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opinion is, that the excess of this small foot above the English foot
- was even less than Mr. Greaves has made it. That writer rates the
excess at about the 143rd part of a foot. My calculation makes this
excess still less— the 658th part and a fraction of a foot. Now if the.
small stadium consisted of 330 small Greek feet of the dimensions
which I have calculated, the result will be found very remarkable.
The circumference of the earth is determined at 25,038 English miles,
or at 152,200,640 English feet. If we reckon the small stadium at
330 small Greek feet, then 400,000 stadia will be equal 132,000,000
of these Greek feet. Were these Greek feet precisely of the same
measure with as many Eoglish feet, the whole would amount to pre-
cisely 25,000 English miles; but I have stated this small Greek foot
to be longer than the English by the 658th part and a fraction of a
foot: This may appear a very trifling difference; and yet in the cir-
cumference of the earth it will arhount fo 200,640 English feet or 38
English miles ; and thus will 132,000,000 of these Greek feet, be pre-
cisely equal 132,200,640 English feet; and 400,000 Chaldean stadia”
will be equal to 25,038 English miles, the exact measure of the earth’s
circumference. 1 now leave the subject for the present, and regret
that I have detained my readers so long ; though I have endeavoured
to be as concise as possible. ’

Paris, July 1817.. - : W. DRUMMOND.
W

REMARKS ON THE DEMON OF SOCRATES.

- : . .* . . o
As the dogmas of the ancient philosophers have been but little
understood since the abolition of their schools, they have been for
the most part grossly perverted, or ignorantly opposed. We'"
have an egregious instance of this in what is transmitted to us by
Plato and Xenophon respetting the celebrated dzmon of Socrates,
of which the general opinion has been, that it was the prudence,
- foresight, or conscience of Socrates, unaccompanied with any
-supernatural agency. The following testimonies, however, from
Plato will, I doubt not, convince the intelligent reader that Socrates,
firmly believed he was under the immediate protection of a power,
superior to man, but inferior to God; that this power was a
d=mon, or in modern language a guardian angel ; and that it was-
‘ot merely, as Mr. Nares asserts, a voice, but that it was the voics
of a demon. . ‘
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In the first place, it is requisite to observe of the adjective
aipéwov, that though it frequently signifies divine, yetits primary
signification is demoniacal. Hence it is usual with all the disci-
ples of Plato to call their master d¢ios divine, and Aristotle 3aiud
wiog, taking occasion thus to denominate the latter from what Plato
said of him, that he was 3aluwv picems, the demon of nature, from
his uncommon knowledge in every branch of physiology.

In the second place, that every man has a demon who attends
him while livisg, and conducts him to his judges when he dies, is
expressly asserted by Socrates in the Phedo : Adyeras 3 obras, dig
dpa TeAevTicayra ixactoy, 6 ixdorov Saluwy Ixep Livra diNjxs, odrog
dyny bmiyuigei sig ¥ Tiva ToxOY, X. A,

. In the third place, Saipuéuyor in Plato, is not, as Mr. Nares sup-
poses, always an adjective supported by i, as is evident from the
following instances from the Theages and Theztetus : &1y Adyorrés
gov perakd yiyové pos § Gamy i Tob daspoviov.—ivioss wiv 75 yryviuendy
pos Sapdnoy exoxawbes guveivas, dvloic 8t i, From the former of these
extracts also, it is evident that the 3audviov of Socrates was not
merely a voice, but the voice of a demon. For as there is a sub-*
stantive 3aipdyiov, this word, when unaccompanied with 71, and
particularly when preceded by the article 75, % doubtless to be
considered as a substantive. But as Socrates also calls this 3
daupbvior, a God, in consequence of being, as Proclus observes, a
dzmon of the highest order, it is indubitably certain that this word
is used by him in the above passages as a substantive. He calls
it a God, however, in the first Alcibiades: 3 &) xal x&Aas olpal
e 7oy Oedv odx Gy Siariyealal oo, by dya meguepivoy dmpixa idon,
And alsa in the Thestetus :« 3 3 alriov Todrov 70 paseleotal ue
b 0edg dvaryxale, yhway B dwexdvow.—ris pévror pasiag & leds Te
xal dya airiog.

1t would be in vain to observe to Mr. Nares, that the greater
part, and the best of the disciples of Plato, agree with Mr. Heber,
that “ Socrates was attended by one of those beings superior to
man, whom, under the name of demon, they were accustomed
from their infancy to fear, propitiate, and adore.” For he says,
% What others have made of 3aiudviov is of no consequence.” As
if the opimion of men was of no consequence, with whom the
Greek language was their native tongue ; who made the study of
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the philosophy of Plato the busiuness of their lives ; and who bad
books to consult, written by his immediate dlsclples, which since
their time have been irrecoverably lost. Or as if the decision of
Dr. Enfield, Dr. Hay, Bishop Horsley, Mr. Mitford, and Schweig-
beuser, on this subject, was of greater authority than that of
Plutarch, Apuleius, and Proclus.

To other learned readers, indeed, it will most clearly appear
from the Apology of Socrates, written by Plato, that Socrates
was accused of impiety, and of making innovations in the religion
of his country, for asserting that he was counnected in a very tran-
scendent degree with a presiding demon, to whose direction he
confidently submitted the conduct of his life. For the accusation
of Melitus, that he introduced other movel demoniacal natures,
(xava daspdvicr), can admit of no other construction. This is evident
from what is said by Xenophon, whose testimony on this point is
no less weighty than decisive : “ I have often wondered,” says that
‘historian and philosopher, “ by what arguments the Athenians,
who condemned Socrates, persuaded the city that he was worthy
of death. For, in the first place, how could they prove that he
did not believe in the Gods in which the city believed ? since it
was evident that he often sacrificed at home, and often on the com-
mon altars of the city. It was also not unapparent that he
employed divination. For a report was circulated that signals
were given to Socrates, according to his own assertion, by a
dzmoniacal power ; whence they especially appear to me to have
accused him of introducing new demoniacal natures. He, how-
ever, introduced mothing new, nor any thing different from the
opinion of those who, believing in divination, make use of auguries
and oracles, symbols aud sacrifices. For these do not apprehend
that either birds, or things which occur, know what is advantage-
ous to the diviners; but they are of opinion that the Gods thus
signify to them what is beneficial ; and he also thought the same.”
IToM&xig i@aﬁp.a‘ou, tios woté Adyoss "Abnvalovs Ereicay ol yp‘mltéy.mn
waga‘mv, w; dfog €l bavdrov T mdAes. —mprvoy iy ody s odx
#vopsley ods % aro?u; vouile Geaug, wolw wor’ ixpnaawro 'ren[/.ﬂpl 03 o
T8 yap ¢ampos w womxls ®ev oixos, MOAAAXIc Di #mi TEY XoOMvay ™
wieas Buopdv xal p.mrrmp xpdpevos obx &pavis §v* &e'reOguMm'o 'ydp,
dg paly Zoxpdrys 16 Sapdnoy favrds ovpalvew, ey 3 xal panera
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Mt’ Soxeliow atrdy airiacactu, xawa Supdwa dodéipar § 8 00dey xau-:
véuevor elsidege Tiov dANa, Soor pavriniy vopllovres, olwwois 7o ypdvras,

" xad pipass, xal cupBiross, xal fualaise odrol e ydp wxorauBavove,

o rods Spwlag, 0ddE Tobg: dwavrivras, eidivas Td cupdégovra Tois pav-
Fevopévoig, &AM Tods deods did Tobrwy abrd enpaivelys xédxeivos ovrisg

#véuilev.  And in another place he observes, ¢ That it was evident

that Socrates worshipped the Gods the most of all men.”  Bayepis
W degameiay Todg Beods, pariora Tiv dAAwY dvlpdmuwy.

Conformably to this, in his Apology written by Plato, he clearly
says, that the doctrine of Anaxagoras, which made the sun and
moon to be no Gods, is absurd. And in another part of it: « I
believe that there are Gods more than any one of my accusers.”
xal aréxvag dxorvyolpeves xarnyopolny dv dpavrod, oig beods ob yoplfw:
A moAreD Bei oUrag Eew vopllw e ydp, & dvdpes Abyvaiol, g
o00delg Ty Epudv xaTyopiv.

If Socrates therefore was a believer in the religion of his country,
as he most unquestionably was, he believed that he was attended
by a friendly dzemon ; and this being one of the most exalted kind,
he not only calls it 73 daipdviov, but also deds.  For agreeably to the

. theology of the Greeks, as the summit of an inferior coalesces with
the extremity of a proximately inferior order, the highest demon
is xara ayéow, through habitude or alliance, a God.

I bad almost forgot to observe that this voice, which Socrates
heard, is called by him in the Apology a prophetic voice, 4 yag
elobvic por pavrixy, 5 7o daspoviov. And prophecy, according to
Plato, is under the immediate superintendence of demons, as is
.evident from the speech of Diotima in the Banquet.

After such unequivocal testimony,.no other reason can be
assigned for the position of the moderns, that Socrates ridiculed
the religion of his country, than inattention to one of the most
important tenets of ancient theology, and which may also be
considered as ranking among the first of the mest magnificent,

- scientific, and divine conceptions of the human mind. The tenet
I allude to is, that the essential, which is the most perfect

energy of deity, is deific ; and that his first and immediate progeny -

must as necessarily be Gods, that is, beings transcendently similar
to himself, and possessing those characteristics secorndarily which
be possesses primarily, as heat is the immediate offspring of fire,
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and coldness of snow. Unacquainted with this mighty truth, which
is coeval with the universe itself, modern theologists and sophists
heve defamed what they did not understand, and by offering vio-
lence to the pages of venerable antiquity, have made the great
Socrates himself become the patron of their own distorted con-
ceptions.

Manor Place, Walworth. THOMAS TAYLOR.
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STANLEII NOTE QUEDAM IN
CALLIMACHUM.

Thresx Notes, it appears from some rudiments (greatly varied by
_corrections and lnterlmeauons) to have been the writer’s intention

to imscribe,
Clarissmo

. ac
Eruditissimo Viro,
JoHANNI MARsSHAN,
Armigero, &c.

They are much intermingled with additional remarks by Bowyer,
into whose possession they seem to have passed; and here and
there I have presumed, very slightly, to play the commentator
myself. As, from my sequestered situation, I have no easy means
of ascertaining whether or not the amnotations of S. and B,
have been already communicated, in some shape or other, to the
public, I trust I shall be forgiven, even if I should appear to
students more fortunately circumstanced in that particular, ‘to -
have ¢ found a mare’s nest.” Yours very truly,

Hunmanby, June 23, 1817, F. WeANGHAM.

N.B. I only insert occasionally the Bowyer additions, of which

the Greek passages (I may add) are, contraryto those of Stanley,
generally accented.



