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Third dialogue (Wednesday)

1. The following day, as we sat around the tea-table in a
summer parlour facing the garden, Alciphron turned down
his cup, sat back in his chair, and said:

‘Our sect is the only one on earth that has the special
privilege of not being tied down by any principles. While
other philosophers declare themselves to be committed to
certain doctrines, ours assert a noble freedom—differing
from one another, and often a single philosopher differing
from himself. Among its other advantages, this method of
proceeding makes us of all men the hardest to refute. You
may show a particular tenet of ours to be wrong, but this
affects only those who maintain that thesis, and only for as
long as they maintain it. Some free-thinkers dogmatize more

than others do, and on some points more than on others.

The doctrine of the usefulness of vice is something we are

not all agreed on. *Some of us are great admirers of virtue.

*Others have problems regarding vice and virtue. Speaking
for myself: °I think that the doctrine maintained yesterday by
Lysicles is an ingenious bit of theory; but for various reasons
I'm inclined not to accept it, and rather to join the ‘virtue’
side in that debate. That puts me in the company of a very
small part of our sect, but it may be the most thoughtful and
praiseworthy part of it. Anyway, after looking into it fairly
and very carefully, I think that we ought to prefer virtue to
vice, and that in doing so we would be doing good things for
the public and for the reputation of our philosophers.

‘So you should know that a number of free-thinkers—men
who haven’t a grain of religion in their make-up—are men
of the most scrupulous honour, which makes them men of
virtue. Honour is a noble unpolluted source of virtue, with
absolutely no fear, self-interest or superstition mixed in with
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it. It has all the advantages of religion with none of the
drawbacks. ...’

Euphranor: [See Q&A note on page 17.] (i) So honour is the
source of virtue. (ii) A thing can’t be the source of itself. (iii)
So the source has to be distinguished from whatever it is the
source of. (iv) So honour is one thing and virtue is another?

Alciphron: [ agree: virtuous actions are the effect, and
honour is their source or cause.

Euphranor: Tell me now, -what the role of honour is in this-.
Is honour
*the will that produces the virtuous actions -as their
efficient cause-? or
*the final cause for which they are produced; or
’right reason that governs and controls them, or
*what the actions are about,
or do you use ‘honour’ to stand for
*a faculty or appetite?
Each of these is supposed to be in one way or another a
source of human actions.

Alciphron: Honour is none of them.

Euphranor: Then please give me some notion or definition of
it.

Alciphron thought for a while and then answered that he
defined honour to be a principle of virtuous actions.

Euphranor replied: ‘As I understand it, the word “prin-
ciple” has several senses. (a) Sometimes by “principles” we
mean the parts of which a whole is composed, and into which
it can be resolved -or analysed:. It’s in this sense that the
elements are called “principles” of compound bodies, and
words and syllables and letters are the “principles” of speech.
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(b) Sometimes by “principle” we mean a small individual
seed, the growth or gradual unfolding of which produces
an organic body, animal or vegetable, in its proper size
and shape. (c) Principles in other contexts are supposed
to be certain fundamental theorems in arts and sciences,
in religion and politics. Now, when you say “Honour is a
principle of virtue”, in which (if any) of these sense are you
using “principle”?’

Alciphron replied that he didn’t mean it in any of those
senses, and that he defined ‘honour’ to be a certain ardour or
enthusiasm that glowed in the breast of a gallant man. [At that
time, ‘enthusiasm’ tended to mean something close to ‘fanaticism’, which
sometimes replaces it in this version. In the present context, however, it
is safer to let the word stand.]

Euphranor remarked that it is always legitimate to put a
definition in place of the term defined. ‘Is this allowed?’ he
asked.

Alciphron: It is.

Euphranor: Then can’t we say that a man of honour is an
ardent -or heated- man, or an enthusiast?

Alciphron replied that there’s no point in such exactness,
that pedants may dispute and define but they can never
reach the high sense of honour that distinguishes the fine
gentleman. This honour, he said, was a thing to be °felt
rather than *explained.

2. Crito, seeing that Alciphron couldn’t bear being
pressed any further on that matter, and wanting to give some
satisfaction to Euphranor, said that he wouldn’t undertake
to explain such a delicate matter, but that he would repeat
to them part of a conversation he once heard between a

minute philosopher and a Christian, on the same subject.

[The reported dialogue, which is quite short, represents the
free-thinker’s ‘honour’ as a disgracefully meagre affair, pretty
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much limited to paying one’s gambling debts and engaging
in duels when challenged.]

Euphranor: I don’t want the opinion of someone of whom
I know nothing. Tell me your own judgment about what
honour is, based on your own observations of men of honour.

Crito: Well, from everything that I have heard or seen, I could
never find that honour—considered as an action-stimulus
distinct from conscience, religion, reason, and virtue—was
anything but an empty name. I really do think that those
who base their conduct on the notion of ‘honour’ have less
virtue than other men; and that what they seem to have -as
their substitute for virtue- is derived either from *the fashion
of the day or from °®a conscience that has (without their
knowing it) retained faint traces of the religious principles
that were drummed into them in their childhood. These two
principles [= ‘sources’] seem to account for everything that in
those gentlemen. Men of fashion who are full of animal life
are blustering braggarts when it comes to morality; they
would blush to let anyone think that they are afraid of
conscience; they go on about ‘honour’, and want to be known
as men of honour rather than as conscientious or honest
men. But so far as I can see this shiny glow of ‘honour’, with
nothing of conscience or religion beneath it to give it life and
substance, is no better than a meteor or sunset cloud.

Euphranor: | had a confused idea that *honour had a lot to
do with *truth; and that men of honour were the greatest
enemies of all hypocrisy, falsehood and disguise.

Crito: Quite the contrary! An unbeliever who thinks he
has the most scrupulous *honour without having the least
grain of *faith or °religion will pretend to be a Christian—take
any test, join in any act of worship, kneel, pray, receive the
sacrament—all to serve his own self-interest. He won't feel
that his honour is at stake when he solemnly declares and
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promises in the face of God and the world that he will love
his wife, and forsaking all others keep only to her, while
having not the faintest intention of keeping any part of his
vow—as he shows to everyone as soon as he gets her and
her money in his power. ...

Euphranor: We had a notion here in the country that calling
a ‘man of honour’ a liar was the nastiest thing one could do,
and a very risky thing to do!

Crito: That is very true. Such a man doesn’t mind lying, but
he hates to be called a liar.

3. Alciphron, having peacefully heard all this, said:

‘The term “free-thinker” covers men of very different
sorts and sentiments, so that free-thinkers can’t be said
strictly to constitute a single sect with a particular system
of positive and distinct opinions. We do indeed all agree on
certain points of unbelief, certain negative principles, and
this agreement does in a way bring us together under the
common idea of one sect. But those negative principles, as
they take root in men who differ in age, temperament and
upbringing, produce a wide variety of tendencies, opinions
and characters. Don’t think that our greatest strength lies
in the libertines and mere “men of honour” who constitute
the majority of us. No: we have among us philosophers of
a very different type, enquiring thinkers who are governed
not by *such crude things as sense and custom but by
*highly principled virtue and elevated morals—and the less
religious they are, the more virtuous! An unbeliever is the
best qualified person for virtue of the high and disinterested
[= ‘not self-interested’] kind, because it is a low-down and selfish
thing to be virtuous through fear or hope, -as believers are-.
The notion of a God who maintains a future state of rewards
and punishments may indeed tempt or scare cowardly men
into *behaviour that is contrary to the natural tendency of
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their souls, but it will never produce *genuine virtue. To get
to the bottom of things, to analyse virtue into its ultimate
elements and settle a scheme of morals on its true basis,
you have to grasp that an idea of beauty is natural to the
mind of man. All men want beauty; they are pleased and
delighted with it for its own sake, purely from an instinct of
nature. A man doesn’t need arguments to make him identify
and approve what is beautiful; it strikes him at first sight,
and attracts him without a reason. And just as this beauty
is found in the physical features of material things, so also
there’s a different though analogous kind of beauty—an
order, a symmetry, a handsomeness—in the moral world.
And just as the eye perceives one sort of beauty, so does the
mind by a certain interior sense perceive the other sort; and
this sense, talent or faculty is always sharpest and purest in
the noblest minds. . .. Just as we unhesitatingly pronounce
a dress to be fine, or a physical movement graceful, we
can with the same free untutored judgment tell straight off
whether someone’s behaviour is beautiful. To detect and
enjoy this kind of beauty you need a delicate and fine taste;
but when someone has this natural taste, that’s all he needs.
He has no need for anything else as a principle to convince
him -of the value of beauty-, or as a motive to induce him
to love virtue. And every rational creature has something of
this taste or sense, though in varying degrees. All rational
beings are by nature social. They are drawn towards one
another by natural affections. They unite into families, clubs,
parties, and commonwealths by mutual sympathy. Just
as the various parts of our body (guided by the sensitive
soul) contribute to our animal functions, and are connected
to make one whole -organism-, so also the various parts
of these rational systems (guided by this moral or interior
sense) are held together, have a fellow feeling, do support and
protect each other, and jointly co-operate towards a single
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end. That’s the source of our joy in society, our inclination
towards doing good to our kind, the approval and delight
we have when we see other men’s virtuous deeds or think
back on our own. By thinking about the fitness and order
of the parts of a moral system, operating regularly and held
together by benevolent affections, the mind of man achieves
the highest notion of beauty, excellence, and perfection. Held
by this sublime idea, our philosophers infinitely despise and
pity anyone who proposes or accepts any other motive to
virtue. Self-interest is a low-down and ungenerous thing,
destroying the merit of virtue; and falsehood of every kind is
inconsistent with the genuine spirit of philosophy.’

Crito: So your love for moral beauty, and your passion
for truth as such, won’t let you patiently endure those
fraudulent impositions upon mankind—
*God, *the immortality of the soul, and *rewards and
punishments in an after-life—
which purport to promote virtue but really destroy it (destroy
true virtue); and at the same time contradict and belittle your
noble theories, thus tending to disturb and agitate men’s
minds and fill them with doomed hopes and empty terrors.

Alciphron: Men’s first thoughts and natural notions are the
best in moral matters. Mankind doesn’t need to be preached
or reasoned or frightened into virtue, which is such a natural
and congenial thing for every human soul. And if this is
the case—as it certainly is—it follows that all society’s aims
are secured without religion, and that an unbeliever offers
promise of being the most virtuous man, in a true, sublime,
and heroic sense.

4. Euphranor: While you say these things, Alciphron, I
feel a state of my soul like the trembling of one lute when
the unison strings of another are plucked. Doubtless there
is a beauty of the mind, a charm in virtue, a symmetry
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and proportion in the moral world. The ancients knew this
moral beauty by the name of honestum. If we want to know
what its force and influence are, it may be worthwhile to
inquire how it was understood and depicted by those who
first considered it, and gave it a name. Honestum, according
to Aristotle, is what is *praiseworthy; according to Plato it
is what is *pleasant or *profitable—meaning pleasant to a
reasonable mind and profitable to its true interest. [Euphranor
gives the key words here in Greek as well as in English or, in one case
(honestum), Latin.] [See Q&A note on page 17.] (i) When we think of
an action as praiseworthy, our thought goes beyond the bare
action itself, and takes in the opinion of others concerning it.
(ii) So this isn’t a sufficient basis or source of virtue for a man
to act on, in a case where he thinks that his conduct can’t
be observed by any other thinking being. (iii) When a man
does something because he finds it pleasant or profitable, we
have to think that he’ll refrain from doing it—or even do its
opposite—if that has a prospect of greater pleasure or profit.
(iv) So it follows from this that the beauty of virtue in either
Aristotle’s or Plato’s sense is not sufficient to get sensual and
worldly-minded men to act virtuously. (v) So it follows that
hope of reward and fear of punishment are extremely useful
in getting the balance of pleasant and profitable to swing
down on the side of virtue, thus bringing much benefit to
human society.

Alciphron appealed: ‘Gentlemen, you are witnesses of this
unfair proceeding of Euphranor’s, who argues against us on
the basis of Plato’s and Aristotle’s accounts of the beauty of
virtue, accounts that have nothing to do with our views. The
philosophers of our sect rise above all praise, pleasure and
self-interest when they are captured and bowled over by the
sublime idea of the beauty of virtue.’

‘I apologise’, replied Euphranor, ‘for supposing that to-
day’s minute philosophers think like those ancient sages.
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But tell me, Alciphron, since you don’t adopt Plato’s or
Aristotle’s account of it, what do you understand the beauty
of virtue to be? Define it, explain it, make me understand
your meaning, that so we can argue about the same thing; if
we don’t do that we’ll never reach a conclusion.’

5. Alciphron: Some things are better understood by
definitions and descriptions; but I have always observed that
those who do least well concerning the beauty of virtue are
those who try to define, explain, and dispute about it. Moral
beauty is so unique and abstract, so subtle, fine, and fleeting,
that it doesn’t survive being handled and inspected like a jug
or a boot. So you’ll have to allow me my philosophic liberty
to *take my stand within the general and indefinite sense;
rather than *entering into a precise and detailed account of
this beauty, possibly °losing sight of it, and also possibly
*giving you leverage for criticizing and inferring and raising
doubts, queries and difficulties about something that’s as
clear as the sun when nobody reasons upon it!

Euphranor: Are you then saying, Alciphron, that the notion
of moral beauty is clearest when it is not thought about?

Alciphron: I say that it's something to be felt rather than
understood, a certain je ne sais quoi [French = ‘T don’t know
what]. We engage with it not through our concept-managing
capacities, but through a special sense, which is properly
called the ‘moral sense’ because it is adapted to the percep-
tion of moral beauty, as the eye is adapted to colours, or the
ear to sounds.

Euphranor: | have no doubt that men naturally have certain
instinctive sensations or emotions that make them amiable
and useful to each other. Examples are:

*fellow-feeling with the distressed,

* tenderness for our offspring,
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eaffection towards our friends, our neighbours and our

country,

*indignation against what is base, cruel or unjust.
These emotions are implanted in the human soul along with
various other factors—fears and appetites, aversions and
desires—with different minds differing in which of these are
strongest and uppermost. Doesn’t it then seem to be a very
uncertain guide in morals, for a man to follow his emotion or
inward feeling? If this were the general rule, wouldn't it be
sure to lead different men in different directions, depending
on which appetite or emotion was prevalent?

Alciphron: I don’t deny that.

Euphranor: And doesn't it also follow that duty and virtue
are more likely to be practised if men are led by reason and
judgment, balancing °low and sensual pleasures against
*those of a higher kind, *present losses against *future gains,
and the *discomfort and disgust of every vice against *the
delightful practice of the opposite virtue and the pleasing
thoughts and hopes that go with it? Or can there be a
stronger motive to virtue than the belief that all things
considered it is in every man’s true self-interest?

6. Alciphron: I tell you, Euphranor, we despise the ‘virtue’
of the man who calculates and deliberates and must have a
reason for being virtuous. The refined moralists among the
free-thinkers are enchanted and carried away by the abstract
beauty of virtue. They. .. .love virtue only for its own sake. . ..
Try an experiment on the first man you meet. Propose to
him a villainous or unjust action. Get his initial sense of the
matter and you’ll find that he detests it. He may indeed later
on be misled by arguments or overpowered by temptation;
but his original, unpremeditated, genuine thoughts are right
and orthodox. How can we account for this except through a
moral sense which, when left to itself, has as quick and true
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a perception of the beauty and ugliness of human actions as
the eye has of colours?

Euphranor: Mightn't this be adequately explained in terms
of conscience, affection, emotion, education, reason, custom,
religion? For all I know, those sources of moral behaviour
may be what you *metaphorically call a moral sense!

Alciphron: What I call a ‘moral sense’ is strictly, °literally,
and truly a sense, and is different in kind from all the things
you have just listed. All men have it, though some may fail
to be aware of it in themselves.

Euphranor smiled and said: ‘Alciphron has made discov-
eries where I least expected him to. In regard to *everything
else I would hope to learn from him, but for knowledge of
*myself, of the faculties and powers of my own mind, I would
have looked at home! And I might have looked there for a
good long time without finding this new talent. Even now,
after being tutored, I still can’t understand it. I must say that
Alciphron speaks in a way that is too high-flown and obscure
for a topic that ought to be the most clearly understood of
all. I have often heard that your *deepest experts and ®oldest
and *most experienced theoreticians are the *most obscure!
Lysicles is young, and speaks plainly. If he would favour
us with his view of the ‘moral sense’, that might perhaps be
nearer to a level at which I can understand.’

7. Lysicles shook his head, and in a solemn and earnest
manner addressed us all. ‘Gentlemen,” he said, ‘Alciphron
stands on his own legs. I have no part in these refined
notions he is now committed to defending. If I must *subdue
my emotions, *take things in an abstract way, *think deeply,
°love virtue—in short, if I must be an enthusiast—the def-
erence I owe to the laws of my country make me choose to
be an enthusiast in their way! Besides, it is better to be an
enthusiast for some end than to be an enthusiast for none.
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This doctrine -of virtue based not on religion but on a “moral
sense”- has all the solid inconveniences of the Christian
doctrine, without its distracting hopes and prospects.’

Alciphron: I wasn’t counting on Lysicles to back me up in
this matter, which after all doesn’t need his help. Different
topics require different treatments. A subject may be too
obscure for the dry and pedantic method of definition and
distinction-drawing, or it may be too simple for it. And we
may know too little about a subject to be able to make it
plainer by talking about it, or we may know too much for
further talk to be any help.

Crito: ....For my part, I believe that if matters were fairly
stated,
the rational satisfaction, the peace of mind, the inward
comfort and conscientious joy that a good Christian
finds in good actions,
would not be found to fall short of all
the ecstasy, rapture and enthusiasm that are
supposed to come from that high and undescribed
source, -the moral sense-.
Seriously, can any ecstasy be higher, any rapture more
affecting, than what comes from the love of God and man,
from a conscience clear of sins, from an inward discharge of
duty, with the secret delight, trust and hope that go along
with it?
Alciphron: O Euphranor, we who are devoted to the truth
don’t *envy the groundless joys and mistaken hopes of
a Christian—we epity them!. And as for conscience and
rational pleasure, how can we allow a conscience without
allowing a vindictive God? And how can we suppose that
the charm of virtue consists in any pleasure or benefit that
comes from virtuous actions, without thereby giving great
advantages to the Christian religion, which seems to arouse
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its believers to virtue by the self-interested pursuit of the
highest pleasures as rewards? Alas! if we granted this, we
would be opening the door to all those rusty old speeches
about the necessity and usefulness of the great articles of
faith, the immortality of the soul, an after-life, rewards and
punishments, and other such exploded notions. According
to our system and principles, those factors may perhaps
produce a low, popular, self-interested kind of ‘virtue’, but
it is bound to destroy and extinguish virtue in the sublime
and heroic sense -of the word-.

8. Euphranor: What you're saying now is perfectly intelli-
gible: I wish I understood your main principle as well.

Alciphron: So you are seriously at a loss? Can you really
have no notion of beauty, or have it but not know beauty to
be lovable in itself and for itself?

Euphranor: Tell me, Alciphron, do all mankind have the
same notion of a beautiful face?

Alciphron: The physical beauty of human beings seems to
be rather mixed and various.... But isn’t there a steady
standard of beauty with regard to other things? Doesn’t
every human mind have the idea of order, harmony and
proportion?

Euphranor: O Alciphron, it’s a weakness of mine that I tend
to get lost when the talk is abstract and general; particular
things are better suited to my faculties. So let us stay with
the objects of the senses, and try to discover what it is that
makes them beautiful; and then, using these sensible things
as a ladder, climb to the level of moral and intellectual beauty.
So please tell me: what is it that we call ‘beauty’ in the objects
of sense? [Alciphron’s answer would, as Euphranor points
out, allow for ‘beauty’ in tastes and smells; so he tries again
with an account that limits beauty to what can be seen:]

Alciphron, after a short pause, said that beauty consisted
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in a certain symmetry or proportion pleasing to the eye.

Euphranor: Is this proportion the very same in everything, or
is it different in different kinds of things?

Alciphron: Different, doubtless. The proportions of an ox
would not be beautiful in a horse. And we see also in
inanimate things that the beauty of a table, a chair, a door,
consists in different proportions.

Euphranor: [See Q&A note on page 17.] (i) This proportion implies
the relation of one thing to another. (ii) And these relations
are based on size and shape. (iii) For the proportions to
be right, those mutual relations of size and shape in the
parts must be such as to make the whole thing complete
and perfect in its kind. (iv) A thing is said to be ‘perfect in
its kind’ when it fits the purpose for which it was made. (v)
So the parts have to be related, and adjusted to one another,
in such a way that they can best work together to make
the whole thing work properly. (vi) But comparing parts
with one another, viewing them as belonging to one whole,
and relating this whole to its use or purpose, seems to be
the work of reason. (vii) So strictly speaking, proportions
are not perceived by the sense of sight, but only by reason
through the means of sight. (viii) So beauty, in your sense
of it, is an object not of the eye but of the mind. (ix) So the
eye alone can’t see that a chair is handsome, or a door well
proportioned.

Alciphron: That seems to follow, but I'm not clear on this
point.

Euphranor: Let’s see if there’s any difficulty in it. That chair
you are sitting in: do you think it could be regarded as
well-proportioned or handsome if it didn’t have that height,
depth, breadth, and wasn’t adjusted so as to be comfortable
to sit in?

Alciphron: It could not.
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Euphranor: So the beauty or symmetry of a chair can’t be
taken in unless you know what the chair is for, and relate
its shape to that intended use; and that can’t be done by the
*eye alone—it’s work for the *judgment. So it is one thing to
see an object and another to detect its beauty.

Alciphron: I admit this to be true.

9. Euphranor: [He now repeats the point with the example
of a door: the standards for what makes a door ‘beautifully
proportioned’ reflect the fact that doors are for humans to go
through. Alciphron agrees. Then:] Tell me, Alciphron, isn’t
there something truly decent and beautiful in dress?

Alciphron: No doubt there is.

Euphranor: If we want to get an idea of beauty in dress, is
anyone more likely to give it to us than painters and sculptors
whose business it is to aim at graceful representations?

Alciphron: I believe not.

Euphranor: Well, then, let’s examine the draperies of the
great masters in these arts for example how they were
accustomed to clothe a matron, or a man of rank. [He then

launches into a fierce attack on current standards of dress.

The Greeks and Romans dressed themselves in a ‘becoming’
manner, whereas ‘our Gothic gentry’ have adopted standards
and fashions that are ‘absurd and ridiculous’. The reason
for this (and Alciphron agrees) is that ‘instead of consulting
use, reason and convenience’ the moderns have gone in for
‘fancy, the unnatural parent of monsters’. He concludes
that ‘the beauty of dress depends on its serving certain ends
and uses’. Euphranor then launches into a fresh set of
examples, quoting Virgil on a beautiful *horse, and then
reporting ancient Greek ideas about what makes a *pillar
beautiful. There follows a long speech about architectural
standards, all of which is aimed at showing ‘the subordinate
relative nature of beauty’. Architectural beauty, he says,
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reflects not only *the use to which the building is to be put,
but also °certain relationships to natural things—e.g. the
proportions that make for beauty in a Greek pillar have
a definite relationship to the proportions of a well-shaped
human body. Euphranor sums up:] The grand distinction
between *ancient Greek and *Gothic architecture is that the
*Gothic is fantastical, and mostly not based on nature or
reason, necessity or use, these being what account for all the
beauty, grace and ornament of the architecture of *ancient
Greece.

Crito: What Euphranor has said confirms the opinion I
always entertained, that the rules of architecture (as of all
other arts that flourished among the Greeks) were based
on truth and nature and good sense. [He then expounds
the point that the ancients didn’t adhere slavishly to their
rules of proportion etc., being willing to depart from them
‘whenever the particular distance, position, elevation, or di-
mension of the building or its parts seemed to require it’. He
contrasts *careful and rational departure from rules with the
ecapricious fantasticalness of contemporary architecture.]

Alciphron: Now I need something to be made clearer—namely
what the point is of this architectural detour.

Euphranor: Weren't we enquiring into beauty?
Alciphron: We were.

Euphranor: Well, what do you think, Alciphron—doesn’t
some real principle of beauty have to be at work when
something pleases us here and now and also gave pleasure
two thousand years ago and two thousand miles away?

Alciphron: Yes, it does.

Euphranor: And isn’t that how things stand with respect to
a sound piece of architecture?

Alciphron: Nobody denies it.
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Euphranor: Architecture, the noble offspring of judgment
and fancy, was gradually formed in the most civilised and
informed countries of Asia, and in Egypt, Greece and Italy. It
was valued and admired by the most flourishing states and
most renowned monarchs, who at vast expense improved it
and brought it to perfection. It seems more than any other art

to be specially involved with order, proportion and symmetry.

So isn’t it reasonable for us to think that architecture is the
art that is most likely to help us get some rational notion
of the je ne sais quoi in beauty? And haven’t we learned
from our ‘detour’ that *there is no beauty without proportion,
and that *proportions are to be judged as sound and true
only to the extent that they relate -appropriately- to some
certain use or purpose—this potential usefulness being what
basically makes them please and charm?

Alciphron: I admit all this to be true.

[In the next three speeches, ‘principle’ is used in a sense related to
(b) in Euphranor’s speech on pages 36-37. Think of it as meaning
approximately ‘generator’ or ‘source of energy’.]

10. Euphranor: Given this doctrine, I'd like to know what
beauty can be found in a moral system that has been formed,
tied together and governed by °chance, *fate, or any other
*blind unthinking principle. Without *thought there can be
no purpose or design; without *a purpose there can’'t be any
usefulness; and without *usefulness there can’t be any of
the fitness of proportion from which beauty springs.

Alciphron: Can’t we suppose that the world is permeated
throughout by a certain vital principle of beauty, order and
harmony, *without supposing a God who inspects, punishes
and rewards the moral actions of men, *without supposing
the immortality of the soul or an after-life—in brief *without
accepting any part of what is commonly called faith, worship,
and religion?
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Crito: Is this principle that you are supposing a thinking one
or not? If not, then it is all of a piece with chance or fate,
which was argued against a moment ago. If it does think,
then I'd like Alciphron to tell me: What is so beautiful in
a moral system headed by a supreme thinking being that
doesn’t protect the innocent, punish the wicked, or reward
the virtuous? [He goes on eloquently and at length about
‘the beauty of a moral system’ in which everyone sees himself
as ‘the member of a great City, whose author and founder is
God’, and where all conduct aims at ‘the noblest end, namely
the complete happiness or well-being of the whole’. Then:]

11. There will be great beauty in a system of spirits
that are subordinate to God’s will and under