
protable that two different forts there are of arithmetic.

Soc. Well: and what of calculation in trade, and of menfuration in build-
ing? Does the latter of thefe arts not differ from mathematical geometry ?
nor the other from calculations made by the ftudents in pure mathematics.
Shall we fay that they are, each of them, but one art? or fhall we fet down
each of them for two?

Prot. For my part, I thould give my opinion agreeably to your divifion
of arithmetic ; and thould fay that each of thefe arts alfo was twofold.

Soc. You would give a right opinion. But with what defign I brought
thefe diftin&tions on the carpet do you conceive ?

ProT. Perhaps I do. But I could with that you yourfelf would declare
what was your defign.

Soc. Thefe diftin&ions feem to me to have thown to us, that in fcience
there is that very circumf{lance attending it which we had before difcovered
to be in pleafure; the one thus anfwering to the other. For, having found
that fome fort of pleafure was purer than fome other fort, we were inquiring
whether the fame difference was to be found with regard to fcience; and
whether one fort of this alfo was purer than fome other.

ProT. It is very manifeft that your diftinétions between the feveral arts
were introduced for this very purpofe.

Soc. Well then: have we not difcovered, in what has been faid, that fome
arts are clearer than others, baving more light within them ; and that others
are more involved in obfcurity and darknefs?

. Prot. Evidently fo.

Sec. And has not the courfe of our argument led us to take notice of fome
art, bearing the fame name with fome other art; and firft, to fuppofe them
both to be, as they are commonly .imagined, but one art; then, to confider
them as two different arts; to examine each with regard to its clearnefs and
purity ; and to inquire which of the two hasin it the moft accuracy, whether
that which is cultivated by ftudents in philofophy, or that which is exercifed
by the multitude ?

ProrT,
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ProT. Our argument feems to bring on this inquiry.

Soc. And what anfwer, O Protarchus, thould we make to fuch a queftion?

ProTt. O Socrates, we are now advanced fo far as to difcover an amaz-
ingly wide diffcrence between the parts of our knowledge in point of
clearnefs.

Soc. It will, therefore, be the eafier for us to anfwer to that queftion.

ProT. Without doubt. And let us affirm, that thofe leading arts greatly
excel the others with regard to clearnefs ; and that fuch of thofe brighter
arts themfclves as are ftudied by real ftudents in philofophy, difplay, in mea-
fures and in numbers, their vaft fuperiority  all other arts, with regard to
accuracy and truth T,

Soc. Granting thefe things to be what you fay they are, let us, on the credit
of what you have faid, boldly anfwer to thofe perfons who are fo formidable
in argumentation, thus:

Pror. How ? _ S

Soc. That there are two forts of arithmetic ; and that, dependant on thefe,
there is a long train of arts, cach of them, in like manner, twofold under one
-denomination.

Pror. Let usgive to the perfons whom you call formidable that very an-
fwer, O Socrates, with a confidence of its being right.

Soc. Do we then affirm, that in thefe {ciences there Is an accuracy the
higheft of all.

Prot. Certainly.

Soc. But the power of dialeétic, O Protarchus, if we gave to any other
fcience the preference above her, would deny that fuperiority.

Pror. What power is it to which we are to give that name?

Soc. Plainly that power, O Protarchus, by which the mind perceives all
that accuracy and clearnefs of which we have been fpeaking. For [ am en-
tirely of opinion, that all perfons, endued with even the (malleft portion of
underftanding, muft deemn the knowledge of the real effence of things—the
knowledge of that kind of being whofe nature is invariable—to be by far the

* This whole fentence, beginning with the words ¢ and Iet us affirm,” is, in Stephens’s edi-
tion, very improperly given to Socrates; and confequently the fentence following, with equal im-
propricty, to Protarchus,  The Bafil editions are both right ; the Aldiné not clear.—S.
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moft certain and true knowledge. But you, Protarchus, to what art or fci-
£uce would you give the diftin&ion of pre-eminence ?

ProT. As to me, O Socrates, I have often heard Gorgias maintaining in
all places, that the art of perfuafion has greatly the advantage over all other
arts in overruling all things, and making all perfons fubmit to it, not by
conftraint, but by a voluntary yielding ; and therefore, that of all arts it is by
far the moft excellent. Now I fhould not choofe to contradict or oppofe
cither you or him.

Soc. As much as to fay, if I apprehend your meaning rightly, that you
cannot for thame defert your colours.

ProT. Let your opinion of thefe matters now prevail; and the ranks of
the feveral arts be fettled as you would have them.

Soc. Am I now to blame for your makiag a miftake ?

Pror. What miftake have I made?

Soc. The queftion, my friend Protarchus, was not which art, or which
{cience, is fuperior to all the reft, with regard to greatnefs, and excellence,
and ufefulnefs to us; but of which art the obje@s are the brighteft, the moft
accurate, and true, though the art itfelf brought us little or no gain: this it
is, which is the prefent {ubjeét of our inquiry. Obferve, then, Gorgias will
have no quarrel with you: for you may ftill allow to his art the preference
above all others, in point of utility and profit to mankind. But, as I faid
before concerning white, that be there ever fo little of it, {o it be pure, it ex-
cels a large quantity of an impure white, with regard to the truth of white-
nefs; juft fois it with the ftudy which I have been commending; it excels
all others with regard to truth itfelf. And now that we have confidered this
fubje& attentively, and difcufled it fufficiently, laying afide all regards to the
ufefulnefs of the fciences and arts, as well as to the reputation which they
bear in the world, and thoroughly fifting them to find out the purity of in-
telle@ and wifdom,—if there be in the foul any faculty of loving truth above
all things, and of doing whatever the does for the fake of truth,—let us con-
fider whether it is right to fay that we we have this faculty improved chiefly
by diale@ic, or whether we muft fearch for fome other art fitter for that pur-
pofe, andmaking it more her proper bufinefs.

Pror. Well: I do confider the point propofed ; and Iimagine it wo eafy

matter
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matter to admit that any other fcience or art feeks and embraces truth fo
much as this,

Soc. Say you this from having obferved that many of the arts, even fuch
as profefs a laborious inquiry after truth, are, in the firft place, converfant
only with opinions, and exercife only the imagination ; and that methodi-
cally, and according to a fet of rules, they then fearch into things which are
the fubjeéts only of fuch opinions* ? and do youknow, that the perfons who
fuppofe themfelves to be inquiring into the nature of things are, all their
lives, inquifitive about nothing more than this outward world, how it was
produced, what caufeth the changes which happen therein, and how thofe
changes operate their effets? Should we acknowledge all this fo to be, or
how otherwife ? .

Pror. Juft fo.

Soc. Whoever of us then addi@ts himfelf to the ftudy of nature in this
way, employs his time and care, not about the things which always are in
being, but about thii;s which are either newly come into being, or which
are to come, or which " ave been already, and are paft,

ProT. Very true.

Soc. What clearnefs, ."erefore, what certainty, or exaét truth, can we
expet to find in thefe thin s, none of which had ever any ftability or fame-~
nefs in them, nor ever wi.l have any, nor have fuch of them as now exift
any, even during their . iftence ?

ProT. How can it Le expe&ted?

Soc. Concerning things in which there is not the leaft ftability, how can
we form any ftable notions ?

Prot. Ifuppofe it not potfible.

Soc. Of thofe things, then, there is neither intelligence, nor any fort of

* Meaning, as we prefume, fuch as the philofophers of the Ionic fe&, by Ariftotle ftyled
puoixos, naturalifis. For we learn from D. Laertiug that Archelaus, a difciple of Anaxagoras,
and the latt profeflor and teacher of the do&rine of thofe philofophers, did, in the time of So-
crates, introduce into Athens their way of philofophizing; which was none other than that
fpoken of in this paffage. It feems thercfore probable, that the Athenian fcholars of Archelaus are
the very perfons whofe ftudies are here thown to fall fhort of attaining to the knowledge of truth,
or the tiue nature of things, The fame judgment of Socrates concerning thefe Ionic phyfiolo-
gers we find recorded by Xenophon in Memorabil. lib. i. cap. 1. fec, 11.—S,
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fciem‘:e to be acquired; at leaft not fuch as contains the higheft degree of
certainty.

Prot. It is not probable that there is.

Soc. We ought, therefore, both you and I, to lay afide the confideration
of what Gorgias or Philebus faid, and to eftablith on a firmer bafis this truth.

Prot. What truth?

Soc. This :—Whatever is in us of ftable, pure, and true, it has for the
objeéls of it—either the beings which always are, and remain invariable, en-
tirely pure and unadulterate ; or [if thefe are beyond the reach of our fight]
then fuch as are the neareft allied to them, and are fecond in the ranks of
being : for all other things come after thofe firft beings; fecond, and fo on
in order.

ProT. Perfeélly right.

" Soc. The nobleft, therefore, of the names given to things of this kind, is
it not perfe&ly right to affign to thofc of this kind, which are the nobleft ?

ProT. It is reafonable {o to do.

Soc. Are not intelle and wifdom the nobleft of thofe names?

ProT. They are.

Soc. Rightly then are thefe names in accurate fpeech appropriated to the
intelligence and contemplation of real being.

ProT. Certainly fo.

Soc. And the things for the excellency of which I at the firft contended,
are the very things to which we give thefe names.

Prov. Clearly are they, O Socrates.

Soc. Well now : were a man to fay that the nature of intelle& and the
nature of pleafure lay feverally before us, like two different forts of mate-
‘rials before fome workman, for him to mix or join together, and from them,
and in them, to compofe his defigned work,—would he not make a fair com-
parifon fuitable to the tafk which our inquiry has engaged usin?

ProT. A very fair comparifon.

Soc. Should we not, then, in the next place, fet about mixing them to-

. gether?
Prot. Why thould we not?
Soc. Would it not be our Left way to begin this work by recolle&ting and

repeating thofe things over again?
Pror.
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Prot. What things?

Soc. Thofe we have often mentioned before. For, I think, the proverb
fays well :—¢ Again and again that which is right, by repeating it, to recall
into our minds.”

Prot. Undoubtedly.

Soc. In the name of Jupiter, then, come on, The whole of our contro-
verfy began, I think, with ftating the point in queftion, to this effed.

ProT. How?

Soc. Philebus affirms that plcafure is the right mark fet up by nature for
all animals to aim at; that they all ought to purfue pleafure; that the good
of them all is this very thing, plealure ; and that good and pleafant, thefe two
attributes, belong but to one fubje&, as they both have but one and the fame
nature : “on the other hand, Socrates denies this to be true; and maintains,
in the firft place, that as the two names, good and pleafant, are two different
names, different alfo are the things fo denominated; in the next place, that
the nature of good differs from that of pleafure; and that intelligence, or
mind, partakes of the properties of good more than pleafure does, and is
allied nearcr to its nature. Were not fome fuch pofitions as thefe, O Pro-
tarchus, feverally laid down by us?

Pror. They were.

Soc. But was not this point agreed on between us at that time, and do
we not ftill agree in it ?

Prot. What point ?

Soc. That the nature of good itfelf is more excellent than the nature of
any other thing in this refpeét? :

ProT. In what refpeét?

Soc. This: that whatever animal being hath the conftant, entire, and full
poffeffion of good itfclf, fuch a being has no want of any thing befide, having
always a moft perfe&t and complcte fufficiency. Is it not fo?

Pror. It certainly is.

Soc. Have we not endeavoured to confider feparately a life of pleafure and
a life of intelle&, cach unmixed with the other,—a life of pleafure without
intelle@, and in like manner, a lifc of intelle@ without the fmalleft degree
of pleafure?

Prot. We have,
' Soc,
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Soc. Did either of thofe lives appear to us at that time to be fufficient for
the happinefs of any man?

Pror. How was it poffible?

Soc. But if at that time any miftake was committed, let it be now revifed
and reified. 1n order to which, let us take memory, fcience, wifdom, and
right opinion, comprehending them all in one idea, and confider whether any
man, without having fomething of that kind, would accept of pleafure, were it
offered to him, either in the greateft abundance, or in the moft exquifite
degree ; whether, indeed, he would regard the having or the recciving of any
thing whatever ; as he would not, in that cafe, have a right thought or opi-
nion of his having any pleafure ; neither would he know what he felt or had
at prefent ; nor would he remember in what condition or circumftances he
had been at any time before. In like manner concerning wifdom, confider,
whether a man would choofe to have it without a mixture of any pleafure in
the leaft, rather than to have the fame wifdom attended with pleafures of
certain kinds; and whether @ man would prefer the having of all poffible
pleafures, without wifdom, tc the having of them accompanied with fome
portion of wifdom.

Pror. It is impofiible, O Socrates, for a man to make any fuch choice as
you have fuppofed. And there is no occafion to repeat thefe queftions again
and again,

Soc. Not pleafure, then, nor wifdom, -either of them alone, can be the
perfeét and confummate good, eligible to all men, that which we arc inquir-
ing after.

Pror. Certainly not.

Soc. Of this good, then, we are to give a clear and full defcription, or at
leaft fome fketch, that we muy know where the fecond prize of excellence,
as we called it, ought to be beftowed.

ProT. Perfectly right.

Soc. Have we not, then, taken a way by which we may find out our chief
good ?

Pror. What way do you mean?

Soc. As if we were in {earch of any particular man, and were already welt
informed of the place of his abode, we fhould have made a great progrefs
toward finding the man himfelf.

ProT,
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Prot. Without doubt.

Soc. And our reafoning has now declared to us clearly, what it pointed to
before, that, not in the unmixed life, but in the mixed, we are to feek for
happinefs. '

Pror. Certainly fo.

Soc. But ina proper and well-tempered mixture we may reafonably hope
to difcover what we are in fearch of with more certainty than we could by
an ill-made compofition.

ProT. With much more,

Soc. Let us, then, fet about mixing and making the compofition, firft
praying to the Gods for their affitance ; whether it be Bacchus?®, or Vulcan,

or fome other of the Gods, who prefides over the mixture of thefe ingre-
dients.

ProT. Let us, by all means, do fo.
Soc. And now, as it were, two cifterns, or vafes, are fet before us; the
vafe of pleafure?, as of honey; and the vafe of intelle&t, cool and fober, as

of fome hard and healthful water. Thefe, then, we are to mix together in
the beft manner we are able.

Pror. With all my heart.

Soc. Come, then: but firft fay, whether by mmcrlmtr all pleafure with all
wifdom we may beft obtain our end, the having ofa proper and due mixture.

* There are Gods, fays Olympiodorus, that prefide over temperament; over the phyfical and
mundane, Vulcan; but over the pfychical and fupermundane, Bacchus. The mingling idiom,
indeed, proceeds as far as to the laf hyparxis. Thus, for inftance, Vulcan being the leader of
phyfical temperament, firfk produces this idiom in himfelf; afierwards, in the mundane intelle&
which prefides over nature 5 in the third place, in a foul of this kind, in a fimilar manner ; and
laftly, in the phyfical world according to hyparxis. In like manner, Bacchus unfolding in him-
felf the principle of pfychical tewsperament after a divine manner, in the next place eftablifhes this
in intellet intelle&ually, according to hyparxis in foul, and in & binding mode in the animated
body. And @ill higher than thefe, Jupiter is the principle of intelle@ual temperament. There
are alfo other principles of temperament more partial than Bacchus and Vulcan.  Plato men-
tions thefe two, as being about to mingle all the fupermundane and mundane mixtures ; but he
omits the Jovian temperament, as being fuperior to the things propofed in this dialogue.—T.

* Pleafure is compared to honey, fays Olympiodorus, becaufe it poffefles fweetnefs and the
ecflatic.  And hence the Pythagoric faying, that fouls fall into generation through honey (3o xas
nibayopeios Moo, dia ueMitog mATEY €15 YevEwy Tag Juxas). But intelleét is compared to water, be-
caufe it is fober.—T. p

ProT.
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Prort. Perhaps we might.

Soc. But it is dangerous to make the experiment. And I believe that I
can point out a way to mix them with more fafety.

ProT. Say what way.

Soc. Conccrning pleafures, I think, we held, that fome more truly de-
ferved ‘that name than others of them; and of arts, that fome were more
accurate and exa¢t than others.

ProT. Undoubtedly fo.

Soc. And that the f{ciences alfo differed one from another in like mans
fier: for that fome kinds of fcience have for their obje@s only fuch things as
arife into being and afterwards perifh ; whereas another kind direéts its view
to things which are neither generated nor deftroyed, but always are in
being, always have the fame properties, and preferve always the fame rela-
lations. And this kind of fcience, with regard to the truth of it, we
deemed more excellent than the other kinds.

Prot. Entirely right.

Soc. In the firfk place, therefore, mixing together the pureft parts of
pleafure and of wifdom, when they have been thus diftinguithed from the
lefs pure, if we view thofe pureft parts of each in combination, are they
not, thus combined, fufficient to furnith out, and prefent us with, an
ample view of that life which is defirable? or is any thing further, any
ingredient of a different kind, wanting to perfe& the compofition ?

ProT. So asyou propofe, and only fo, it feems to me neceflary for us to do.

Soc. Let us, then, fuppofe a man to have in his mind the idea of juftice
itfelf, fo as to know what it is in its own eflence, and to be able to give an
account of it in confequence of that knowledge. Let us alfo fuppofe him to
have the like knowledge of all other beings.

ProT. Be fuch a man fuppofed.

Soc. Will this man now fufficiently poffefs fcience by knowing the nature
of the circle, and of the divine fphere itfelf; whilft he is ignorant of that
fphere, and of thofe circles with which the eyes of men are converfant ?
Will that knowledge of his be fufficient for his ufe in building, and in other
arts where lines and circles are to be drawn ?

ProT. Ridiculous we fhould call our condition here, O Socrates, if our
knowledge were thus confined to things ideal and divine.

7 Soc.
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Soc. How do you fay? Arts which are neither certain nor pure, ufing
untrue rules, and converfant with untrue circles, are we to throw fuch arts
into thc compofition, and mix them with the other ingredients?

ProT. It is neceflary for us; if, whenever we are any where abroad, we
are defirous of finding our way home.

Soc. Are we to add mufic too ?—an art which, not long fince we faid, is
wanting in purity, as being full of conjecture and imitation ?

Prot. Of neceflity we muft, as it appears to me, if the life which we are
to lead thall ever deferve to be called life, or be at all worth the having,

Soc. Would you, then, like a door-keeper, when he is pufthed and prefled
by a throng of people, yield to them, fet the doors wide open, and fuffer all
the fciences to ruth in, the lefs pure mingling themfelves among the perfe@ly
pure?

Prort. I fce not, O Socrates, for my part, how any man would be hurt
by receiving all the other fciences, if he was already in pofleffion of the firfk:
and higheft.

Soc. I may fafely then admit them all to come pouring in, like the tor-
rents of water in that fine poctical fimile of Homer’s *, ruthing down into a
valley from the mountains which furround it. ‘

ProT. Byall means, let them be all admitted.

Soc. Let us now return to the vafe of pleafure. For when we thought of
mixing pleafure and knowledge together, the purer parts of pleafure did not
prefent themfelves immediately to our minds: but, from our affetionate
regard to {cience, we fuffered all kinds of it to crowd in before any of the
plcafures.

Pror. Very true.

Soc. It is now time for us to confult about the pleafures; whether we
fhould let thém all come thronging in, or whether we fhould admit thofe of
the true fort firft,

Pror. It makes a great difference in point of fafety, to let in, the firft,
fuch only as are true.

Soc. Let thefe, then, be admitted. But how fhall we proceed? Muit
we not do, as we did with the feveral kinds of fcience, admit as many plea-
fures alfo as arc of the neceffary fort?

' Iliad, lib.iv. ver. 453.
VOL. 1V. 4C - Pror.
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ProT. Without doubt, the neceffary pleafures alfo, by all means.

Soc. But now, as we held it both fafe and advantageous in going through
life to be acquainted with every art,—if we are of the fame opinion with
regard to pleafures,—if we hold it conducive to our good, and at the {ame
time harmlefs, to enjoy every fort of pleafure in the courfe of our lives,—in
this cafe, we are to intermix all forts of pleafure with all the kinds of {cience.

Pror. What fay we then as to this point ! and how ought we to a& ?

Soc. This queftion, O Protarchus, thould not be put to us. But the
pleafures themfelves, and the other aflembly alfo, that of the {ciences and
arts, are to be examined, each party concerning the other, in this manner.

ProT. In what manner?

Sec. Friends, we thall fay, [addrefing our gueflion to the pleafures firft)
whether we ought to calt you pleafures, or whatever is your right name,
would ye choofe to live in the fame place with all kinds of wxfdom, or to live
without wifdom? To this interrogatory they muft, I think, anf{wer thus:

Pror. How?

Soc. That feeing, as was faid before, were wifdom and pleafure to be left,
each of them, alone, fingle, and deftitute of aid, neither of them would have
any virtue or power at all, nor would any advantage arife from either,—we
deem it beft that all the kinds of wifdom thould dwell with us, - one kind of
wifdom with each of us, one who is fuitable to the peculiar nature of its
companion, and is perfetly acquainted with her power and influence.

ProT. And well have ye now anfwered, we fhall fay to them.

Soc. After this, we are to demand of wifdom and intelle, in the fame
manuner, thus :—Have ye any occafion for pleafures to be mixed among you?
On the other fide, we may fuppofe wifdom and intelle@ to interrogate us;
and what fort of pleafures, they would perhaps fay, is it that ye mcan?

ProT. Probably they would.

Soc. And to this queftion of theirs our anfwer would be this : —Befide

thofe true pleafures, we fhould fay, do ye further want the pleafures of the

intenfe and exquifite kind to dwell with you? How is it poflible, O So-
crates, they would then perhaps fay, that we fhould want thefe? Thefe,
who ‘give a thoufand hindrances to all our proceedings; and who, by
their fury and madnefs, are always creating difturbance in the {fouls where we
dwe)l ;—thef:, who had they been there firft, would never have fuffered us
’ to
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to have admittance ; and who entirely fpoil our children, there born, by letting
forgetfulnefs in upon them, for want of care to guard the dwelling-place. But
the other pleafures mentioned by you, the true and the pure, you are to know
that they are nearly related to us, and belong to our family : and befide thefe,
the pleafures who are accompanied by health and fobriety ; fuch, alfo, as are
the followers of all virtue, like the train of fome Goddefs, every where attend-
ing her; let all of thefe come and mix amongft us. But thofe pleafures who
are always found in company with folly, and with all kinds of vice, it is
very abfurd fora man to mingle with intelle@,—if he defires to feea mixture
as clear, untroubled, and well-attempered. as poffible to be made ;—and if he
would from thence try to difcover what the nature is of good, not only in
man, but alfo in the univerfe; from which difcovery fome notion is to be
gained, by a fort of divination, of what the idea is of good itfelf. Shall we
not fay that intelle&t and fcience, in thus anfwering, have fpoken prudently
and coufiftently with themfelves, pleading in their own caufe,and at the fame
time in behalf of memory and right opinion ?

Pror. By all means ought we.

Soc. But in our mixture it is neceffary to add this alfo; for without it no
one thing could ever be.

Pror. What is that? , :

Soc. Whatever has not truth mixed with it in the compofing of it, can
never be produced into true exiftence; or, could it be produced, it never
can be lafting.

Pror. How is it poffible that it thould?

Soc. Certainly no way. Now if any thing further be yet wanting to per-
fc&t our compofition, declare it, you and Philebus. For the mixture which
we have now made in fpeculation, appears to me to have been as perfeéily
well compofed as if it were fome incorporeal world meant for the good
government of an animated body.

ProT. And be affured, O Socrates, that to me it has had the fame appear-
ance.

Soc. Might we not, then, rightly fay, that we were now arrived at the
dwelling-place of the good, and were flanding in its veftibules ?

ProT. I think we might.

Soc. And now what thould we deem to be the greateft excellence in the

4C 2 compofition,
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compofition, and to be alfo the chief caufe that fuch a mixture muft be
grateful to all?  For when we fhall have difcerned what this is which is fo
grateful and fo excellent, we fhall then confider to which of the two, to plea-
fure or to intelled, it is related the moft nearly, and familiar the moft inti-
mately, in the conflitution of the univerfe.

ProT. Right: it will be of the greateft fervice to us in determining this
point.

Soc. And there is, indeed, no difficulty in difcovering the caufe, why
fome mixtures are moft valuable, and others good for nothing.

ProT. Explain your meaning,

Soc. No perfon is ignorant of this,

ProT. Of what?

Soc. That in every mixture, whatever it be, and whatever be the quantity
of it*, if meafure pervades it not, and if thence it obtains not fymmetry and
proportion, all the ingredients muft of neceffity be fpoiled, befides the fpoil
ing of the whole compofition, For, in fuch a cafe, no one thing is really
tempered by any other thing; but a confufed and diforderly affemblage is
made of various things jumbled together ; which, like a concurrence of bad
accidents in life, is a real misfortune to the perfons who are to ufe it.

ProT. It s very true.

Soc. The power of the good then is transferred, we find, into that pro-
vince where dwells the nature of the beautiful. For every where, from
meafure and mediocrity, and from fymmetry and propomon, arife beauty
and virtue.

Prot. Certainly fo.

Soc. And we faid before that truth alfo was an ingredient in the com-
pofition.

Prot. We did.

Soc. If, then, we are not able to difcover the nature of good itfelf in one
fingle idea,—yet, taking it in three ideas together, in beauty, {fymmetry, and

* In all the editions of the Greek. we here read—imaoowy, however it be made. But this is con-
tradi@ory to the meaning of the fentence; for the meaning is this,—that ¢ every right and good
mixture muft be made in one certain manner only, viz. by meafure.”’—We may fairly therefore
prelume, that Plato wrote, not émweow, but émozaow, (or, by clifion, éwoor,) with a'view to

the magnitude of the univerfe,~S.
truth,
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truth?, we may conccive it as one thing; and moft jultly attributing to it
the caufc of whatever is graceful or agreeable in the compofition, we may
moft truly fay, that by means of this, as being good itfelf, the whole proves
to be fuch as it is, thus agreeable, and thus graceful.

ProT. Moft truly, indeed.

Soc. Now then, O Protarchus, any perfon may be a cdmpetent judge
between pleafure and wifdom to decide, whether of the two is neareft allied

* The one principle of all things, fays Olympiodorus, prefides over every thing, according to
that which he is. Hence, the light proceeding from him is truth, and fubfifls as the o‘)je'& of
defire to all things.  On this account, too, this light is the fir(t beauty, the caufe of things bean-
tiful, bounding cvery thing in its proper meafure ; and hence it is celebrated as mealure. Again,
the one principle is not a contraéted comprehenfion of the three monads, beauty, fymmetry, and
trath: forit is the caufe of all things, But that which is mixed is the contra&tion of all things,
as the cnd, and not as the contra&ion of eﬂ'eqces; fo that the one principle may be morc-jufily
denominated the end of ends. Again, the three monads fubfift arcanely in the firft principle;
unically, and according to one, in bound; muliiformly, and as it were according to the parturi-
tion of feparation, in infinity; but according to the firft feparation, though not perfetly divided,
nor yet intelle@ually, in the third God, who is the caufe of the mixed, fo far as it is mixed.
Again, the good is dnalogous to truth : for the good to every thing is to be that which it in reality
is; but the juft is analogous to fymmetry. For this is the meafure of that which pertains to every
thing, in the fime manner as the commenfurate.  Further fiill, Jamblichus fays, that the three
monads procecding from the good adorn intelle&t ; but it is immanifeft what intellet, whether
‘that which fubfilts after life, or the paternal intclle which is celebrated in effence.  Befides, in
the Orphic writings, thefe three monads become apparent in the mythological egg. The followers
of Syrianus, however, make a divifion, and furvey truth in the firff being, as being perfeitly rz-
plete with that which it is, and in no refpect admitting in itfelf non-being. But they furvey
beauty in /ife, as being prolific, and rejoicing in progreffions. For, after that which is perfe&ly
without feparation, life introduces a parturition, as it were, of feparation.  And they contemplate
fymmetry in intellec?, becaufe in this forms are firft feparated and harmonioufly coordinated.
You may alfo divide them into the principles after the one principle of all things. For you may
juftly aferibe truth to bound; beauty o infinity, through its progreflion; and fymmetry to that
awhich is mived.

Proclus, in Theol. Plt. p. 140, obferves, ¢ that Jamblichus appears to him to have bounded
the intelligible in thefé three monads, fymmetry, truth, and beauty ; and through thefe to have
unfolded the intclligible Gods in the Platonic theology.” He adds, ¢ it is alfo apparent why
Socrates fpeaks of this triad as fubfifling in the veflibules of tbe good. (Sce p. 563). For that
which is primarily being, in confequence of its union with #be good, participates of this triad,
Hence, becaule the good is the meafure of all things, the firft being is coinmenfurate. Becaufe
the good is prior to being, the firft being truly fubfifts, And becaufe the former is defirable, the
Jatter fhines forth as the beautiful itfelf.”—T,
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to the fupreme good, aud of higher value than the other is, both to men and
Gods.

Pror. What the decifion muft be is clear. However, it is the better
‘way to go through the recital of it in explicit words.

Soc. Each of thofe three, then, let us compare, feverally, with pleafure,
and again with intelle®. For we are to fee and determine whether of thefe
‘two it is that each of thofe three is moft congenial to, and to give fentence
accordingly.

ProT. Do you fpeak of beauty, and truth,.and mediocrity ?

Soc. Ido. Now take, in the firft place, O Protarchus, truth; and look
at all the three together, intellect, truth, and pleafure: and after you have
.confidered them a fufficient time, fay whether, in your opinion, intelle&, or
‘whether pleafure, is nearer of kin to truth.

ProT. What need is there of time to confider of this point? for, I pre-
fume, that very great is the difference between intelleét and pleafure in this
refpe&.  Of all things in the world, pleafure is the moft addifted to lying:
and it is faid, that in the pleafures of 'Venus, which feem to be the greateft,
even perjury is pardoned by the Gods; it being fuppofed that pleafures, like
children, have not the leaft intelleét in them to know what they fay. But
intelleét is either the fame thing with truth, or it is of all things the moft
like to it, and the trueft,

Soc. Next, then, confider mediocrity in the fame manner®; and fay
whether you think that pleafure poffeffes more of it than wifdom, or that
wifdom poffeffes more of it than pleafure.

ProT. This which you have now propofed for a fubjeét of confideration
is not lefs eafy thair the other. For there cannot, in my opinion, be found
any thing more immoderate in its nature than pleafure and extravagant joy
nor any thing which has more of meafure in it than intelleét and {cience.

Soc. You have well faid. But proceed further now to the third. Do
you fay that intellet partakes of beauty more than any f{pecies of pleafure
partakes of it? and that intellet is more excellent than pleafure in this
refpe ! or that the contrary is true?

* Cornarius, and Stephens after him, rightly obferve, that in the Greek of this fentence we
ought to read doavtas, and not, as it is printed, & durws.—S.

ProT,
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ProT. Did ever any man then, O Socrates, whether awake or dreaming,
fee or imagine wifdom and intclle& to be in any matter, or in any manner,
unhandfome or unbecoming, whether in reflefting on the paft, or in peceiv-
ing the prefent, or in looking forward to the future?

Soc. Right.

ProT. But whenever we fee any perfon immérfed in pleafures, in thofe
pleafures too which are of all perhaps the greateft,—when we behold what a
ridiculous figure the man makes in the very aét of enjoying them,—or view
what is of all {pe@acles the moft unfeemly, the confequence of his enjoy-
ment,—we ourfeclves are afhamed ; and all fuch things, as far as poffible, we
conceal, veiling them with night and darknefs, as not being fit obje@s for the
light to look on.

Soc. Every where then, O Protarchus, you will declare, {peaking your-
{elf to all perfons about you, and publifhing abroad by meflengers, that the
pofleffion of pleafure is neither of fupreme nor of fecondary worth : but that
whatevever is of all things the moft excellent and valuable, is to be found in
meafure, in the moderate, and the feafonable, and in all things® of that
kind, whofe nature and eflence we ought to deem eternal.

ProT. Their fupreme excellence appears from what has been faid and
-proved. .

Soc. And that the next in value are fymmetry and beauty, the perfe&t and
the fufficient, and whatever elfe is congenial to thefe.

Pror. Soit fcems.

Soc. In the third degree of excellence, if I divine aright, you would not
greatly miftake the truth if you were to place intelle¢t and wifdom,

ProT. Perhaps I thould not,

Soc. And is not the fourth rank due to thofe things which we affigned to
the foul herfelf, as her own proper goods, {ciences, and arts, and right opi-
nions, a fourth order of goods, following next after the firft three? ought we

* Monf. Grou has obferved, very juftly, that the word eipnofas, in the latter part of this fen-
tence, is an error in the text: and inftead of it, he propofes the weord #pnofa. Gryneus, the
corre&tor of Ficinus’s tranflation of Plato, fecems, in his rendering the Greek word in this place
into Latin by the words firtita ¢ffe, (to have obtuined an allotment of,) either to have read eanyfa
in fome manufcript, or clfe to have thus amended the text by a happy conje&ture of his own.—S,

S not
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not here to place them, if fhey are more nearly related to the good than they
are to pleafure ?

Pror. Perhaps we ought.

Soc. Then follow, fifth in order, the pleafures of that fort which we de
{cribed to be unmixed with pain, and denominated pure, fuch as thofe cone
fequent to fenfation, but belonging to the foul herfelf when the is engaged
in the fciences’.

Prot. It may be fo.

Soc.

With the fixth race: (fays Orpheus)
Clofe we the finith’d feries of our fong™

Our difquifition, too, feems to be now finithed, and to clofe with pafling
our fixth fentence. After all this, nothing remains for us to do but to affix
a head, as it were, to the whole body of our inquiry.

Pror. It is fit that we thould.

Soc. Come, then: the third to the faviour. Let us commemorate him
whofe aid brought the argument to a conclufion ; calling him to witnefs the
truth of it. :

Pror. Whom do you mean ?

Soc. Philebus laid down this pofition: that the good was all and every
kind of pleafure in full abundance.

ProT. By commemorating the faviour, it {feems then, Socrates, you meant
that we thould refume the original argument of our inquiry.

Soc. Well: but let us obferve what followed. I, viewing with diflike
that pofition juft now mentioned,—the teuet, not of Philebus only, but of

* In the Greek of this fentence, the word emicrnuas ought to be either quite expunged, or
changed for the word #dwag, or immediately preceded by the prepofition 7ep. ~The pureft plea-
fures, thofe of fcience, are certainly not fciences themfclves.—S.

2 This verfe of Orphens we meet with again in Plutarch’s Treatife concerning the Delphic In-
fcription Ei, and in no other antient author whom we are acquainted with. It.is introduced by
Plutarch no otherwife than as a part of the prefent paffage in Plato, which is there quoted 5 and
not fo as to give us any light into the poet’s own meaning in that verfe. But if we may form a
probable conjeure from Plato’s application of it, it was the end of a defeription of five different
ages of the world, with regard to men’s manners and ways of life.—S.

' thoufands
6
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thoufands befide in all ages,—on the other hand afferted, that intelleét was
a thing far better and more beneficial to human life than pleafure.

ProT. That was your pofition.

Soc. But then, fufpe&ing that many other things had pretenfions to the
fame charalter of being the good, I engaged, if fomething* fhould appear
better than both of thofe, to combat for the fecond prize, in behalf of intelle@
againft pleafure; that pleafure, in her claim to fo much as this, might be
defeated.

ProT. You did engage fo to do.

Soc. Afterwards, on trial, it was very fufficiently proved that nejther of
our favourites anfwered the characer of complete good.

ProT. Perfeélly true.

Soc. Intellec, therefore, and pleafure, were, both of them, quite dif~
miffed from baving any thing to do in the controverfy concerning good itfelf ;
as cach of them wanted felf-fufficience, and that power which attends the
fufficient and perfeét,

Prot. Very right.

Soc. But after we had difcovered a third thing preferable to either of thofe
two, we found the nature of intelle€t to approach nearer to the nature of
this conqueror, and to be much more familiar with this form than pleafurc.

Prot. We certainly did.

Soc. The fixth* and Jowef? place, then, according to the judgment now
given as the refult of this inquiry, belongs to the power of pleafurc unbounded,

ProT. So it appears.

% All the cditions of Plato give us to read 7o inflead of = in this fentence. Ficinus, however,
tranflates as if in the Medicean manufcript he read =i, which undoubtedly is the true reading ;
2nd herein he is followed by all the tranflators who came after him.—S.

* A very grofs error has infe@ed all the cditions and all the tranflations of Plato in this place.
For in all the editions we read msumov the fifth, inflead of ixrey the fixth. Now the fifth rank was
before affigned folely to the pure pleafures. The fixth and laft rank, therefore, remains to Plea-
fure, one of the three great fubje@s of this dialogne; to pleafure, pretending to be the only or the
chicf good of man, and by Philebus avowed and contended for as fuch ; pleafure in general and
undiflinguithed ; pleafure at random, from whatever quarter it comes ;—in Plato’s own words,
vol. ii, p. 40, cdit. Steph. waparay, imagovy, xay exn xaipsrv. But the very next fentence of Socrates
puts it beyond all doubt, that pleafure of fenfe, fenfual pleafure, is here meant.—S.

var. 1V, 4 D Soc.
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Soc. But the firft place belongs to her, as bulls ¥ would fay, and horfes®,
and all beafts whatever of the tavage kind : for it appears {o from the man-
ner in which they purfue pleafure.  And on the credit of thefe animals, juft
as the judgment of diviners depends on the flight of birds, fentence is pro-
nounced by the multitude, that pleafures have the greateft power in making
our lives happy. For the loves and joys of brute animals they deem a ftronger
evidence, and fitter to be credited, than the fayings of men prophetically
uttered in all places though infpiration of the philofophic mufe.

Pror. That you have faid what is moft agrceable to truth, O Socrates,
we are, all of us, now agreed.

‘Soc. Now then ye w1ll difmifs me.

Pror. Thereisa little, O Socrates, fill remaining to be couﬁdered For
you muft not quit the company before it breaks up : and I will put you in
mind of what you have left unfaid.3

* In the Greek of this fentence, we prefume that the word cux ought to be changed intq és.—S.
2 Porphyry, in his Treatife Tept amoxns euuxev, lib. iii. fec. 1. writes thus : Zowxpatng mpos Tous
ndovny Jla/,mmfnrowra; £v28 TO TENDS, oud av WavTeg, €PN, TUES KGN TPRYOL TOUTL TUYRIVOLEV, mwanﬂﬁm av &y
Tom Jeabar To cvdaupoy muwy xesabausy (TT Qv vous & TOIE TaT xpatn. ¢ To certain perfons who were dif-
puting on this point,—whether pleafure was the ultimate end of man, Socrates faid that, were all
e fwine and goats in the world to join in applauding this man, (tke advocute for pleafure) yet
he fhould never be perfuaded that human happinefs confified in being pleafed, fo long as mind
excelled and prevailed in all things.” If Porphyry in this alluded to the very emphatical paffage
- in Plato now before us, he feems to have improved the force of it not alittle ; unlefs, in his copy
of this dialogue, he read gues xai Tpayor inftead of Boss xat irea.—S.
3 This dialogue both begins and ends abruptly. Hence Olympiodorus afks, why it is without
a beginning and an end ? And he folves this queftion very properly as follows : ¢ Shall we fay
that this is becaufe tbe good is uncircumfcribed, and has neither beginning nor end ? But it may
be faid, that on the contrary it is neceffary the good fhould have a beginning and end ; a begin-
ning of fuch a kind, that there is not another beginning prior to it, and an end beyond which
there is not any other end.  Perhaps therefore, it is better to fay with our preceptor, that the mixt
life has an end, and fuch a oncas is adapted to all animals.  So that the dialogue is very properly
without a beginning, for the purpofe of indicating that there is a certain good beyond that which
it invefligates. And again, for the fame reafon, it is without an end: for there is alfo
avother end more antient than its end.”

THE END OF THE PHILEBUS,

THE





