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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE.

Tur present work ig a tramslation of the fenrth and
last edition of the first part of Dr. Zeller’s * Philo-
gophie der Griechen.,” That this part, containing the
{teneral Introduction to the entire subject and the his-
tory of the earliest phiiosophers, should appear after
others dealing with the later periods, ig in some mea-
sure to be repretted, becanse Greek Philosophy is best
treated as a whole, and gains immensely by heing
studied in the order of development; yet those whe
are aequainted with the previously translated portions
of Dr. Zeller's work will be the more ready to welcome
the infroductory volume, without which, indeed, many
things in the later philosophy, and in Dr. Zeller's treat-
ment of it, would have remained comparatively obscure.

There is no need to speak highly of a work so well
kmown. The translator has endeavoured to make her
version as literal as possible, considering the require-
ments of the Euvglish language and its deficiency in
precise equivalents for German philesophical terms—a
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deficieney giving rise to many difficalties which she
cannoh hope to have always snccesstully overcome.

“he desires to express her hearty thanks to M,
EveLyy Apporr, Fellow and Tutor of Balliol College,
Oxford, for his valuable assistance in reading over the
proof sheets, especially in regard fo the Greek notes.

It is, perhaps, necessary to add, respecting the
numerous references, that Vol. I. and IT. stand for the
volumes of the present translation, and Part I, II. and
I1T. for the divisions of the German work.

Crurrox © Deceinder 6, 1880,
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AUTHOR'S PREFACE

TwWENTY YRARS aco, when I published in its later form
the first volume of {his work, originally designed on
a different plan, and a far more limited s.ca]e, T ex-
plained in the following words the principles which
had guided me in its compositien: ¢ In the treatment
of my subject I have constantly kept in view the task
whiech T proposed to myself in my first, approaches to it;
viz. to maiotain o middie course hetween erudite en-
quiry and the speculative study of history: neither, on
the one hand, to eolleet facts in a merely empirinal
manner; nor, on the other, te construct ¢ pirvord theories
bul through the traditions themselves, by means of eri-
tical sifting and historical combiration, te arrive at a
knowledge of their importance and interdependence,
This task, however, in regard fo the pre-Sccratie philo-
sophy was rendered peculiarly difficult by the character
of the sources and the divergencies of modern opinions
respeeting them : it was impossible adequately to fulfit
it without a number of oritical ciscussions, often
descending to the minutest details. That the clearness
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of the historical exposition, however, might not he
thereby itapaired, 1 have consigned these discussions
a8 much as possible to the nofes, where also the testi-
monies and references respecting the authorities find
4 fitbing place, Butb the writings from which these are
talken are many, and some of them difiicult to oblain,
so that it has often been necessary to give the quota-
tions at length to make it possible for the reader to test
the authentieity of my exposition without an unwarrant-
able expenditure of time. Thus the amount of notes,
and consequently the size of the whole volume, have
inereased to a considerable cxtent ; but I hope I have
choson rightly in attending before all things to the
scientific requirements of the reader, and in doubtful
cases preferving to economisc his time rather than the
printer’s paper.

I have kept io the same points of view in the pre-
paration of the following volnmes, and of the new
editions which have since become neeessary,  The hope
that I have therein adopted the proper course has heen
fully justified by the reception given to my work ; and
though the principle (not previously quite unknown to
me ) has recently been pressed upon my attention, that the
ancient, philosophers must be treated philosophically,
1 have never yet been able to convinece myself that the
method hitherto pursued by me has been a mistake, I
still hold, more strongly than ever, that the philosophie
apprehension of systems of philosophy (which, however,
must be distinguished from philosophic crifécism) en-
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tively coineides with the histeric apprebension of them.
T can pever indeed consider that a proper history has
been written if the anthor has stopped short at the bara
enumeration of isolated doctrines and statements without
enquiring as to their centre of gravity, examining their
interconnection, or {racing out their exaet mcaping
withont determining their relation and importance
to the various systemns collectively., But, on the other
band, I must protest against the misuse of the noble
name of philosophy for the purpese of depriving his-
torieal phenomena of their distinctive character, of
forcing upon the ancient philosophers inferences which
they expressly repudiate, of effacing the contradictions
aud supplying the lacunwe of their gystems with adjuncts
that are purc inventions. The great phenvmena of the
past are much too great in my eyes for me to suppose
that I could do them any service by exalting them above
their historical conditions and limitations. In my
opinion, such a false idealisation makes them smaller
instead of greater. At all evenis, nothing can thereby
be gained for historic.truth, hefore which every predi-
lection for particular persons and schools must give way.
Whoover would expound a philesapbic system must re-
produce the theories held by its autbher in the conneetion
which they had in his mind. This we can only learn
from the testimolay of the pbilosophers themselves, and
from thestatements of others concerning their doctrines;
but, in comparing these testimonies, in examining their
authentieity and credibility, in completing them by in-
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ferences and combinations of various kinds, we must be
careful to remembeor two things: in the first place, the
inductions which carry us beyond direct testimony must
in each case be founded on the totality of evidence in
our possession ; and when a philosophic theory seems to
us to require certain further theories, we must always
examine whether other portions of the author’s system,
quite as impertant in his estimation, do not stand in the
way. econdly, we must enguire whether we are justi-
fied in supposing that the philosopher we are considering
propounded to bimself the questions which we are pro-
pounding to him, returned to himself the answers which
e derive fromn other statements of his, or himself drew
the inferences which to ws appear necessary. To pro-
ceed in this spirit of scientific circumspection has been
at any rate my own endeavour. To this end, as will be
seen in the later no less than in the earlier editions of my
work, T have also tried to learn from those writers whe
here and there, on points of greater or lesser importance,
have differed from me. If I am indebled to these writers
for many things that have assisted in the eompletion
and correetion of my cxposition, it will nevertheless be
understood that, in all essential points, Feounld only re-
main true to my own view of the pre-Soeratic philo-
sophy, and bave defended that view as persistently and
decidedly as the interest of the subject demanded,
against objections which secmed to me uneonvineing
and untenable, ‘

I dedicated the second edition of the present work
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to my father-in-law, Dr. . Cur. Baur, of Tiibingen.
In the third I was obliged to omit the dedieation,
because he to whom it was addressed was no longer
among us. But I cannot refrain from recalling in this
place, with affection and gratitude, the memory of =
mun who was not only to me in all personal relations
a friend and father, but also, in regard to my scientific
lubours, has teft for me and for ]l his disciples a shining
example of incorruplible love of i{ruth, untiring perse-
verance in research, inexhaustible diligence, penctrative
criticism, and width and coherence in the treatment of
history.

Srrrmw: Oclober 18, 1876,
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ERERATA.

Page 4, line 9—jfor Shepherd Booxol read hords of grazing Bosweoi.
54, ling 2 from foot—jybr particulars reed particular.

w72, line 19—/ar seventeeuth rend seventh,

w 94, 2, line 17—for sup. p. 03 read sup. p, 91, 3 ; of, 98, 4.
145, 1, ¥ine 2—for the Protagoras read Protagoras.

214, ». line 28 (first column)—or Anacolins reced Anatolius,
» 219, 3, line 10 {sccond column y—for atfinity rewed infinity.
231, r. line 20 (frst eoluran)—for 258, | read 228, 3,

o 247y 1efor 288, 1 read 283, 1.

o 251, line 9—por surrounds repd surronnded,

w260, 4 foe 101, § oreend 261, 1.

w268, 2—for pp. 197, 200 rend 241, 244,

w265, B-—for 197 read 241,

y 263, 2, line 8—for 268, 1 read 267, L.

w288, 8—for 241, 1 read 241, 2,

288, 1, line 9—for 281, 1 reud 201, 2.

v 292, 1——for 296, 4 read 201, L.

w802, I—for 336, 4 read 335, 5.

w A8, 2, line 2—for 426, 6 rewd 428, 8.

w A4, 1, line 3—pi» convervation read ansertion,

444, Br—mfor 442, 1 read 443, 1.

46%, 1, line b Irom foot (second column}—for 410 reud 57286,
» 527, A—fur 372, 1 read 378, 4

527, 4, line 4 from foot—fir 491 read 323,

o A1, 2—for 52, 5§ read 530, 2.

338, I—for 547, 1 read 548, 1.

548, 1, line 14 (second eoluwm)—-for 547, 1 read 618, 1.

o aird, d—for 047, 1 read 548, 1.

504, 4—for 542, 1 read h43, 1.

w660, 1, lines 18 and 19—for infra r7ead supra 3 for 544, 1 read 545, 1.
o 0066, 1—for 549, | read 548, 2 ; for 560, 2 read 562, 5.

337, lipe 8—omit therefore

w B08, 2, lines ¢ and T—ybr 348 read 617, m. ; for 580, 1 read 391, 1.
o G238, line 19—7Fur connections read connection.
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1HE PHILOSOPHY OF THE GREEKS

1IN 1T8

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT.

INTROQDUCTION.

CHAPTER T.

ATM, SCOPE AXD METHQOD OF THE RRESENT WORK.

Tue texrn Philosophy, as in use among the Greeks,
varicd greatly in its mearing and compass,! Originally
it denoted all mental culture, and all cffort in the
direction of culture;* even as godim, the word from
which it is devived, was applied to every art and every

kind of knowledge?

A more restricted significance

geems first to have been given to it in the time of the
Sophists, when it became usual to seek atter a wider
knowledge by means of more special and adequate

i Cf. the valuable evidence of
Haym in Brsch and Gruber's Allge-
meine Encyklopaedie, sect. i1l b. 24,
P 2 sqq.

# Thus Creesns says to Solon
{Herodotas, 1. 30) that he had heard
@y griaorodéwyr iy moAA Beupiys
elvexer dmepfiufas,  Simijarly, Po-
rieles (Thueydides, ii. 40}, in the
funcral oration: deherehobuey yip
wer' ebrehelas kal QrioqoPolues Ereu

FOL. I.

B

padacizs,  The sarme vagne uge of
the word is long after to be met
with cven among writers who are
not unaequainted with the stricter
#ense,

¢ Cf. Aristotle’s Fih. Nie. vi. 7,
sub init., and the verse quoted by
him from the Homerie Margites.
Cf, also infra, the section on the
Sophista.
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instruction than ordinary education and the unmethodi-
cal routine of practical life could of themselves afford.!
By Philosophy was now understood the study of things
of the mind, pursued not as an aceessory employment
and matter of amusement, but ezclusively and as a
-separate vocation. The word Philosophy, however, wasg
not as vet limited to philosophic seience in its present
acceptation, nor even fo science in general, for which
other designations were much more in vogue: to phile-
sophise was to study, to devote oneself to any theovetic
activity.? Philosophers in the narrower semse, down to
the time of Socrates, werc vrdinarily designated as wise
men or Sophists,? and, more precisely, as physicists.®
A more definite use of the word is first met with in
Plato. Plato calls that man a philoscpher who in his
specitlation and his practice has regard o essence, und
not to appearance ; Philosophy, as he apprehends it, is

! Pythagoras indend, secording
to a well-known ancedote, had pre-
viously assumed the name of phi-
losopher; but the story iz in the
first. place oncertain ; and in the
sceond it keeps the Indeterminate
sense of the word according to
which philosophy signified all
gtriving after wisdom,

2 The expression, for example,
in Xenophon (Mem. iv. 2, 23) has
this sense; for the philosephy of
Euthydemus {according to section
1) consists in his studying the wri-
tings of the poets and Sophists;
and similarly in Conw. 1, 5, Boarates
compares Limself, ag abrovpybs Tis
puirocaplas, with Callias, the disci-
ple of the Sophists.  Also in Cyrop.
v, 1,41, prAesodeir means generally
to cogitate, to study, Xsocrates uses

it in this way (Paneg.c. 1) when he
calls his own activity The wepi Tobs
Adyous dudegopiar, or even simply
Prhogopia, praegodei (Panath. ¢, 4,
5, 8 wepl dwrilloo, 181-186, 271,
285 and elsewhers. Plato himself
sdopks this  wider meaning
Gorgies 484 C and 4835 A eqq.,
Frotagoras 335 D, Lysis 213 D.
Cf. also the commencement of the
Menexenuys,

¥ This namo was given, for in-
stunee, to the seven wise men, to
Solon, Pythagoras and Socrates;
zlso to the pre-Socratic natural
philosophers.  Vide infra, loe. eit.

* Puatwol, pueioidya, the recog-
nised name for the philosophers
especially of the Ionian gchools,
and those eonnceted with them.
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the elevation of the mind towards true Heality,—the
soientific cognition nnd rooral exposition of the idea,
Finally, Aristotle still further limits the sphere of Philo-
sophy, by wholly excluding from it practical activity;
but he Huctuates between a wider and a navrower
definition. Aecording to the wider, Philosophy includes
all scientific knowledge and research ; according to the
narrower, it is restricted to enquriries conecrning the ulti-
mate causes of things, the so-called ¢ IFirst Philosophy.’

Searcely, however, had this beginning been made
towards a precise determination of Philosoply witen
the attempt was again abandoned; Philosophy in the
post-Aristoteliun schools is somctimes exelusively de-
fined ag the practice of wisclom, the art of happiness,
the science of life ; sometimes it is hardly discriminated
from the empirical sciences, and gsometimes confounded
with mere erudition. This confusion was promoted,
nat only by the learned tendencies of the Peripatetic
school and of the whole Alexandrian period, but also
and more especially by Stoicism, sinee Chrysippus had
included in the cirele of his so-called philosophical
enquiries the arts of grammar, musie, &c., while his
very definition of Philosophy, us the science of things
divine snd hwmen, wmst have rendered difficult any
precise limitation of ifs domain  After this period
science hecame more and more involved with mythology
and theclogical poetry, to the increasing disturbance of
the houndaries of both these spheres; und the concep-

' Appealing to this definition, mathy, says ho, s the business of a
Strabo, at tho opening of his work, philosopher:  Further authoritics

declares goography to be an essen~ for the above will be given in the
tial part of plulesophy; for poly- course of this work, )

n2
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tion of Philosophy soon lost all distinctness. On the
one hand, the Neo-Platonists regarded Linns and
Orpheus as the first of philosophers, the Chaldean
oracles as the primitive sources of the highest wisdom,
and the sacred rites, asceticism and theurgic superstition
of their school as the true philosophy; on the other, the
Christian theclogiuns, with equal right, glorified meo-
nastic life as Christien philosophy, and gave to the
various sects of mouks, including even the Shepherd
Booxol, o name which Plato and Aristotle had reserved
for the highest activity of the human intellect.!

But it is not mercly the name which is wanting in
accurate limitation and fixity of import. Uncertainty
of languuge usually implies uncertainty of thought, and
the present ease forms no exception. Tf the extent of
the term Philosophy was only gradually settled, Philo-
" sophy itself only gradually appeared as w specific form
of intellectual life. If the word fluctuates hetween a
wider and a narrower significance, Philogophy similarly
fluctuates; being sometimes restricted to a definite
scienfific sphere, and somctimes mingled with alien
ingredients of various kinds. The pre-Socratic Philo-
sophy developed itself partly in conmection with mytho-
logical ideas. Even for Plato the mythus is a necessity,

bWus's Church History, iv. 26, 7,

1 qu}\ua'aqhsi'v and (pd\ncmqbfa are
speaks of the Judaie-Christian ve-

the ondinary terms employed at

that period to designute the sscetic
life aud its various forms; so that,
for example, Sezomenus, in the casa
ahove mentioned (Hisf, Hecles. vi.
88), conclndes his statement about
the Beakel with the words wal of
piv @8e droaddowr, Christianity
itgelf is not uufroquontly ealled
pirogopin; thus Melito, 1n Euse-

ligion as 4 «af Auds gerorodia.
Philo similarly (gied omnis pro-
bus liher, 877 C, I}; vilm contenplat.
893 D) describes the theology of
the Tussenes and Therapeuts, with
its allegorical Interpretation of
Scripture, as duhegodely, wdTpis
Pihareple,
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and after the period of Neo-Pythagoreism, polytheistic
theology zequires such an influcnee over Philosophy
that Philosophy at last becomes merely the interpreter
of theological traditions, With the Pythagoreans,
the Sophists, Scerates, the Cynics and the Cyrenaies,
seientifie speculation was connected with practical en-
guiries, which these philosoplers did not themsclves
diseriminate from their science. Plato veckons moral
conduct as much a part of Philogophy as knowledge ;
while after Aristotle, Philosophy was so increasingly
regarded from the practical point of view, that it wulti-
mately became idertified with moral calture and true
religion.  Lastly, among the Greeks, the sciences (in
the modern acceptation of the term) were only hy slow
degrees, and at no time very accurately, diseriminated
fromn Philosophy.,  Philogophy in Greece is not merely
the central point towards which all scientifie efforts
converge; it is, ariginally, the whole which includes
them in itself, The sense of form peculiar to the Greek
cannot let him vest in any partial or isolated view of
things ; moreover, his knowledge was at first so limited
that he was far less oceupied than we are with the study
" of the particular. From the outsct, therefore, his glance
was dnected to the totahtv of thmgs and it was onl)
themselves from thﬁ co]lectue selence, Plato hlmself,
cicluding the mechanical and practical arts, recognises
only Philosophy and the various branches of mathematics
as sciences proper ; indeed, the treatment he claims for
mathemaatics would make it simply a part of Phile-
sophy. Aristotle includes under Philosophy, besides
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mathematics, all his physical enquiries, deeply as these
enter into the study of the particnlar. Tt was enly in
tlie Alexandrian period thut the special sciences attained
to independent cultivation. We find, however, among
the Stoies, az well as the Peripatetics, that philosophic
enquiry wag bleaded with, and often hampered by, a
great mass of erudition and empirieal observations, In
the eclecticisin of the Moman period, thiz erudite
element wus still more prominents and theough the
founder of Neo-Platonism eonfined himsel{ strictly to
questions of pure philoscphy, his school, in its veliance
on the authorities of antiguity, was apt to overlade
its philosophic expositions with a superabundance of
learning.

If, then, we are to include in the hisiory of Greek
Philosophy all that was ealled Philosophy by the
Grreeks, or that is brought forwurd in philosophic writ-
ings, and cxelude all that does not expressly hear the
name, it i3 avident that the bhoundaries of our exposition
will be in part toe narrow, and in part, and for the most
part, much too wide, If, on the other hand, we are to
{reat of Philosdphy in itself, as we find it in Greece,
whether called Philosophy or not, the question arises
how it is to be recognised and how we are to distinguish
it from whut is not Philosophy, It is clear that such a
test can only lic in the conception formed of Philosophy.
This eonception, however, changes with the philosophie
standpoint of individuals and of whole periods; and
thus it would appear that the spheve of the history of
Philosophy must coustantly change in like munnecr and
in the same proportion. The dilemma lies in the
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nature of things and i3 in 1o way to be avoided ; least
of all by basing cur procedure, not on fixed conceptions,
but on confused impressions, and indefinite, perhaps
contradictory, ideas; or by trusting, each writer for
himeelf, to an obscure historical sense to determine
Lhow much he shall include in his exposition or rejech
from it. For if philesophic conceptions alter, subjective
impressions alter yel more, and the only resource that
would at last remain to us in this woeertaln method—
namely, a reference to learned usage—would not improve
matters from a seientific point of view. One thing, at-
any rate, follows from these veflections, We must have,
us the basis of owr exposition, as true and exhaustive s
theory as we can of the essence of Philosophy. That
thiz iz not altogether Impracticable, and that some
degree of imanimity is attainable on the subject, there
is all the more reason to hope, because we are here
concerned not with the terms and constituents of any
one philosophic systern, but with the general and formal
conception of Philosophy, as it iz assumed, taeitly, or
in express terms, in every system. Different opinions
arc possible, to some extent, even here; bub thiy diffi-
culty is common to all walks of knowledge, We can
only, each one of us according to his ability, seek out
the truth, and leave what we find to be corrected, if
necessary, by advaneing science.

How Philosophy is to be defined, iz therefors a
guestion which philvsophic science alone can answer. I
must here confiue myself to a statement of the results
at which I bave arrived in regard to the matter, so far
as this is necessary for the task I have in hand, I con-
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sider PHilosophy, first, as a purely theoretic activity;
that is, an activity which is solely concerned with the
ascertainment of reality ; and from this peint of view,
I exclude from the conception and history of Philosophy
all practical or artistic efforts as such, irrespective of
their possible connection with any particular theory of
the world. T next deBne Philosophy more precisely as
scicmee, I see in it not merely thought, but thought
that is methodical, and directed in a conscious mannexr
to the cognition of things in their intevdependence.
By this characteristie, T distinguish it as well from the
unseientific reflection of daily life as from the religious
and poetical view of the world. Lastly, I find the dis-
tinction hetween Lhilosophy and other seiences is this:—
that all other sciences aim at the exploration of some
specific sphere, whercas I'hilesophy has in view the
sum total of existence as a whole, secks to know the
individual in its relation to the whole, and hy the laws
of the whole, and so to atlaln the correlation of all
knowledge, So far, therefore, as this aim can be shown
to exist, so far and no farther T should extend the do-
main of the history of Philosophy. That such an aim
was nob clearly evident from the beginning, and was at
first abundantly intermingled with foreign elements, we
have already seen, nor can we wonder at it:  But this
nead not prevent our abstracting from the aggregate of
Greek intellectual life all that hears the character of
Philosophy, and. considering it in and for itself, in its
historieal manifestation. There is, indeed, some danger,
in this mode of proecdure, of doing violence to the
actual historical conmection; but this danger we may
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escape by allowing full weight to such considerations as
the following: the constant interminglement of philo-
sophie with other elements ; the gradnal nature of the
development by which seience won for itself an inde-
pendent existence ; the peculiar character of the later
syneretism 3 the importance of Philosophy for culture
in general, and its dependence on existing conditions,
If duc account be taken of these cironmstances, if in
the several systems we are carcful to distingnish what
is philosophical from what is merely accessory, and fo
measnre the importance of the individual, in regard to
the development of philosophic thought, by the precise
standard and concept of D'hilosophy, the claims of
historic completeness and scientific exactitude will be
equally satisfied.

The objeet of our exposition having been thus
determined en one of its sides, and the Philosophy of
the Greeks clearly distinguished from the phenomena
akin to it and connscted with it, there remaing the
farther question as to the estent and houndaries of
Greek Philosophy; whether we are to seck it only
among the members of the Greek race, or in the whole
field of Hellenie culture; and, in the latter ease, how
the arvea of that field is to be determined. This is, of
sarrse, ore or less optional; and 1t would in itself he
perfectly legitimate either to elose the history of Greek
geience with its passage inte the Roman and Oriental
world, or, on the other hand, to trace its effects down
to our own time. It seems, however, mosh natural to
call Philosophy Greek, so long as there is in it a pre-
ponderance of the Hellenic element over the foreign,
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and whenever that proportion iz rveversed to abandon
the name. As the former is the case not culy with the
Greeco-Roman Philosophy, but also with the Neo-
Platenists and their predecessors; ag even the Judaic-
Alexandiian school is much move closely related to the
contemporary Greek Philosophy, and had much more
influence on its development, than any phenomenon of
the Chyistian world, T inelude this sehool in the compass
of the present exposition. On the other hand, I exelude
from it the Christian speculation of the fivst centuries,
for there we see Hellenic science overpowered by a. new
prineiple in which it henceforth lost its specific character.

The scientifie treatment of this histerical material
must necessarily follow the same laws as the writing of
history in general. Qur task is to ascertain and to
expound what has happened ; a philosophic constrnetion
of it, even if this wers possible, would not be the affair
of the historlan. But such a construction is not
possible, for two reasons. First, because no one will
ever attain to so exhaustive a conception of humanity,
and so cxact a koowledge of all the conditions of its
historical development, as to justify his deducing from
thence the particulars of its empirical circumstances,
and the changes undergone by these in time; and next,
because the course of history is not of such a nature
that it can be made the object of an & priori con-
struction.  For history is essentially the product of the
free activity of individaals, and though in this very
activity an universal law is working, and through this
activity fulfilling itself, vet none of its special effects,
and not even the most important phenomena of history
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in all their particular features, ean be fully explained
from the point of view of & priori necessity. The
actions of individuals ave subject to that contingency
whick is the heritage of the finite will and under-
standing ; and if from the concurrence, the collision,
and the friction of these individual actions, a regular
cowrse of events as a whole is finally produced, neither
the particular in thiy eourse, nor oven the whole, is at
any point. absolutely necessary, All is necessary in so
far only as it belongs to the general progress, the logical
framework ag it were of history; while as to its chrone-
logical manifestation, all is more or less contingent. So
closely ure the two clements interwoven with each
other that it is impossible, sven in our reflections,
wholly to separate them. The necessary accomplishes
itself by a number of intermediavies, any one of which
might be conceived other than it is; but, at the same
time, the practised glancc can detect the thoead of
historical necessity in notions and actions apparently
the most fortuitous ; and from the arbitvary conduct of
men who lived hundreds and thousands of years ago,
circumstances may have arisen which worlt on us with
all the strength of suck a necessity.! The spherve of
history, therefors, is distinet in its nature from that of
Philosophy. Philosophy has to seek ontb the essence of
things, and the general laws of events; history hos to
exhibit definite given phenomena of a certain date,
and to explain them by their empirical conditions.
b A mare particalar discnssion  moral order of the world.— Thaeolo-
of these questions will be found gisches Jakrbuck, v, vi, {1546 and

in my dissertation on the freedom  1847); of. cspecinlly vi. 220 sqq.;
of the human will, on evil, and the 253 sqq:

www.holybooks.com



8/22

12 INTRODUCTION,

Each of these sciences rcquires the other, bub neither
can be supplanted by or substituted for the otber; nor
in its procedure can the history of Philosophy take the
same course that would he applicable to the formation
of a philoesophic system. To say that the historical
sequence of the philosophie systems is identical with
the logical sequenee of the concepts which characterisc
them is to confound two very diffevent things. Togic,
“a8 Hegel conceived it, has to expound the pure cate-
gories of thought as such; the history of Philosophy is
concerned with the ehronological development of human
thought. If the course of the one were to coincide with
that of the other, this would presuppose that logical
or, more precisely, ontologlcal conceptions form the
essential eontent of all systems of Philosophy; and that
these conceptions have heen atfained in the progress
of history from the same starting-point, and in the
same order ag in the logieal constraction of purc con-
cepts. But this Is not the ease. Philosophy is not
merely Logic or Ountology; its object is, in a general
sense, the Real,  The various philosophie systems show
us the sum total of the attempte hitherto made to gain
a scientific view of the world.  Their content, therefore,
cannot be reduced to meve logical eategorics without

! Hegel's Geschichie der Dhilo-
sophie, 1. 48, Against this assor-
tion objectionzs were raiscd by me
in the Juhrbiicher dor Gegenmwart,
1843, p. 208, sq.; and by Schweg-
ler v his Geschehie der Philoso-
phig, p. 2 #q.; which objeetions
I repeated in the second edition of
the present work. This gave ovea-
sion to Herr Monrad, pmfossnr at

Christiania, in a letfer addreessed
tome, bearing the title Devi logice
wattonds i drsoribemnde philosoplice
historie {Christiania, 1860), to de-
fend the proposition of Hogel. In
oonsequence of this treatise, which
I eannod, here cxamine in detail, T
bave made some chamges in fhe
form of my discussion, and also
some additions.
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depriving it of its specific character and merging it
in the universal. Mareover, while speculative Logic
begins with the most abstract conceplions, in order
thence to attain to others more concrete, the historieal
development of philogophic thonght starts with the
consideration of the concrete, first in exiernzl nature,
then in man, and leads only by degress te logieal and
metaphysical abstractions. The law of development
also is different in Logic and in History. Logie is
occupicd merely with the internal relation of concepts,
irrespective of any chronological relation ; History treats
of the changes effected in course of time in the notions
of mankind. Progress, from anterior to posterior eom-
cepts, is regulated, in the former case, exclusively
according to logical points of view; each conchusion is
therefore linked to the next that is properly deducible
from it by thought. In the latter case, progression
takes place according to paychological motives; each
philosopher constructs ont of the doctrine inherited
from his predecessors, and cach period out of that
banded down to it by tradition, whatever their own
apprehension of the doetrine, their modes of thought,
experiences, knowledge, necessitics, and scientific re-
sources enable them to construet ; but this may possibly
be something quite other than what we, from our stands~
point, shonld construet out of it. Logical consequence
ean only reglﬂa,te the historieal progress of Philosophy
to the extent that it is recognized by the philosophers, and
the necessity of following it acknowledged; how far that
is the case depends on all the circumstances by which
scienlific eonvictions are conditioned. Over and above
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what may he directly or indircetly derived from the earlier
Philosophy, either by inference or polemic, a deeisive io-
fluencs is often exercised in this respect by the conditions
and necessities of practical life. by religious interests, and
by the state of empirical knowledge and general eulture.
It is impossible to regard all systems as mercly the
conseqiences of their immediate predeccssors, and o
system which contributes special thoughts of its own
can in its origin and contents be thus restricted. What
is new in those thoughts urises from new expericnees
havirg been made, or new points of view gained for
such as had been previously made ; aspects and elements
of these which before were unmoticed are now taken
into account, and some particular moment is invested
with another meaning than herctofore. Far, then, from
assenting to the Hegelian position, we must rather
maintain that no system of hilosophy is so constitauted
that its principle may he expressed by a purely logical
conception ; not one has formed itself out of its pre-
decessors simply according to the law of logical progress.
Any survey of the past will show us how impossible it is to
recognise, even approximately, the order of the Hegelian
or any other speculative logic in the order of the philo-
sophic systcms, unless we make out of them something
quite diffevent from what they veally are, This attempt
is, therefore, a failure both in privciple and practice, and
the truth it contains is only the wuniversal conviction
that, the development of history is internally governed
by regular laws.

Thiz conviction, indeed, the history of Philosophy
ought on no aceount to renounce ; we need not confine
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onrselves to the mere amassing and eritical testing of
traditions, or to thab unsatisfactory pragmatic pro-
cedure which is content to explain particutars severally
i reference to individual personalities, circumstances
and influcnces, but attempts no explanation of the
whole as such. Our exposition must, of course, be
grounded upon historical tradition,and all that it treats
of must cither be directly contained in tradition, or
derived from it by strictest deduction. But it is impos-
sible even to establish our facts, so long as we regard
them merely in an isolated manner. Tradition is not
itself faet; we shall never succeed In proving its trust-
worthiness, in solving its contradietions, in supplying its
lacuna, if we do not keep in view the connection of
single facts, the coneatenation of causes and effects, the
place of the individual in the whole. Still less, how-
ever, ks it possible to understand facts, apart from this
intercommection, or to arrive at a knowledge of their
essential naturc apd historical importance. Where,
lastly, our exposition is concerned with seientific sys-
tems, and not merely with opinions and events, there
the very nature of the subject demands, more urgently
than in other cases, that the particular shall be studied
in relation to the aggregate ; and this demand ean only
be satisfied by the concatenation of every particular
known to us through tradition, or deducible from
tradition, into one great whole.

The first point of wnity is constituted by indi-
viduals. Every philosophic opinion is primarily the
thought of some partionlar man, and is, therefore, to
be explained by his intellectual character and the cir-
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cumstances under which it was formed. Our first task,
then, will be to unite the opinions of each philesopher
into a eollective whole, to show the connection of those
opinions with his philosophic character, and to enquire
into the causes and influences by which they were
originally conditioned. That i3 to say, we must fist
ascertain the prineiple of each system, and explam how
it arose 3 and then consider how the system was the ont-
come of the prineiple: for the principle of a syslem is
the thonght which most clearly and fundamentally cx-
presses the specifie philosophic character of its anthor,
and forms the focus of union for all his views. Every
individual thing in a systemn ecannot, of cowse, be ex-
plained by its principle; ail the knowledge which &
philosopher possesses, all the convictions which he forrms
(often long before his scientific thoughts become
matured), all the conceptions which he has derived
from multifarious experiences, are not hrought even by
himgelf inte connection with his philosophic principles;
accidental influences, arbitrary inecidents, errors and
faults of reasoning are constantly interpusing them-
selves, while the paps iu the records and accounts often
prevent our pronouncing with certainty on the original
connection of the various constituents of a doctrine. All
this lies in the nature of things; but our problem must
ab any rate be kept in view until we bave eshausted all
the means in cur power for its zolution.

The individual, however, with the mode of thought
peculiar to hiw, does not stand alone ; others ally them-
selves with him, and he allies himself with others;
cthers come into collision with him, and he comes into
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collision with others; schools of philosophy are formed
having with each other various relations of dependence,
agrecment, and sontradiction. As the history of Philo-
sophy traces out these relations, the forms with which
it is concerned divide themsclves into larger or smaller
groups, We perceive that it is only in this definite
conmection with others that the individual bhecame and
effected that which he did beeome and effect; and
hence arises the necessity of explaining the specific
character and importance of the individual by reference
to the group which includez him. But even such an
explanation as this will not in all respects suffice; for
each individual, besides the eharacteristics common to
his cluss, possesses much that is peculiar to himself.
He not only eontinues the work of his predecessors, but,
adds something new to it, or clse disputes their pre-
suppositions and conclusions, The more important,
however, a personality has been, and the farther its
historical influence has extended, the more will its -
individual cheracter, even while opening out new paths,
disappear and loss itself in the universal and necessary
course of history. For the historical importance of the
individual depends upon his accomplishing that which
is required by an universal nced ; and so far only as this
is the case, does his work become part of the general
possession. The merely individual in man is also the
transitory ; the individnal ean only work in an abiding
manner and on a grand scale when he yields himself
and his personality to the service of the universal, and
executes with his particular activity a part of the
common worle,
VOL. L. ¢
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But if this hold good of the relation of individuals
to the spheres to which they belong, is it not equally
true of the relation of these spheres to the greater
wholes in which they are comprehended ?  Each nation
and, generally speaking, each historically coherent por-
_ tion of mankind, hus the measure and direction of its
spiritual life traced out for it, partly by the inberent
specific qualities of its members, and partly by the
physical and historical conditions that determine its
devclopment, No individual, even if he desires it, can
withdraw himself from this common character; and he
who ig called to a great sphere of historical action will
not desire it, for he has no ground for his activity to
work on except in the whole of which he is a member ;
and from this whole, and thence only, there flows to him
by numberless channels, for €the most part unnoticed,
the supplies by the free utilization of which his own
gpiritual personality iz formed and maintained. But
for the same reason all individuals are dependent on the
past. Each iz a child of his age as well ag of his nation,
and as he will never achieve anything great if he does
not: work in the spirit of his nation,' so surely will he fail
unless he stands on the ground of all previous historical
acquirement. If, therefore, the spiritual store of man-
kind, as the work of self-active beings, is always subject
o change, this change is of necessity continuons; and
the same law of histerical continuity holds good also of
cach smaller sphere, so far as its natural development is
not hindered by external influences. In this process of

7 Or of the whole {o which he belongs—his church, school, or what-
ever it may be.
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development each period has the advantage of the cul-
ture and experience of the previons periods; the historic
development of mankind, therefore, is upon the whole a
development towards cver higher culture—a progression.
But particular nations, and eatire groups of natious,
may nevertheless be thrown back into Jower stages by
external misfortunes, or their own internal exhaustion ;
important tracts of human culture may long lie fallow ;
progress itself may at first be accomplished in an in-
dircot manner, through the breaking up of some imper-
fect form of civilisation. In defining, then, the law
of bistorical progress in its applicalion {o particular
phenomena, we must be carcfal to cxplain progress
merely as the logicul development of those qualities
and conditions which are originally inberent in the
character and circumstances of a nation, or field of
culture. This development in every individual case is
not necessarily an improvement; there may come dis-
- turbances and seasons of decay, in which a nation or a
form of civilisalion ceases to exist, and other forms
work their way forward, perhaps painfully and by long
and circuitous paths, to carry on the development of
bistory. Here, too, a law is present in the historie
evolution, inasmuch as its general course is determined
by the naturc of things; but this law is not so simple,
nor this course so direct, as we might bave anticiputed.
Mareover, as the character and sequence of the historic
periods are the result of law and nol of chanee, the
same may be said of the order and character of the
various developments contained in them. Not that
these developments can be constructed & prior in
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reference to the general eoncept of the spheve in ques-
tion; that of the Btate, for instance, or Religion, or
Philosophy. But for each historie whole, or for each of
its periods of development, a definite course is marked
out by its own fundamental character, by its external
circumstances, by it place in history. That the course
thus prescribed by existing conditions should be ae-
tually followed, is not more wonderful than the fulfil-
ment of any other calenlation of prebabilities. For,
thongh aceidental circunstances often give an impulse
and a divection to the activity of individuals, it is
natural and necessary that among a great number of
men there shonld be a variety of dispositions—of cul-
ture, of character, of forms of activity, of external con-
ditions—sufficient to furnish representatives of all the
different, tendencies possible under the given circum-
stances. It is natural and necessary that each historical
phenomenon should either, hy attraction or repulsion,
evoke others which serve to supplement it; that the
various dispositions and forees should display themselves
in action; that all the different views of a question
that may be taken should be stated, and aH the different
methads of solving given problems should be tried. In
a word, the regular course and organic artienlation of
history are not an & priove postulate ; but the nature
of historic conditions and the constitution of the human
mind involve that the historie development should, not-
withstanding all the contingency of the individual,
follow, on the whole and in the muin, a fixed law; and
to recognize the working of such regularity in any
given case, we need not abandon the ferra firma of
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facts, we need only examine the facts thoroughly, and
draw the conelusions to which they themselves contain
the premises.

What we ask, therefore, is bt the complete applica-
tion of a purely histeric method. We would have no
theoretic construction of history, proceedivg from theary
to fact ;3 our history must be built up from below, oul
of the materials that are actually given. It stands to
reagon, however, that these materials cannot be made
use of in their rough state; we must call in the aid of
a scarching historieal analysiz to determine the essence
and internal counection of all the phenomena concerned.

This conception of our problem will not, I trust, be
open to the charges raised against the Hegelian construe-
tion of history. Rightly understood, it cum never lead
to the distortion of facts, or the sacrifiee of the free
movement of history to an abstract, formalism, since it
is upon historical facts and traditions, and upon these
alone, that we propose to base onr reasoning as to the
relation of past phenomena: only in what has been
freely produced shall we seek for bistorical neccssity.
11 this he thought impossible and paradoxical, we might
appeal to the universal eonvietion of the rule of a
Thvine Providence—a conception which before all things
implies that the course of history is not fortuwitous, but
is determined by o higher necessity.,  In case, however,
we are dismtished (as we may reasonably be) with
an argument resting solely on faith, we have only to
cxamine more closely the concept of liberty to convince
owrsclves that liberty is somcthing other than eaprice
or chance, that the free activity of man has iis inborn
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meagure in the primitive essence of spixit, and in the
laws of human nature; and that by virtue of this
internul subjection to law, even what is really fortuitous
in the individual act becomes mnecessity in the grand
course of historie evolution. Te follow this course in
detail is the maln problem of history,

Whether in regard to ths history of Philosophy it
is necessary or even advantageous for the writer to
© possess any philosophic convietion of hiz own, s a
question that would scarcely have been raised had mot
the dread of a philosophic construction of histery
caused some minds to overlook the most simple and
obvious truths, Few would maintain that the history
of Taw, for instance, would find its best exponent in a
person who had no opinions on the subject of juris-
prudence ; or political history, in one who embraced no
theory of politics, It is hard to see why it shounld be
otherwise with the history of Philozophy. How can
the historian even understand the doctrines of the
philosophers ; by what standurd is he to judge of their
importance ; how can he discern the internal eonneetion
of the systems, or forin any opinion respecting their
reciprocal relations, unless he is guided in his labours
by fixed philosophic prineiples? But the more de-
veloped and mutweally consistent these principles ars,
the more must we ascribe to him a definite system; and
since clearly developed end consistent principles are
undonbtedly to be desired in a writer of history, we
cannot aveid the conclusion that it is mecessary and
good that he should bring with him to the study of the
earlier Philosophy a philosophic system of his own.
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Tt is possible, indeed, that his system may he too
contracted to interpret for him the meaning of his
predecessors ; it is alse possible that be may apply it fo
history in a perverse manmer, by introducing his own
opinions into the doctrines of previous philosophers,
and constructing out of his own system that which he
should have lried to understand by its help. DBut we
must not make the general principle answerable for
these faults of individuals; and still less can we hope
to escape them by entering on the history of Philosophy
devoid of any philevophic eonviction, The human mind
is not Iike a tabule rasa, the facts of history are not
dmply reflected in it like a picture on a photographic
plate, but every view of a given occurrence is arrived at
by independent observation, combination, and judgment
of the faets. Philosophic impartiality, therefore, does
not consist in the absence of all presuppositions, but in
bringing to the study of past events presuppositions
that are true. The man who is without any phile-
sophie stand-peint is not on that account without any
stand-point whatever; he who has formed no scientifie
opinion on philosophic questions has an unscicntifie
opinion about them. To say that we should bring to
the history of Philosophy no philosophy of our own,
really means that in dealing with it we should give the
preference fo unscientific notlons as compared with
seientific ideas. And the same reasoning would apply
to the assertion ! that the historian ought to form his
system in the cowrse of writing his history, from history
itself ; that by means of bistory be is to emancipate
! By Wirth in the Jahrbilcher der Gregsnmari, 1844, 709 sq.
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hirgelf from any preconceived gystem, in order thus to
attain the universal and the true. From what point of
view then is he to regard history, that it may do him
this service 7 From the false and narrow point of view
which he must quit that he may rightly comprchend
history ? or from the universal point of view which
history itsell rmust first enable him to attain? The
one is manifestly as impracticable as the other, and we
are ultimately confined within this circle: that he alone
completely onderstands the history of Philosopliy who
possesses true and complele philosophy; and that he
only arrives at true philosophy who is led to it by
understanding histery. Nor can this eircle ever be
entirely escaped : the history of Philosophy is the test
of the truth of systems; and to have a philosophic
systern Is the condition of a man’s understanding history.
The truer and the more comprehensive a philusophy is,
the better will it teach us the importance of previous
philosophies ; and the more unintelligible we find the
history of Philosophy, the greater reason have we to
doubt the truth of our own philosophic conceptions.
But the only conclusion to be drawn from this is that
we ought never to regard the work of sejence as finished |
in the historic any more than in the philosophic demain.
As in a general manner, Philosophy and Experimentul
Science mutually require and condition one another, so
it is here. Each forward movemeut of philosophie
knowledge offers new points of view to historic reflec-
tion, facilitates the comprehension of the earlier systems,
of their interconnection and relations; while, on the
other hand, each newly uattained perception of the
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manner i1 which the problems of Philosophy have heen
golved or regarded by others, and of the internal con-
nection and consequences of their theories, Instrucks us
afresh concerning the questions which Philosophy hag
to angwer, the diffsrent courses it may pursne in an-
swering them, and the consequences which may he
anticipated from the adoption of each course.

But it iz time that we should approach our suhject
somewhat more closely.
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CHAPTER 1L
ORIGIK GF GREEK PHILOSOPEY.

§ I.—%s Greek Philosophy derived from Oriental
Speculation ?

Ix order to explain the growth of Greek Philosophy, we
mugt first enquire out of what historical conditions it
arose ; whether it evolved itself as a native product
from the spirit and culture of the Greek people, or was
transplanted from without into Hellenie soil, and grew
up under foreion mfAuences. The Greeks, we know,
were early inclined to aseribe to the Eastern nations
{the only nations whose culture preceded their own) a
share in the origin of their philosopby ; but in the most
ancient period, certain isolated doectrines merely were
thus derived from the East.!  As far a3 owr information
extends, not the Greeks, but the Orientals, were the
first. to attribute such an origin to Greek Philosophy
generally. The Jews of the Alexandrian school, edu-
cafed under Greek influences, sought by means of this
theory to explain the sapposed harmony of their sacred
writings with the doctrines of the Hellenes, agreeably
to their own stand-point and interests ;* and in the same
manner the Egyptian priests, after they had hecome

' Cf. ipfra, the chapters on  jeet will he found in the chapter
Pythagoras and Plato. relating to the Judaic Alexandrian
¢ Further details on this snb- Philosophy,
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acquainted, under the Ptolemies, with Greek Philosophy,
made great boast of the wisdom, which not only pro-
phets and poets, bnt, also philoscphers were said to have
acquired from them.! Somewhat later, the theory gained
admittance among the Greeks themselves. When Greek
Philosophy, despairing of its own powers, began to ex-
pect its salvation from some higher revelation, and to
scek for such a revelation in religious traditions, it was
natural that the doctrines of the ancient thinkers should

I We find nothingin Herodotns
as to any Fgyptian origin of Greek
Phitosophy. In regard to religion,
on the other hand, he not only
maintains that certain Greek enlrs
and doetrines {ospecially the wor-
ship of Dionysus and the doctrins
of Transmigration, il. 49, 128) wers
imported from Egypt to Greeee,
hut says in a goneral mamner
{ii. 52) that the Pelasgl at firsc
adored thelr deities simply uuder
the nsme of the gods, and ufter-
wards reveived tho particslarnames
of these gods (with the few oxeep-
tions ennmerated in e. 50} from
Lgypt. That this assertion is
chiefly founded cu the statements
of the Egyptian priest appears pro-
bable fram ¢ 80 ; and still more
frome. 44, where Herodotus relates
from the mouth of thase priests a
story of two women who, carried
off by Phepicinns from the Egyp-
tian Thebes, founded the first ora-
cles—one 1 Hellas, the other ia
Libya. This story manifestly arose
{from # rationalistic interpreta-
tion of the Dodonaic legend of the
two doves fe. 55), and was imposed
on the eredulons stranger through
the assurances of the priests, that
what they told shout the fate of
these women they had ascertained

by repeated onquirics. As the
priests then represented themselves
to be the foundevs of the Greek re-
figion, sv at a later peried they
clatmed to ba the founders of Greek
Phifosophy. Thus Crantor (ap.
Procivs i Tim. 24 B) saye, in refer-
ence to the TMaronie myth of the
Athenians and Atlantides: pepro-
povet 88 kal of wpopfirar Tdw Alyu.
writon & oriAme Tels Ere swlouirars
TabTe yeypdpda Adyowres there-
with giving a valuable hint for as-
timating the worth of such state-
neents s aned odorus asserts, i. 94 ;
the Ioyptian priests related, éx
T8y dverypapdy Tav v Tals icpaly
BiSAows, that Orpheus, Muswus,
Lyenrgus, Solen, &e., hud come to
them ; and moreover, Plato, Py-
thagoras, Eudoxus, Demoeritns,
and {(Enopides from Chies, and that
ralics of these mer were still shown
in Baypt. These philosophershad
borrowed from the Egyptiung the
doetrives, arts, and Institutions
which they transmitted to the Hel-
lenes; Prthagoras, for ezample,
his geometry, his theory of nnm-
bers, and {ransmipration; Demo-
critus, hig asteonomienl knowledge
Lyeurgus, Plato and Solen, their
laws.
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be aseribed fo the same source ; and the more difficulty
there was In explaining these doctrines from native
tradition, the move readily was their origin attributed
to races, long sinee revered as the teachers of the
Greeks, and whose wisdom enjoyed the highest reputa-
tion, because the unknown has generally a charm for
the imagination, and seen, as it must be, throngh a
mysterious haze, is wont to look preater than it really
is. Thus, after the period of Neo-I'ythagoreism there
spread, chiefly from Alexandria, the belief that the most
important of the avcient philosopbers had been in-
structed by Eastern priests and sages, and that their
most characteristic doctrines had been taken from this
source, This opinion in the following centuries be-
came mors and more general, and the later Neo-
Platonists especially earried it to such an extent that,
according to them, the philosophers had heen scarcely
more than the promulgators of doetrines perfected ages
before in the traditions of the Asiatic races, No wonder
that Christian authors, cven after the time of the Refor-
mafkion, eontinwed the same gtrain, doubting neither the
Jewish statements as to the dependence of Greek Philo-
sophy on the religicn of the Old Testament, nor the
stories which made Phenicians, Egyptians, Persians,
Babylonians and Hindoos the instrastors of the ancient
philosophere.t  Modern science has long agoe discarded
the fables of the Jews respecting the intercourse of the

U Among Lhese the Alerandri-  the Hellenic philosophers generally

ang were again preeminent, Cle-
mens dwells with cspeeial predilee-
tion om this Lheme in his Stromate.
Pluto to him is simply ¢ € ‘Efpaivr
@dboopos (Strom. 1. 274 B); and

are represented ag having borrowed
portions of the truth from the ITe-
brow prophets, and given them ont
as their own (ibid, 312 C, 320 A).
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Greek sages with Moses and the prophets ; but the idea
that Greelr Philosophy partly or entirely originated in
the Pagan East bhas more fucts to urge in its behalf.
"1t has also found support in the high opinion of Qriental
. wisdom induced by our better acquaintanee with the -
Chinese, Persian and Indian sacred records, and by our
researches into Egeptian antiquity ; an opinion which
harmonizes with eertain philosophical specnlations eon-
cerning a primitive revelation and 2 golden age, More
gober philosoplyy, indeed, questioned the truth of these
speculations, and thoughtful students of history sought
vainly for traces of that high culture which was said
to have adorned the childhood of the world. Our;
admiration, too, for the Oriental Philosophy, of which,
according to its enthusiastic admivers, only some frag-
ments had reached the Greeks, has been considerably
modified by our growing knowledge of its true content
and character. When, in addition to this, the old un-
critical monner of confusing separate modes of thought
had been ahandoned, and every netion hegan (o he
studied in its historical eonnsction, and in relation with
the peculiar character and circumstances of the people
among whom it appearcd, it was natoral that the. differ-
ences of Greek and Orviental eultivation, and the self-
dependence of the Greek, should again he more strongly
cmphasized by those best acquainted with claseical anti-
quity. Still, there have not been wanting, even quite
recently, some to maintain that the Last had a decisive
influence on the earliest Greek Philosophy; and the whole
question seems hy no means so entively settled that the
History of Thilosophy can avoid ifs repeated discussion.
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One point, however, is to be nofed, the neglect of
which has not unfrequently bronght eonfusion into this
enquiry. In a certain sense, the influence of Oriental
conceptions on Greek Philosophy may well be admitted
cven by those who consider that Philosophy Lo be purely
a Greek creation. The Greeks, like the other Indo-
Germanic races, arose out of Asia, and from this their
earliest home they must originally have brought with
them, together with their language, the general ground-
‘work of their religion and manvers. After they had
reached their later abodes, they were still open to in-
fluences which reached them from the Oriental nations,
partly throngh Thrace and the Bosphorus, partly by
way of the Mgean and its islands. The national
character of Greece, therefors, wag even in its origin
under the infiuence of the Oriental spirit, and Greek
religion, especially, can only be understood on the sup-
position that foreign rites and religious idess from the
Korth and South-cast were cuperadded to the faith of
Greel antiquity, and, in a lesser degree, even to that of
the Homeric age. The latest of these immigrant gods,
such as Dionysus, Cybele, and the Pheemician Heracles,
can now with suficicut eertainty be proved aliem in
their origin ; while in the case of others, in the present
stage of the enquiry, we have still to be content with
doubtful conjectures. In considering the Oricutal
origin of Greek philosophy, however, we can only take
into account those Hastern influences, the entrance of
which had nothing to do with the early religion of
Greeee, or the development of the Greck charaeter
generally; for the scope of our work involves our re-
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garding the philosophy of the Greeks, at any rate
primarily, ag a product of the Greek spirit; and to
enguire how that spirit was formed would be heside the
purpose of the History of Philosophy. Only in so far
as the Oriental element maintained itself in its specific
character, side by side with the Hellenic element, are
we now concerned with it.  Tf) indeed, Roth were cor-
rect in asserting, as he does,’ that Philesophy did not
spring from the civilisation aund spiritual life of the
Grecks, but was transplanted among them as something
foreign, and that the whole circle of notions lying at
jts root came ready made from without, then, and then
only, we might, derive Greelk I’hilosophy absolulely
from the Bast. But if, on the other hand, it was the
immediate product of the Greek philosophers’ own re-
flection, in that case it has essentislly a native origin,
and the question can no longer be whether, as a whole, it
vame from the East, but whether Oriental doetrines had
any share in its formation, how far this foreign influence
extended, and to what exten we can still recognize in
it the Oriental element proper, as distinet from the
Hellenie eleruent. These differcnl cases have not
always hitherto been sufficiently diseriminated; and
the advoecates of Uriental influence especially have fre-
quently neglected to explain whether the foreign
element came inte Philosophy directly or through the
medium of the Greek religion, There is a wide differ-
ence between the two alternatives, and it is with the
former alone that we are here concerned.

Those who maintain that Greek Philosophy origin-

1 Geschickte uaserer abendlindischon Philosophie, 1, T4, 241,
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ally came from the East, support their opinion partly
on the statements of the ancients, and partly on the
supposed internal affinity between Greek and Oriental
doctrines. The first of these proofs is very unsatisfac-
tory., Later writers, it iz true, particularly the adber-
ents of the Neo-Pythagorean and Neo-Platonie 3ehools,
speuk much of the wisdom which Thales, Pherecydes and
Pythagorag, Democritus and Plato, owed to the teaching
of Egyptian priests, Chaldeans, Magi, snd even Brah-
mans. But this evidence eculd only be valid if we were
assured that it rested on a trustworthy tradition, reaching
hack to the time of these philosophers themselves, And
who can guarantee us such an assurance ? The assertions
of these compuratively recent anthors respecting the
ancient philosophers must be cautiously received even
when they mention their references; for their historieal
sense and eritical faculty are wlmost invariably so dull,
and the dogmatic presuppositions of subsequent philo-
sophy are so intrusively apparent in their language, that
we can trust very few of them even for a corvect version
of their authorities, and in po single instance can we
hope for a seund judgment coneerning the worth and
origin of those anthorities, or an aceurate diserimination
of the genuine from the spuricas, the fabulous from the
historic. Indeed, when anything, otherwise unknown to
-us, is related by thom of Plato, Pythagoras, or any of the
ancient philosophers without any reference to authori-
ties, we may take for granted that the story is founded,
in the great majority of cases, neither on fact nor on
respectable fradition, but at best on some unauthenti-
cated rumour, and still oftener, perhaps, on a misunder-
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standing, an arbitrary conjecture, a dogmatic presuppo-
sition, or even a deliberate invention. This is true in
an especial mammer of the question as to the relalion of
Greck Philosophy with the East ; for, on the one hand,
the Orientals had the strongest juducements of vanity
and self-interest to invent an Bastern origin for Gresk
seience and cullure 5 and, on the olher, 1the Greeks were
anly too ready to allow the claim. It is precisely with
such unauthenticated statements that we have here to
do, and these statements ave so suspiciously eounceted
with the peeuliar standpoint of the anthors who make
them, that it would be very rush to build hypothesges of
great importanee in history on a foundation so ingecure.
If we' put aside, then, thesc untrustworthy witnesses,
and have recourse lo older authorities, the result is no
hetter ; we find cither that they assert much less than
the later writers, or that their assertions are based far
more upon conjecture than historical knowledge, Thales
may have been in Egypl: we have no certain evidence
of the fact ;. but it is not likely that he there learned
more than the first rudiments of mathematics. That
Pythagoras visited that country, and that his whole
philosophy originated thepce, was first asserted by
Tsocrates, in a passage which iz more than suspected of
being & rhetorical fietion, Herodotus says nothing
about his having come to Hgypt, and represents him
as having derived from the Egyptians only a very few
doctrines and customs, and these at thivd hand. The
distant journeys of Democritus are hetter attested ; Tt
what he learnt in the course of them from the bau-
bariang we are not certainly informed, for the story of

YOL. I. D
www.holybooks.com



8/22
34 INTRODUCTION.

the Pheenician Atomist Mochus deserves no eredit.!
Plato’s travels in Egypt also seem to be historical, and
have at any rate mueh more evidence in their favour
than the subsequent and improbable statements as to
his intercourse with Pheenicians, Jews, Chaldesns and
Persians. Whatever later anthors may have said, or
rather surmised, about the fruits of these travels, Plato
himself clearly expresses his ewe opinion of the wisdom
of the Egyptians, when he aseribes to the Greeks, as
their special characteristic, a taste for knowledge, and
to the Egyptians, as to the Phenicians, o love of gain.?
As a fact, he praises them in various passages, not for
philosophie dircoveries, but for technical arts and poli-
tical institutiong;* there is not a trace, either in his
own writings or in credible tradition, of his baving
taken his philosophy from them. Thus the assertions
as to the dependence of Greck on Oriental Philosophy,
when we exclude thoze that ave wholly untrustworthy,
and rightly understand the rest, dwindle down to a yery
small number; even these are noé altogether beyond
yuestion, snd at most only prove that the Grecks in
partionlar cases may have received ecertain impulses
from the East, not that their whole philosophy was
imported from thence,

A more important result ie supposed to be derived
from the internal affinity of the Greek systems with
Oriental doctrines. But even the two most recent advo-

! Further details, infra, — Gesel, der PR A, 183 sqq.

2 Fep.iv. 435 T A passage on 2 {Of Zeller, Phil. dor G7r. Part
which Rattor, in his eareful epquiry  ii. a, p. 358, note 2; also Brandis,
into the orlental origin of Greek (Grseh. dear Gro-rdin, Phil 1. 143,
philosophy, rightly lavs much streas,
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cates of the theory are not agreed as to the precise
meaning of this affmity. Gladisch, on the one hand,!
thinks it evildent that the principal pre-Soecratic systems
reéproduced without any material alteration the theorics
of the universe of the five chief Orientzl nations. The
Philosophy of the Chinese, he considers, reappears in
Pythagoreism ; that of the Hindoos in the Eleatics;
that of the Persians in Heracleitug; that of the Egyp~
tians in Empedocles ; that of the Jews in Anaxagoras.
Roth, oo the other hand,® no Jess distinetly affirms
that ancient Greek specnlation arose out of Egyptian
ereeds, intermingled, though not to any great extent
except in the cases of Democritus and Plate, with the
ideas of Zoroaster. Im Aristotle, he says, Greelk Philo-
sophy first freed itself from these influences; but in
Neo-Platonism Eeyptian speculation once more renewed
its youth, while, at the same time, the Zoroastrian doc-
trines, with a cerfain adwmixture of Egyptian notions,
produced Christianity.

If we cxamine impartially the historical facts, we
ghall find ouvselves compelled to reject both these
theorics, and the improbubility of an Eastern origin
and character in regard to Gireek Philosophy gencrally
will more and more appear. The phenomenon which

t Finleituay tn das Verstindniss  Dhyperboreer wnd die alten Schinceen,
der Weltgeschichte, 2 Th. 1841,1844. 1868, Die Religion und die Phile-
Das Mysterium der Jugyptischen  sophie in ihrer Wellgeschichtlichen

Pyramiden wad Obalisken, 1848,
On Heracleltus, Zeitschrift fiir Al-
ferihums. Wissensehaft, 1348, No.
121 sq., 1848; No. 28 sqq. Die
versehleiorle lsis, 1849, Empedokies

und die Agypror, 18488, Ilera-
elgitos wnd Zoranster, 1889, Anar-

agoras wnddie fsraelifen, 186+ Die

Frdwwlklung, 1862, In what fol-
lows L keep principally to this last
trealise.

2 resch. wuns.  Abendi. DPhil.
i 74 sqq., 228 sq., 469 sq. In
the gecond part of this work hs
aseribes Lo the doetrines of Zoro-
aster o share in Pythagoreizm.

1
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Gladisch thinks he perceives, even supposing it to exist,
would admit of a twofold explanation. We might
either aseribe it to an actual conmection between the
Pythagorean Philosopby and the Chinese, between the
Eleatic and the Hindoo, &ec.; or we might regard the
coincldence of these doctrines as naturally resulting,
without any external connection, from the universality
of the Greek genius, or some other cause. In the
latter case the phenomenon would give no clue to the
origin of Greek Thilosophy, nor, however striking such
a fact might appear to ws, would it add much to our
historical kuowledge of Greek sclence. TIf, on the
other hand, there were really such an external historical
conuection ag Gladisch assumes?! between these Greek
systems and their Eastern prototypes, we ought to be
able in some way or other to prove the possibility of
such a connection ; to show, from & suwrvey of the actural
circumstances, that there wag a probability of such
accurate intelligence concerning Chinese and Hindoo
doctrines having reached Pythagoras and Parmenides;
we must explain the inconceivable phencmenon that the
different Oriental idezs did wnet become intermingled
o their way to Greece, nor in Greeee itzelf, but
arrived therd and maintained themselves separately,
side by side, so as to produee cxactly the same number
of Gresk systems, and that in the very order corre-
sponding to the geographieal and historieal position
of the peoples among whom they arose. Lastly, we
must give some kiod of answer to the question how
theories, so evidently borrowed from Parmenides by

* Cf. especially, in reference to this, dnaragoras und dic Tsvasliten, . sq.
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Empedocles and Anaxagoras, and =0 deeply rooted in
their own doctrines that they must be considered their
seientific poiuts of departure {e.g. the impossibility of
an absolute origination or deceuse), could be derived in
the ecase of one philosopher from India, in that of a
second from Egypt, in that of a third from Palestine.
Al this appears equally impossible, whether we suppose
the influence of Oriental doctrines on Greek Philosophy
to have been indirect or divect. That it 1g impossible
to believe in a direct icfluence of the kind Gladisch
himsclf admits;! appealing, with justice, to the ut-
terances of Aristotle and of the other uncient authors
concerning the origin of the systems anterior to Plato,
und uwrging the reciprocal intcrdependence of these
systems, But does the theory become more probable if
we assume that the Oviental clement ©entered Philo-
soplhy through the instrumentality of Greek rcligion?’?
Where do we find in Greck religion, especially in the
religlous tradition of the centurvies which gave birth
to the pre-Socratic Philusophy (except, indeed, in the
dogma of transmigration), a trace of all the doctrines
to which the philosophers are said 1o have been led by
it? How s it eredible that u speeulative system like
the Vedunta Philosophy should be communicated by
means of Greek mythology to Parmenides; and Judaic
monotheism, by means of lIlellenic polytheism, to
Anaxagoras?  How eould the Oriental doctrines after
their convergence in the Gresk religion have issued
from it uncbanged in this definite order 7 And

\ Einleitung in das Verstind- die for. si. sq,
nivs, &e. il. 376 sq.  dwnax, uad A Apex, wnd die Isr. xill,
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if they had done so, how can that which the various
philosophies produced from the same source {their na-
tional religion), even when they undoubtedly horrowed
it one from the other, he veferred to utterly different
(riental sonrces? It is easy to meet these objections,
which might be greatly multiplied, hy saying,' whether
all this be possible, and how it may have come about,
we will not here enquire, but conbent ourselves at
present with simply establishing the facts. Such an
answer might suffice if the evidence for the facts only
included the hearing of unimpeachable witnesses, and
a comparisou of their testimony. But that iz by no
means the case. The proofy of the parallelism between
Greek and Oriental doctrines which Gladisch olaims
to have discovered, would, under any circumstanecs,
demand investigations much too complicated to leave
the question of its possibility and reasonableness wholly
untouched. If we consider his own representation of
this parallelism, we are met at decisive points by such
uneritical reliance on interpolated writings and untrust-
worthy statements, such confusion of earlier and later
anthorities, such arbitrary interprefation of the theories
concerned, that it is plain we have to do not merely
with the proof of the historical fact, hut with a connec-
tion and interpretation cxtending much farther.? We

! Loc. cit. xiv,
? Of. what is eaid, infra, of

P-201q.} Thigldonot repent lere,
not because Gladisch's comnter-

1lcracleitus, of Empedocles, and
of Anaxagoras; alsa in the toxt of
this passage, as it appeared in tho
second and third editions, about
the ythagoreun and Eleatic Philo-
sophy (Zeller, PAil der G, 3rd od.

arguments seem to me upanswer-
able, but becausc a thoreugh refuta-
tion of his hypothesis wounld require
more space than I can devote to it,
and becauge the derivation of Py-
thagoreism from China, and the
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become invelved, as alrcady remarked, in the following
contradielions ; that characteristics equally to be found
in several Greek phbilozophers must have had an entirely
different origin in every case; that doetrines cvidently
horrowed by one philosopher frora another moust have
been commrmieated independently to both from an
Eastern source, and to earh man from a separate Eastern
gource ; | that systems which evolved themselves out of
one another, in a historic sequence which {s indisputable,
must each have merely reproduced what it had already
raceived, irrespectively of that sequence, from this or
that Oriental predecessor. Llow little this construction
of Gladisch comports with actual facts may also be
secn from the impossibility? of bringing into connection
with it two such radical and important phenomena in
the history of Greek Philosophy sy the lonie Physies
bcfore Heracleitus, and the Atomistic Philosophy.

As to Roth, his view can only be properly eonsidered
in the examination of the separatec Greck systems.
So far as it is carricd out, I am, however, unable to
agree with it, beeause I fail to see in his exposition of

Epyptian theology a faithful histerical picture. I can-
doctrines of Parmcnides from India  from the Eleatic doctrine. But the

is reatly imeoneeivalle, and has
never been elsewhers entertained,

' CF supra, p. 36, Thus ac-
cording to (Gladiseh, Pythagoras
got g docteine of Transmigration
from China (where, however, it did
not originate), sud Empedocles his
from Egypt.

z In regard to the Atomistie
philegophy, Gladisch attempts to
Justily s (dnax. wnd die for. xiv.)
by saying that it was developed

dependence is in this ease no other
and no prester than in the gase of
Amaxagoras and Empedocles ; and
Atomistic has an equal right with
Lheir doetrines to be eonsidered an
independent system, The owis-
sion of Thales, Anaximander, and
Anaximenes, Gladiseh (loe. ¢it.)
leaves unexplathed. Vet Thales is
the tvunder of Greek Philesophy,
and Anaximander the mmediute
predecessor of Heracleitus.
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not now enter into a discussion of the philosephy of
religion, nor stop to refute the theory! that abstract
concepts, such ws spirit, matter, time and space, and
not presentations of personal beings, formed the original
content of the Egyptian religion, and other religions of
antiquity. T must also leave the task of examining the
results which Roth derives? from Oriental tezis and
hicroglyphic monuments to those better acquainted
with the subject. For the purposes of the present
enquiry, it is enough to notice that the affinity assumed
by Roth between the Egyptian and Persian doctrines,
and the myths and philosophie systems of the Greeks,
can only be proved, even on the author’s own showing,
if we consent, to repose unlimited eonfidence in untrust-
worthy witnesses, uncertain conjectures and groundless
etymologies.  If, indeed, each transicrence of the names
of Greek godsito foreign deitics were an adequate proof
of the identity of these gods, the Greek religion would
hardly be distinguishable from the Kgyption; if it were
permisgible to seek ovut barbarian etymologies, even
where the Greek signification of a word is ready to
hand?® we might perhaps suppose the whele mythology,
together with the names of the gods, to have emigrated

from the East to Greece;?

U Loc. cit, p. H0 sq., 228, 131
809

2 e, p. 131 399, 278 sgq.

3 As, for instance, when R&th
derives Pun and Ferseplione from
the Bgyptian langnage ; transiating
Pan as Dous egressus, the emannied
erentiva spirit (loe. eit. 140, 284},
and Persephone (p. 162) as the
slayer of Perses, i.e. of Bore—-Seth
or Typhon; whereas it is clour

if Tamblichus and Hermes

that the root of Tdy is wdw, Ton.
waréopmi, Lat. pasco; and that
Mepoepirn, as well as Mépans and
Meprets, comes from wépde; and
that Greek mythology says nothing
of acreator spirit IPan, or of a Lerses
i the sense of Typhon {if even
oua of the MHesiodic Titans be so
nrmed), or of ury slaying of this
Perses by Persephone.

¥ Beuccely, however, oven in
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Trismegistus were classical authorities for Egyptian an-
tiquity, we might congratulate ourselves on the ancient
records ! with which they acquaint us,. and the Greek
" philosophical sayings which they profess fo have dis-
covered ? in old Egyptian writings; if the Atomistic doe-
trine of Moschus the Pheenician were a historical fact,
we might, like R6th,® attempt to find in the theovies of
Pheenician cosmology, respecting the primitive slime,
the sources of a doctrine hitherto helieved to have been
derived from the metaphysic of the Eleatics. Dut if
the universal principle of eriticism be applicable to
this, as 1o other cases—viz, that Dlistory aceepts
nothing as true the truth of which is not gnaranteed
by credible testimony, or hy legitimate conclusions
from such testimony—then this attempt of Rith will
onky show that the most indefatigable efforts are in-
sufficient to prove a foreign origin in regavd to the
essential content of so indigenons a production as

Grezkk sclence.t

thut ense, with the fuviliby of Roth,
who en the strength of the above
etymologirs, and without citing any
authority, transfers the whole my-
thus of the zape of Persephone
and the wanderings of Dewmeter to
Lhs Egyptian mythology, in order
then fo assert that it fivst cwme
from Egypt to the Greeks (loe, cit.
pe 1620

! e.g. the book of Bitys, which
Hith (p. 211 sqq.) (on the ground
of 4 very suspieions passage in the
work of the Paeudo-lumblichus ou
the Mysterics) places in the sight-
eenth century betors Clieist. If this
book ever exivted, it was probably
a late invention of the period of

Alexandriun syneretism, and worth
about as mueh, in the light of
Egyptian historical evidence, as
the book of Momnon is in regard
to Jewish.

* Jor example, the distinction
of vatisand duyqy. Cf. R6th's Anmerr-
Ltngen, D. 220 sq.

4 Lo, eit. 271 5q4.

4 A more detailed examination
of Rotl's hypothescs will find o
fitting plaee In the chapter on the
Pythugoreansy for, necordiog to
himn, it was Pythagoras who trans-
planted the whole Bgypéian seicnes
and theelogy inte Greece. Cfl
also what 13 sald of Auaximauder,
infra. :
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A proof of this kind is, generally speaking, very
diffienlt to cstablish when it is based solely on inicrnal
evidence. It may happen that not only particular
notions and customs, but whole series of them may bear
a tesemblance to another series in sorne other sphere of
civilisation ; it may also happen that fupdamentasl con-
ceptions may seem to rcpeat themselves without thus
affording adequate proof that they are historieally inter-
connected.  Under analogous conditions of develop-
ment, and especially between races originally related
to each other, many points of contact invariably arise,
cven when these races have no actual intercourse;
chance often brings ouf surprising similarities in de-
tails ; and among the more highly civilised races scarcely
any two could be named between which striking paral-
lels conld not be drawn. But though it may be natural
in that case to conjecture an external counection, the
existence of this connection is only probable if the
similarities are so great that they cannot be explained
by the above more general vauses. Tt must have been
very astonishing te the followers of Alexander to find
among the Brahmans not only their Dionysns and
Heracles, but also their Hellenic philosophy; to hear
of water being the origin of the world, as with Thales;
of Deity permeating all things, as with Heracleitus ; of
a transmigration of souls, as with Pythagoras and Plato;
of five elements, as iﬂ‘rh Aristotle; of the prohibition
of flesh diet, as with Empedocles and the Orphics;!
and no doubt Herodotus and his sucesssors must have

' Cf. the accounts of Mega- and ¥earchus in Strabo xv. 1, 58
sthenes, Aristobulug, Onesicritus sqg., p. 712 raq,
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boen often inclined o derive Greck doctrines and usages
from Fgypt. But for us, all this is not sufficient, proof
that Heracleitus, Plato, Thales and Aristotle horrowed
their theorems from the Hindoos or Egyptians,

It is not merely, however, the want of historical
evidence which prevents our helieving in the Oziental
originn of Greek Philosophy ; there ave several positive"'
reagons aguinst the theory. One of the most decisive’
lies in the general character of that philosophy. The
doctrines of the most aueient Greek philosophers have,
as Ritter well observes,! all the simplicity and indepen-
dence of first atlempts; and their nlterior development
iy so contimuous that the hypothesis of alien influences
is never required to explain it,  We ses here no conflict
of the original Hellenic spirit with foreign elements, no
aduyptation of misapprehended formulse and conceptions,
no retirn to sclentific traditions of the past, in short,
noune of the phenomena by which, for example, in the
Middle Ages, the dependence of philosophy on foreign
sources is evineed.  All developes itself guite naturally
from the conditions of Greel national life, and we shall
find that even those systemns which have been supposed
to be most deeply influcnced by doctrines from without,
are in all essential respects to be explained by the inter-
nal civilisation and spivitual horizon of the Tellenes,
Such a feature wonld certainly he inexplicable if Greek
Philosophy were really so much indebled to other
countries as some writers both anecient end modern
have believed. On this theory thers would he another
strange and unaccountable circumstance,—that the

-3 {Fesoh. dor PRELLL 172
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theological character of Oriental speculation should be
entirely abgent from Greek philosephy. Whatever
sciences there was in Egypt, Babylonia or Porsia, was in
possession of the priestly caste, and had grown up 'in
onc wass with the religious doctrines and institutions.
In regayd to mathematics and astronomy, it is quite
conceivable that Oriental science should have been de-
fached from this its religious basis, and transplanted
separately into foreign lands ; but it is most improbable
that the priests should have held theories about the
primitive constituents and origin of the world, capable
of being transmitted and adopted apart from their doc-
trines concerning the gods and mythology, Now in the
most ancient Greek Philosophy we find no trace of
Egyptian, Persian or Chaldean mythalogy, and its con-
nection even with Greek myths is very slight, Toven
the Pythagoreans and Empedocles only horrowed from
the mysteries such doctrines as had no intimate relation
with their philosophy (that is, their attempt at a scien-
tific cxplanation of nature): meither the I'ythagorean
doctrine of numbers, nor the Pythagorvean and Empe-
doclean ecosmology, can be connected with any theologi-
cal tradition as their source. The rest of the pre-
Soeratie philosophy does, indeed, remind us in certain
isolated notions of the mythic cosmogony, but in the
main it developed itself either quite independently of
the religious belief, ox in express opposition to it. How
could this possibly be if Greek science were an offshoot
of the sacerdotal wisdom of the East ?

We must further enquire whether the Greeks at the
time of thelr first attempts at DPhilosophy could have
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been tanght anything considerable in this spherc by
Orientals. There iz no historical or even probable
cvidence to show that either of the Asiatic nations with
which they came in contact possessed any pailosophic
seicnee, We hear, indeed, of theological and cosmo-
logical notions, but all these, so far as they really appear
to go back to antiquity, are so rude and fanciful that
the Greeks could scarcely have received from fthem any
impulse towards philosophie thought which their own
myths could not just as well have afforded. The sacred
books of Egypt probably contained only preseripts for
ritual, ecclesiagfical and civil laws, interspersed perhaps
with religious myths; in the scanty notices rernaining
of their contents there is no trace of the scientifie,
dogmatic theology which modern writers have sought to
dizscover.! To the Egyptian priests themselves, in the
time of Herodotus, the thonght of an Egvptian origin
in regard to Greek Philosophy never seems to have
occurred, eagerly as they strove, evem then, to derive

Greek myths, laws, and

1 Rath, loe. eit. p. 112 sqq.,
and p. 122, He appeals to Cle-
mens, Strom. vi. 833 B sqq. Syib.,
where the Hermetic books being
mentioned it i3 sald : thero are ten
Tooks. T& els ahy Tiudv denrovra TV
wap’ abrols fedy wal ThHy Abyvwrioy
etodBaar wepiéxorra - oloy  wepl
Suudraw, amapyly, fupop, éyow,
wopwiv, fopray wal Tdw Tolrels
suoler, and ten other hooks wepi
Te vdpwr ael fewy rol THY BAns
weudelas T@y fepéwr. But that the
contents of these books were
eren i part scienlific, eannot le
deduced from the words of Clemeny;

religious ceremonies from

even the last-mentioned ten proba-
By treated, not of the nature of
the gods, but of religious worship,
aod perbapy, in connection with
this, of mythology : when Clemens
says that these writings contained
the whole ¢Philosophy’™ of the
Egyptians, the word must be talken
in the indeterminate senss of which
I liave spoken above, p.1=q. More-
avor, we do not know in the least
how old these books were, or
whether they continued up to the
time of Clemens withoubalterations
and additions.
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Egvpt, aud little as they shrenk from the most trans-
patent inventions! in pursuance of this end. The
geientifie Aiscoveries which they claim to have given to
the Grreeks?are confined to astronomical determinations
of time. That the doetrine of transmigration orviginated
in Egypt is only a conjecture of Herodotus ;? and wheu
he says (il. 109) that the Greeks appear to have learat
geometry there, he founds the assertion not on Egyptian
statements, as Diodoros does, but on his own observa-
tion. This justifies the supposition that in the fifth
ceutury the Kgyptians had wot froubled themselves
much about Greek or any other Philosophy, Even
Plato, judging from the previously quoted passage in
the fourth bhook of the © Republic, must have been
ignorant. of the existence of a Pheenician or Egyplian
Philosophy. Naor does Aristotle seera to have boen
awure of the philosophic efforts of the Egypiians, wili-
ing as he was to acknowledge them as forerunners of
the Greeks In mathematics and astronomyf Demo-

b 28; and in Meiaph.i. 1, 081, b 25

v Thus” (il 177) Solon s said
he says: Bib mepl Afyumrov al

to have horrowed one of his Iaws

from Aanasis, who ¢ame to the
throme twenty years later than the
date of Solon’s ecode ; and (e 118}
the priests assure the histortan that
what they related to him about
Helen they had heurd from Meue-
laus’ own month. We have alveady
seen examples of this proeedurs,
supra, p. 27, noie 1.

t Horod. i1, 4.

3 §i. 123.

4 To the astronomieal obeerva-
tions of the Teyptians {(on the
conjunctions of the planets with
each other und with fixed stars)
he appeals in Meteorol, i. 8, 345,

HoBpparieel Tpwror Téyral Cupé-
crpewy. el yhp delfy ayordlen
T Taw lepewr &€0vos. This TErY
passage, however, makes 7t pro-
lable that Aristetle knew nothing
of any philosophie enquiry pursued
in Fgypt. He contends loc. oit.
that knowledpge 15 on a higher lovot
whean it ie pursued only for the end
of knowing, thun when itserves the
purposes of practical necessity, and
observes, in connection with this,
that purely theovetic sciences
therefore firsl arose in places where
people were sufficiently free from
anxiety about the necossmries of
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critus assures us that he himself, in geometrical know-
ledge, was quite a mateh for the Egyptian sages whose
acquaintance he made.t 3o late as the time of Diodorus,
when Greek scicnee had long been naturalized in Egypt,
and the Egyptians in consequence claimed for themselves
the visits of Plato, Pythagoras, and Democritus,? that
- which the Grreeks arc gaid to have derived from Egypt
is confined to mathematioal and technical knowledge,
civil laws, religions institufions, and myths ;3 these
only are referred to in the assertion of the Thebans
{i. 50) ¢ that Philosophy and the acewate knowledge of
the stars was first invented among them,” for the word
Philosophy 1s here equivalent to Astronomy,
Admitting, then, that the Egyptian mythologists
referred to by Diodorus may have given to the con-
ceptions of the gods a naturalistic interpretation in
the spirit of the Stoiess* that later syncretists (like the

life to be able to devute themselves
Lo such scicnees. The above-gnoted
words indireetly eanfirmthis wsser-
tion, Had Arigtorle sunsidered
Philosophy us well as Mathemativs
to be sn Bgyptian produet, he
wonld hwve been partienlarly wi-
likely to owit it mthis conneetion,
since it is Philosophy of which he
asserts that as u purely Lheoretical
selenca it stands higher than all
merely technical knowledge, That
the rudiments of astronoiy eame
to the Grecks from the Lurbarians,
wnd more partienlarly from the
Syviaus and Egyptians, we are told
i the Bpinnmzs of Plato 986 Tsq.
487 D osg. Similarly Strabo xvii
1, 3, p. 787, areribes the invention
of Geonetzy to tbe Epeptinns, and
thit of Arithmetic to tho Pheent-

cians; perhaps Ludemus had al-
ready exprossed the same opinien,
if indeed Proclus in Foelid. 19, o
(64 £. Friedl.) took this statement
from him.

t In the fragment in Clemens,
Strom. 1. 304 A, wlhere he says of
Jitmself wfter mentioning his distant
Jowrneys: wal  Aoyiwr GrBpémm
whelrrwy Eofiroura  wel YpauuE
Lordéqios perd Gmabélios atBely wdh
HE waphAdeis, obd ol AlyerTioe
wahedpsva: ‘Apwedo bmra;.  Thein-
terpretation of the last word is
gnestionable, bt the term must in
any case nclude those of the
Egyptian sages who possessed the
most geometrical knoswledze.

2 196, 98,

® Cf.c. 16, 69, 81, 96 =q9.

CDied i irey
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author of the hook on the mysteries of the Egyptians,
and the theologians quoted by Damaseius)' may have
imported their own speculations into Egyptian myths;
that there may have existed in the time of Posidonius 2
Phenician manuscript reputed to be of great antiquity,
and passing under the name of the philozopher Moschus
or Mochug 3 that Philo of Byblus, under the mask of>
Sanchuiathon, may have constructed o rude coxmology
from Phenician and Gresk myths, from the Mosaic
history of creation, nud from confused reminiscences of
Philosophy—such questionakle withesses can in no way
prove the real existence of an Egyptian and Pheeniclan
Philosophy,

Supposing, however, that among these nations, aft
the time that the Greeks became acquainbed with them,
philosophic doctrines had ‘been foond, the transmission
of these doctrines to Greeee was nob at all so easy as
may perhaps be Dmagined. DLhilosophic conceptions,
especially in the childhood of Lhilosophy, arc closely
bound wp with their expression in language, and the
knowledge of foreipn languages was rarely to be met
with among the Greeks.  On the other hand, the inter-
preters, educated as a rale for nothing but commercial
intercourse and the explanation of curiositicy, were of
little use in enabling people to wnderstund instriction
in philosophy. Moveover, thers is not a single allusion,
on which we can rely; to the use of Oriental works hy
Greek philosophers, or to any translations of such works,

? De Prive.e. 125, Damascins  wovthy source fur the history of
expressiy calls them of Addmrior Egyptian antiquity.

s’ fpis purdaador yeyordtes. They * Vide infra, the chapter on
are iLherefore the most untrust- Bemoeritus, .
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Tf we ask ourselves, lastly, by what means the doclrines
of the Hindoos and the other nations of Eastern Asia
could have been carried into Gueece hefore the time
of Alexander, we shall find that the matter presents
numerous difficulties.  All such considerafions as these
would, of couwrse, yield to well-attested facts; but it is
a different matter where we are concerned, not with
Listorical facts, but for the present with mere conjec-
tores. If the Eastern origin of Greek Philosophy were
to be maintained by trustworthy evidence, or by its own
intermal characteristies, our econception of the scientific
condition of the Eastern nations and of the relation in
which the Greeks stood to them must be formed in
accordance with $hat fact ; but since the fact in iteelf
is mneither demonstrable nor probable, it is rendered
still more improbable by its want of harmony with what
we know from other sources on these two points.

§ IL—The Natine Sources of Greek Philosophy.
RELTGION.

We have no need, however, to seek for foreign ante-
cedents : the philosophie seience of the Greeks is fally
explained by the genius, resources, and state of civili-
sation of the Ieltenic tribes. If ever there was a
people capable of creating its own swience, the Greeks
were that people. In the most ancient records of their
culture, the Homeric Poems, we already meet with that
freedom and elearness of epirit, that sobriety and mode-
ration, that faeling for the beautiful and harmonious,
which place these poems so distinetly above the heroie

VoL, I. E
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legends of all other nations without cxception, Of
seientific endeavour, there is nothing as yet; no neces-
sity is felt to investigate the natural causes of things;
the writer is content to refer them to personal authors
and divine powers, the explanation that comes upper-
most in the childhood of mankind. The techuical art:
too, which support sclence, arc in a very elementary
stage ; in the Homerle period even writing is unkuown.
But when we consider the glorious herows of the Homeric
Pocms—when we see how everything, each phenomenon
of nature, and cach event of human life, Is set forth in
pictures which are as true as they are arbistically per-
feet—when we stndy the simple and beautiful davelop-
ment of thesc masterpicces, the grandeur of their plan,
and the harmonious accomplishment of their purposes,
we can no longer wonder that a nation capable of ap-
prehending the world with an eye so open, and a spirit
so- unclonded, of dominating the confused mass of phe-
nomeng with so admirable a sensc of form, of moving
in life so frecly and surely—that such a nation should
goon turn its atteniion te seience, and in that field
ghould not he satisfied merely with amassing knowledge
zad observations, but should strive to combine particn-
Iars into a whole, to find an intellsetual foeus for
isolated phenomena, to form a theory of the umniverse
based on clear coneceplions, and posscssing internal
unity; to produce, in short, a Philosophy., How natural
.is the How of events even in the Homeric world of gods!
We find ourselves, indeed, in the wonderland of imagi-
nation, but how seldom arc we reminded by anything
fantustie or monstrous (so frequent and disturbing an
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element in Orienial and Northern mytholagy) that this
fubled world is wanting in the conditions of reality!
Amidst all the poetry how clearly we recognise that
sane and vigorous realism, that fine perception of what
is harmmonious and natural, to which, in later times,
after deaper study of the universe and of man, this
same Homerie heaven necessarily proved such a stum-
bling-blocle.  Thus, although the inteliectual culture *
of the Homeric period is separated by a wide inter- .
val from the rise of philosophy, we ean already trace
in it the peculiar genius out of which Philosophy
sprang.

It is the farther development of this genius as
manifested in the sphere of religion, of moral and eivil
life, and in the general cultivation of taste and of the
intellect, which constitutes the historieal preparation for
Grreek Philosophy.

The religion of the Crecks, like cvery positive
religion, stands to the philosophy of that people in a
relation partly of affinity and partly of opposition.
What distinguishes it from the religions of- all other
races, howcver, ig the lfreedom which from the very
begmnmg it allowed to the evolution of philosophie
thonght. » If we turn our atteontion first to the public
ritual and popular faith of the Hellenes, as it is repre-
gented to us in its oldest and most authentic records,
the poems of Homer and Hesicd, itz importance in the
development of philosophy cannof be mistaken, The
religions presentation is always, and so also among the
Greeks, the form in which the interdependence of all
phenomena and the rule of invisible powers and uni-
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versal laws first attains to consciousness. IHowever
great may be the distance between [aith in a divine
government of the world, and the selentific knowledge
and explanation of the universe as a connected whole,
they have at any rate something in common. Religions
faith, even under the polytheistic form it assumed in
Greece, implies thal what exists and happens in the .
world depends on certain causes concealed from sensu-
ous perception. Ner is this all. The power of the
gods raust neeessarily extend over all parts of the world,
and the plurality of the gods is reduced to unity by
the dominjon of Zens and the irresistible power of
Fute, Thus the interdependence of the umiverse is
%-Jproclaimcd ; all phenomena are co-ordinated under the
same general canses ; by degrees fear of the power of
the gods and of relentless Fate yields to confidence in
the divine goodness and wisdom, and a fresh problem
presents itself to reflection—viz. to pursue the traces of
~this wisdom in the laws of the universe. Philosoephy,
indeed, has itself been at work in this purification of
the popular faith, but the religions notion first con-
tained the germs from which the purer conceptions of
Philosophy were afterwards developed.

The peculiar nature of Greek religious helief, also,
was not without influence on Greek Philosophy. The
Greek religion belongs in its general character to the
cluss of natural religions; the Divine, as is sulieiently
proved by the plurality of gods, is represented under
a natural figure essentially of tha same kind as the
Finite, aud only exalted above it in degree. Man,
therefore, does not nead to raise himself above the
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world that surrounds him, and above his own actual
nature, that he may enter into communion with the
Deity; he feels himself related te God from the very
outset. No internal change of his mode of thought,
no struggle with lis natural impulses and inclinations,
is demanded of him; on the eoutrary, all that is in
humasn vature is legitimate in the sight of God—the
most godlike man is he who cultivates his human powers
maost effectually, and religicus duty essentially consists
in man’s doing to the glory of God that which is ac-
cording to his own nature. The same stand-point is
evident in the Philosophy of the Greeks, as will he
shown further on; and, though the philosophers as a
rule, took few of their docirines dircetly from religious
tradition, and wore often openly at vavisnee with the
popular faith, still it is clear that the mode of thought
to which the Hellenes had become accustomed in their
religion was not without influence on their seientific
tendencies. It was inevitable that from the naturalistie.
veligion of Greece there should arise, in the first in-_!
stance, a naturalistic philosophy.

The Greck religion, furthermore, is distinguished
from other naturalistic religions in that it assigns the
highest place in existence neither to external nature,
nor to the sensuous nature of man, as such, but to hu-~
man nature that is heautiful and transfigured by spirit.
Man is not, as in the East, =o entirely the slave of
external impressions that he loses his own independence
in the forces of natuve, and feels that he is but a
part of nabure, irresistibly Involved in its vicissitudes.
Neither does he seek his satisfastion in the unbridled
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freedom of rude and halfsavage races,  Bub, while
living and aecting with the full sense of liberty, he con-
giders that the highest exercise of that liberty is to
obey the universal order as the law of his own nature,
Although, therefore, in this religion, Deity is conceived
ag similar to man, it iIs not common human nature that
is aseribed to it. Not only is the outer form of the
gods idealised as the image of the purest beauty, but
their essential nature, especially in the case of the
Hellenic gods proper, is formed by ideals of human
activities, The relation of the Greek to kis gods was
therefore free and happy to an extent that we find in no
other nation, hecause his own nalure was reflected and
idealised in them; so that, in contemplating them, he
found himself at once attracted by affinity, and elevated
above the limits of hig own existence, without having
to purchase this hoon by the pain and trouble of an in-
terual conflict. Thus, the sensugus and natural beeome
the immediate embodiment of the spiritual ; the whole
veligion assumes an @esthetic character, religious ideas
take the form of poetry; divine worship and the
ohject of that worship are made maberial for art; and
though we are still, speaking gencrally, on the level of
natoralistic religion, nature is only regarded as the
manifestation of Deity, because 6f the spirit which re-
veals itself in nature. This idealistic character of the
Greek religion was no doubt of the highest importance
in the origin and formation of Greek philosophy. The
cxereise of the imagination, which gives wuniversal
significance to the particulars of sense, is the prepara-
tory stage for the exercise of the intellect which, at-

www.holybooks.com



8/22
THE RELIGION OF THE GLREEKS. 55

stracting from the particular as such, secks for the
general cssence and universal causes of phenomena.
‘While, thercfore, the Greek religion was based upon an
ideal and msthetie view of the world, and encouraged to
the utmost all artistic activity in setfing forth this view,
it must have had indirectly a stimulating and emancipa-
ting effect upon thought, and have prepared ihe way
for the scientific study of things. From a wmalerial
noint of view, this idealistic tendency of religion was
bercficial principally to Ethies; but from a formal
peint of view, the influence of religion extended to all
parts of Philosophy; for Philosophy presapposes and
requires an endeavour bo treab the seusible as a manifes~
tation of spirit, and to trace it bacl to spiritual causcs.
Some of the Greck philosophers may possibly have been
too rash in their procedure in that respect ; but this
we shall not at present consider. The more readily we
admit that their doctrines often give us the impression
of a philosophic poem full of bold inventions, rather
than a work of science, the more clearly we shall see
the commnection of those doetrines with the artistic
genins of the Greek natiom, and with the asthetic
character of its religion.

But although Greek Philosophy may owe much to
religion, it owes more to the circumstance that its de-
pendence on religion never went so far as to preveat, or
essentially to restrict, the free movement of science,
The Greeks had no hierarchy, and no inviclable dog-
matic code. The sacerdotal functions were not with

. them the exclusive property of o class, nor were the priests
the only mediators between the gods and men; but
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each individual for himself, and each community for
itself, had a right to offer up sacrifices and prayers. In
Homer, we find kings and chiefs saciificing for their
subjeets, fathers for their fummilics, cach person for him-
gelf, without the intervention of priests, Evev aba later
period, when the development of a publie cult in temples
gave wore importance to the sacerdotal order, the func-
tions of the priests were always limited to certain offer-
ings and ceremonial observances in their particular
localities ; prayers and sacrifices were still offered hy the
laity, and & whole c¢lass of matters relating to religions
ceremonial were left, not to priests, but to public func-
tionaries designated by election, or by lot—in part in
combination with officers of the community or state—
to individuals and heads of families, The priests,
therefore, as o class, could never aequire an influential
position in Greece at all comparable with that which
they enjoyed amoeng the Oriental nations.! Priests of
certain temples, it is true, did attain to considerable
importance on account of the oracles connected with
those temples, but, on the whole, the priestly office con-
ferred far mare honour than inflience ; it was a politi-
cal dignity, in respeet to which reputation and external
qualifications were more regarded than any particalar
mental capability; and Plato? is guite in harmony

! This, by the way, is one of
themost striking argumentsagainst
the hypothesis of any considerable
transmisyion of cults and myths
intn Freece from the Fast; for
these Oriental cnlts ure so closely
bound up with the hierarehical
gystem that they could only have

been transmitted inconnection with
it.  If ¢his had anywheze becn the
ease, we should fiad the importanee
of the priests become preater the
farther wewent lack into antignity,.
whereas 1 point of faey it I8 ex-
actly the eomtrary.,

¥ Pogit, 290 C.
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with the spifit of his country when he makes the
priests, in spite of all the honours accorded to them,
merely servants of the commonwealth.! But where
there is no hierarchy, a dogmatic code, in the sense of o
general law of faith, is manifestly impossible ; for there
are no organs to frame and maintain it. Even initself,
however, it would have been contrary to the cssence of
Greek religion. 'That religion is not a finished and per-
fected system that had grown up from one partieulur spot.
The ideas and traditions which the Gireek races brought
with themn from their original ubodes were carried by
each individual tribe, community and family inte dif-
ferent zurroundings, anid subjected to influences of the
most various kinds. Thus, there arose a multiplicity
of local rites and legends; and from these, & common
Hellenic faith gradually developed itself, not by the
systematising of theologe, but by a free convergence
of minds; in which convergence the most imporfant
factor, beside the personal intercowrse and religious
ceremonies of the national garoes and festivals, wag Art,
and above all, Poetry. This explains the fact, that in
Greeee there was never, properly speaking, a system of
religions doctrine generally admitted, but only a myth-
ology; and that the conception of orthodexy was abso-
Iutely unknown. Tvery one was indeed required to
hononr the gods of the State; and those who were
convicted of withhelding the prescribed honours, or of
trying to overthrow the religion of the State, were
often visited with the severest punishments. . But

B Cr. Hermann, Lekrluwch der 44 sy, for more detailed proofs of
Griech, Antiquititen, 11 158 rqq., the ahove statements.
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thongh Philosophy itself wus thus hardly dealt with,
in the person of some of its representatives, on the
whole, the velation of individuals to the faith of the
eoramunity was far freer than among nations who
possessed a definite confession of failh guarded by
a powerful pricsthood. The severity of the Grecks
agaiust religions innovation had immediste refercnce
not to doctrines, but to cult; ounly so far as a doctrine
seerned to involve consequences prejudicial to public
worship did it become the object of attack. As to
theelogical opiniong, properly so called, they were left
anmaolested.  The Greek religion possessed neither a
body of theological deetrine nor wiitten sacred records.
It was founded entirely upon traditions respecting
the temples, descriptions of the poets, and noticns of
the people: moreover, there was searcely any tradifion
which was not contradicted by others, and in that way
lost mueh of its authority. Thus, in Greece, faith was
oo indefinite and elastic in its form to admit of its
exercising upon reason either an internal supremacy,
or an external restraint, to the extent that we find to
have heen the case in other countries.

This free attitude of Greek scicnee in respect to
religion was full of important results, as will be evi-
dent if we consider what would have become of Greek
Philosophy, and indircetly of our own, without this-
freedom, All the historical analogies that we can adduce
will give us but one answer ; namely, that the Greeks
would then have heen as little able as the Oriental na-
tions to attain an independent philosophic seience.
‘The speculative impulse might indeed have been awake,
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but, jealously watched as it wonld have been hy theology,

intcrnally eramped by religious presuppositions, and

shackled in ibts free moverent, thought could scarcely

have produced anything more than a religious specula-

tion wkin to the ancient theologie cosmologies; and

even supposing that at & muech later peried it had

turned to other questions, it could never have kad the

acuteness, freshness, and freedom by which the Philo-

sophy of Greese became the teacher of all the ages.

The Hindoos were the most speculative nation of the

East, and their civilisation was of the highest antiquity,

yet how greatly inferior were they, a3 regards phileso-

phic achievement, to the Greeks! The same must be

sajd of the Christian and Mobammedan Philosophy in

the Middle Ages, though this had the advantage of being

preceded by the Greek. In both cases, the prineipal
cause of the inferiority manifestly lay in the depen-

dence of seience upon positive dogmas ;3 and the Greekst

are 1o be considered as singulurly forbunate in hcwmg‘;
escaped thiz dependence through the foree of their
peculiar genius, and the favourable course of their his- ;
torical development.

Tt has Leen usually supposed that between Philo-
rophy and the religion of the mysteries a eloser hond
exists. In the mysteries, according 1o this view, a
purer, or ab any rate a more speculative, theology was
imparted to the initiated ; and, by means of the mys-
teries, the seeret doctrines of Tastern priests wers frans-
witted to the Greek philosophers, and through them to
the Greek people in general. But this theory has no
Letter foundation than the one we have just been clis-

?
j
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cussing in regard to Oriental Beience. It 1s proved
beyond a doubt, by the most recent and. thorough
investigations ! of the swhject, that originally no phile-
sophic doctrines were conveyed in these religious cere~
monies ; and that at & later period, when such doetrines
began to be connected with the mysteries, this oceurred
under the influence of scientific researches. Philosophy,
therefore, should be regarded rather as having imparted
wisdom to the mysteries than as having received it {rom
them, The mysteries were originally, as we have every
reason to believe, ritualistic solemnities, which, in their
relipious Imporé and character, differed nothing from
the public worship of the gods, and were only earried on
in secret becaunse they were designed for some particular
commuunity, sex, or class, to the exclusion of any olher,
or because the nature of the divinitics to whom they
were sacred demanded this form of cult, The first, for
example, applies to the mysteries of the Idran Zeus and
the Argive Here, the second to the Eleusinian mystexies,
and especially to the secret rites of the Chthonian
deities. Mysteries first appeared in a certain oppesition
to public religion, partly because elder cults and forms
of worship which had gradually disappeared from the
one were maintained in the other, and partly because
foreign rites like those of the Thracian Diounysus and

der Kinss, Alferth, (under the

! Among which the following
hesdings  Mythologie,  Mysteria,

have been ehiefly eonsulted: Lo-

beck’s fundamental work {Adglao-
- phamars, 1820), and the short bt
thoromgh exposition of llermann
(Griech. dnkig. i1, 149 sgq.), vspe-
clally Prellers Demeter wnd Der-
sophong, as well as his investiga-
tions in Pauly’s flcal-Encyklopedic

Elevsinia, Orprens); lastly, the
Gricchische Myihalages of the same
guthor. On the mysteries o
general, of. also Hegel's Phil. der
Geschickte, 301 sq.; Alsthelik, il
a7 sq.; PR der Bell 11 100 sqq.
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the Phrygian Cybele were introduced us private cults
under the form of mysteries, and blended themselves, in
course of time, more or less with the ancieut gecrct
vites, But in neither case can the mysteries have eon-
tained philosophic theorems, or doctrines of a purer
theology eszentially transcending the popalar faith.!
This is sufficiently proved by the circumstance that the
mysteries most frequently eelebratad were accessible to
all the Greeks. For even had the priests possessed any
higher wisdom, how could they have imparted it to
guch a mixed multitude? And what arc we {o think of
a seeret philosophic dootrine into which a whole nation
could be initiated without a long eourse of previous in-
struction, and without having its faith shaken in the
traditional mythology ? Speaking generally, it is not at
all in keeping with the habits of the ancients to take
advantage of ceremonial observances for the purpose of
instrueting the people by means of religious discourses,
A Julian might make the atfempt in imitation of
Christian eustoms: bhut in classical times there is not a
single instanee of it, moxr does any trustworthy witness
ever assert that the mysteries were designed for the in-
struetion of those who took purt in them. Their parti-
cular end appears far more in those sacred rites, the
witnessing of which was the privilege of the initiated
(Epopta) ; whatlever oral communication was comhined
with these ceremonies seems to have been restricted to
short liturgical formulae, directions for the performance
of the holy vites, and sucred traditions ({epoi Adyor), like

' As Lobeek, loc. eit. 1. 6 839, which distinguishes him, expresses
hay exhaustively shown. Leibniz, himself to the swme effect in the
with the sound historical judgment DPreface to the Theodicee, section 2.
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those which were elsewhere connected with particular
acts of worship; tales about the founding of culls and
holy places, about the names, origin, and history of the
gods to whom this worship was sacred; in a word, my-
thologieal explanations of the cult given by the priests,
or even by laymen, to thote who asked for them. These
liturgical and mythological elements were afterwards
made use of to combine philosophical and theologicul
doelrines with the mysteries, but vhai such was the case
from the beginning is a theory without foundation,
There is no trustworthy authority for it, and on general
grounds it iz unlikely that the mythopesic imagination
should ever have been dominated by philosophic points
of view; or that at a later periad there should have heen
introdneed into mystic usages and traditions ideas and
hypotheses which the scientific reflection of the Greeks
had not as yet attained. In course of time, indeed, with
the deepening of the moral conscivnsmess, the mysteries
gradually acquired @ higher signification. When the
school of the .Orphics, whose doctrines from the first
are parallel to Greek Philosophy,! was founded in the

! The first certain trace of the
Orphic writings, and of the Or-
phiea-Dienysiac  comscerativns, is
to he found in the well-attested
statement (vide Lobsck, loc. eir. i
331 sqq., 397 sqq, B892 sag. ; of. Ger-
hurd, Feber Orpheus wnd dic Or-
phiker, Abkandlungen dsr  Berl.
Acad. 1861; Hiwt, PR, K, p, 22,
76: Sehuster, Dz wet. Orphics
thoogonie ndole, 1869, p. 48 sqq.}
thit Ouovaeritus (who resided af
the court of Pigfstratus and his
sons, und with two or three other
persons, undertook the collection

of the Homerie poems) published,
under the names of Crpheus uod
Museeus, oracular saymgs and
hymos {rereral) which he had
hinself eomposed.  This forpery
falls romeowhore between 540 und
520 p.c. It is probable, however,
not. ooly that Orphic hymns and
aracles had been in civenlation pre-
vicusly fo this, but that the unien
of the Dienysiae mysteries with
the Orphie poetry had long ago
been wecomplished, Two or three
generations later, the names of the
Orphics and Bacchics were used
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sixbh century before Christ, or even carlier, the in-
Auence of the philosophers upon this mystic theology
seems to have been far greater than the reaction of lhe
theolngians wpon Philosophy; and the more we con-
gider particular detail, the more doubtful it becomes
whether on the whole Philosoply ever borrewed any-
thing considerable from the mysferies or mystic doe-
trines.

There are two polnts especially, in regard to which
the mysteries arve supposed to have cxercised an im-
portant influemee on Philosophy: these are Monotheism
and the hope of a future life. A speculative interpre-
tation has also been given to some other doctrines, but
they appear to contain nothing beyond the common

by Herodotuy (ii. 819 as identieal,
and Fhilelzas appeals in soppert
of the doctrine of transmigration
(vide infra, Pythag.) to the utter-
amues of the sncienl Uhe eologiuns and
soothsayers, by whom we mmst
chiefly undevstand  Orphens and
the other founders of the Orphie
mysteries.  Aristolle’s  testimony
certainly eumaot be adduced in
favonr of the bigher anfiquity of
the Orphic theology. Philoponus
indeed observes (Do an, F, 5, in re-
ferenen o a passapge from Aristotle,
e an. 1. 5, 410, b, 28) that Avis-
totle, speaking of the Orphic poems,
FAYS tll(‘ poemns fealled’ Orpluu—
nruﬁn i Soker (Jpq‘:ews elvas & Sy,
&5 xnl avrds ép Tols wep! dukoaadias
Adyer » adroi pdv pdp eive T& Sdy-
poTe * Tavre 84 dyotr (for which
we ought, wost lkely, to read
r,ba.rrlv) bw;.e.u ]ch(T‘l’OV dvémere nara-
Tetwar {rend "Ovopdicpirar dv Emeet
.tm'.raﬂuvaz} But the words adrob
pir ydp elor 7k Bdyuora show Ty

their form that thevare nota guo-
tation from Aristotle, buta remavk
of Philoponns; and he is probably
only repeating @ Neo-Llatonic ex-
prdient, by which the Aristotelian
criticism of the Orphie poems was
to bLe rendercd harmless; thab
Aristotle never so expressed himn-
sl is clear, from rhe pussage in
(Heero, ND DL i 38, 107, which pro-
bably refers to tho same writing of
Aristotle: Orphsum Poétam docet
Avistoteles nunguam fwisse.  The
Orphie theogony fa not asoribed o
Onomacritus ; other Orphie wri-
tings are sald to have been com-
posed by Cercops, the Pythagorean
Brontinus, Zopyrus of Heraclea
{the same who worked with Ooo-
macritus at the edition of Hemer),
Prodicus of Saumos, and others,
{Suidas, "Op¢. Clemens, Strozz. i
8338 A: of Schuster loc. o1t and
p- 5 sq.  For further remarks
vide ¢nfra.)
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and ordinary thoughts of all mankind.! Even, however,
in these two cases, the influence seems neither so
certain nor so conziderable as hes commonly been
believed. In regard to the unity of God, the theistic
conecption proper i3 as little to be found in the mystic
as in the popular theology. It isimpossible to imagine
how the unity of God in the Jewish or Christian sense ?
could be inculeated at the feasts of the Klousinian
deities, or of the Cabivi, or of Dionysus. It is a
different. matter, certainly, in respect {o the pantheism
which appears in a fragment of the Orphie theogony,?
where Zeus is described as the heginning, middle, and
end of all things, the root of the earth and sky, the
guhstance and cssence of air and of five, the snn and
moon, male and female; where the sky is called his
head, the snn and moon are his eyes, the air iz his
breast, the earth his body, the lower world his foot,
the gether Ms infallible, royal, omniscient reason. Such
a pantheism wues nol incompatible with polytheism,
a soil which the mysteries never quitted, As the
gods of polytheism were in truth only the various

! For example. the mythus of
the slaying of Zagrens by the Titans
{forforther detailsof. Lobeck, 1. 6135
sqq.), to which the Neo-Tlatonists,
and before them even the Stoles,
had given a philosophic interpreta-
tion, but which in its original
meaning  was probably only a
rather crude varlation of the
well-worn theme of the death of
Nature in winter, with which the
thought of tha deeay of yonth and
its beauty was connected. Lhis
myth had no influence on the enr-
lier philosoply, even if we suppose

Empedocles to have made allusion
t0 ih—v. 70 (142).

? We find the unity of Godin
this senge affirmed in so-ealled
Orphic fragments (Orphica, ed.
Hermenn, Fr. 1-3), of which scmes
were probably, and others certainky,
composed or altered by Alexan-
drian Jews.

? Vide Yobeck, p. 520 sqq.:
and Hermann, Fr, 6. Similarly the
fragment from the Awfjrar (in
Lobeck, p. 440 ; in Hermann, Ifr. 4)
was €fs Zebs, els 'AlSns, els “HAsos,
&5 arbpuoor, el Qebs dv wdyrenat,
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parts and forces of the world, the different spheres of
nature and of human life, it iz natnral that the rela-
tions of these spheres among themselves, and the
preponderance of cne of them over others, should in
time be brougbt to light; and, therefore, in all highly
developed maturalistic religions, we see that kindred
deities become blended fogether, and the whole poly-
theistic Olympus is regolved into the general concep-
tion of an all-embracing divine essence (Ogfor). DBut
the Greek religion, hecause of its plastic character, is
just one of those which most resists this fusion of
definite forms of deity. In Greece, consequently, the
ides of the divine unity was arrived at less by way of
syneretism than of criticism; not by blending the
many gods into one, but by combating the principle of
polytheism. The Stoics and their successors were the
first who sought to reconcile polytheismn with their
philosophic pantheism, by giving a syneretic interpreta-
tion to polytheism ; the older pantheism of Xenophanes
was, on the contrary, bitterly and openly hostile to the
doetrine of the plurality of gpods. The pantheism of
the Orphic pocms, in the form above deseribed, is
probably much later than the first beginnings of Orphioc
literature, The Awrrar are certainly not anterior fo
the Alexandrian Syncretism; nor can the passage re-
specting the theogony, as it now stands, dale from the
time of Onomaerituz, to which Lobeck ' assigns the
greater part of the poem. For this passage was in
close connection with the story of Phanes-Ericapsus,
devoured by Zous. “Zeus includes all things ia

! Loe. eit. 611,

YOL. L. )
www.holybooks.com



8/22

66 INTRODUCTION,

himsell, because he swallowed the alrendy created
world, or Phanes, that he might then preduce all
things from himself, We shall presently show that
the swallowing of Phanes! originally formed no- part
of the Orphic theogony. We must, therefore, in all
cases distinguish the original text of the Orphic passage
from the modifications it may afterwards have under-
gone. As part of the original text we may apparently
claim the verse so frequently quoted,? and which is
probably referred to by Plato:?

Zebs kedarn, Zebs pérvn, Ads § éx wdvra rérvkrant

The idea in this verse, however, and other similar ideas
to be found in those portions of the Orphic writings
supposcd to be ancient, contain nothing essentially in
advance of a conception familiar to Greek religion, and
the gist of which was already expressed by Homer when
he calls Zeus the YFather of gods and men.* The unity
~of the divine element which polytheism itself recog-
' nises, was madc concrete in Zeus as king of the gods;
and so far, all that exists and all thal happens iz ulti-
mately referred to Zeus. This idea may perhaps be
expressed by calling Zeus the beginning, middle, and
end of all things; but the expression certzinly does not

! In the enquiry into the Or-
Iilie eosmogeny, Infra.

% Ap. Proclus in Thnews, 45 T,
and the Platonic schaliast, p. 451,
Bekk.

¥ Laws, iv. 715 E.  Further
refercnees s to tho emplovment of
this verse by thie Stoies, Platonists,
Neo-Pythagoresns and others, ave
given by Loheck, p. 529 sq.

4 This theory is supported by

the circomstance that the words
quoled from Orphens by Proclus
in Timaus, 310 Dy Plat. Theol. 17,
8, p. 363: +@ ¢ Alun mordworvos
épelmero, cotncide with the Pla-
touic passuge. Alkw is also called
mahdwowwos in Farmendes, v. 14,

5 Of also Terpander (about
850 m., Fr. 4 Zed wdvrar Gpyd
Tariwr wyfiTop.
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imply that Zeus is himself the ideal complex(Tnbegriff )
of all things’ There is consequently no cvidence that
the standpoint of the religious notion, which conccives
the gods us personal beings, side by side with the world,
has here been exchanged for that of philosophic specn-
lation, which regards them as ropresenting the peneral
essence of the universe.

The case is somewhat different in regard to the
second peint in guestion, belief in immortality. The
doctrine of metempsychosis seems really to have passed
from the theology of the mysteries into Philosophy.
Even this doctrine, however, was in all probability
originally connected, not with all, but only with the
Bacchie and Orphic mysteries. Those of Eleusis, being
sacred to the Chthonian divinities, were regarded as
specially important in their influence upen man’s future
life. The Homeric hyinn to Demeter alveady speaks of
the great difference in the other world between the lots
of the initiated and uninitiated;? and there are later
eulogics of these mysteries, from which it is clear that
they guaranteed happiness not ouly in this life, but in
the life to come.? There is nothing here, however, to
imply that the souls of the initiated are to come to life
again, or that they are immartal in any other sense
than was admitted by the ordinary faith of the Greeks.

! FEven monotheism allows ex-  #aBuws, bs 7dd" Jmwmer dmiyfosios
pressions such as # alrab ial deBpdmwr
8 abrod aod els abror vd marre b5 ¥ dreAds lepdw, bs T Buuopos,
(Homans xi. 36)--dv abrg Cipey odimod® duoine
xul wwvebpefe kul douédr (Apg. alvar Exe, @liperds aep, frd (dby
17, 29), without meaning by them ehpidenre.

that the Finite is actually merged * (. the references in Lobeck,
in Deity. i. 69 sqg. !
7 7. 480 sqgq.
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In this world wealth and fruitful felds' were expected
from Demeter and her danghters in return for worship
rendered to them ; and in a similur manoer, after death,
the partakers of the mysterics were assured that they
should dwell in Hades, in closest proximity to the di-
vinities they had honoured, while the uninitiated were
threatened witl: being ecast inte a marsh.? If these
rude notions, at a later peried, and ameong the more
educated, received a spiritual interpretation,’ there is
no reason to suppose that this was so originally, or
that the initiated were promised anything in the
future except the favour of the infernal gods; the
popular opinions about Hades remained quite un-
affected by them. Iiven Pindar’s celebrated utterances
carry us no favther. For in saying that the partakers
of the Eleusinian mysteries know the beginning and
end of thelr life,f he does not assert the doctrine of
transmigration,” and though in other passages this
doetrine is undoubtedly brought forward® it is still

! Hymn to Ceres, 486 8gq.

i Aristides, Eleusin. p. 421 Dind.,
The same is asserted of the Diony-
slan mysteries (to which perhaps
this belief itselfmay originaily bave
heen peenliar) in  Aristophancs,
Frogs, 145 sqq. ; Plate, Pheds, 69
€5 Gorgies, 493 A; Repullic, ii.
363 (0 of. Diog. vi 4.

% Thus Plato in the Phedo and
Gorgias, and, in a lesser depree,
Sophucles, in the words (in Pla-
tavch, aud. pofi. ¢ 4, p. 21 I'):

&y TpirdABias
reivor Pperdw, ol Talra faxbérres

LI
podotr’ & “Bov Toicle ydp wdrois

€Tl

v &rrey Tove & HAMoted mdvT dkel
e,

4 Thren. Fr. 8 (114 Dergh):
BABios, Bors Bdr wed' elg’ imd
x06" olbe pé&v Biov rerevridr, older
82 Bidolorov dpydy.

> For the words can only pro-
perly mean that he who has re-
ceived the consecration regards
life as a gift of God, and death uy
the transiticn £o a happier state,
Frellor's explanution (Demeter und
Porsephone, p. 236) seems to me less
nabural.

¢ (L i 68 sqq. Thren. Fr. 4,
and tofra, p. 70, note 4.
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questionable whether the poet borrewed it from the
Elensinian theclogy ; and even if he did apply the
Eleusinian myths and symbols in thig sense, it would not
certainly follow that such was their original meaning,!
In the Orphic theology, on the contrary, transmigra-
tion is clearly to be found, and the probabilities are
very strongly against its having come there through
the medium of the philosophers. Several writers
mention Iherecydes as the first who taught immor-
tality,? or more precisely, transmigration;®* but the
testimony of Cicero and other later authors is not sufli-
cient, in the absence of clder evidence,® to prove thig
statement. Even if we admit the probability that
Phercoydes spoke of transmigiation, the assertion of his
having been the first to do so rests only cn the fact
that no previous writings are known to countain that

! The revivul of dend nature
in the spring was considered inthe
cult of Demeter ug the retwrn of
souls from tho under world, and
larvest wag looked upon as the
desesnt of the souls thither {vide
Preiler, Dem. wid Pers. 328 sqq.;
Griceh, Mythologis, 1.234, 483); and
this does nov apply =olely to the
souls of plants, to which it prima-
rily relates, bup to the souls of
man. At these scasons also de-
purted gpivits appear in the upper
world, It was easy to interpret
these notions ay implying the en-
tranes of human souls into the
vigible world feom the inwvisible,
and their return into the invisible
again. Of. DPlato, Phedo, 70 C:
wuAds uiv olp IoTe Tis ALY0S, . .
ds eigly [ui Yuyat] fdpde dr-
wduevas Enel wal wdAw ye Delpo

dprepobvras Kal YlyvorTar ek Tow
TelvedTwr,

? Cle. T, 1. 18, 38, and after
bira Lactantius, Jesfif, vil. 7, 8.
Augustin e dead. iii. 37 (17], Lpist,
187, p. 407, Tb. Maur.

 Buidas; Peperidns ; Hosyehius,
De bis qui erud, clar. p. 56, Orelli ;
Tatian 2. Gree. ¢. 3, 25, aceording
to the obviout ecorvecuion in the
edition of Maurus. Cf, Porphyry,
Auotr, Nymph. e 81, Preller also
{Bhein. Mus. iv. 388) refers with
some appearaunce of probability
what is guoted by Origen (e Oels.
vi. p. 304) from Pheretydes, and
Themist. Gr, 1i. 38, a, to the doe-
trine of Transmigration.

+ Cf. Aristoxenus, Duris and
Hermippus—so far as they have
been guoted in Diog. 1, 116 s3g.,
and viil. 1 sgq.
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Still more uncertain is the theory! that
Heracleitus

doctrine,
Pythagoras was the first to introduce it.
clearly presnpposes this; Philolaus expressly appeals to
the ancient theologians and seothsayers? for the theory
that sounls were fettered to the body, and as it were
buried in it, as a punishment. Plato? derives the same
theory from the mysteries, and more particularly trem
the Orphic mysteries; and Pindar teaches that certain
favourites of the gods are to be permitted to return
to the upper world, and that those who thrice have
led a blameless life will he sent to the islands of
‘the blest in the kingdom of Crones.t In this last
rcpresentation, we perceive an alberation in the doe-
trine; for whereas the return to corporeal life is else-

! Maximns Trr. xvi. 2; Dine
genes, viil. 14 Porph. v.; Pyth
19,

2 Ap. Clemens, Sfrown, ifi, 433
A, and previously ap. Ciecro, Lor-
fens. Fr. 85 (iv. 6, 488 Or)) This
pasgage, as «well as others from
Plato, will be quoted at length in
the section on the Prthagorean
Metempsychoais, intra.

® Phado, 62 B; Crat. 400 B,
Cf. Phedo, 68 C, 70 C; Laws, ix.
§70 D; and Loheck, dglacph. iL
TY5 s0q.

* Pindar's eschatology follows
no fixed type (ef. Preller's Demeter
wnd Lersephone, p. 239), while, in
muny places, he adopts the nsual
notions about Hades, in Thren, 2
it iz sald that after the death ef
the body, the soul, which alone
sprines from the gods, remains
alive; and in two places transmi-
gration is alluded to, viz. in Thren.
Fr. J; {119), quoted by Plato, Meno,
81 B:

oim 8t Depoebra wovhke wohaed
wévheos

Béterar, ds Tdv Umepler GAtor uslvow
dvimey Ereg

&edBot Yuxdy mdAw,

e Ty Baoihies dyovel xal rlére:
xpatryel cogin pdytorol

dvpes afifour’s & 5 sbv Aourby
xpdvov fpwes ayvol pbs kalpdrwy
KOAEVFTOL,

And 0L ii. 88, after mention of the
rewards and punishmentsin Uades

boa ¥ ErdAparay 2erpls

érarépadl  uelrayres amb wdumar
Gdfnwr Exern

Yuyde, Erechay Adds 850» wapl Kpdrov
Tipaw vt pardpwy

riros [vivor] dneavides adpar mepe-
TMYEOLT LY,

Threr, Fr. 3 (109), where the
wicked bave the lower world, and
the righteous, heavan, assigned as
their dwelling-place, cannot be ac-
cepted as penuine.
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where always rogarded as a punishment and a means
of Improvement, in Pindar it appears as a privilege
accorded only to the hest, giving them an opportunity
of earning higher happiness in the islands of the blest,
instead of the inferior bappiness of Hades. DBut this
use of the doctrine presupposes the doctrine itself, and
according to the quotations from Plato and Philolaus,
we must assume that Pindar derived it from the Orphic
mysteries. It is certalnly conceivable that it might
gtill have reachad the mysteries through Pythagoreism,
which must early have been connected with the Orphic
cult,) But the most ancient testimonies, and the Py-
thagoreans themselves, refer it solely to the mysteries;
and it is besides very doubtful whether the Pythagorean
doctrines could have been prevalent in Thehbes, in the
time of Pindar,? whereas that city is, on tbe other hand,
known to have been an ancient seat of the Bacchic and
Orphic religion. Lastly, the doctvine of meterapsychosis
iz ascribed to Pherecydes, and regarded as anterior to
Pythagoras, not ouly by the writers we have quoted,
but indirectly hy all those who make Pherecydes the
teacher of DPythuporas.® We have, therefore, every
reason to believe that it was taught in the Orphic
mysteries prior to the date of Pythagoras. According
to Herodotus, the Orphics obtaired it from Egypt:t

! A number of Orphie writings
are said to have Leen invented by
the Pythagoreans; vide Lobeck,
Aglasph. 1. 347 sqq., and supra,
P 62, note,

* GF what will hareafter be
said in the history of the Pythago-
rean philosophy, of the propagation
of that philoscphy.

¢ On which vide infes, Pytha-
eoras and the Dythagoreans,

¥ 1. 123 wpleror BE kal rolirow
Tow Adypor AlylmTiol iae ol eindpres,

s Gwepdmou Yuxh ABdverds 2oy,

7ol gdumres v karapbiverros es
gxha (for alel ywduevoy éoBlerar:
dmede 3¢ mepiéAly warTa TA Yeprain
kal 78 Boddoote kel meTewd, alTes
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but this theory either rests upon a mere conjecture
of his own, or a still more untrustworthy statement of
the Epypbian priests; as histarical svidence, it is of
no value whatever. As to the real state of thc case,
history tells us nothing, and no guess that we can
make even approximates to certainty. Tt is possible
that Herodotus may be right in the main, and that
the belief in transmigration was rteally transplanted
from Egypt into Greece, either directly, or through
certain intermediaries which cannot precisely be de-
termined. But in that case, we can scarcely agree with
him in enpposing the Greeks to have bocome acquainted
with it in the first beginnings of their cultare, still less
can we connect this acqualntanceship with the mythical
personalities of Cadmus and Melampus : the most pro-
bable assumption wonld then be, that the doctrine had
heen introduced into Greece nal very long before the
date when we first meet with it in Greek writings—
perhape, therefore, about the seventeenth centnry.
But it iz also conceivable that this belief, the afiinity
of which with Ilindoo and Egyptian doctrines indicates
an Eastern source, may have originally immigrated
from the East with the Greeks themselves, and have
heen at first confined to a narrow cirele, becoming after-
wards more important and more widely diffused. Tt
és olpdmov cépa yiwducvor éelbrerr: Herodotns thought (according to
Thv mepriivaiy 8¢ alrf ylveoBur & ch, 49) that Melampus had intro-
spaxikimo: Erern Tobry T¢ Adpe  duced the enlt of Dionysus, which
ciol 61 ‘BAMppov Exphoavre, of pdv  lie had learned from Cadmms and
wpdrepoy of 8¢ Sorepoy, &5 iBlw lus followers,into Girsece; but, on
Ewurély fpric Thv vyl €lBds Ta  tho other hand, in C. 58, he inti-
etvduare ob ypdge. O e 81: mates that he considers the Orphie

rolmi *Oppuoto: woreoplvors: kel poems mors recent than Homer
Bakyucoiri, obo: 88 Abyvmrioien,  and Hesiod.
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might be urged, in sapport of this view, that similar
notions have been found among races which never in
any way came under Egyptian influence.! Nor can we
altogether dispute the possibility of different nations,
withont any historical conneection, having arrived at
the game opinions concerning a future state. XEven so
strange a theory as transmigration seems to us may
thus have been reached in several caszes independently
one of the cther. For if the natural desire to escape
death cogenders a universal belief in immortality, a
bolder faney, in nations not yet capable of spiritual ab-
straction, might well shape this desire and belief into
the hope and expeetation of a roeturn o earthly life. ®

' Aecording to Herodotus, iv,
94 sq., the Thracian Getze beligved
that the dead eame to the god Zal-
moxis or Gebeleizin; and avery
fiva years they sent a messonger to
this god by means of a speeial hu-
man sacrifice, entrusted with com-
municalions to their departed
friends.  That the theory of trans-
migration was involved in this
cannot be deduced from the state-
ment of the Gireeks of the Hellos-
pont, that Zalmoxis was a scholar
of Pythagoras, who had taught the
belief in immortality to the Thea-
ciang. llerodotus says that it was
the custom of another Thracian
tribe (Her. v. 4) to bewail the
nowly born, and to praise the dead
a8 happy; bezausze the former ave
about to encounter the ills of Yife,
while the latter have eseaped from
them.  But this custom proves
eren less than the other in repard to
metempsyehosis.  The Gauls how-
ever, ave said to have believed, not
only in l'mm_ortality, bui also in
transmigration : Caesar, B, Gail. vi.

14, in primis bac volunt persuaders
( Drusdes) nan enierive anines, sed
ad alils post morfem transire ad
aftos. Diodor. v. 28, subfin.: ey e
yap woap' aivois & Yvduydpov Adyos,
81e 785 Puxds Tor &vBodwov &fa-
vidrons elvar cvu8élnre nal 80 drdw
dpioptvor wdiiy Buiy, ds Erepoy
gape Ths $uxis eicdvouérns. O
this aceonnt many persons, adds Dio-
doerus, place lettors to their friends
on the funeral pile. So Ammian,
Mare. xv. 9, sub fin.

2 I the soul s conceived as o
breath-like essence which dwells in
the Lody, and leaves it after derth
aceording to the opinion of the
agcicnts, and especially of the
Greeks, the question inevitably
arises whenge this esssnce comes,
and whithor it gnos. For answer
to this question, 2 child-like imagi-
nation is most easily satisfied with
the simple notion that thersis a
place, invisible to us, in which tha
departed souls remain, and from
which the nawly born eome forth,
And we do, in face, flad in many
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Howaver this may be, it appears certain, that
among the Greeks the doectrineg of transmigration came
not from the philosophers to the priests, but trom the
priests to the philosophers. Meantime it is a question
whether its philosephic importunce in antiquity was
very great, 1t is found, indeed, with Pythagoras and
his school, and Empedocles is in this respect allicd with
them; a higher life after death is zlso spoken of by
Ileracleitus. But none of these philosophers brought
the dootrine into such a conncetion with their scientifie
theories as to ake it an essential constituent of their
philosophic system: it stands with them all for a self-
dependent dogma side by side with their scientifie
theory, in which no lacuna would be discoverable if it
were removed, A philosophie basis was first given to
the belief in immortality by Plato; and it wonld he
bard to maintalu thut he would not have arrived at it
without the assistance of the myths which he employed
for its exposition.

From all that has now been said, it would appear
that Greek Philosophy in regard to its origin was no
more indebted to the religion of the mysteries than to
the public religion. The views of nature which were
contained in the mysteries may huve given an impulse
to thought ; the idea that all men veed religious con-
secration and purification may have led to deeper study
of the moral nature and character of man; bob as

different nations, not merely the this there is but a step to the
belief in o kingdom of the dead, theory that the same souls which
but the ides that souls rcturn to  previewsly imhabited a body should
the body from the lower reuions of afterwards suter another boedy.
the earth or frem beaven, From
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scienfific instruction was nob originally contemplated
in the tales and practices of the mystic culi, any
philosophic exposition of thess presupposzed that the
expositor had already attained the philosophic stand-
point ; and as the mysteries werc after all only made
up of general pereeptions aud experiences accessible to
everyone, a huundred other things could really pervform
for Philosophy the same serviee that they did. Philo-
sophy did not require the myth of Kore and Demeler
to reveul the alternation of natural conditions, the
pagsage from death to life and from lite to death; daily
obgervution sufficed for the acquisition of this know-
ledge. The necessity of moral purity, and the advan-
tages of piety and virtue, necded not to be proclaimed
by the glowing deseriptions of the priests concerning
the happincss of the initinted and the misety of the
profane. These conceptions were immediately con-
tained in the moral consciousness of the Guecks,
Nevertheless, the mysteries were by no means without
importance in regard to Fhilosophy, as the results of
our enquiry have shown. But thelr importance is nog
so greut, nor their infivence so direct, as has often been
imagined.

§ I11.-—The Nulive Sources of Greek FPhilosophy continued.
MORAL LIFE, CIVIL AND POLITICAL CONDITIOKS,

Tar ideality of the Greek religion finds its counter-
part in the freedom and beauty of Greek life; it is
impossible to regard either of thess charaeteristics,
strictly spesking, as the ground or consequence of the
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other; they grew up side by side, mutually requiring
angd sustaining one ancther, oul of the same natural
temperament and under the same favourable conditions.
As the Greek reverenced in his gods the natural and
moral order of the world, without therefore renouncing
in regard to them his own value and freedom, so Greek
morality stands in a happy mean between the luwless
license of bharbarous and semi-barbarous reces and the
slavish obedience which subjeets the peoples of the
Fast to the will of another and to a temporal and
gpiritnal despotism. A strong feeling of liberty, and
at the same time & rare susceptibility to measure, form,
and order; a lively sense of community in existcnce
and action; a social impulse which made it an abzolute
necessity for the individual to ally himself to others,
to subordinate himself to the common will, to follow
the tradition of his family and his counfry—these
qualities, so essential in the Hellenes, produced in the
limited area of the Greek states a full, free and
harmonious life, such as no other nation of antiguity
can exhihit. The very narrowness of the sphere in
which their moral perceptions moved was in itself
favourable to this result. As the individual knew that
Lie was free and had a right to protection ounly as heing
a citizen of this or that state, and as, in the same way,
his relation to others was determined by their relation
to the state to which he belonged, every one from the
beginning had his problem eleariy marked out for him.
The maintaining and extension of his eivil importance,
the fulfilment of his eivil duties, work for the freedom
and greatness of his people, ohedience to the laws,—
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these constituted the simple end which the Greek
definitely proposed to himself, and in the pursnit of
which he was all the less disturbed because his glances
and endeavours seldom strayed beyond the limils of
his home, becaunse he excluded the idea of seeking the
rale of hig actions elsewhere than in fhe laws and
customs of bis state, because he dispensed with all the
refleetions by which the man of modern fimes labours
to reconcile, on the one side, hig individual interests
and natural rights with the infersst and laws of the
comrmonwealth, and, on the other, bis patriotism with
the claims of a eosmopolitan morvality and religion.
We cannot, indeed, vegard this warrow conception of
moral problems as the highest possible coneeption, nor
can we conceal from ourselves how clogely the distnem-
berment of Greece, the consuming disquiet of its eivil
wars and party struggles, not to speak of slavery and
the neglect of female education, were connected with
this narrowness; bub our eyes must not therefore be
closed to the fact that ou this soil and from these
presuppositions a freedom and eulture arose which
give to the Greeks their unique place in history. It is
casy also to see how deeply and essentially Plhilosophy
was rooted in the freedom and erder of the Greek state.
There was not, indeed, any immediate conunection be-
tween them, Philosophy in Greece was always the
private concern of individuals, states only troubled
themselves about it in so far as they interfered with
all doctrines morally and politically dangerons; it
received no positive emcouragement or support from
cities and princes until a late period, when it had long
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passed beyond the highest point of its development.
Nor was publie education concerned with philosophy,
or seience of any kind. A% Atheus, even in the time
of Pericles, it scarcely ineluded the first rudiments of
what we should call scientific eulture; nothing was
attempted bevond reading, writing, and a cerfain
ampount of arithmetic: history, mathematics, physies,
the stndy of foreign languages, and so forth, were
altogether ignored. The philosophers themselves, and
especially the Sophists, were the first to induce certain
individuals to seek for wider imstruetion, which, how-
ever, was even then restricted almost exclnsively to
rhetorie,  Besides the ahove-mentioned clementary
arts, erdinary education consisted entirely of music and
gymnasties ; and music was primarily concerned, not
so much with intellsctual training as with proficiency
in the Homeric and Hesiodie pocms, and the popular
_songs, singing, playing on stringed instruments, and
dancing. But this education formed complete and
vigorous men, and the subsequent discipline of public
life engendered such self-confidence, demanded such
an exercise of all the powers, such acute observation
and intelligent judgment of persons and circumstances,
above all, such energy and worldly prudence, as must
necessarily have borne important froit to science when-
ever the scientific need arose. That it could not fail
to arise was certain; for in the harmonions many-
sidedness of the Greek character, the development of
moral and political reflection called forth a correspond-
ing and natural development of speculative thought ;
and mot a few of the Greek cities had attained, by
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means of civil liberty, a degree of prosperily which
ensured leisnre for seientifle activity to some at least
of their eitizens.  Although, therefore, in ancient times,
the political life and education of the Grecks had
no direct concern with Philosophy: and although,
on the other hand, the earliest Thilosophy, as a rule,
neglected ethical and political questions, yet the train-
ing of men and the fuet that clroumstances took the
form required for the production of Philosophy were
important elements: in its history. Freedom and
severity of thonght were the natural fruits of a free
and law-dirceted life; and the sound and sterling
characters which grew up on the classic soil of Greece
conld not fail, even in seienee, to adopt their standpoint
with decision, and to maintain it elearly and definitely,
with full and unwavering purpose.

Lastly, it was one of the chief excellences of Greek
education that it did not split up human nature, but,
hy the even development of all the powers of man,
soaght to muke of him a beauntiful whole, a moral work
of art. 'This trait we may ventura fo connect with the
fact that Greck science, especially in its commencement,
chose the path that is indeed generally faken by thought
in its infancy—the path downward from above; that it
did not form a theory of the whole from the agprega-

! This intimate conmection of
polities with philosophy is strik-
ingly shown by the fact that many

. of the sncicnt philosophers were
distingnished ag statesmen, legis-
lators, politienl refermers and
generals. The politieal activity of
Thales and of the Pythagoreans is
well known, We are told that

Parmenides gave laws to his native
eity, and that Zenu perished in his
attempt to free his countrymen.
Empedoeles restored democracy in
Agrigenium; Archytas was no less
great as 4 general than as a stutes-
man; aud Melissus is probably
the same person who vangnished
the Athealan fleet,
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tion of individuals, bub sought to gain a standard for
the individual from the study of the whole, and at once
to shape a collective representation from the cxisting
fragments of cosmical knowledge; that philosophy in
Greece preceded the particular sciences.

I we examine somewhat more closely the circum-
stances which conditioned the progress of Greek culture
before the appearance of philesophy, two phencmena
especially elaiin our attention : these are the republican
form of the government, and the spread of the Greek
races by colonisation. The eenturies which immedi-
ately preceded the earliest Greek Philosophy, and those
which partly coincided with if, are the times of the
legislators and of the tyrants, of the transition to those
constitutional forms of government on the soil of which
Greel political life attained ifs highest perfection,
When the patriarchal monarchy of the Homerie period,
in consequence of the Trojan war and the Dorie migra-
tion, and through the estinetion, disqualification or
banishment of the anclent royval houses, had entirely
given place to oligarchy, the aristocracy became the
means of spreading freedom and higher eulture through-
out the smaller circle of the ruling families. After-
wards when the oppressions and internal deterioration
of these families had evoked the resistance of the
masses, the popular leaders came mostly from the ranks
of their hitherto masters, and these demagogues almost
everywhere eventually became fyrants. But as the
government by a single persen, because of its very
origin, found its chief adversary in the aristoeracy, and,
as a counterpoise, was forced to fall back for support

www.holybooks.com



8/22
POLITICAL LIFE OF THE GREEEKS, 81

upon the people, it became itself 2 means of training
“and educating the people to freedom. The courts of
the tyrants were centres of art and culture; ' and when
their rule was overthrown, which generally happened in
the course of one or two generations, their inheritance
of power did not revert to the earlier aristocracy, but to
moderate constitutions founded on fixed laws. This
course of things was as favourable to the scientifie as to
the political training of the Greeks. In the efforts and
struggles of this political movement, all the powers
which publie life brought {to sclence must have been’
aronced and employed, and the feeling of youthful
liberty imparted to the spirit of the Gresk people a
stimwlus which must needs huve affected thelr specula-
tive activity, Tbus the laying of the foundations of
the scientific and artistic glory of Gresce was eagerly
carried on side by side with the fransformation of her
political eircumstances; a connection of phenomena
which is very striking, and which shows that among the
Greeks, s among all healthy nations, culture has been
tiie fruit of liberty.

This general revolution was effected more quickly
in the eolonies than in the mother country; and the
existence of these colonies was of the highest importance
in regacd to it. During the 500 ycars which elapsed
between the Doric congnests and the rise of Greek
Philosophy, the Greek races had spread themselves, by
means of organised emigrution, on all sides. The islauds

' For example, those of Peri- wise men, there is no tradition of
ander, Polycratcs, Pisistratus, and the philosophers beisg conaected

bis sons. But, excepting the stery  with tyrants bofore the appearance
of Periander’s relation totheseven of the Sophists.
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of the Archipelago, as far as Crete and Rhodes; the
western and northern coasts of Asia Minor; the shores -
of the Black Sea, and the Propontis; the coasts of
Thrace, Macedonia and Illyria; of Magna Grecia and
Sicily, were covered with hundreds of settlements;
Greek colonists had penetrated even to distant Ganl,
to Oyrenc, and to Egypt. Most of these settlements
attained to prosperity, culturc, and free constifutions,
gooner than the states from which they emanated. Not
oaly did the very disruption from their native soil pro-
duce a freer movement, and a different organisation of
civil society, but their whole situation was much more
convenient for trade and eommerce, for enterprising
activity, und for all kinds of intercourse with strangers
than was the cage with the cities of Greece proper; it
was therefore natural that in many respects they should
oulatrip the older stutes. How greatly they did so, and
how important the rapid growth of the eolonies was in
regard to the development of Greek Philosaphy, is best
seen from the fact that all the Greck philosophers of
note before Socrates, one or two Sophists only excepted,
belonged either to the Tonian and Thracian colonies, or
to thosa in Ttaly and Sicily. Here at the limite of the
Hellenic world were the chief settlements of a higher
culture, and as the immortal poems of Homer were a
gift from the Greeks of Asin Minor to their native
country, so also Philosophy came from the east and west
to the centre of Greek life; theve to attain its highest
perfeetion, . favoured by a happy combination of all
forces, and a coincidence of all necessary conditions,
at an epoch when, for most of the eolonies, the
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brightesi period of their history had passed away be-
yond recall.

How thought gradually developed itself under these
circamatances up fo the point at which the earliest
seicntifie endeavours, in the.striet sense of the word,
were made, we learn to some extent from the still
existing records of early cosmology and ethies, though
our information from these sources is far from being
complete.

$§ IV.—Nutive Sources of Greek Philosophy corndinued.
COSMOLOGY.

Tn a people so ricbly endowed as the Greeks, and so
eminently favonred by circumstances in regard to their
intellectual devclopment, reflection must soom have
been awakencd, and attention directed to the pheno-
mena of nature and of hurman life; and attempts must
early have been made, not merely to explain the external
world in reference to its origin and canses, but also {o
congider the activities and ecnditions of mankind from
more general points of view. This reflection was not,
indeed, at first of a gpecifically sclentific kind, for it
was not ag yet regulated by the thought of any general
interdependence of things according to fixed lnw. /' Cos-
mology, until the time of Thales, and, so far as it allied
ibsell with religion, even longer, retained the form of
a mythologieal narrative / thics, until the time of
Socrates and Plato, that of aphoristic reflection. /The
fortuitous, and sometimes cven mirzculous, interfe}rence
of imaginary beings took the place of the interdepen-
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dence of nature ; instead of one central theory of human
life, we find a number of moral sayings and prudential
maxims, which, abstracted from varions experiences, not
unfrequently contradicted one another, and, at the best,
wore reduced to no general principles and brought into
no scientific connection with any theory of buman
nature. Though it would be s mistake to overlook this
distinction, and to plase either the mythic cosmologists
or the gnomie poets in the number of the philosophers,!
ag hos been done by some writers, both ancient and
maodern, yet we ought not, on the other hand, to under-
rate the importance of these early attempts, for they
were at least useful in calling attention to the guestions
which science had fivst to consider, and in accastoming
thought to combine particular phenomena uuder general
points of view ; and thus a good deal was done towards
a beginning of science,

The most ancient record of mythic cosmology
among the Greeks is the Theogony of Hesied, How
much of this work is derived from still more ancient
tradition, and how much is invented by the poet him-
self and his later revisers, cannot now be discovered
with ecrtainty, nor is this the place to enquire. [t iz

* As was certainly done in the
most flourishing perod of Greek
Philosophy by the Sopbists and by
the adherents of Aystems of natural
Philosophy. Plate is evidence of
the former in Proé. 316 D, ef, ibid.
338 F sqg.; and of thelatter there
is mention in Cref. 402 B; and
also in Aristotle, Metaph. 1. 3,983 b,
2% {(ef. Schwerler on this passage).
The Stoles afterwards were sspeci-

ally addicted te representing the
ancient poets as the earliest philo-
sophers, by the allogorical inter-
pretalion of their writings ; and in
the Neo-Tlatonists this praetice
pussed all bounds, Tiedemann was
the first to declare Thales the
starting-point of Philosophy, vide
his Gelst der speculativen Philogo-
phie, L. Preface, p. xviil,
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enough for our purpose to observe that the Theogony,
with the exception of a fow subsequent interpolations,
was undoubtedly Imown to the earlicst philosophers in
its present form.!/ We find in it nothing approaching
{0 a sclentific apprehension or solution of the cosmo-
logical problera. The poet proposes to himself the
question from which ail eosmogonies amd histories of
creation start, and which, indeed, obviously suggests
itgelf even to the most undisciplined intelleet,—the
guestion as to the origin and causes of all things. + But
in the Theogony this question has not the scientifie
importance of an enquiry into the essence and reasons
of phenomena, With childlike curiosity the poet asks:
Who made all things? and how did He make them ?
and the answer simply consists in positing as the first
being something that cannot be cxplained away by
thought, and making the rest originate from this by
means of some analogy drawn from experience. Now
experience points out twoe kinds of origin. All that
we see either forms itself naturally, or else is made
with a design by definite individuals, In the former
case production takes place by the action of the ele-
ments, by growth, or by generation; in the latter,
either mechanically by the claboration of some given
material, or dynamieally, 2s we work upon other men

' Of. Detersen { Ursprung wnd
Alter der Heswod : Theog. ( Proge.der
Llumburgischen Gyoma), 1862), who
seoms 60 me to have proved at any
rate this much, whatever we may
think of his other theories. The
polemic of Kenophanes and Hera-
eloitns against Hesiod (whiel we

shall hereafter consider) and the
remarkable utterance of Herodotus,
it. 83, are deeided evidence sgainst
the supposition that the Theogony
is no clder than the sizth eentury ;
the general charaster of its con-
ceptions and language, however,
attest this even more strongly.
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by the mere expression of our will, Al these analogies
are applied, in the cosmogonies of differcnt wations,
to the origin of the world and of the gods; as a rule,
several of them at once, according to the nature of
the object in question. To the Gurecks the anmalogy
of generation must have been the most obvious, be-
cause, in aceordance with the particular hent of their
imagination, they had personified the varions parts of
the world as beisgs akin to humanity, whose origin
could be represented in no other way. In any case
they must have kept to an analogy drawn from nature,
for Greek thought was too naturalistic and polytheistic
to maintain, like the Zoroastrian and Judaie religions,
that everything had heen called into existence by the
mere fiat of a ereator. In Greek mythology the gods
themselves were created, and the deities worshipped by
the people belong altogether to a younger race of gods;
there is, therefore, no divinity whe can he regarded as
the first canse of all things, without beginning, and who
possesses absolute power over nature. 5o in Hesiod it
is the geuesis of the gods on which his whole cosmogony
turns, Most of these genealogies, and the myths con-
nected with them, are nothing more than the expression
of simplc perceptions, or picture-thoughts, of the kind
that imagination everywhere produees when the know-
ledge of nature is in its infancy. Erebus and Nyx are
the parentz of /Lther and Hemera, for day in its
brightness is the son of night and darkness, The carth
brings forth the gea of Terself alone, and rivers in hex
unior with the sky; for the sources of streams are fed
by the rain, while the occan appears to be a mass of
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water which has been from the beginning in the depths-
of the earth, Uranus is emasculated by Crenos, for the
sug-heat of harvest time puts an end to the fertilising
showers of the sky. Aphrodite springs from the seed
of Uranus, for the rain in spring awakens the genera-
tive impulse of nature. The Cyclopes, Hecatonchires
and giants, the Echidna and Typhceus ave children of
(hea; other monsters are the progeny of mnight or of
the waters, partly because of their originally physical
import, partly because what is monstrous cannot spring
from the bright heavenly gods, but enly tfrom darkness
and the unfathomable deep. The sons of Gaa, the
Titans, were overthrown by the Olympians; for as the
light of beaven subdues the mists of earth, so the all-
ordering Deity has bound the wild foreces of nature,
The thought contained in these myths is very limited ;
whatever in them transcends the most obvious per-
ceptions is the result, not of refiection coneerning the
natural causes of things, but of an activity of faney
from which, even when it produces something really
sipnificant, we must be carcful not to expeet too much.
Fven in the combination of these myths, which is
principally, no deubi, the work of the poet, we fail to
discover any leading thought of desper import.t The

! Brandis  ({Geschichle der tion of the higher prineiple. Bat

Griecheféu. Plil. 1. 75) finds not
merely in the beginning of the
Theogony, but also in the myths
of the dethronement.of Uranus, and
the conflict of the sons of Crouos
with their father aud the Titans,
the doctrine that the determinate
proceeds from the - indeterminats,
and that there is & gradual evolu-

these thoughts are much too al-
stract to admit of ocur seeking in
them the motive of the mythopwie
fancy. The poet does not seem to
have been influenced by any specu-
lative ideu even in the arrangement
of thess myths ; the three genera-
tionsg of the gods merely form the
threod on which he sbrings his
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passage in the Theogony which sounds most like a
philosophie conception of natore, and was almost the
only passage employed by the anclent philosophers in
that senge,’ is the commencement of the poem (v. 116
8qq.). Chaos was the first to exist, then came Earth
{with the abyss, or Tartarus) and Eres, Of Chaos were
bern Erehus and Night; Earth first brought forth of
herself the sky, the mountfains, and the sea; then in
marriage with the sky she produced the progenitors of
the different families of goda, exeept the few that are
derived from Erebus and Night. This represenlation
certainly attempts to get at some notion of the world’s
origin, and we may so fur consider it as the beginning
of cosmology umong the Greeks; but as a whole it is
very erude and imperfect. The poet asks himself what
was really the first of xll things, and he finally abides by
the Harth as the imumovable basis of the Cosmos. Out-
side the Harth was nothing but gloomy night, for the
Iuminaries of heaven wcre not as yet in existence.
Erebus and Night are therefore as old as the Earth. In
order that another shonld he produced from thig first one,
the generative impnlse or Eros must have existed from
the beginning. Such then are the caunses of all things,
If we exclude all these beings from our thought, there
remains for the imagination only the idea of infinite
space, which at this stage of culture it does not con-
ceive in an ahstract manner as empty mathematical
space, but concretely as an immeasurable, waste and

genealogies, and by which he con-  the edition of Hesiod of Gaisford-
nects them together externally. Relz, verse 116,
' Proof of this will bhe found in
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formless mass. The first of all things, thorefore; i
reality is Chacs.  In some such way as this perhaps the
foregoing theory of the beginning of the world may
have arisen in the mind of its aubhor.! * It is founded,
indeed, upon a desire for enquiry, an endeavour to
attain clear and echerent notions, but the interest
which zules it 18 that of the imagination rather than
that of thought. No question is asked concerning the
essence and general causes of things, the problem is
merely how to learn something about the actual facts
relating to the primitive condition of the world and to
its ulterior developments; and in the solution of this
problem, we naturally find that the poet is guided by
the intuitione of his imagination, and net by intelli-
gent reflection. The commencement of the Theogony
is, considering its dafe, a thoughtful and pregnant
myth, but it is not as yet a philosophy.

The next writer after Hesiod of whose cosmology we
know anything at all definite is Pheveeydes of Syros,?

* Whether this anthor ov some  plain this eircumstancr as showing

older poel wus the composer of the
Theogony is, as has already been
observed, of little imporiance.
Brandis (Gesch. der Gr.-FRom. Phil.
1. 74) supports the latter theory.
It is unlikely, he says, that the
poet, had he invented the myth of
Tartarus as one of the first prinei-
ples of the world, or of Brog as the
creative prineiple, wonld have made
no further usge of them in his Cos-

mology. DBut notb to speak of the
donbtful origin of the 119th verse,
which mentions Tartarus, bt
which is wanting in Flato (b‘/mp
178 1), and Aristolle (Metaph.id,

984 b, 270, I shonld rather cx-

that the myths subseguently intro-
duced balonped to the vlder tra-
dition, snd the oponing verses
to the anthor of the Theogony
baclf,

? For lits life, age, and writingy,
of. Sturz, Pherecydis Pragmants, p.
1 sqq. Preller in the Rhein. Mus.
iv. (1846) 377 sgq.  Allgem. En-
eyelop, of Erseh and Grober, il
22, &40 aqa. Art. Phereeydes, Zim-
mermann in Flehte's Zeitachrift fiir
Philosophie, &, xxiv. B, 2 H. 8,161
sqq. (vepristed in Zimmermann's
Studien. Vienna, 1870, p. 1 sqq. L
This last, however, cvedits the OU.
mythographer with mueh that is
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a contemporary of Apaximander ;! in later story a raira-

culons person like Pythagoras.®

In a work, the title

of which is variously given, ho says (hat there existed
before all things, and from eternity, Zeus, Chrones, and

Chthon.?

alien to him. Conrad, De Pleveay-
dis Syrii etole oigue cosmologia.
Coblenz, 1857,

! Ho is desoribed as such by
THogenea, 1. 121, and Tuschius,
Clron, 60 01, The former, probably
tollowing Apollodorus, plaees Ins
most flonrizhing period in the §9th
Oympiad (840 B.c.), and the datter
in the 60th OQlympiad. Suidas
{(®epex.} in a yery obscurc passage
fixes hts birth in OL 43 (6G0-596
ne.).  His age i3 given by the
Pseudo-Lincian { Haerod, 22, apas-
sage where he certuinly seews to
be meant) as 85, Neither ofthese
statements, however, is alungether
trustworthy, though perhups neither
is far from the frnth; and thers
are besides other reasons against
our drawiog any such definite con-
clusion as Sonrad, who thus sums
up (p. I4) his carefnd disenssion of
this queston: Pherecydes  was
born in the 45th Olympiad or
shortly before, and died, * esfogana-
rius fere) towards the end of the
62nd Olympiad. (Between 0148,
1, to 62, 4, moreover, there ars only
71-72 years.) Nor does the asser-
tion that Pythagoras tended ium in
hislast illness help us at all, paxtly
because it is iself very untrust-
worthy, and partly becanse this
orenrrence is placed Ly sume befors
Pythagovas” emigration to Italy,
uil by others in the lagt period of
his life. Of Porph, Vite Prthag.
4aj s Temb. File Pytheg, 184,
2532 ; IMog. vit 40,

By Chthon he sezems to have understood the

? Of. the anecdotes In Diog. i
116 5q.

! The eommencement of this
work, in Diog, i, 119 (¢f, Dumas-
cius, De Prine. p. 384; and Con-
rad, p. 17, B1) was as follows:
“ebs mtv wol Xpdvos s del ral Xoby
#e. KBorly Bt Urope dyévero T'H,
eweslh abrfi webs yépas Bellol. By
yépus wo cannot, with Tiedemann
(Gricchenlands erote  Philosophe,
178), Sturz (loe. ¢if, p. 45) and
others, understand motion; nor
with Brandis the original qualita-
tive determination, for this Iatler
is far oo abstract a conception for
Pherecydes, nnd he eun hardly havo
regarded the earth as moved.
Meither interpretation, in fact, can
be got out of the word; what it
menng is: Sinece Zeus conferred
honour upon her.  We may either
understand by this honour, what
always seems to me the most pro-
bahle, the adornment of hersnrface,
mentioned immwediately afier (the
garmenk svith which Zeuns covered
ths earth); or else, with Conrad,p.
32, the honour of her union with
Zeus, by which the Yarth becarne
themother of many gods (p. 74, 2).
Pherseydes msans to devive the
nume % from yépas. This cirenm-
stanee of éself forbids the substi-
tution of wépas for yépas, proposed
by Rose, D¢ drist, fir. ord, 74;
but the sense we should got by this
change 15, in my opinjon, very un-
satasfuctory.
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earth; by Chronos, or Cronos,' that part of heaven
nearest the earth, and the deity ruling it;® by Zeus, the
bizhest god, disposing and forming the whole universe,

and himself at the same

1 8 he is ealled by Hermias
(frristo, 6. 12), whn expressty says
that Kpdvos is the same as Xpoves.
Tn Damuscius, on the cantrary,
where Conrad, p. 21, also 1eads
Kpéwor, Lfind in the mannseripts no
other reading than Xpdrev.

¢ By the Cronos of Phexecydes
is generally understood Time-—so
Hermias foe. eif, and Probus un
Virgil's Eologues, vi. 31,  Phare-
cydes himself indieates this signifi-
eabion when he puts Xpdeas Lustead
of Kpdros.  Yet itis searvely eredi-
bl that so accient athinker should
lieve placed the abstract eonception
of Time smong the primitive
canses ; and Cronos, in fact, ap-
peats ag a much more conerele na-
ture when it iz told of him (vide
infra) that he crested from his seed
fire, wind and water, and that he
was the leader of the godsin the
eonfiict with Ophioneus.  Thatthis
only means that @ eourse of time
fire, wind and water arose, and that
@it course of time ()phionens was
(:[mquered, I cannot believe. Ifthe
gods at strife with Ophioncus re-
present certain powers of nature,

Jronog, their  leader. must be
spmething more real than mersly
Time: and if firs, wind and water
were formed from ths sesd of Chra-
nos, this seed must be conecived
as a material substance, and Chro-
nos must wll&iequ&rndy re_presr:nt a
certain part, or certain constituents,
of the world.  If we congider that
ﬁfﬂ, W‘ifld and water are fUI'LﬂSd EH
the atmosphers during tempests,
and that the fertilising rain is re-

time the highest heaven.d

presented in the mythns of Uranus
ag the seed of the god of heaven ;
that Chronos, according to this
origingl import, was not the god of
Time tn abstrzcte, but the god of
the warm season, of the time of
harvest, of the sun-heat (Preller,
Griech. Mythel 1. 42 3q.), and, as
auch, was a god of heaven—that he
was 80 regarded by the Pythago-
reans when they identified the
vaulo of heaven with Xpéwos, and
called the sea the tewrs af Chronos
(vide fafra, Pythagovean system)—
if we eonsider all this, the opinion
givenabore, concerning which even
Conrad's (p. 22) and DBrandis's
adverse Judgment { Gesch. der Entw,
der (iricch. Phil 1. 59) have not
shaken me, will appesr to have fur
the most probubiltty in its favour.

3 To Zeug, a2 the divine ereator
of the universe, the passage in Aris-
totle's Metophysics, xiv. 4, 1001 b,
8, rofers: of ye pemrypéver abrir
(scil, Téw dpyaiwr mougrow) kel T

il putimeds  Gxovra Aéyew, ofor
o
depenidys ol  Frepel  Tives, T

yevpRgay mpdTay FmeTov Tbéavi.
As the notion of Zens as god of
heaven is based upon the idea of
the sky itself, and as the gods of
Pherscydes goncrally represent at
the same time certain parts of the
world, we may wssums that, he did
ot diseriminate the world-creating
power, which he ealls Zeus, from
the upper portien of thesky, The
aagartion of Hermiag and Probas
(lve. cit.) that Ly Zeus he under-
stood Ather, and of Probus (foe.
cit.) that he understood fire, show
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Chronos produces from his seed fire, wind and water;
the three primal beings then beget numerous other gods

in five families.!

When Zeus, in order that he might

fashion the workd,? had changed himself into Eros (who,
according to the aneient theory, must be the world-

that we are here concernsd with an
interpretation of the Stoics, and
not with an original and anthentie
text. That Ilermias should reduce
Zther and Facth to the wowees and
widayor 15 algo entively in harmony
with the Stoic point of view, Cf.
Zicller, PRil. der Gir. Part 11 a, 119,
seeond edition.

1 Damasm’us, loe. cif.: +hw BE
Xpd':mv wmﬁﬂ‘m ¢k Tob ydrey éxuTod
m:p teetd m'evy.a s uﬁmp, L. 8
br v wévre }w}{ms ﬁx?}p:jgevwv
ToAAY yevedv cvaThver 8etv, The
wevréuuyov keheuuévnry.  To the
same puyet {as Drandis thinks, p
81) the statement of Puorplyry
perhaps refers (De wnlre nymph.
2. 81}, aceording e which Phere-
cydes mentions guxods xal Bddpovs
wat Evrpa wal Blpas wol widas;
thongh Porphyry himsslf sees in
ithem the wyevégas wal dwoyeréses
Jux@w. Preller (RA Mus. 382,
Ereyel. 243) Lhinks that Phl’,l’E‘.E}'{le
here intends to speak of five admix-
turey, in various proportions, of the
clementary substances ( Alther, Fire,
Air, Water, Farih}, in cach of
wh:ch one of these elementary sub-
stances predominates.  Itseems to
me, however, very hazardomsto as-
eribe to the ancient philosopher of
Syra a theory of the Elements in
the sonee of Empedocles or Aris-
totle (a theory which presupposes
a far moore developed stage of phi-
losophic reflection). or to behieve
that he antieipated Plilolaus in
fixing the number of these elements

at five. (Conrad’s medification also
of this juterpreiation, by which
the five guxol are made to signily
the five layers, cireumfolding each.
other, of e¢arth, water, air, fire and
sether (foe. i, p, 35), attributes to
Pherecydes, as it appears to me, a
view of Lhe world that is too scien-
tific and tao similar to Avistatle’s ;
the theory, especially, of a ficry
sphere invisible to us, and the pre-
cise discrimination of mther from
fire and alr, i& wecording to all
other traces of it, much later. It
would be more reasonable to sup-
pose that Pherecydes distinguished
Olympie gods, fire-gods, wind-gods,
water-gods and carth-gods, Suidas
says that the work of Phereoydes
wus named émrduvyes, from the
poxoi,  DPrellor (Rh. Mus. 378)
conjectures instead werTéuvyos,
Conrad (p. 35) adds to the above-
mentivned five puyot the two divi-
sions of the lower world, Hades and
Tartarus. tisaunppoeed(thoughthis
is not quite elear from Origen, C.
Cels. v1. 42) that Phavecydes him-
gelf distinguished Hades und Tar-
tarus, Nothing certain, however,
ean be made out on the subject.
Plato, in Sopi. 242 O & pév (pnoey
Siyyeiras) ds Tple vd Bvra, wokepsl
5& danfiors éviore adriy brre my,
ToTe Bt wal plda ypryvdpeve ryduovs
Te Kol Tokous ral Tpuphs T&v
Exyivwy Tapeyeras, doubtless refers
to the expesition we have leen
consilerng.
? Proclus in Tim. 156 A.
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forming foree), he made, we are bold, a great robe, on
which he embroidered the earth and Ogenos (Oceanns),
and the ehambers of Ogenos; he spread this robe over
an cak upborne by wings' {({mémrepos), that is, he
clothed the framework of earth floating in space? with

the varied surface of land and ocean.?

1 His words in Clemens, Strom.
vi. 621 A, rnn thus: Z&s woiel
papos péye Te ol waddv- kal &y
abrd moulANEr yir Kl drynEdy Kol
T eyprod Fduara,  In reference
to this, Clemens (842 A) says: &
imdwrepos Spls kel T ér abrf
weramiipévor Ghpos.

¢ The wings in this case denote
ouly {rce suspeusion, not  swift
motion.

3 Conrad oppeses the above
sxplanation on tiwe secounts. First
he agrees (p. 40} with Stwrz (p. 51),
that the winged cak is not merely
the framework of the earch, but of
the whole universs, and that the
wool spread over the osk is the sky.
Aguinst this, I can only repeat
what I have already, in the saeopd
edition of this work, replied to
Sturz, that the tissme on whieh
land and sea are embrojdered {this
alone ean be meant by the words
v abrg wowiAie) and Clemens
also calls the @dpos itself mewer-
ntApévov} capnot signify the sky.
It would be easior to understand
it gy the visible things that eu-
compass the weorld’ — vhorelore
the surfice of the earth and sky
{of. Preller, Bh. Mus. 387, Ercylilo.
244); but sinee earth and ccean
are mentivned as the only objects
embroidered on the woof, Wo have
no ground for thinking of anything
hesades  the  tervostrial surfuce,
Secondly, Conrad (p. 2+ s¢q.) sup-
poses that by X0&r Therecydes in-

Ophioneus, with

tends Chaos, the primitive matter,
which eontains all matlers, except
sether, In itself, OQut of this,
throush the working of Zeus or
Arher, the elemental matters
earth, water, air, and fire wors
made; and the earth itself when
separated from the primitive matier
swus ealled Xforln, as distinguished
from X0dv. But the words guoted
from Diog. p. 72, &, zlready ex-
chude sueh a theory; for who would
nfer from the mere interchange
between XOdv and X@orln that
in the one case we ure concerned
with the mixture of all substances,
and in the other with the earth
which resulted from this mixture?
Dumuseius, whom we have no right
to charge with ereor in this matter,
expressly rontions Zebs, Xpéros and
Xéovla as the three first prineiples
of Phereeydes (De princ. ¢. 124, p.
884).  Apain, when FPherecydes,
according to Damascius, says that
fire, air and water were made by
Chronos €k rob 4dvou fowwel, how
can 1t e maintmined thal Yeus
separated them out of Xowr? Con-
rad, lastly, urges thaet his theory
best ceplains the stateraent (vide
Aclulles Tatius in Phenom. o 3,
123 E; &ehol. dn Hesiodi 1heog.
116 ; Teetz, in Lycophron, 145 that
Pherceydes, like Thales. made
water lis first principle; bub lhis
does net help him much. For that
statement yests upon suspicious
testimeny, and is besides entirely
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his hosts, representing probably the unregulated forces
of nature, opposes this ereation of the world, but the
divine army under Chronos hurls them into the deep of

the sea, and kcepe possession of heaven.!
further battle of the gods,

Pherecydes seems to have

erroneous ou the chief point, and
Conrad himself acknowlodges (p.26)
that in the chaotic primal matter
which he thinks iz denoted by the
namea of X6, Eaurth must have
preponderated, to  oceasion the
choice of this name. If there is
any error, the cause of it may lic
clsewhera, either in the dootrine of
Pherecydes himgelf, or in a misap-
prehended acoount of the doctrine.
Even an antithetical eomparison of
Thereevdes and Thales, like that in
Sextus, Pyrrd, Hi. 30, Mall, ix, 560
(Phorecydes made carth, and Thales
water, the principle of all things),
might, by the careless hand of a
copyist or compiler, be turned into
u parallel between them ; or some-
one whe found DPherecydes classed
with Thales, as one of the oldest
philosophers, may have aseribed to
him Thales’ docirine. Perhaps even
what Pherceydes said of Oeccanus,
or his statement about the zeed of
Cronos, or some other deflnition
that has not eome down to us, may
have been cspluained in this way.
Whether Pherecydes thought that
the sea cozed ous of the earth eon-
colved as moist in its primeval
condition, or was filled hy water
from the atmosphero (the water
arising from the o} of Cronos),
is not elear from onr docnments ;
for it iz ecertainly possible that the
production of water by Cronos may
not apply fo the water of the sea.

! Celsusap. Origen e Cdls vi

As to any
betwean Zeus and Chronos,
This is the

42; Max, Tyr. X, 4; Philo of By-
blus ap, EBus. prep. v, i 10, 33
(the latter represents Pherecydes
as having borrowed this trait from
the Phomicians); Tertullian, De
cor. mil o T,

? Preller (4. Mus. 388) secks
1o establish the contrary, and I fol-
lowed him in my serond adition.
But though we find traces, with
Apollonius and sthers (v. da/re), of
a theogony in which Ophion, Kro-
nos and Zous follow one another as
ralers of the universe, we have no
right 1o refer this representation
o Pherecydes himself. With him
Ophioneus fights indeed for the
possession of heaven, bat that he
tad it to bepin with ig not stated,
and it i drreconciluble with the
assertion that Zous had beon thero
from erernity, and still wore with
the uterance of Aristotle (supr. p.
93); for he adduces as a peculiaricy
of Pherceydes that. in contradistine-
tion to the older Theogonics he had
declared the first primciple to be
Lhe most perfect, as they are blamed
because Barihebar ral Bpyetr paatv
ol rabs wpdtovs, ofor wiwre, KA,
aane ror alg, and did not thersfora
regard the world-ruling power or
Zeus as the wpdror. Phercoydes
must himself have se regarded him,
This, as Conrad rightly observes,
also excludes the theory that Zeus
fivst beeame lord of heaven and
king of the gods by the overihrow
of Cronos.

been silent.?
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essential result to be gathered from scatlered fragments
and traditions respecting the docirine of Pherecydes.
If we compare it with the Hesiodic cosmogony, it
undoubtedly evinces progress of thought. We find,
even thus early, a definite attempt to diseriminate, on
the one hand, between the material constituents of the
universe — the earth, and the atmospheric elements;
and, on the other, belween matter and plastic force.
In what is said of the conflict of Chronos with Ophi-
oneus, we seem to discern the thought that in the
attainment of the present cosmiecal order the forces of
the ubyss were limited Ty the influence of the higher
elements.! DBut the expression of all this is mythical,
and in accordanee with the older cogmologrical mytho-
logy., The world is not formed by the natural operation
of originul matter and forces; it is wronght by Zens
with the mysterious power of a god; the reduction of
phenomena to natnral canses, which is the first real
commencement of Philosophy, is not here to be found.
Tt would thereforec be of little importance to the
history of Philosophy to know that Pherecydes took
cerbain details of his theory, such as the personality
of Oplhiocnsus, from Pheenician or Egyptian roytho-
logy; but whether important or not, the statement
cannot be adequately proved by the festimony of so
untrustworthy a writer as Phile of Byblus;? and the
distinetion between the destroying sexrpent god of
Pherecydes and the serpent-shaped Agathodaemon is so

! The serpent is a chthonic loe. cif, and Ally, Encyelo, p. 244,
animal, probably signifying Ophi- % Ir Euseh. loc, cit.
oneus. Yide Dreller, Rhcin. Mus. .
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apparent, that we might as well identify the former
with the serpent form of Alriman, or even, like Origen
{loe. cit.), with the serpent of the Mosaic paradise, if so
obvicus, and among the Grecks so comunon, a symbol
required & foreign derivation to account for it. The
impossibility of rveferring the whole cosmogony of Phe-
recydes, in its essential feabures,' {o the Egyptians, will
at once appear on an intelligent comparison of his pre-
sentations with the Egyptian myths.? The assertions
of certain later and untrustworthy writers® ag to his
Oriental teachers are of litile importance as evidence.*
If our knowledge is imperfect in regurd o Phere-
cydes, it is still more so in regpect to some others, who
contemporaneously, or nearly contemporaneously, with
him set up various cosmological theories. Of Epimen-
ides, the well-known hisrophant of Solon’s time,® we

v Zimmermann, loc, ¢i.

® Another duoetrine afitributed
to Pherceydes, and which equally
must have come frem the Last,
the dopina of Transmigration, has
already heen discussoed, p. 68 =g,

3 Josephus, Contr. dpicn. 1, 2,
end, reckons him ns belonging to
theFgyptianand Chaldsean schools.
Cedren., Synops. 1. 04 B, reprosents
himastravellinginto Egypt. Suidas
(Peper,) says he used  the seerst
writings of the Phericians ; the
Gnaostie Isidorus in Clemcns, Strom.
vi. B42 A, rvepresents lim as ip-
spired Ly the propheey of Cham;
by whieh, however, 1s probably in-
tended, not the Egyptianond Phe-
nicisn wisdom a& a whole, but a
Grnostic work bearing thut title.

$ We are, in the first place,
entizely ignoraut on what tradition
these staterpcnts are based; and

next, it was casy and obvious lo
eonneet the teucher of Pythagoras
{who wag kaown to have held the
Egyptian doctrine of Transmigra.
tien), as well as Pythagoras hum-
gelf, with the Feyptians, Ths
Chaldseans, in what ¢oncerns Fhe-
vecydes, were porhops first added
by Joscphus,; while the statement
of Suidas probably uriginafcs with
Philo of Byblus.

* On the personality of Epi-
menides, his activity in Athens, and
the stories that eonneeted them-
gelves with him, of. Dicp. 1. 109
sqq.;  Swuidny, ‘Empew{fns; Plo-
tavch's Solon, 12; 5. Sap, Conn. 14;
A .s'mzi.’.‘,gm" w.sp_i, 12,0, 784, Nef,
orae. 11, p. 409 ; De fac, fun. 24,
25, p. 940; Flate, Laws, 1. €47 D
(el also my treatise on the /. na-
chronisms of Plato, dbkandlungen
der Merlintschen Akademde, 1873,
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are told by Damascius that,! according to Endemus, he
admitted two first causes,—the Air and Night;* and
proceeding from these a third, Tartarus. I'rom them
sprang two other beings, not precisely designated, whose
nnion produced the egg of the universe; a denotation
of the celestial sphere which is found in several cos-
mogonies, aud which very naturally resulted from the
representation of the world’s origin ag analogous to the
development of animal life.
transplanted {rom Western Asia to Grecce, whether it
wag arrived at independently by Greek mythology, or
whether, lastly, it had been preserved in ancient tra-
dition from the carliest sources of the Greek race,—are
questions we must leave unanswered, Lrom this egg
olher existences wers produced. The thought contained
in this cosmogony, as far as our meagre information
enahles us to criticise it, is unimportant, whether we
eonsider Epimenldes himself to have made the altera-
tion in the Hesiodic repressntation, or, in doing so,

Whether this notion was

to have followed the ezample of some more ancicnt '
predecessor. The same holds good of Acusilaes,® who
was much more elosely allied to Tlesiod, for he repre-
sents Chaos as bringing forth a male and a female
being—TErebus snd Night; Etber, Eros,' Metis, and

Hisiory of Dhilosopky, p. 95 sq.)
What Damuseing guotes from him
is taken from his own theogony,
Diog.i. 111

U DePrine, 0. 124, p. 384, Kopp.

2 These two prineiples evident iy
represent, after the manner of the
Hesiodic  Theogony, 2 sexual
s¥zyey + the Alr, ¢ éfp, is the male
prineiple ; Night, the femaloe prin-

YOL. L. H

eiple.

®Ap. Damaseins {Ioe. rit.)ngain
aecording to Budemus; Prandis,
. 85, also riglnly refers to Plato,
Symposium, 178 C, Schol, Theoorit,
arqum.,  Id. xiil Clem. 41 Strom.,
vi. 628 A, Joscphus contra Apio-
e, 1, 3.

* Sekdl. Theoerif, classes him
as the sen of Night and Hiher,
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a nuber of divinities being the result of their union,
There are some other traces of eosmogonie tradition ;!
but we pass them over, in order to proceed at once to
the consideration of the Orphic casmegonies.?

Four versions of such cosmologies are known to us

under the name of Orpheus.

In one of these, the

version used by Eudemus? the Peripatetic, and most

probably before his time

i Alluded to by Brandis, foc.

. p- 88, It i¢ said that Thyeus,
'F‘r- 28 (10), like Hesiod, made Lres
spring from Chaes; and that the
comic post Anmpha.ne ap. Ire-
mgne (ady. Her, 11, 14, I) differed
on some points from Hesiod.

2 For what follows, cf. Schuster,
De vet. Orphice Theogonie indole.
Leipzig, 1869,

¥ Dymaseius, o 124, p. 88%.
That by this Eudemus is intended
the pupil of Aristotle, is plain from
Diogenes, Proem, 9. - Of Dumas-
eiys, p. 384,

1 Mﬂ#apﬁ, xii, 6, 1071 b, 28:
&% ?ke-;num:- ol Geol\ﬁ‘yos of €K vuKTHS
yevvgwres, IDid. xiv, 4, 1091 b, 4
of §¢ wowpral of Epyain: 'Imf-'rg; duoiws,
7 Barinsdew kai Hpxer gasiy ob
Tobs wpdiTovs, olov rikTa Kol olpoydy
% xdos B dweavdy, Ak Thr Afe.
These words eannot relersimply to
aystems in which Night, thongh
placed among tho oldest deltlea
oeeupies only a third or fourth
Place {as is the case in the Hestodic
and erdinary Crphie thengony).
They presuppose a cosmology in
which, either Night alone, or Night
in conjunction with ether equally
originul principles, has the first
place ; for Metaph, il 6 treats of
the primitive state which preceded
all Becoming; and in reference to
this, Aristotle says ibis equally im-

by Aristotle* and Plate,’

possible for the theologians, who
make all things arlse out of Night,
and for the physm;er«, wha comn
menee with the mixture of all
things, to explain the beginning of
motion, Alsn the second passage
agrees so littls with the ordinary
Orphie cosmology, that Syrianus,
eammenting on it (Sekol. in Adris.
985 a, 18), finds fuult with Aris-
totle for misvepresenting the Or-
phic doctrine,  This passage must
aqually point to a theogony like that
spoken of by BEudsmms; for hern
Night is made the first principle ;
as with Hesiod, Chaos. and with
Homer, Oceanus; the sky it cer-
tainly is not in either of ths repre-
sentations known to ug; but in the
Eudemis Orpheus, the sky aecupies
the second place, and in Hesiod the
third. As the Buwdomic Orpheus
alone, az far as we know. with the
exveptionof Epimenides, puts Night
in the place of Chaos as the first of
all things, it Is very probable that
Aristotle, as well as his scholar
Endemus, may he referr'lng' tohim,

5 Schuster (les. eff. 4 sqq.)
thinks this is probable from Crat.
402 B, and Tim. 40 D sq. (where
by thc poots who affirm themselves
to Dbe the sons of the gods ars
meant Orpheus and Musens ; these
ave mentioned hy name, fep. 164
E, while nothing of the kind is said

www.holybooks.com



8/22

ORPIIC COSMOGONIES. 099

Night is represented as the first of all things. Beside
Night are placed the Earth and the sky,! botl of which
appurently proceeded from Night, as with Hasiod the
Earth came forth from Chaos; Nighi being here sub-
stituted for Chaos? The children of Uranus and
Gza are Occanus and Thetis;? obviously a very slight
departure from the Hesiodic traditien. A second
theogony (perhaps an imitation, or possibly the foun-
dation of Pherecydes’ story of the battle of the gods)
geems to be alluded to by Apollonius,® for he represents
his Orpheus as singing how at firet earth and sky and
water separated themsclves out of the commingling of
all things, how sun and moon and stars began their
courses, and mountaing, rivers and animals esme into
being ; how Ophion and Eurynome, daughter of Occanns,
ruled in Olympus, how they were afterwards hurled into

of Hesiod). It 1s no argument
azainst it (as Sebusier shows), that
it the verses quoted by Cratvlus,
the marriage of Oceunus and The-
tys 18 deseribed as the first mar-
riage, whercas they themsclves are
the children of Uranus and Gxa;
and because the Timeus begins the
sketeh of the Theogony with the
words, Tis 7€ kal Odpavov waides
‘Qrccawds T¢ kod Tnlhs Eperéichnr, it
dorcs not follow that Plato denies
Nightto be thefirst principle. If the
parssagerelated tothe HesiodieTheo-
zony (which dees not, Iike Plate,
make Cronos and Bhea ehildren of
Qeeanus and Thetys}), Chacs and
Night. would still Lave been passed
over; but Plato could as woll
leave gut Night in thig passage asg
Aristotle, Metuph. ziv. 4, the earth;
and Melaph, i. 8, 989 a, 10 (pyai
¥¢ kol ‘Holodes Thw iy wpoTaw

G Gk
yerégbur viir cwudrwr), Chaos. He
beging with those gods who, os
parents, open the series of gads
springing {row sexual union; what
was prior to the earth and the
heavens he docs not enquire,

! Buderaus, /oo, ¢if.; Joannes
Lydns, De mensibus, ii. 7, p. 19,
Sehow. His words, rpels mpditac scar’
'Opgrée ePAdoTyray dpyal, viE Kal
¥3 Kol odpasds, are rightly applied
to this Endemie ‘ Theology of Or-
pheus ' by T.abeck, 1. 494.

2 In tavour of this theory, vide
Arvist. Metaph. xii. 6 (supra, 98, 1),
and especially Damascing, p. 282
7 B¢ wape 7 UepararhTcg EbSfpn
drayeypopruéry b Toi 'Opplws olrn
BeoAoyia way 7O voqrby owdwnoer

. amh 8% iy punrds érorfirare
THe &xpiy.

* Aceording to Flato ; ef. p. 98,4.

4 drgoneut. 3. 494 sqq.
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the ocean by Cronos and Rhen, and these in their turn
were overthrown by Zeus. Traces of this theogony are
also to be met with elsewhers ;! but philesophie coneep-
tions are as little to be detected in it as in the pocms
of Hesiod. A third Orphic cosmogony?® places at the
beginping of cosmical development water and primi-
tive slime, which latter solidifics and forms the earth.
Frouoi these two a dragen arises, winged, and with the
face of o god: on one side he has the head of a liom,
and on the other that of a bull. He is called by the
mythologists, Heracles und Clzonos, the never-aping
one ; with bim is united Neocessity, or Adrastea (accord-
ing to Damascius, in a hermaphrodite form), who is
gaid to be spread abroad incorporeally throughoutd the
Chronos-Heracles pro-
duces a gigantic cgg,® which, dividing in the midst,
forms with its upper half the sky, and with its lower, the
earth, There seems to have been further mention?® of a

universe Lo itz remotest ends.

U Of. what is cited by Dreller,
Rhein. Mus, N, F. iv. 883 sq., from
Lyeophr. Alex. v. 1192 ; and Tzet-
zeg, in h. 1., Sehol. dwistoph, Nub.
247, Sckel. Fsehyl. DProm. 955,
Lucian, Tragedopod. 99,  Though
Orphevs is not named in these pas-
sages, we find in them, as in the
Orpheus of Apollonius, that Ophion,
Chronos and Zens are regarded as
the thres Lings of the pods, of
whom tha two first wore overthrown
Ly their successor. Porhaps the
statement of Nigidius Figulus re-
lates to the same theogony (Nere.
ad Epl. iv. 103, namely, that ac-
cording to Orpheus, Saturn and
Jupiter wers the Srst ralovs of the
world; the tradition which hc fa]-
lows, however, sesms to have set

aside Ophion and Euryneme,

* Ap. Dumascius, 581,
nag. Supplie. e 156 (18),

? Aecording to DBrandis, i 67,
Chronos frst bogot Ather, Chaos
and Trebus, and afterwards tho
ege of the world ; Lobeck’s view of
the passage (dgleaph. 1. 485 sq.),
however, scems to me nndonbiedly
correct; aeeording o chis view,
what is said of the hegeiting of
rther &o. is veferred, nat to the
cosmogony of Hellanicus, bni to
the usual Orphictheogony in which
it is really to be found.

* The eonfused representation
of Dumasecius leaves it somewhat
uneertain whather these features
really belong to this theogony.

Athe-
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god who had golden wings on his shonlders, hulls’ heads
on his haunehes, and a huge snake appearing among
various animal forms on bis head ; this god, deseribed
by Damascius as incorporeal, is called Protogonos or
Zeus, aud also Pan, as bringing order into all things,
Herc not only is the symbolisma far moere complicated
than with Eudemuns, but the thoughts, too, are in
advance of the cosmogonies we huave been considering.
Behind Chronos and Adrastea are the ahstract notions
of time and neeecssity ; the incorporeality of Adrastea
and Zeus presupposes a disecrimination of corporsal and
spiritual which was unknown even te Philozophy uniil
the appcarance of Anazagoras; the spreading out of
Adrastea through the universe reminds ns of the
Platonie doctrine of the World-sonl; and in the eon-
ception of Zeus as Pun we rccognise a pantheism, the
germ of which lay, indeed, from the beginning in the
naturalistic religicn of the Grecks, but which cannot
be proved by aunthentic evidence to have actually
existed before the period when the individuality of the
various gods had been destroyed by religiouns syn-
cretigm, and when Stoicism had done much te spread
ahroad the pantheistic theory of the universe; for none
of the older systems, however pantheistie in tendency,
had 3o great or so general an influence. The pantheistie
element comes out still more clearly in the story of the
birth and swallowing of Phanes! (infra, pp. 104, 106).

1 That this trait was present in - mentioning Phanes from any other
the Crphic theogony of Hellanicns exposition than that from which
is elewr from Athenag. e 16 ¢20), he had previcusly mads quotations
for it is most improbable that he exactly correspending with the
should havelaken the Orphic vorses  Hellanicus theogony of Damaseius.
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H, therefore, this cosmogony, as is usnally supposed,'
was known to Mellanieus of Teshos in the middle of
the fifth century, we must assign many ideas which ap-
peared only in the later Greek Philosophy to an earlier
period. Lobeck, however (loc. ¢it.), and Miiller 2 rightly
yuestion whether such could have been the case.
Dumascins himself hints at the doubtful source of the
account he follows;® its content bears pretty evident
internal traces of an after date, and as we certainly
know that spurious writings of a very late period were
circulated * under the name of the Leshisn logographer,

Cf, Schmster, p. 32, whose osther
condectures, howsver, p. 83, do not.
commend themselves Lo me.

V' Which Brandis accepts, loe.
¢it. p. 66.

2 Pragmonin hist. Gree. 1. xxx,

8 .H.}s words, loc, ¢it, ure: Tumm—u
pie § rrwﬁﬁ‘ns Opdmf%,l Hmz\oyfu %
3¢ kara Tor lepdrvpor q:epo,uewp
wal ‘EXAduior, elmep pdr kot & airés
darir, obrms é’xst. They appear to
me to eonvey that the work of
which they are treativg was attri-
buted to Hieronymus as well as to
Hellunieus, and that Damascius
himself, or his anthority, was of
opinion that underthesc two names
one und the same author was con-
cealed ; who in that ense natarally
could not have been the ancient
logographer of Leshos. :

v Vide WMiller, foc. cé¢.  Schu-
gter, in his exeursus on the theo-
cony of Hellunicus, loe, ¢, pp. 80—
100, conjectures with Tobeck that
its anthor was Hallanicus, other-
wige unknown to us. the futher of
the philosopher Sandon {Suidas,
ZdpBuv), whose son (the Stoic
Athenodorus of Tarsus) was the
insirnetor of Augustus, end whom

Schuster calls, I know not why,
Apotlodores,  This conjecture has
in ks favour that Snndon. aceording
o Suidas, wrote woléoes  eis
*Opdée ; und if Hellanieus, like his
grandsen, and probably also his
gon, was a Steie, this would agree
with the fact that the theogony (as
Schuster, lec. @it 87 sqq. proves)
has points of contact with the
Stoie pantheism and treatment of
myths., Fhe saying of Damascios,
however, quoted in note 3, scems
to me to contradiet thie assump-
tion. If Hellanieus of Tarsus, in
the end of the second century before
Chieist, published an Orphie theo-
gony under his own name, it is
diffieult to see how this work could
hear the name of Hieronymus as
well, and how Damascius counld
1magine that the same author was
concended under these two names.
Schuster {p. 100) believes that
Hellaniens  wrote the theogony,
but borrewed the material of the
first parct from & work by Hiero-
nymus.  But this theosony cannot
have heen known as the production
of Hellanicns, for Athenagoras ex-
pressly sseribes to Orpheus Lhe
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there is every probability that the Orphic theology does
not belong to him at all, whatever may be the {ruth
ag to its authorship and the time of its eomposition.

verses which Schuster rightly con-
siders as having helovged to this
work ; besides, it was natural that
a poem professing to set forth an
Orphic theogony should announece
itsclt 25 a work of Orpheus. Da-
maseing does not say that Hellani-
cus and Hierowymus were des-
eribed as the anthors of the theo-
gony ; bub as he calls the theugony
used by LEndemus, o 124 § repd
TG wepwaTTinG EEBfpe dvayeypan -
uevn; s by A RaTd TO¥ ‘lepdruper
depopévn wal “EARdvecor, ho must
mean & theogony, the contents of
which Hicronymus and Hellauniens
had expounded, but the uwshor of
which, as of all the other theogo-
nies, was Orphous.  As to the faet
that the divergences from the com-
monly Toceived Orphie thesgony
arc the same in both ¢ases, and that
Tamascius econjectures the two an-
thors to be one and the same, the
easiest explanation seems to he
that this exposition may have been
fonnd in Ewo manuseripts, of which
one bore the name of Hellanieus,
and the other that of 1lieronymus,
and that Damascius believed one
of these to have been falsely
ageribed to its so-called anthor by
the real author of the sther. Now
it appears from Lorph. ap. Euseb.
prap. et x. 8, 10, Suidas, Zduohls,
Athen, xiv. 652 a, and others (cf,
Miiller, Joc. céz. und i. 65 sqq.}, that
in later times writings about fo-
reign nations were in cirenlation
under the name of Hellanicus of
Lesbhos, the authenticity of which
there was pood reason to doubt;
in particular, the Alyvnriee: is
mentioned 25 a work that stands in

Epictetus, Diss. 1. 19, 14 ; of. Pho-
tius, Cod. 181, p. 104 a, 13 sq., for
the type of a book of fables, and
cannof. possibly have emanated
from the Lesbian writer, if only
Leeanse Moses iw meationed in it
{v. Justin, Cokort. 9, p. 10 43, We
hear, on the other hand {(Joseph.
Ant. 1. 3, G, 9), of an Fpyptian
Hieronymus, who wrote an épyate-
Aoyie downnid, but who eannot
possibly {as Mauller, loo, cit., be-
lieves) be the same person as the
Peripatetie of Rhodes, It seems
& pzobable eoujecture (Miller, ii.
450) thut he was the person who,
according to Damascius, had trans-
mitted this Drphie theogony ; and
the idea gains considerable support
feom the observation (Sehuster, Joo.
oit. 90 sqq.) that this theogouy in
its eommencement, just where it
differs from the ardinary Orplic
theogony, coineides with the Phe-
nician cosmogonies, This Hierony-
mus may have affixed the name of
Hellanicus to the Alywrriaxd at the
same time that he published the
Phenician history under his own
name, and may have cxpressed him-
self im both works to the samie
offtet eoncerning the Orphie theo-
gony. That he composed such a
theogony is, as we have said, un-
likely. He seems rather to have
contined himself to developing
what he took from the common
theogony by borrewing the notion
of water and primitive glims from
the Phenieian cosmology, Iis
exposition must have been used by
Athenagorasas well as by Damas-
cins, for & Neo-Platonist can hardly
be sugpected of dependenea on the
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Lobeck considers that we have a more ancient
Orphic cosmogony in that designated by Damascius
(c. 123, p. 380) as the usnal Orphic theogony, or the
one eontained in the rhapsodies, and of which many
fragments and notices! have been preserved. Here
Chronos is represonted as the fivst of all existences. He
brings forth Ather and the dark immeasurable abyss,
or Chaos: from these he theu ferms a silver egg, out of
which, illuminating all things, proceeds Phanes, the
first-born god, called also Metis, Eros, and Ericapaus;?
he contains within himself the germs of all gods, and
for this reason, as it would appear, is deseribed as her-
maphrodite, and endowed with various animals’ heads,
and other attributes of the kind. Phanes alone begets
Fehidna, or Night, and, in marriage -with her, Uranus
and (Ga, the progenitors of the intermediate races of
gods, whose histoxy and genealogy are essentially the
same as with Hesiod. When Zeus aftains sovereignty
he devours Phanes, and consequently iz himself (as in
our previous quotation from Orphens®) the ideal sum
(Inbegriff } of all things. After having thus united all

jovity of commentators, I consider

Christian apologist (Schuster, p.
an Ragter origin probable, though

81}; and besides, the exposition of

Darmascius goes farther than that
of Athenagoras; what is said in
the former of Hellanicus and Hie-
ronymus is wanting in the latter.

L Cf. Lobeck, loe, oz, 4405 sqn.

2 There have kean many conjec-
tures as to the signification of this
name. Cf. Gotthiag, D¢ Fricap.
(Jena, 1862), who derives it from
fop and wdmes or sdwes (breath),
vendarn g vernalivm afffelus; Schus-
ter, oo, cit. 97 5. With the ma-

I muar leave it an open question
whether Delitzsch (ef Schuster,
loc. ¢2l.) has most reason for refer-
ring it to the Cabbalistic designa-
tion of tha fivst of the ten Sephi-
roth, PEIR TN (long-visaged),
or Schelling (Geéth, v, Samothr. W.
W, . Abth. i, 402 sq.) for
prefeeving  the 0Old  Testament
Dan 30 (long-suffering).
3 Cf. supra, p. 64 sq.
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things in himself, he again puts them forth, producing
the gods of the last generation, and forming the world.
Among the stories of the younger gods (for the rest of
which I mmust refer the reader to Lobeck), the most
striking is that of Dionysus Zagreus, son of Zeus and
Tersephone, who, rent in pieces by the Titans, comes
to life again in the second Dionysus, after Zeus has
swallowed his heavt, which was still entire.

The theory that this whole thecgony dates from fhe
period of Onomaeritus and the Plsistratide, since the
time of Lobeck! haz found much favour, but T am
unahle to support it. The uttcrances of ancient authors
which are supposed to contain allusions to such =
theogony, do not earry us beyond the theogony which
Eudemus made use of.  Its existence ig first distinctly
attested in the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise on ihe
world,? subsequently therefore to the Christian era, or
at any rate not long hefore it;® for, as we have geen
{supra, p. 65 sq.), the passage from the Platonic Laws
(iv. 715 E) proves nothing, and still less can be de-
dueed from the Aristotelian citation.* on which Brandis®
relies so much. Since Plato in the ¢ Symposium’ (178 B)
does not mention Orpheus among those who assert the
antiguity of Eros, we may rather indeed suppose that

1z rathor carlier. Varro in Au-
gustinc's Tivid, Lef, vii. 9, pives us
two verses of his, whieh seem to

1 Lahecl:, however, advances it
{p. 611) very cautiously. wt stafim
eepnurus, 88 quis Theogoniin Orphi-

cam Platone aut recenliorem aul
eerie mon meulle entiguiorom eise
demonstraverit,

5 0. 7 aecording bo Tobeck (1.
522 and elgewhers) we mnst anp-
posa this to be un interpolation,

8 The date of Valerins Soranus

refer to the Orphie theogony, and
porhaps to the partieular passage
quoted from wepi sdomov. Yet he
was only & laker contemporary of
Cicery,
4 Mataph. xiv 4;of supra, p.98,4,
s Loc. cit, p. 69,
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the doctrine of this theogony, in regard to Tros-
Phanes, was unkoown {o him; and since Aristotle’s in-
dications, as ahove noted, only correspond with the
theogony used by Endemus, we cannot tefer them to
any other. If, however, Plato, Aristotle, and Eudemus
did not possess that representation of the Orphic doc-
{rines, which was at a later period in ordinary use, we
must conclude with Zoéga! and Preller,? that it was
not in eireulation until after their time. I agree like-
wise with Zoéga that so learned a mythographer as
Apollonius® would scarcely have made Orpheus sing of
Ophion and Eurynome as the first rulers of the world,
and Crones and Rhea as the second, if the Orphie tra-
dition then current had recognised Phanes and the elder
gods. Even subscquently to this there are still traces
to show that Phanes, the illuminating one, the centre
of the subsequent Orphic cosmogony, was cnly another
name for Helios, who, according to the later representa-
tlon, was'a much vounger god.!  Kastly, if we consider
the story of Phanes, with the description of Zeus that, is
involved in it, with reference to its internal character
and purpose, we shall find that it is impossible to assign

v Abhandinngen, edited by Wel-
c]\er p- 218 sgg.

* In Panly's Real-Fncyl. v. 999,

* Ot supra, p. 99,

4 Diodorus,i. 11 : many aneient
poets e.ill Oairis, or the s, Dwu)-
SIS D Gy Fu,uuhm.ls MEF . . . GCTpe-
parf Aedpogow . . 'Oppeds 5
robrekd giv gudéourt Phrnrd Te Kal
Avdvvosr,  Macrob,i. 18: Orphens
solem volens inteliiyl ait inler cetero

. B 8% viv wardovet bdynrd TE
kai Sedrvoor. Theo, Smyrn. De

Mus, e, 47, p, 164, Bull, from the
Orphie Bproc: féhby 7e, pdyra
Py, Kal mira péhwyar—pargTe
wéyar, standing here, as the want
of a connecting particle shows, in
apposition 1o Aéaww . Helios the
great  illuminator.  Tamblichus,
Fheol. Arith. p. 80 the Pythago-
reans call the number ten ¢dimra
wal sy, Ilelios is often named
bucdwr; o, fliad, xi. 735, Od.
v. 478 ; in the epitaph in Diog. viii.
75, and elsewhere.
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this story to a very early period. Not only do we clearly
discover in it that pantheism of which we have already
spoken,! but the story can only be acconnted for by a
desire to reconcile the later interpretation, according to
which Zeus iz the ideal sum of all things, and the unity
of the world, with the mythologieal tradition which
represcits him as the progenitor of the last generation
of gods. To this end the Hesiodic myth of the swal-
lowing of Metis by Zcus (in its origin mest likely a
rude symhbolical expression for the intelligent nature of
the god) i3 introduced, Metis being combined with
the elios-Dionysus of the earlier Orphic tkeology,
with the creative Eros of the cosmogonics, and also
perhaps with Oriental divinities, to form the personality
of Phanes. Such an attempt, it ig clear, eould not
have beer made until the period of that religious and
philesophie syneretism, which from the third century
before Christ gradually gained ground, and was first
reduced to a system by the allegorical interpretation of
myths among the Steies.* To that period therefore we

inry,  In this, however, as 1k

! Vide supra, p. 64 sq. v
seems to me, the peculiar character

? Sehuster 15 of o different

opinion, though he agrecs with me
in placing the rhapsodic theogony
not earlicr than the last eentury,
or tast hut one, before Cheizt. The
verses, he eays (p. 42 sq.), which
are queted in the writing wepl
adrgey, foe. eif., could very well data
from the time of the Pisistratida,
ag they do not go beyond the well-
Lrown fragment of Aechylus
(eited Part 11 a, 28, 2); and the
myth of Phanes-Ericnpmns, as woell
as that of Dicnysus Zagreus, noed
nol have enma to (freeee from the
East earlier than the sizth cen-

of the Orphie fragments Las not
been sulliciently attended to, Pan-
theislic eonceptions are certainly
found in the poets of the fitth cen-
tury, and even earlier; bus itls
cne thing to say generally, ‘ Zens
ts Heuven and Barth' and quite
annther to identify Zeus in detail,
a8 these verses do, with all the
different parts of the world, and
amung other things to artmbute
both sexes to him (Zebs dpoyw
yévero, Zews EuBporos Emhers
swtupn).  No representation of the
Latter kind can be proved to huve
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ranst assign the elaboration of the Orphie theogony
which we have now been considering.

To sum up, then, the results of our enquiry, the
direct gain which Philosephy has derived from the
ancient, cosmologies appears to be less than we may
have been disposed to believe. IFirstly, because the
conceptions on which they are founded are so simple
that thought could well have attained to thern without
any such help, so soon as it began to apply itself to
the scientific investigation of things; and, secondly,
because these cosmologies in their mythical symbolism
~are so ambiguous, and intermingled with so many
fantastic elements, thut they afford a very uncertain
foundation for intelligent reflection. If, thervefore, the
ancient theologians are to be considered the precursors
of the later physicists, their merit, as was asserted at
the omtset of our enquiry, mainly consisted in this:
that they turned the eurrent of reflcetion {owards cos-
wological questions, and left to their successors the
problem of explaining the totality of phenomena by
the investigation of its ultimate causes.

theogony. There isnothing analo-

existed in the more ancient period.
zous to this thoupht before the ap-

We cannot even argue dirsetly

from  Eschylus, or his sen Hu-
phorion {(the prebable author of
the fragment), to Onomaerilus and
the time of the Pisisteatidse.
Lastly, in the Orphie verses, Zeus
is said to be all, because he hag
coneealed all things in himeself, and
brought them apain to Hpht; and
that {as already shown on p. 63)
is the true meaning of the stories
alout Phanes in Lhe later Qrphie

pearance of the Stoie philesophy,
It seems the most probable suppo-
gition, therefore, that this foatnre
was veally imported from the
Stoles inte the Qrphic theology,
and was merely a lifoless Imitation
of the theory (Part ILI. a, 139,
second edition) that the Deity from
tima to time Look all things Locek
into himself, and again put them
forsh.
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§ V.—Ethical Reflection. Theology and Anthropology n
thetr relation fo FKihics.

If the externai world roused the Grecks in their
lively feeling for natnre to attempt cosmelogical speeu-
lation, the life and ways of men must no less have
pccupied the mind of a nation so intelligenl and versa-
tile, so full of freedons and capability in practical life.
Tt was inevitable, however, that reflestion shounld take
a different course in regard to Ethies from that which
it followed in regard to cosmology. The external
world presents itself even to sensuous perception as a
whole,—a building, the floor of which is the earth, and
the roof, the vault of heaven; in the moral world, on
the contrary, the unpractised glance sees nothing at
first but a confused mass of individuals or small ag-
gregates moving ahont capriciously and promiscuously.
In the one case, attention is chicfly fixed uponr the
costuog, the grand movements of the heavenly bodies,
the varying conditions of the earth, and the influence
of the seasons,—in short, upon universal and regularly
recurring phenomens 3 in the other case, the interest
centres on persomal aciions and experiences. Theve the
imagination is required to fill up tbe lacune in man’s
knowledge of nature by means of eosmological inven-
tions; hers we require the understanding to set rules
for practical conduch in specific cases,  While thercfore,
cosmologieal reflection s from the outset employed
upon the whole, and seeks to elucidate its origin,
ethical reflection restricts itself to particular cbserva-
tions and rules of life, which are indeed founded on a
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uniform manner of regarding moral relations, but are
not conscionsly and explicitly reduced to gemeral prin-
ciples; and are only connected with mere universal
congiderations rospeeting the lot of man, the future
destiny of the soul, and the Divine government, in the
indeterminatc apd imaginative mode of religious pre-
sentafion. Ethieal reflection is therefore much more
barren than cosmological 5 starting from a sound and
intelligent observation of what is veal, it has certainly
contributed not a little to the formul exercise of thought ;
but having arisen from a practical vather than a seien-
tiflc interest, and being concerned rather with partien-
lar cascs than with general laws and the essential nature
of moral action,—from a material point of view its
influence on philosophic enquiry hag been far less im-
mediaste than that of the old cosmology. The pre-
Socratic Nature-Philosopky was direetly connccted
with cosmology, but it was only in the scquel that
there arose a scientifie moral Philosophy, as the phile-
sophic counterpart of popular wisdom.

Among the writings which show the growth of
this ethical reflection, the Homerie poems must first
be mentiored. The great moral importance of these
poems rests, however, far less on the maxims and moral
observations which oceasionally appear in them, than on
the characters and events which they depict. The tem-
pestuous foree of Achilles, the self-forgetful love of the
hero for his dead friend, his humanity to the suppliant
Priam, Hector’s courage in death, Agamemnon’s kingly
presence, the ripe wisdom of Nestor, the inexhaustible
cunning, the restless enterprise, the wary persistence of

www.holybooks.com



8/22

ETHICAL REFLECTION, HOMER. 111

Odysseus, his attachment to home and kindred, the
-sight of whom he prefers to immortality with the sea-
goddess, the fuithfulness of Penelope, the honour every-
where accorded in the posm $o valour, prudence,
fidelity, liberality, generosity to strangers and needy
persons ; and, on the other hand, the woes which ensucd
from the outrage of Paris, from the crime of Clytem-
nestra, from the treachery of the Trojans, from the
discord of the Greek priness, from the arrogance of
the suitors,—thcse and the like traits made the poems
of Homer, in spite of all: the barbarise and violence
that still prevailed in the spirit of that time, a hand-
book of wisdom for the Greeks and one of the principal
instruments of their moral education. Philosophy, too,
has profited more in an indirect maunner from thesc
pictures of human life than directly from the reflections
accompanying them. The latter are confined to short
seattered moral sayings, like the beautiful utterance of
Hector on fighting for one’s country,! or that of
Aleinous on our duty to desolate strangers,? or exhorta-
tions to courage, constancy, reconciliation, and so forth,
which are given for the most part, not in a general
form, hut poetically, in reference to the particular
oceasion ;3 ohservations on the acts and ways of men,
and their consequences,! reflections on the folly of

1L xii, 2451 ely otwrds dpi
oTos, fpbveorlus wept wdTpns,

2 Od. viil. 546: derl wesoped-
rov feivbs 8 leérus re TérukTal
Cf. Od. xvil. 486 and clsewhere.

¥ Sueh ns the numerous speeches
of the chicfs: dwdpes dawl &o.; or
the disconrse of Odysseus, Téraab
3 Kkpadly, Od, xx, 18; or the ex-

hortation of Pheniz, 7 ix. 4086,
&08 snq, ; or Thetis’ injunction to
Achilles, 7. xxtv. 128 sqa.

4 Buch as the sentences: JL

xvin. 107 eqq. on anger. I
xx, 248, on the use of the
tongue ; K. xxiit. 814 sgq.

praise of prudence; the observy-
tion in Qd. xv. 390, and others.
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mortals, the wretchedness and uncertainty of life,
resighation to the will of the gods, abhorrence of in-
justice.! Such uiterances incontestabiy prove that not
only moral life, but also reflection on moral subjeets,
had made a certain degree of progress in the time to
which the poems of Homer belong, and what has
previously been said ou the importance of popular
wisdom in regard Lo Philosophy applies with equal
force herc.  We must not, however, on the other hand,
overlook the distinetion belween these ineidental and
isolated reflections, and a methodical moral Philosophy,
conseious of the end it ie pursning.

Hesiod’s rules of life and moral abservations are
of a similar character; but it must be regarded us some
approximation to tho modes of scientifie reflection, that
he utters his thooghts on haman life, not merely in-
cidentally in the course of an epie narratiom, but in a
didactic pocm designed for this express purpose. In
other respects, even apart from the economic directions,
and the various snperstitious preseripts, which cceupy
the second part of the ¢ Works and Days,’ the thoughts
are as inecherent, and as much derived from single
experiences, 18 the maxims in the Homerie discourses.
The poct exhorts to justice, and warns against in-
justice, for the all-seeing eve of Zeus watches over
the actions of men; well-doing zlone brings blessing s

U Thus in O4. xvill 129« obfits
aniBrbrepoy yaln Tpéger &ybpémwaia
ete. JIL vl 146 (ef xxi. 464):
oiy  mep diAAwy yevelt Tohle fal
&vlipar. Il zxiv, 523 The fate
of mortals is to live among sighs ;
Zeus decreed prosperity or adver-

sity as he wills, Od, vi, 188: bear
what Zeus has ordained. On the
vther hand, of. 4, 132: Man is
wrong to call the pods the authors
of evil,” which he himself has
brought down upon himself by lis
faults.
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crime, on the contrary, will be punished by the gods.!
He recommends frugality, diligence and contentment,
and warmly rebukes the opposite faults;® he says it
is better to keep the toilsome path of virtue than to
follow the more attractive road of viee;? he counsels
prudence in business, friendliness to neighbours, courtesy
to all who are courteous to ust He complains of the
troubles of life, the cause of which he secks, like the
mythelogists, in wrong dene to the gods by the pride
and presumption of men.® In the aceount of the five
ages of the world,® he describes (it may be under the
influence of historical reminiscenees”) the gradual de-
terioration of man and his circumstances., Though in
this Hestod departs considerably, in many respects, from
the spirit of the Homeric poerns, yet the stage attained
by moral reflection is in both cases essentially the
same. But iz Hesiod it assumes a more independent
attitude, for which reason only we recognise in him,
rather than in Homer, the precursor of the Gunomie
poets.

We should be better able to trace the farther de-
velopment of this reflection if more remained to us of

1 YEpya ral fudpar, K-283,
318 sqq.
z Mhid. 859 sgg. 11 squ. 206

509.
3 Thid. 283 sqq. :
4 I&id. 368 sqq. 704 =qg. 340
s0q.
#In the myth of Prometheus
(Epya wal fipépms, 42 sgq.; Theo-
onis, 507 gqq.), of which the general
significunce iz the same as other
mythical explanations of the evils
by which wo fesl curselves op-
pressed; namely, that man, dis-

YOL. L.

contented with his eriginally happy
and childlike state, stretched forsh
his hand towards good things
which God had forbidden him,

¢ “Epya wal fuéper, 108 sgq.

? Cf. Preller, Demeter und Per-
sephone, 232 sqq. ; Griech. Mythel.
i, 89 sq.; Hermann, Ges, 45k p.
306 sqq. and others. We must
not, however, be too minute in our
conjectures concarning the histo-
rical circumstances on which thiy
mythus is founded.
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the numerous poems written in the next three centu-
ries. Very few of such fragments as we possess earry
us beyond the beginning of the seventh ecntury, and
these contain scarcely anything relevant to our present
engquiry. Even from the fragments of the seventh
century we ean glean but very little, 'We may listen,
indeed, to Tyrteus,' exalting courage in battle, and
death for one’s country; or deseribing the disgrace of
the coward and the unhappiness of the conquered ; we
get from Archilochus? (Fr. 8, 1214, 51, 60, 63), from
Simonides of Amorgos?® (I'r. 1 sqq.), from Mimnermus *
(Fr. 2 ot passim), complaints of the transitoriness of
youth, the burdens of old age, the uncertainty of the
Tuture, the fickleness of men; and, at the sams time,
cxhortations to limit our desires, to bear our fate man-
tully, to commit the results of our actions to the gods,
to be moderate both in sorrow and in joy. We find in
Sappho?® gnomic sentences, such as these: ¢ The hean-
tiful is also good, the good is also beautiful® (Fr. 102);
¢ Weulth without virtue does nob profit, but in their
union lies the aeme of happiness.” Nor must we omit
to mention in this connection Bimonides’ elaborate
satire on women (Fr. 6). On the whole, however, the
older lyricists, as also the great poets in the end of the
seventh century, Alcwus and Sappho, and long after
them Anacreon, seem to have dealt but sparingly in
such general reflections. It was not unfil the sixth
eentury, eontemporanecusly, or nearly so, with the 1ise

P Fr, 7-9 in Bergk's edition of Z Abont 700 n.c.

Grreek lyries, to which the follow- ¥ Before 850 n.c.
ing quotations relats. Tyrtaous * About 600 B.C.
Tived about 883 B.c. > About 610 .0

www.holybooks.com



8/22
GNOMIC POETS. SIXTH CENTURY. 115

of Greck Philosophy, that the didactic element in
poetry appears to have again attained greater import-
ance. To that peried belong the Gnomie poets -—Solon,
Phocylides, and Theognis; their sayings, however, even
irrespective of what we know fo be interpolated, are
mostly of doubtful anthenticity. During the first half
of the sixth ecentury Asop also lived, whose legendary
form seems af any rate to prove that instructive
fihles about animeals, in conncction with the general
growth of moral refleetion, had then become greatly
developed and popularised. In all these writers we
find, as compared with the older poets, an advance
clearly indicating that thought had ripened by the
acquisition of more varied experience, and by the study
of more complex situations. The Gmomie poets of the
sixth centucy had before their eyes an agitated political
‘existence, in which the manifold inclinatiors and pas-
siong of men found ampls seope, but in which also the
vanity and evil of immoderate aims and intemperate
conduct had been demonstrated on a grand scale.
Their reflections, therefore, are no longer concerned
merely with the simple affairs of the hougehold, the
village, or the aneient monarchy; the condition of man
as to his political cireumstances is the prominent and
determining element even in their general moral pre-
seripts and observations. They heap up lamentations
over the misery of life, the illusions and instability of
men, and the vapity of all human endeavours; but it
is only to assert the more forcibly that the moral
problem consists in seeking man’s greatest happiness
in the maintenance of just measure, in the order of

2
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the commonwealth, in the impartial distribution of
justice, in the reasomable repression of his desives
This tone is already prednminaﬁt in the elegics aseribed
to Selon. No maortal, we are there told, is happy, all
are full of trouble! (Fr. 14); each thinks to find the
right, and yet no one krows what will be the result of
hig doings, and no one can escape his destiny (Fr. 12,
38 sqq., ¥'r. 18);? hardly any ecan be trusted {cf. Fr,
41), none keeps measure in his efforts ; the peopie by
its own injustice destroys the city, which the gods wonld
have protected (Fr. 8, 12, 71 sgq.). As opposed to
these evils, the first necessity is law and order for the
state, contentment and moderation for the individual ;
not wealth, hut virtue, is the highest good; superfluity
of possessions begets only self-cgaltation ; man can be
bappy with a moderate amount, and ought in no case
to draw down npen himself the eertain punishment of
God by unrighteous gains.? The well-being of the
state depends upon a similar disposition, Lawlessness
and eivil diseord are the worst evils, order and law the
greatest good for a commonwealth; right and freedom
for all, obedience to the government, just distribution
of honour and influenee—these are the points whick
the legislator should keep in view, no matter what
offence he may give by it

VFr. 14, 008 udiop  obdels
wérerar Ppords, GANE  mornpol

in Hesiod, Fr. 43, § & passim.
-2 In Merndotus, 1, 3!, Solon

wdrres ; here mopnphs, in opposition
to uérep, is not to bhe underatood
actively (mdpos, eauvsing evil), but
passivaly (wdves, suffering evil,
eximoros), as in the well-known
varse of Epicharmus (vide infra,
chapter on Pythagoroism, swb fin.)

distinetly says that death is botter
for maen than lifo.

= ¥r. 7,12, 15, 18, and the
well-known story of Herodotus, i,
30 sgq.

¢ Fr, 3, 50 sqq. 4-Y, 84, 85, 40,
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We meet with the same prineiples in the few an-
thentie fragments that remain to us of the writings of
Phocylides (about 540 B.c.). Noble descent is of mo
avail to individuals, nor power and greatuess to the
state, unlest in the voe case wisdom is superadded, and
in the other order (Fr. 4, 8). Medioerity is hest; the
middle rank g the happiest (Fr. 12); justice is the
ideal sum of all virtues.! With these ideas Theognis®
also substantially agrees; but in this writer we find
gometimes his aristocratic view of politics, and some-
times his dissatisfaction with his lot (a conscquence
of his own personal and political experiences), bronght
into undue prominence. Brave and trustworthy people
are rare, Theopgnis thinks, in the world (v. 77 sqy-
857 sgq.). Mistrustful eircumspection is the more to
be recommended in our interconrse with our fellow
men {v. 309, 1163), the harder it is to fathom their
seatiments (v. 119 sqq.). Truth, he complains (v.
1185 sqq.), and virtue, sincerity and the fear of God
have deserted the earth; hope alone remains. Vain is
the attempt to instruct the wicked, instruction will not
alter them.? Fate, however, is as unjust as mankind,
The good and the bad fave alike in the world (v. 373
sq.) 3 good fartune does more for a man than virtne
(v. 128, 653); foclish conduct often brings happiness,
and wise conduct, misery {v. 1.3, 161 sqq.); sons
suffer for their fathers’ crimes; the eriminals them-

! Fr. 18, according to others, Plato remurks in the Mens, 95 D)
of Theognis, or perhups taken frem it is not very vonsistent that The-

some unknown writer, ognis should say in v. 27, 31 sqq.
z A native of Mepara, contem- ¢f passim, that from the good wa
porary of [hocylides, learn geod; and frum the avil, evil

3 V. 429 sqq., with which (as
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selves go unpunished (731 sqq.). Wealth is the only
thing that men admire ;? he who is poor, be he never
s0 virtuous, remains wretched (137 sqq. 649). The
best thing for man, therefore, is rever to be born ; the
next best to die as soon as possible (425 sqq. 1013): no
one is truly happy., But though this sounds very dis-
consolate, Theognis ultimately arrives at the same prac-
tical result as Solon ; not indeed in reference to polities,
for he is a decided aristocrat—the nobly born are with
him the good; the mass of the people, the bad (e g.
v. 31-68, 183 sqq. 803 # passim). His gencral moral
standpoint, however, approaches very nearly to that of
Sclon. Because happiness iz uncertain, and because
our lot does not depend upon ourselves, he tells us we
bave all the greater need of patience and courage, of
equability and self-possession in good fortune and in
evil (441 sqq. 591 sqq. 657). What is best for man is
prudence, what is worst is folly (895, 1171 sqq. 1157
sqq.) ; to guard against arregance, not to overstep the
right measnre, to keep the golden mean, is the height
of wisdom (151 sqq. 331, 335, 401, 753, 1103 et
passtm). Here, a philosophic moral prineiple is of
course still wanting, for these scatterad rules of life are
not as yet based upon general enquiries concerning the
essence of moral activity, but the various inflnences and
experiences are already beginning to unite, much more
consciously and definitely than with the older poets, to
form a uniform and connected theory of human life.
TV. 699 sqq. Of, among tan, whe by some authors is
others, the Fragment of Alercus in  reckonedd one of the seven wise

Diog. i, 31, and the saying there men.
quoted of Aristedemus the Spar-
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Antiquity itself marked the importance of the epoch
when ethical refleation began fo be more decidedly

developed, by the legend of the seven sages.
names, as iz well knhown,

Their
are variougly given,' and

such dctails as bave come down to us respecting their
lives® sound so improbable that we must regard them
ag fetion rather than history. :The maxims, toe, which
arcascribed tothem?® are intermingled to such an extent:

! Omly four are mentioned in
all lie enumerstions: Thales,
Bias, Yittacus and Solon. Besides
these, Plato (Frof, 343 A) numes
also Ceobnlus, Myso and Chilo;
instead of Myso, most writers (as
Demetrus Phulereus ap. Stobaeas,
Floril. 3, T9; Pausanias, x, 24:
Ihog. .18, 41; Flutarch, Conn.
8. Sap)  substitute  Periander
for Mys. Hephorns ap. Diog. 1.
41, and the author mentioned
anonymaisly in Siobeus, Flord,
48, 47, hve Anacharsis. Clcmens,
Strom. 1.299 B, save the asccounts
fluctnate between Periander, Ana-
eharsis md Epimenides; the last
is mentioted by Leander, who has
elso Leopinntus In plaes of Clen-
bulus (Divg, foe, cil.); Dicearchus
leaves tle cholce of the thres
doubtful sages to be decided he-
tween Avistodemus, Tamplilus,
Chile, Ckobulus, Anacharsis, and
Perinnde.  Some include also Py-
thagoras, Pherecydes, Acusilaus,
and evenPisistratus, in the nam-
Ler (Diog and Clemens, loe. it
Hermlppls ap. Diog. (ﬂar 0i2.} men-
tions  &iventcen DAINEs  AMORE
which tld aceounts are divided;
viz. Bolgy, Thales, Pittacus,- Bms
Chilo, ¥yso, C‘loubu[us Pcriﬂ.nd(-r
Anachams,_&cusﬂa.us Fplmcmdes
Leophattns, Pherecydes, Aristode-
mus, Prthagoras, Lasus of Her-

mione, Anaxagoras ; if weadd Pam-
philus and Pisistratus, and the
thres named by Hippobotus (ap.
Diog. loe. eif., together with nine
others}, Linus, Orpheus, and Epi-
charmus, we got in all twenty-two
persons of very various periods,
who were eonnted among the seven
wise mei.

? For instance, the aneedote
relatod in Diog, i. 27 sqq., Phenix
in Athen. xzi. 485, and clsewhere
in different versiong, of the tripod
(or, ag others say, the goblet, cap,
or dish) which was fished up out
of the wen, und intended for the
wizsst, was fivst given to Thales,
passed on by him o ancther, and
so on, until at Iast it returned to
him again, and was dedicaled by
him to Apolle. Cf the accounts.
of the meetings of tho four sages in
FPlutareh; Solon, 4; Dicg. i, 40
{wherc two deseriptions of emch
meetings, probably analogous to
those of Plutarch, are quoted from
Tphorus and a eertain Archetimus ;
ef, also the statement of Plate
{Proiag. 548 A) about the inserip-
tions they dedicaled together af the
temple of Delphi; the interpolated
letiers, ap. Diogenes, the assertion
in Plut. He fi e § p. 335 about
Periander and Cleobulus,

¥ Vide Diog. 1. 80, 33 sgq.;
568 sqq. 63, 69 sgq. 85 sg. 97
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with later ingredients, and with proverbial expressiong
of unknown origin, that very few can be traced with
any certainty to either of these men.! They are all.
however, of the same character, eonsisting of isolated
ohservations, maxims of prudence, and moral sentencss
belonging entirely to the sphere of popular and practical
wisdom.? This quite accords with the eircumstance
that most of the seven sages were celebrated as staces-
men and lawgivers® We cannot but agree, there-
fore, with Dicgarchus?® in regurding them as intellizent
men, and capable legislators, but not as philosophers,
or wise men in the sense of the Aristotelian Sehool.?
They only represent. the practical eulture which,about
the end of the seventh century, received a new inpulse
in comnection with the political circnmastancesif the

Greek nation. Though they eannot be reckoned philo-

sqq. 103 sgq. 108; Clemens, apophthegras, !
Sirom. 1. 300 A sq. ; the eollections % Splon and Thales vere thus
of Demetring Phalercus and Sosi-  distinguished, as iswell kibwn; Pit-

ades ap. Stobeus; Floved 3, 70 sq.
Stobmus himseelf in different parts
of the seme work, and many others,

! For example, the lyric frag-
menis in Diog. 1. 71, 78, 85, the
waord of Pittacus, which Siraonidss
quotes in Plato, Pret, 338 C; that
of -Uleobulus, also quoted by Hi-
momdes, ap. Diog. 1. 80 that of
Aristodemus, quoted by Alcmeus,
Diog. i. 8L

2 The remarlable statement of
Sextus {Pgrrk. 11, 65, M X, 45)—
which would presuppose physical
enguiriesin others of the wise mwen
hesides Thales; wiz. that Bias
maintained tha I'f_:ﬂlity of motion-—
stands quite alone, and is probably
only au idle aod Ingenions de-
duction from one of his poems or

facus was Aesymnstes of ﬂ}‘tﬂene;
Periander, tyrant of Cozinh ; Myso,
according to Hipponax {Fr. 84 b,
Diog. 1. 107}, had been diclared by
Apolle the moss blameled of men ;

the name of Bias was ug prover-
binlly for u wise Judge {Tipponax,
Demodicns, aad * Heraclitns apn
Dhog, 1. 84, 88, Sirabo, 3v. 12, p.
636 Cas.; Diodorus, Exc'. T vimc!e
of vit. p. 552 Wess). Chlo is eaid
by Hervod. (i. 59} to h&e inter-
preted a mir ra: ulous partat.

1 Ibog. i 40. Similrely Plu-
tarch, So!aw,, o. 5 sub fin.. The as-
sertion to the contr.u:} in the
Geeater Hippias, 981 e, asribedto
Ilato, is meanifestly incorset.

s (f Arist. Mateph. . 1, 2;
Eth. N. vl 7. i
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sophers, in the stricter meaning of the term, they
stand on the threshold of Philosophy, a relation which
tradition has strikingly expressed by distinguizhing as
the wisest of the seven, to whom the mythic tripod re-
turns after eompleting its round, the fonnder of the
first school of Natural Philosophy.

In order to acquaint ourselves thoroughly with the
soil from which Greek Philosophy sprang, we have
still to consider how far the notions of the CGireeks:
about God and human nature, before the middle of
the sixth century, had been altered in the course of
advancing cuiture. That some change had occcurred
we may take for granted, for in proportion as the moral
consciousness is purified and extended, the idea of
Deity, ftom which is derived the moral law and the moral
government of the universe, must alse become purified
and extended ; and the more man realises his Liborty
and his superiority to other natural existences, the
more will he be inclined to distinguish the spiritual
element of his own nature in its essence, origin and
fubure destiny from the cerporeal element. The pro-
gress of morals and of ethical refleption was therefore
of great moment to theclogy and anthropology; hut
their influence was more broadly apparent when Philo-
sophy bad attained to an independent development.
The older poets, suhsequent to Homer and Hesiod,
in their notions of Deity, do nob essentislly transcend
the slandpoint of their predecessers; we can only
discover, by slight indications, that a purer idea of
God was gradually forming itself, and the presupposed
plurality of geds more and more giving place to the
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y conception of Zeus as the moral ruler of the universe.
" Under this aspect Avchilochus celebrates him when he
says (Fr. 79) that he beholds the works of men, both
the evil and the good, and even watches over the doings
of animsals; and the more the poet is convinced that
fate and fortune order all things, that the mind of man
changes like the day which Zeus allots to him, that the
gods raise thoge that are fallen, and cast down those
that stand (Fr. 14, 51, 69)-—the more earnest are his
exhortations to commit all things to God. 8o also
Terpander ! consecrates the introduction of a hymn
(I'r. 4) to Zeus, as the beginuning auwd dircetor of all
things; and the elder Simonides sings (Fr, 1) that Zeus
has in his hand the end of all that exists, and orders it
as he wills, But similar passages are to be found even
in Homer; and in this regpeet the difference between
the two poets iz, perhaps, ouly one of degree. Splon
more decidedly passes heyond the older anthropororphic
idea of (rod, when he (13, 17 3qq.) says, ¢ Zeus, indeed,
watches over all things, and nothing is hidden from
kim, but he is not. aroused to anger by individual acts
as mortals are; when crime has accumulated, punish-
ment breaks in like the tempest which sweeps the
clouds from the sky, and so, sooner or later, retribution
overtakes everyone.” Here the influence of moral re-
flection reacting upon the notion of Deity cannct be
mistaken.? We gee the same reflection in Theognis

' A later comtemporary of 160, and other passages), but the
Archilochus, abount 880 B.C. express antithesis of Divine retri-
? That the Divine retribution butive Justice, and of human pas-
is often long withheld iz g thought sion, shuws a purer conception of
which we continually meet with, Deity.
even as carly ss Homer (f4 iv.
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with a different result; for the thought of the gods’
power and knowledge leads him to doubt their justice.
“The thoughts of men,” he says, ‘are vain (v. 141, 402);
the gods bring to pass all things as seeméth them good,
and vain are all a man’s efforts it the damen has
destined bim to adversitv, The gods Jmow the mind
and deeds of the just and of the unjust’ (v. 887).
This consideration is somclimes connected (as in v.
445, 891, 1029 sqq.) with exhortations to resignation,
but in other places the poet irveverently aceuses Zeus of
treating good and evil alike, of loading sinners with
wealth, of condemning the righteous to poverty, and of
visiting the sins of fathers an their innocent children.!
If we may suppose such reflections to have been at all
frequent. in those timcs, we can the more easily under-
gtand that some of the anciemt philosophers ghould
contemporanecusly have opposed to the anthropomor-
phie notions of polytheism an  essentially different
eonception of God. This conception, indeed, eould
only have come from Thilosophy s unphilosophic reflec-
tion did no more than prepare the way for it, without
actually quitting the soil of the popular faith.

The same may be said of anthropology, The history
of this order of ideas is completely bound up with the
theories about death and a future state. The dis-
erimination of soul and body cviginates in the sensuous

V.87, v Tavry poipy Tér ve Sluaior E’xem.,‘
Zeh plne, Dovndlo oe @b yip wdv- ote.

TETUWY BWEFOELS . . . L
dvBpdmay T b oloba pdov kel Bopde  mimilarly 721 sqq., where the ques

edorov , ., tion is likewise asked:
whis 04 Teu, K_opoyib‘ﬂ, To;\,u,@ wios Kot Tobr GBovdry BogtAey, oS
Ewdpas aAirpols éorl Digwiow K. T.AL
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man from his experience of their actual separation,
from beholding the corpse out of which the animating
breath has departed. Therefore the notion of the zonl
at first contains nothing hut what may be immediately
derived from that experience. The soul is represented
ag an eszence of the nature of breath or air; as cor-
poreal {for it dwells in the body and quits it at death
in the manner of something extended '), but without the
completeness and power of the living man. In regard
to the soul after its separation from the hody and de-
parture to the other world, we konow from the Homeric
representations what was thought on the subject;? the
substance of the man is his body ;3 the bodiless souls in
Hades are like shadows and shapes of miss, or like forms
which appear in dreums to the living, but cannot be
grasped ; vital power, speech, and memory have deserted
them;* the sacrificial bleod of offerings restores their
specch and consciousness, but ooly for a little time. A
few favoured ones, indeed, enjoy o happier fate ;% while

! The soul of a murdered per-
som, for instance, escapes through
the wound. Cf JL xvi. 505, 856 ;
xxii. 862, and many other pas-
sages in Homer.

? (Od. x. 490 sga.; =i 34 sqq.
151 sqq. 215 sqq. 586 sqq.; 466
sqq.; xxiv. suwb dnff.; I i 3;
X1, B9 sqq.

* The afrds in opposition to
the uyh, [l L 4.

* This is the usual description,
with which Od. xi. 040 sqq. 567
agq. 1s eertainly at varianee

5 e,g. Tiresius, wha by the
Tavour of Persephone retuined his
conseigusnces 1o Hades ; the Tyn-
daridm, whe alternately lived above

and beneath the earth (04, =i
297 sqq.)3 Menclans and Khada-
manthus, who, the one as the son-
in-law, the other ny the son ot Zeus,
were tuken to Elysium instead of
dying. (04, iv. 561 sqq.) The
strange statement that Iercules
wag himself in Olympus, while
his shadow remained in Hades
(Gd. xi. 830)—a notion in which
later alleguriste have songht so
muny profound meanings—is to
bo oxplained simply from the faet
that vy, 601~603 are un interpola-
tion of a later period, when the hero
had been deiticd, and 1t was there-
fore impossible to think of him as
any longer in Hudes
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the saying of Achilles that the life of the poorest la-
bourer is better than dominion over shadows, applies to
all the rest. But as this privilege is limited to solitary
cases, and s connected not with moral worth, but with
some arbitrary favour of the gods, we can hardly sesk
in it the idea of future retribution. This idea comes
out, it ig true, mwore strongly in Homer, when he
speaks of the pumishments wndergone by souls after
deuth ; but here again only marked and exceptional
offences against the gods! incur these extraordinary
penalties, which, therefore, have rather the character of
personal revenge; and the future state generally, so far
as apy part of it, either for good or for evil, goes beyond
an indistinet and shadowy existence, is determined far
more by the favour or disfavonr of the gods than by
the merits of mankind.

A more important conception of the futnre life
might be found in the honours accorded to the dead, and
the idee of universal moral retribution. From the
former sprang the belief in demons, which we first
meet with in Hesiod? This origin of demons iz
ghown, not only by the hero-wership which aflerwards
gprang up, but by the passage in Hesiod * which says

! The Odyssey, xi. 875 sqq., ve-
iates the pumshment of Tityus,
Sisypbus and Tantalus ; and in 17,
3. 278, perjured persons are
threatened with punishment here-
after.

t “Epya wal Hudpa, 120 sqq.
139 8g. 250 sqq.

s Loc. cif. 165 sqq.  Cf Thyeus
Fr. 33 (Achilles we read married
Medea in Elysivm). The saue

poct represents (Fr. 34) Diomede,
like the Homerle Menelans, as be-
coning immortal, Pindar, Nem.
%, 7, suy$ the same thing. Achilles
is plared by Plato in the Islands
of the Blest (Symp. 178 E; of.
Pindar, OF. 11, 143); Achilles and
Dicmede likewise—vide the Seolion
of Chllistratus on  Tarmodios
(Bergk FLyr. gr. 1620, 10, from
Athen. xv., 683 B).
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that the great chiefs of the heroic times were taken
after their death to the Islands of the Blest. The
theory of opposite states, not merely for individuals,
but for all the dead, is contained in the doctrine we lately
considered of the mystic theologiaus, that in Hades the
conscerated ones live with the gods, the unconscerated
are plunged in night and a miry swamp. DBut this
notion must have acquired a reoral sigmificance later
on; at first, even when it was not so crudsly appre-
hended, it was still only a mecans of recommending the:
initiatory rites throngh the motives of hope and fear.
Transmigration * took its rise more directly from etbical
considerations ; here it is precisely the thought of moral
retribution which conneets the present life of man with
his previous and future life. It appears, however, that
this doctrins in early times was confined to a somewhat
narrow spherc, and becamne more widely diffused first
through the Pythagorenns aund then through Plate.
Evcn the more genersl thought on which it is founded,
the ethical conception of the other world as a state of
universal retvitntion, seems to have been slow to receive
recognition. Pindar, indeed, presupposes this concep-
tiou,r2 and in after writers, as in Plato,® it appears as an
ancient tradition already set aside by the enlightenment
of their time.  TIn the Lyric poets, on the other hand,
we find, when they speak of the life beyond, that they
gtill keep 1n all essential respects to the Homerie repre-
sentations. Not only does Anacreon recoil with hotror
from the terrible pit of Hades (Fr. 43), but Tyrticus

* Vide supra, p. 87 sqg. ' Rep. 1. 380 D, 1. 383 C,
2 Vide supra, p. 70, note 4,
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too (9, 3) has no other immortality to set before the
brave than thai of posthumouns fame; Krinna (Fr. 1)
says the glory of great deeds is silent with the dead;
and Theognis (567 sqq. 973 sqq.) encourages himself
in the cujoyment of life by the reflection that after
death he will lie dumkb, like a stone, and that in Hades
there is an end of all life’s pleasures, There is no
evidence in any Greek poet before Pindar, of the hope
of a future life.

We find then, as the result of our engiriry up to this
point, that in Greece, the path of philosophic reflection
had been in many ways cleared and prepared, before
the advent of Thules and Pythagoras, but that it had
never been actually attempted. In the religion, civil
instibtutions, and moral conditions of the Grecks, there
was abundant matferial, and varied stimulus for scien-
tific thought : reflection already began {o appropriate
this material ; cosmogonic theories were propounded :
human life was contemplated in its different aspeets
from the standpoint of religious faith, of morality, and
of worldly prudence. Many rules of action were set
up, and in all these ways the keen observation, open
mind and clear judgment of the Hellenic race asserted
and formed themselves. But there was as yet no at-
tempt to reduce phenomena to their ultimate ground,
or to explain them naturally from a uniform point of
view from the same general causes. The formation
of the world appears in the cosmogonic poems as a
fortuitous event, subject to no law of nature; and if
ethical reflection pays more attontion to the natural
commection of causcs and effeets, on the other hand it
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confines itself far more than cosmaology within the limits
of the particular. Philosophy learned indecd much
from these predecessors, in regard both to its form and
matter ; but Thilosophy did not itzelf exist until the
moment when the guestion was propounded concerning
the natural causes of things.
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CHAPTER IIT.
OY THE CHARACTER OF GRERK PHILOSOPHTY.

Ix secking to determine the common characteristic
which distinguishes a long scries of historieal pheno-
mena from other series, we are at once encountered by
this diffieulty :—that in the cowrse of the historical
development all particular traits alter, and that conse-
gnently it appears impossible to find any single feature
which shall belong to every member of the whole that
we want to describe. Such is the case in regard to
Greek Philosophy. Whether we fix our attention oun
the ohject, method or results of I'hilosophy, the Greek
systems display such important differences among
themselves, and such numercus peints of contact with
other systems, thaf, as it would secm, we cannot rest
upen any one characteristic ag satisfactory for our
purposc, The object of Philosophy is in all ages the
same—Reality as a whole; but this object may be ap-
proached from various sides and {rcated with piore or
less comprchensiveness; and the Greek philosophers
differ in this respect so greably among themselves, that
we cannot say wherein consists their common difference
from others. In like manner, the form and method
of scientific procedure have so often altered both in
Greck and other philosophies, that it seems hardly
YOL. L X
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possible to borrow any characteristic distinction from
thence. T cannof, at any rate, agree with Tries ! in his
‘assertion that aneient Philosophy proceeds epagogically,
aud modern epistematically ; that the one advances from
facty to abstractions, frern the partienlar to the univer-
sal, the other from the universsl, from prineiples, to the
particular. For among the ancient philosophers, we
find the pre-Socratics employing almost exclusively a
dogmatic, constructive method ; and the same may be
said of the Stoics, Epicureans, and, more especially, of
the Neo-Platonists. Even Plato and Aristotle so little
confine themselves to mere induction that they make
geience, in the strict sense of the word, begin with
the derivation of the conditioned from first principles.
On the other hand, among the moderns, the whole of
the large and influentizl empirical school declares the
epagogic method alone to he legitimate ; while most of
the other schools wmite induetion with construetion.
This distinction, therefore, cannot be carried out, Nox
can we assent to the observation of Schleiermacher,? that
the intimate relation persistently maintained between
poetry and philosophy is characteristic of Hellenic, as
compared with Indian Philosophy, where the two ele-
ments are so blended as to be indistingnishuble from
ezch other, and with the Philosophy of northern nations,
where they never entirely coincide; and that as soon
as the mythologic form loses itself, with Aristotle, the
higher character of Greek sciznce is likewise lost. The
Yast assertion 1s indeed untrue, for it was Aristotle who
conceived the problem of selence most clearly and defi-
! Geschickis der Phil. 1. 49 saq. 2 Jbid. p. 18.
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nitely; and of the ofher philosophers, not a few were
quite independent of the mythological tradition—for
example, the Jonian physicists, the Eleatics, Atomists,
and Sophists, Soerates and the Soeratic Schools, Epi-
cuwrns and his suvccessors, the New Academy, and the
Sceptics; others, with the freedom of a Plato, made
uge of mythology merely as an artistic ornament, or
sought, like the Stoics and Plotinus, to support it
by a philosophic interpretation, without allowing their
philosophic sysfem to he conditioned by it. On the
other hand, Christian Philosophy was always depen-
dent on positive religion. In the Middle Ages, this
dependence was far greater than the dependence of
Philosophy upon religion in Greece, and In modern
times it has certainly been no less great.  Ib weay be
urged that the Christian religion has a different origin
and a different covient; bub this is a secondary con-
. gideration in regard to the general attitude of Philoso-
phy to Religion. In both eases, unscientifie notions are
presupposed by thought without any previous demon-
stration of their truth. But,in fact, no such decisive:
contrast in scientifie procedure i anywhere discoverable_‘:
as would justify us in aseribing one definite method,’
universally and exclusivély, to Greek, and another to
modern Philosophy. As little do the results on each
side bear out such a distinetion. We find among the
Greeks, Hylozoistic and Atomistic systems, and these
are also to be found among the moderns; in Plato and
Aristotle we see a dualistic idealism opposed to ma-
terialism, and it is this view of the world which has
become predominant in Christendom ; we see the sen-

2
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sualism of the Stoics and Epicuresns reproduced in
English and French empiricism ; and the scepticism of
the New Academy in Hume; the pantheism of the
Lleatics and Stoics may be compared with the doctrine
of Spinozas the Neo-Platonie spivitualism with Christian
mysticism and Schelling's theory of identity; in many
respects also with the ideslism of Leibnitz: even in
Kant and Jacobi, in Fichte and Iepsl, many analogies
with Greelk doctrines can be shown ; and in the ethics
of the Christian period there are few propositions which
have not parallels in the sphere of Greek Philosophy.
Supposing, however, that in all cases parallels were not
fortheoming, still the features pecnliar on the one hand
to (zroek, and on the other to modern Thilosophy, could
only he regarded as generally distinelive of each, if
they existed in all the Greek systems, and were absent
from all the modern.  And of how many characteristics
could this be asserted ?  Here again, therefore, we have
failed to discover any true mark of distinction.
Nevertheless, an unmistakable family likeness
binds together the remotest branches of Greek seience.
But ag the countenances of men and women, old people
and children, ofter resernbie one another, though their
individual features wre not alike, so is it with the
. epiritual affinity of phenomena that are connected his-
torieally. It is not this or thut particular characteristic
whice i3 the sama; the similarity lies in the expression
of the whole, in the formation of corresponding parts
after the same model, and their combination in an ana-
legous relation; or if this is no longer the case, in our
being able to counect the later phase with the earlier,
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as its natural consequence, according to the law of a
continuous development., Thus the aspect of Greek
Philosophy altered considerably in the lapseof years;
yet the features which subsequently showed themselves
were already present in its carliest shape ; and however
strange its appcarance in the last centuries of its hias-
torical cxistence, closer obscervation will show that the
original forms are even then discernible, although time-
worn and decompozed, We must not, indeed, expect to
find any particular quality unaltered throughout its whole
course, or equally present in cach of the systems; the
general character of Greck Philosophy will have been't
rightly determined if we succeed in jndieating the pri- '
mitive 1ype, in reference to which the different systems, '
in their various declensions from it, are intelligible.

If, for this purpose, we compave Greek Philosophy
with the eorresponding productions of other mnations,
what first sirikes us is its marked difference from the
more wncient Oriental speculation, That speculstion,
the concern almost solely of the pricsts, bad wholly
developed itself from religion, on which its direction
and content eonstantly depcnded ; it never, therefore,
attained a strietly scientific form and method, but re-
madined partly in the shape of an external, grammatical,
and logical schematism, partly in that of aphaoristic pre-
scripts and refleetions, and partly in that of imaginative
and poetical deseription. The Greeks were the first’
who gained sufficient freedom of thouglt to seek for the'
triuth respecting the nuture of things, not in veligious’
tradition, but in the things themselves; among them
first a strietly seientific method, a knowledge that follows
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no laws excepl its own, became possible. This formal
character at once completely distinguishes Groeek Philo-
sophy from the systems and researches of the Orientals;
and it is secarcely necessary to speak of the maferial
opposition presented by the two methods of conceiving
the world. The Qriental, in regard to nature, is not free,
and has consequently been able neither to explain phe-
nomena logieally from their natural cuuses, nor to attain
liberty in civil life, nor purely human culture. The
Greek, on the contrary, by virtue of his liberty, can per-
ceive in nature a reguliar order, and in human life can
strive to produce a morality at. once fres and beautiful.

The same characteristics distinguish Greek Philo-
sophy from that of the Christians and Mohammedans
in the Middle Ages. Here, again, we find no free en-
quiry ¢ science is feltered by a double authority—hy
the theological authority of positive religion, and by
the philosophical avthority of ancient authors who had
haen the instructors of the Arublans and of the Chris-
fian nations. This dependence upon authority would
of Itself heve sufficed to cause a development of
thought quite different from that of the Greeks, even
‘had the dogmatic content of Christianity and Moham-
medanism borne greater resamblance to the Hellenic
doctrines than was the cage. But what a gulf is there
between Greek and Christian in the sense of the early
and medimval Church!  While the Greek seeks the
Divine primarily in nature, for the Christian, nature
Joses all worth and ali right to existence in the thought
of the omnipolence snd Infinity of the Creator; and
nature connot evenr be regarded as the pure revelation
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of this omnipotence, for it is distorted and ruined by
gin. While the Greek, relying on his reason, seeks to .
know the laws of the universe, the Christian flees from
the errors of reason, which to him is carnal, and
darkened by sin, to a revelation the ways and mysteries
of which he thinks himself all the more bound to
revereuce, the more they clash with reason and the
natural course of things. While the Greek endeavours
to attain in human life the fair harmony of spirit and
nature, which is the distinetive characteristic of Hellenie
morality ; the ideal of the Christisn lies in an asceti-
cism which breaks off all alliance between reason and
sense: instead of heroes, fighting and enjoying like
memn, he has saints displaying monkish apathy; instead
"~ of Gods full of sensuzl desires, sexless angels ; instead
of a Zeus who authorises and indulges in all earthly
delights—a God who becomes man, in order by his
death openly and practically to condemn them. So
deeply rooted an opposition between the two theories of
the world necessitated an equal confrast in the ten-
deneies of Philosophy : the Philosophy of the Christian
Middle Ages of eourse turned away from the world and
human life, as that of Lhe Grecks inclined to them. It
was, therefore, quite logical and natural that the one
Philogophy should neglect the investigations of nature
which the other had commenced ; that the one should
work for heaven, the other for earth; the one for the
Church, the other for the State ; that the scicnee of the
Middle Ages should lead to faith in a divine revelation,
and to the sanctity of the ascetic as its end, and Greek
science to the understanding of nature’s laws, and to the

www.holybooks.com



8/22
136 INTRODUCTION.

virtue which congists in the eonformity of hnman life
to nature; that, in short, there shonld exist between the
two Philosophies a radical opposition coming to light
even when they apparently harmonise, and giving an
essentially different meaning to the very words of the
ancients in the mouths of their Christian successors.
Even the Mohammedan view of the world is in one re-
gpect nearer to the Greek than the Christian is, for in
the moral sphere it does not assume so0 hostile an atti-
tude to man’s sensuous life. The Mohammedan philoso-
phers of the Middle Ages bestowed also greater attention
on natural rescarch, and restricted themselves less ex-
clusively to theological and theologico-metaphyrical
questions than the Christians. But the Mehammedan
nations were wanting in that rare penius for the intel-
lectual treatment and moral ennchling of natural in-
stinets by which the Greeck was so favourably distin-
guished from the Oriental, who was careless of form,
and carried both self-indulgence and self-mortification
to excess.  The abstract monotheism, too, of the Koran
is even more directly opposed to the deified world of the
Greeks than the Christian doctrine is. The Moham-
medan Philosophy, therefore, In regard to its general
tendoney, must, like the Christian, be pronouneed essen-
tially different from the Greek. In it we miss the free
outlook upon the actval world, and therewith the activily
and independence of thought, so natural to the Greeks ;
and though it starts from a zealous desire for the know-
ledge of nature, the theological presuppositions of its
dogmatic creed, and the magical conceptions of the
latest antiquity, are always in the way. Lastly, the
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ultimate aim which it proposes to itself consists far

more in the consummation of the religions life and the

attainment of mystic abstraction and supernatural iliu-

mination, thav in the clear and scientific understanding
" of the world and its phenomena.

On these points, however, there can be little eon-
troversy. It is a far more difficult task to determine
the specific character of Greek Philosophy as distin-
guished from the wmodern. For modern FPhilosephy
itself avose esgentially under Gveek influence, and by
means of a partlal retwn to Greek intultions; it is,
theretore, in its whole spirit, fur more alliod to Hellenie
Philosophy than the Philosophy of the Middle Ages,in
gpite of jts dependence on (ireck authorities, ever was,
This similarity is beightened, and the diffieulty of
differentiating them inecreased, by the faet that the old
Philosophy, in the course of its own development,
approximated to the Christian conception of the world
(with which it has been blended in modern scienee) and
paved the way for that conception. The dovtrines
which were the preparation for Chyistianity are oftew very
like Christian doctrine modified by classical sludies; the
original Greck doctrines resemble in many respects the
maodern docirines which subsequently developed them-
selves under the influence of the anelents; so that it seems
hardly possible to assign distinetive characteristios that
are generally appliceble, But there appears at the outset.
this fundamental difference between the two Philosom
phics—viz. that the one is the earlicr, the other the later;
the one is original, the other derived. Greek Philosophy‘f
sprang from the soil of Greel national life and of the
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Greek view of the world 5 even when it passes beyond
the original limits of the Hellenic sphere and prepares
the transition from the aneient period to the Christian,
its essential content can only be understood in relation
to the development of the Greek spirit. Even at that -
period we feel that it iz the abiding influence of
classic ideas which hinders it from really adopting the
later standpoint. Conversely, with the modern philo-
sophers, even when at first sight they seem wholly to
return to the ancient modes of thought, we can always,
on closer inspection, detect motives and conceptions
foreign to the ancients. The only guestion is, therefore,
where these motives and conceptions sre ultimately to
be songht ? -

All human culture results from the reciprocal
action of the inward and the outward, of spontaneity
and receptivity, of mind and natore; its direction is,
therefore, principally determined by the relation that
exists between these two sides, which relation, as we
have already seen, was always more harmonious in the
Greek race than in any other, by reason of its peculiar
character and historical conditions. The distinetive
peculiarity of the Greeks lics, indeed, in this unbroken
unity of the spiritual and the natural, which is at once
the prerogative and the confining barrier of this classical
nation, Not that spirit and naturve were as yet wholly
undiscriminated. On the contrary, the great superiority
of Greek clvilisation, as compared with earlier or con-
temporary civilisations, essentially depends on this fact
—that in the light of the Hellenic consciousness there
disappears, not only the irrational diserder of primitive
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and natural life, but also that fantastic eonfusion and
interminglement of the ethies] with the physical, which
we almost everywhere meet with in the East. The
Greck attains his independence of the powers of nature
by the free exercise of his mental end moral activity;
transcending merely natural ends, he regards the sensible
ag an instrument and symbol of the spiritual. Thus
the two spheres are to him separate ; and as the ancient
gods of nature were overpowered by the Olympian
deities, so his own natural state gives place to the
bigher sfate of a moral calture that is free, human, and
beautiful, But this diserimination of spirit and nature
doss not as yet involve the theory of radical opposition
and contradiction—the systematic breach hetween them
which was preparing in the last centuries of the ancient
world, and has been go fully accomplished in the Chris-
tian world. The spirit is always regarded as the higher
element in compurison with nature; man looks upon
his free moral activily as the essential aim and content
of his existence; he is not satisfied to enjoy in a
sensuous manner, or to work in servile dependence on
the will of another ;- what he does he will do freely, for
himself; the happiness which he strives for he will
attain by the use and development of hiz bodily and
mental powers, by a vigorous social life, by doing his
share of work for the whole, by the respect of his fellow
citizens; and on this persenal capability and froedom is
founded that proud seif-confidence which raises the
Hecllene so far above all the barbarians. The reason,
that Greek life has not only & more beautiful form, but .
also a higher content than that of any other ancient =
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race, is because 1o other was able to rise with such
freedom ahove mere nature, or with such idealism to
make sensible existence simply the sustaiver of spiritual.
If then this unity of apirit with nature were understood
as a unity without difference, the expression would ill
serve to characterise it. Rightly apprehended, on the
other hand, it corrvectly expresses the distinetion of the
Greek world from the Christian Middle Ages and from
modern times. The Greek rises above the world of
outward existence and ahsolute dependence on the forees
of naturs, but he does not on that account hold nature
to be either impure or not divine. On the contrary, he
sees in it the divect manifestation of higher powers;
hig very gods are not merely moral beings, they are at
the same time, and originally, powers of nature; they
have the form of natwral existence, they constitate a
plurality of beings, created, and lilee unto men, restricted
in their power of action, having the universal force of
natire as eternal chaos Dbefore them, and as pitiless
fate above them; far from denying himself and his
nature for the sake of the gods, the Greek knows no
batter way of honouring them than by the cheerful en-
Joyment of life, and the worthy exercise of the talents
he has awcquired in the development of hiz natural
powers of body end mind.  Accordingly moral Jife also
is thronghout founded npon nataral temperament and
circurnstances.  From the standpoint of ancicnt Greeee
it is Impossible that man should consider his nature
corrupt, and himself, as originally constituted, sinful.
There is, consequently, no demand that he should re-
nounce his natural ineclinations, repress his sensuality,
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and be radically chansed by a moral new birth; no
demand even for that struggle against sensuality whiel
otur moral law is accustomed to preseribe even when it is
1o longer based upon positive Christianity. On the con-
trary, the natural powers as such are assumned to be good,
and the matural inclinations as such to be legitimate ;
morality eonsists, according to the truly Greek concep-
tion of Aristotle, in guiding these powers to the right
end, and maintaining these inclinations in right measure
and balance: virtue is nothing more than the intelligent
and energefic development of natural endowments, and
the highest law of morals is to follow the course of
nature freely and rationally, This standpoint is not
a result of reflection, it is not attained hy a struggle
with the epposite demand for the renunciation of natuve,
ag Is the case with the moderns whon they profess the
same principles; it is, thevefore, quite untrammelled
by doubt and uncertainty. Tothe Greek it appears as
natural aed necessary that he should allow sensuality
its rights as that he should control it by the exercise of
will and reflection ; he can regard the matter in ne
other light, and he therefore pursues his course with
full security, honestly feeling that he 1y justified in so

doing. DBut among the natural presuppositions of free ,

activity must also be veckoned the social relations in
which each iundividual is placed by his hirth. The-

{3reek allows these relations an amount of influenee
over his morality, to which in modem times we are nob
aceustomed.  The tradition of his people is to him the
highest moral autherity, life in and for the state the
highest duty, far outweighing all others; beyond the
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Yimits of the national and political cornmunity, moral
obligation is but imperfectly recopmised ; the validity of
a frée vocation determined by persomal convietion, the
idea of the rights and duties of man in the wider sense,
were not generally acknowledged until the transitional
period which coincides with the dissolution of the aneient
Greek standpeoint.  How far the classical epoch and
view of human life are in this respect removed from
ours, appears in the constant confusion of morals with
politics, in the inferior position of women, especially
among the Ionian races, in the conception of murriage
and sexual relations, but above dll in the abrupt opposi-
tion between Greeks and barbarians, and the slavery
which was conpected with it, and was so indispensable
an institution in aneient states. These shadow-sides of
Greek life must not he overlooked. In one respect,
however, things were easier for the Greek than for us.
Hig vange of vision, it is true, was more limited, his

‘relations were narrower, his moral principles were less

‘pure and striet and universal than ours; but, perhaps,

on that very account, his life was the more fitted to
form complete, harmeniously enltured men and classical
charaeters.!

The classic form of Greek art was also essentially
condifioned by the mental character we have been de-
seribing. The classic ideal, as Vischer £ well remarks,
is the ideal of a psople that is moral without any break

1 Of Hegel's Phil. der Gesch. der PRil. 5. Kant, 1. 79 sqq.; and
P. 281 sq. 297 sqq. 805 sqq.; s~ especially the thoughtfl and for-
thetik, ii. 56 8qQ. 75 s9q. 100 8gq.; «cible remarks of Vischer in his

Gesch, dor Phid. 1. 170 5q.; Phil. Bsthatik, ii. 287 vqq. 446 sqq.
der Rel. 11. 99 sqq. ; Braniss, Gesch. 2 stk ii. 459.
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with naturc: there is consequently in the spiritual con-
tent of its ideal, and therefore in the expression of that
ideal, no surplus which cannot be unrestraincdly poured
forth in the form as a whole. The spiritual is not ap-
'p'rehended as opposed to the scnsible phenomenon, but
in and with it; consequently, the spiritual attains to
artistic representation omly so far as it iz capable of
direct expression in the sensible form. A Greek work
of art bears the character of simple, satisfled beauty,
of plastic calm; the idea realises itself in the pheno-
menon, as the seul in the body with which it clothes
itself by virtue of its crcating force; there is as yet no
spiritual content which resists this plastic treatruent,
and which could not find its adequate and direct repre-
sentation in the sensible form. Greek art conscquently
only attained to perfection where, from the nature of the
subject,no task was proposed to it which eould not be coni-
pletely accomplished in the way we have just described.
To plastic art, in the epie, in eclassic architeeture, the
Greeks have remained unrivalled modele for all time;
on the other band, in music they seem to have heen far
hehind the moderms; because this art, more than any
other, by its very nature leads us back from the fugitive
external elements of tone to the inner region of feeling
and of subjective mood. For the same reasons their
painting seems only to have been comparable with that
of the moderns in respect of drawing, Tven Greek lyric
poetry, great and perfect as it is of its kind, differs no
less from the more cmotional and subjective modern
lyric poetry than the metrical verse of the ancients from
the thymed verse of the moderns; and if, on the one
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haond, no later poet could have written a Sophoclean
drams, on the other, the ancient tragedies of fate as
compared. with modern tragedies since Shakespeare,
fail in the natural evolution of events from the
characters, from the temperament of the dramatis
personce ; and thus, like lyrie poetry, instead of fully
developing its own particular form of art, tragedy has
stitl in a certain sense the epic type. In all these traits
one and the ssme character is manifested : Greek art
is distinguished from modern by its pure objectivity ;
the artist in Lis creation does not remain within himself,
in the inner vegion of his thoughts and feelings, and
hig work when accomplished suggests nothing internal
which it has not fully expressed. The form is as yeb
absolutely filled wilh the content; the confent in its
whole compass attuins determinate cxistence in the
form 5 spixit is etill in undisturbed union with natnre,
the idea is 110t yet separated from the phenomenon.

We nust expect to find lhe same character in Greek

‘Philosophy, sinee it is the spirit of the Hellonie people

that created that Philosophy, and the TTellenie view of
the world that there receives its scientific expression.
This characler first shows itself in a trait which indeed
is not easy to define in an exhaustive and accurate
manner, but which must strike every student in the
writings and fragments of ancient Philosophy: i the
whole mode of treatment, the whole attitude which the
author adopts in reference to his subject. That freedom
and simplicity, which Hegel praises ! in the ancient philo-
sophers, that plastic repose with which a Parmenides, a
U Fesch, der PRI 1 124,
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Plato, an Aristotle handle the most difficult questions,
ic the same in the sphere of seientific thought as that
which in the sphere of art we call the classic style.
The philosopher does not in the first place reflect upon
himself and his personal condition: he has not to deal
with a number of preliminary presuppositions and
make abstraction of his own thoughts and interests that
he may atbain to u purely philesophic mood ; he is in
-such a mood from the very beginning. In the treat-
ment, therefors, of scientific questions he does not
allow himself to be disturbed by other opinions, nor by
his own wishes ; he goes straight to the matter in hand,
desiring te absorb himself in it, to give free scope to its
working within him; he is at peace as to the results of
his thought, because ready to aceept whatever approves
itsclf to him as true and real! This objectivity was no!
doubt far more easily attainable for Greek Philosophy,
than for our own ; thought, having then before it neither’
a previous scientific development nor a fixed religious)
systom, could grapple with sclentific problems from their
very commencement with complete freedom.  Such oh-
jectivity, furthermore, constitutes not only the strength,
bhut also the weakness of this Philosophy; for it 1s
essentially conditional on man’s baving not yet become
mistrustful of his thought, on his being but partially

1 Take, for example, the well- the shortness of howan life)!

known utterances of the Protagoras:
© ¢ Man ia the measura of all things,
of Being how it is, of non-Being how
< it iy wot” “Of tho gods T have
" pothing to say; ncither rhat they
are, nor that they are not; for
there is much that hinders me,—
the obeearicy of the matter and

VOL. L

These proposilions wers in the
highest. degreo offensive at that
period; thera was in them a de-
mand for a eomplete revolution of
all hitherto received ideas, Yet
how statucsgne is the style! With
what elassieal calmpess ara they
enuneiated !

in
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conscious of the subjective activity through which his
presentations are formed, and therefore of the share
which this activity has in their ecnfent; in a word, on
his not having arrived at self-criticism. The diffcrence,
‘however, between ancient Philosophy and modem is
‘here strikingly and unquestionably displayed.

This characteristic suggests further points for re-
flection. 8o simple & relation to its objeet was only
possible to Greek thought, because, as compured with
modern thought, it started from a much more incom-
plete experience, a more limited knowledge of nature,
a less active development of inner life. The greater
the ‘mass of facts with which we are aequainted, the
more complicated are the problems which have to be
solved in attempting their scientific explanation. The
more accurately, on the one hand, we have come to in-
vestigate external events in their specific character; the
more, on the other, has our inner eye become keen for
introspection, through the intensifying of religious and
moral life ; the more our historical knowledge of human
conditions widens, the less possible is it to apply the
analogies of human spiritual life to natural phenomena,
and the analogies of the exiernal world te the pheno-
mena of conscloumess; to rest satisfied with imperfect
explanations abstracted from limited and ope-sided ex-
perience, or to presuppose the truth of our conceptions
without accurate enguiry, It natwrally followed, there-
fore, that the problems with which all Philosophy 1s
concerned should in modern times partially change their
scope and significance. Modern Philosophy begins with
doubt; in Bacom, with doubt of the previous science;
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in Descartes, with doubt of the truth of our concep-
tions generally—absolute doubt. Having this starting-
point, it is foreed from the outset to keep steadily in
view the question of the possihility and conditions of
knowledge, and for the answering of that question it
institutes all those enquiries intc the origin of our
coneeptions, which at each new turn that they have
taken have gained in profundity, in importance, and in
extent. These enquirics were at first remote from
Greek science, which, firmly believing in the veracity
of thought, applied itself directly to the search for the
Real. But even after that fuith bad been shaken hy
Sophistic, and the necessity of a methodical enquiry had
been assertad by Scerates, this enquiry is still far from
beingr the accurate analysis of the intellect undertaken
by modern Philosophy sinee Locke and Hume, Aristotle
himself, though he deseribes how conceptions result from
experience, investipates very incompletely the conditions
on which the correctoess of our conceptions depends;
and the neccssity of a discrimination between their
objective and subjective constituents never seems to
occur to him. Even the scepticism posterior to Aristotle
gave no impulse to uny more fundamental and theoretic
investigations, The empiricism of the Stoics and the
sengualism of the Epicursans were based as little as the
neo-Platonic and neo-Pythagorean speculation on en-
quiries tending to sapply the lacuns in the Aristotelian
theory of knowledge. The criticism of the facuity of
cogmition, which hag attained so great an importance
for modern Philosophy, in ancient Philosophy was
proportionally undeveloped. Where, however, a clear
. %
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recognition is wanting of the conditions under which
scientific enquiry must be undertaken, there science
must necessarily itself be wanting in that certainty of
procedure which due regard to those conditions alone
ean give. Thus we find that the Greck philosophers,

.even the greatest and most eareful observers among

{them, have all more or less the failing with which

philosophers have been so often reprouched., They are

‘apt to cease their enguiries prematurely, and fo found

general concepts and principles upon imperfect or in-
sufficiently proved experienccs, which are then treated
a5 indisputable truths and made the basis of farther
inferences ; to display, in short, that dialectical ex-
clusiveness which is the result of employing certain
presentations universally assumed, established by lan-
guage, and recommending themselves by their apparent
aceordance with nuture, withont further enquiring inte
their origin and legitimacy, or keeping in vicw while
so employing them their real foundation in fact,
Modern Philosophy has itself been sufficiently faulty
in this respect; it is humiliating to compare the
speculative rashness of many a later philosopber with
the circumspection displayed by Aristotle in testing the

theories of others, and in examining the various points

of view that arise out of the questions he is discussing.
But in the general course of modern science the demand
for a strict and exact method has move and more made
itgelf felt, and even where the philosophers themselves
have not adequately responded to this demand, the other
sciences have afforded them a far greater mass of facts
and laws empirically established; and further, these
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facts have been much more carefully sifted and tested,
and these laws rauch more accurately determined, than
way possible at the period of ancient Philosophy. This
higher development of the experimentzl sciences, which
distinguishes modern times from antiquity, is closely
connected with that critical method in which Greek
Philosophy and Greek science generally were so greatly
deficient. '

The distinction of subjective and objective in our
conceptions is nearly allied to the distinction of the
intellectual and corporeal, of phenomena within us und
phenemena without. This distinetion, like the other,
is generally wanting in elearness and precision with the
ancient philosophers.  Anaxagoras, it is true, represents
spirit as opposed to the material world; and in the
Platonic Bchool this opposition is developed to its
fullest extent. Nevertheless, in Greek Philosophy, the
two spheres are constantly overlapping one another.
On the one hand, natural phenowmena, which theology
had considered to be immediately derived from bheings
akin to men, continned to be explained by analogies
derived from human life. On such an analogy were
based not only the Hylozoism of many ancient physi-
cists, and that belief in the animate natnre of the world
which we find in Plato, the Stoles and nec-Ilatonists,
but also the teleology which, in most of the philosophie
schools since Scerates, has interfered with, and not un-
frequently overpowered, the physical explanation of
nature. On the other hund, the truc essence of psychic
phenomena wus also not determined with accuracy ; and
"if only a certain number of the ancient philosophers
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contented themselves with sueh simple materialistic
explanations as were set up by many of the pre-Socratic
physicists, after them by the Stoies and Kpicureans,
and aleo by individual Peripatetics; yet even in the
spiritualistic psychology of a Plato, an Aristotle, or a
Plotinus we are snmrprised to find that the difference
between conscions and unconseious foress is almosh 1g-
nored, aud that hardly any attempt is made to conceive
the different sides of human nature in their personal
unity. Hence it was easy to these philosophers to
explain the soul as compounded of distinet and radi-
cally heterogeneous elements; and henee, too, in their
eonceptions relating to Geod, the world-soul, the spirits
of the stars, and similar subjacts, the question of the
personality of these beings is generally so little eon-
sidered. It was in the Christian period that the feeling
of the validity and importance of human personality
first attained its complete development; and so it is
in modern science that we first find on this point con-
ceptions sufficiently precise to render the gonfusion of
personal and impersonal characteristics so frequently met
with in ancient philosophy henceforward impossible,
The difference between Greek ethies and owr own has
been already touched upon ; and it need scareely be said
that all our previous remarks on this subject equally
apply to philosophie ethics. Much as Philosophy itself
contributed to transform the old Greek coneeption of
moral life into a stricter, mors abstract, more general
maorality, the characteristic features of the ancient view
were in Philosophy only gradually effuced, and were
always more or less present down to the latest period of
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antiquity. Not until after Aristotle was the close union
of morals with politics, so inherent in the Greeks, dis-
solved ; and down to the time of Plotinus, we can atill
clearly recogmise the msthetic freatment of ethies,
which was also essentially distinetive of the Hellenic
gpirit.

The spiritual life of the Greeks in the thousand
years that clapsed between the rise and close of their
Philosophy certainly underwent great and important
changes, and Philosophy was itself one of the most
efficient canses by which these changes were hrought
about. As Greek Philosophy represents generally the
character of the Greek spirit, it must also refleet the
transformations which in course of time that spirit has
undergone ; and the more so, because the greater num-
ber and the most influential of the philosoplic systems
belong to the period when the older form of Greck
spiritual life was gradually melting away; when the
human mind wag inereasingly withdrawing itself from
the outer world, to be concentrated with exelusive energy
upon itgell—and when the transition from the classic to
the Christian and modern world was in part preparing,
and in part already accomplished. For this reason, the
characteristics which appeared in the philosophy of the
classical period cannot he unconditionally aseribed to
the whole of Greek Philosophy; yet the early character
of that Philosophy essentially intluenced its entire sub-
sequent course, We see, indeed, in the whole of its
development, the original unity of spirit with natureg
gradually dicappearing; but as long as we continue on:
Hellenic ground, we never find the abrupt separation .
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between them, which was the starting-point of modern
science,

In the commencement of Greek Philosophy, it is
before all things the external world which claims at-
tention. The question arises as to its eauses ; and the
answer is attempted without any preliminary enquiry
into the human faculty of cognition; the reasons of
phenomena are sought in what is known to us through
the external perception, or is at any rate analogous to it.
But, on the other hand, just because as yet mno exact
discrimination is made between the external world and
the world of consciousness, gualities are ascribed to cor-
poreal forms and substances, and effcels are expected
from them, which could only in trath belong tospiritual
beings. Such are the chavacteristics of Greek Philo-
sophy up to the time of Anaxagoras. During this
period, philosophie interest chiefly confines itself to the
consideration of nature, and to conjeetures respecting
the reasons of natural phenomena; the facts of con-
sclousness are not yet recognized or investigated as .
special phenomena.

This Philosophy of nature was opposed by Sophistie,
which denied rean’s eapacity for the cognition of things,
and directed hiz attention instead to his own practieal
aims. But with the advent of Socrates, Philosophy
again inclined towards a search for the Real, though
at first this was not formulated into a system. The
lesser Sccratic schools, indced, contented themselves
with the application of knowledge to some one side
of man’s spiritual life, but Philosophy as a whole, far
from maintaining this subjective view of the Socratic
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principle, culminated in the vast and comprehensive =
systems of Plate and Aristotle, the greatest achieve-
ments of Greek science. These svstems approximate
much more closely to modern Philosophy, on which
they have had an important influence, than the pre-
Socratic physics. Nature is with them neither the
sole nor the principul object of enquiry; side by side
with physies, metaphysics bas a higher, and sthics
an equal prominence, snd the whole is placed on a
firmer basiz by the enquiries concerning the origin
of knowledge and the conditions of scientific method.
Moreover, the unsensuons form is distinguished from
the sensible phenomenon, as the essential from the acci-
dental, the eternal from the transitory; only in the
cognition of this unsensucus essence—ounly in pure
thought-—is the highest and purcst knowledge to be
sought. Even in the explanation of nature, preference
iz given to the investigation of forms and aims as com-
pared with the knowledge of physical cavses; in man,
the higher part of his nature in its essence and origin
is diseriminated from the gensual part; and the highest
problem for maskind is aecordingly found exclusively
in the development of his spiritual life, and above all
of his knowledge. Although, however, the Platonic
and Aristotelian systems show themselves thus akin in
many respects to modern systems, yet the peculiar
stamp of the Greek spirit is wunmistakably imrpresged
on them both, Plato is an idealist, but hig idealism is
not the modern subjectiveidealism : he does not hold with
Fichte, that the objective world is & mere phenomenon
of consciousness ; he does not, with Leibniz, place per-
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cipient essences at the origin of all things; the ideas
themselves are not derived by him from thought, either
human or divine, but thought iz derived from partiei-
pation in the ideas. In the ideus the universal essence
of things is reduced to plastic forms, which are the
objeet of an intellectnal intuition, in the same way
that things are the object of the sensuous intuition.
Even the Dlatonic theory of knowledge has not the
character of the corresponding encuiries of the mo-
derns.  With them, the main peint iz the analysis
of the subjective activily of cognition ; their atfention
is primarily directed to the development of kmowledge
in man according to its psychological eourse and its
conditions, Plato, on the other hand, keeps almost
exclusively to the ohjeetive nature of cur presentations;
he enquires far less about the manuer in which intni-
tions and conceptions arise in us, than abeut the value
attaching to them in themselves; the theory of know-
ledge is therefore with him directly connected with
metaphysics: the enquiry as to the truth of the pre-
semtation or conception coincides with that respecting
the reality of the sensible phenomenon and of the Idea.
Ilato, moreover, however low may be his estimation of
the phenomenal world in eomparison with the idea, is
far removed from the prossic and mechanical modern
view of nature; the world is to him the visible god,
the stars are living, happy beings, and his whole expla-~
nation of nature is dominated by the felenlogy which
plays so important a part in Greek Philosophy posterior
to Socrates, Thongh in his ethies he passes beyond the
ancient Greek standpoint, by the demand for a philoso-
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phie virtue founded on science, and prepares the way!
for Christian morality by flight from the world of sense ;l
yet in the doetrine of Bros he maintains the ®sthetie,
and in the institutions of his Republic the politieal
character of Greek morality in the most decided
manner ; and despite his moral idealizm, his ethics do
not: disclaim that inhorn Hellenie sense of naturalness,
proportion, and harmony which expresses itself in his
suecessors by the principle of living according to nature,
and the theory of goods and of virtue founded on that
principle.  The Greek type, however, eomes oub most
clearly in Plato’s mode of apprehending the whole
problem of Philosophy. In his inability to scparate
science from morality and religion, in his conception of
Philosophy a3 the complete and mniversal culture of
mind and character, we elearly recognise the standpoint
of the Greeks, who made far less distinction between
the different spheres of life and culture than the mo-
derns, because with them the fundamental opposition
of spiritual and bodily perfection was much less de-
veloped and insisted on.  Hven In Aristotle this stand-
peint is clearly marked, althongh, in comparison with
‘that of Plato, his ¢ystem looks modern in respect of its
purely seientific form, its rigorous conciseness, and its
broad cmpirical hasis, He, too, regards the concep-
tions in which thought sums up the qualities of things
ag objective - forms antecedent to our thought; mnot
indeed distinet from individual things as to their ex-
istence, but as to thelr essential nature, i'ndependent;
and in determining the manner in which these forms are
represented in things, he is guided throughout by the
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analogy of artistic creation. Although, therefore, he
bestows much grealer attention on physical phenomena
.and their cavses than Plato does, his whole theory of the
iworld bears essemtially the same teleologic sthetic
lcharacter as Plato’s. He rémoves the Divine spirit
‘from all living contact with the world, but in his con-
ception of nature as a uniform power working with full
purpose and activity to an end, the poetic liveliness of
the old Greek intuition of nature is apparent; and
when he attributes to matter as such a desire for form,
und deduces from that desire all motion and life in the
corporeal world, we are reminded of the Hylozoism which
wis 8o closely related to the view of natwre we are
considering. His notions about the sky and the hea-
venly bodies which he shares with Plato and most of
the ancients, are also entirely (ireek. His ethics alto-
gother belong to the sphere of Hellenic morality. Sen-
sual instinets are recognised by him as a basis for moral
action, virtue is the fulfilment of natural activities.
The sphere of ethics is distinguished from that of
polities, but the union between them is still very close.
In polities itself we Gnd all the distinctive features of
the Hellenic theory of the stabe, with its advantages and
imperfectious: on the one hand, the doctrine of man’s
natural vocation for political community, of the moral
object of the state, of the value of a free constitution ;
on the other hand, the justification of slavery and con-
tempt for manual labour. Thus, while spirit is still
closely united to its natural basis, nature iz direetly
related to gpiritual life. In Plato and Aristotle we see
neither the abstraet spiritualism, nor the purely physieal
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explanation of nature of modern science ; neither the
strictness and universality of our moral consciousness,
ner the acknowledgment of material interest which ro
often clashes with it.  The oppositions between which
human life and thonght move are less developed, their
relation is more genial and harmonious, their adjust-
ment easier, though certainly more superficial, than in
the modern theory of the world, oviginating as it does
from far more comprehensive experiences, more difficult
struggles, and more complex conditions.

Not until after the time of Aristotle does the Greek
gpirit begin to be so greatly estranged from nature that
the classical view of the world disappears, and the way ‘|
is being prepared for the Christian. How greatly this
change in its consequences affected also the aspect of
Philosophy, will heveafter be shown. In this period of
transition, however, it is all the more striking to observe
that the old Greek standpoint was still suffisiently
influeritial to divide the Ikilosophy of that time very
clearly from ours. Stoicism no longer carries on any
independent investigdtion of nature ; it withdraws itself
entirely from objeclive enquiry and substitutes the
interest of moral subjectivity. Yeb it continnes to look
upon natare as the thing whieh is highest and most
divine; it defends the old religion, inasmuch us ib was
a worship of the powers of natare ; subjection to natural
laws, Iife aceording to nature, is its watchword; nataral
truths ( puaical vvoiad) are its supreme authority; and:
though, in this return to what is primitive and original,:
it coneedes enly a conditional value to civil institutions, .
vet it regards the mutual interdependence of all men,
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the extension of political community to the whole race,
as an immediate requirement of -human nature, in the
same menner ag the emlier Greeks regarded political
life. While in Stoicism man breaks with the outer
 world in order to fortify himself in the energy of his
inner life against external influences, he yct at the
same time entirvely rests npon the order of the universe,
spirit fecls still too much hound to nature to know
that it is in its self-conciousness independent, of nature.
But nature, consequently, appears as if filled with spirit,
and in this direction Stoieism goes so far that the dis-
tinetion between spiritual and corporeal, which Plato
and Axistotle so clearly recognised, again disappears,
.matter hecormes directly animate, spirit is represented
‘asua material breath, or asan organising fire ; and, en the
other hand, all human alras and thoughts are transferred
to nature by the most external tBlBOlOgy possible.

In Epicureanism the specific character of the Greek
genius is otherwise manifested, Hylozoism and teleo-
logy are now abandoned for an entirely mechanical
explanation of nature; the vindication of popular re-
ligion iz exchanged for an enlightened opposition to it,
and the individual seeks his happiness, not in sub-
mission to the law of the whole, but in the undisturbed
security of his individual life. But that which is
according to nature is the highest, to the Epicurean as -
to the Stoic; and if in theory he degrades his external
nature into a spiritless mechanism, so mueh the more
does he endeavour to establish in human life that
beauntiful harmony of the egoistic and berevolent im-
pulses, of sensuous enjoyment and spiritusl activity,
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which made the garden of Epicurus the abode of Attie
rednement and pleasant social intercowrse. Thiy form
of culture is as vet without the polemieal asperities
which are ingeparable from modern repetiticns of if, on
account of the contrast it presents to the strictness of
Christian ethics; the justification of the sensual element
appears as & natural presupposition whieh does nob
require any preliminary or particular apelogy. However
much then Epicureanism may remind us of certuin
modern opinions, the difference between that which is
original and of unatural growth, aad that which s
derivad and the resnlt of reflection, is unmistakahle
on closer examination. The same may be said of the
scepticism of this period as comparved with that of
modern times, Modern scepticism hag always some-
thing unsatisfied about it, an inner uncertainty, a secret
wish to believe that which it is trying fo disprove.
Ancient scepticism displays no such half-heartedness,
and knows nothing of the hypochondriacal unrest whicl
Hume himself ! so vividly deseribes; it regards ignorance
not as a misfortune, bot as a nabural necessity, in the
recognition of which man becomes calm. Even while
despairing of knowledge it maintains the attitnde of
compliance with the actual order of things, and from
this very source evolves the érapafia which is almost
impossible to modern scepticizm, governed as it is by
subjective Inferests.? )
Even neo-Platonism, far removed as it is from the

Y On Human Nazture, book i. ? Of. Hegel's remarks on the
part iv. section 1, 509 sqq.; subject. Geseh, der Phil. 1. 124
Jacobi's translation. £q.
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ancient Greek spirit, and decidedly as it approaches that
of the Middle Ages, has its centre of gravity still in the
antique would. This is evident, not only from its close
relation to the heathen religions, the last apologist
for which it would cerfainly not have become had no
essential and internal affinity existed between them, but
also in its philosophic doctrines. Tts abstract spiritual-
ism contrasts, indeed, strongly with the uaturalism of
the ancients; but we have only to compare its coneep-
tion of mnature with that of comtemporary Christian
writers, we need only hear how warmly Plotinus defends
the majesty of nature against the contcmpt of the
Gunostics, how keenly I'roclus and Simplicing dispute
the Christian doctrine of the creation, in order to see
in it an offshoot of the Greek spirit.  Matter itself is
brought nearer to mind by the neo-Platonists than by
the majority of modern philosoplers, who see in the
two prineiples essentially separate substances; for the
neo-Platonists opposed the theary of a self-dependent
matter, and explained the corporeal as the result of the
gradual degradation of the spiritual essence. They
thus declared tbe opposition of the two prineiples to
be not original and absolute, but derived and merely
quantitative, ~ Again, though the neo-Platonic meta-
physics, especially in {heir later form, must appear
to us very abstruse, their origin was similar to that of
Plato’s theory of Ideas; for the properties and causes
of things ure here regarded as absolute essential natnres,
gver and above the world and man, as objects of an
intellectual intuition, Moreaver, these essences bhear
to each other a definite relation of higher, lower, and
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¢o-ordinate, and thus appear ag the mstaphysical coun-
terpart of the mythical gods, whom nco-Platonic alle-
gory itself recognised in them, recognising also in their
progressive emanafion from the primitive essence the
analoguc of those theogomies with which Greek specu-
lation in the earliest times hegan.

To sum up what we have been saying. In the
Philosophy of the middle uges, spirit ssserbs itself as
alienr and opposed to nature: in modern FPhilosophy, it
strives to regain unity with nature, without, however,
losing the deep consciousness of the difference between
the spirvitial and the natural: in Greek Philosophy is
represented that phase of scientific thought in which
the diserimination and separation of the two elements
are devcloped out of their original equipoise and har-
monions co-existence, though this scparation was never
actually accomplished in the Hellenie period, While,
therefore, fn. Greck, as in modern Philosophy, we find
both the discrimination and the nnion of the spiritual
and the natural, this is brought about in each case in a
different manner and by o different connection. Greck
Philosophy starts from that harmonieus relation of spirit
to nature in which the distinguishing characteristic of
‘ancient culture generally consists; step by step, and
half involuntarily, it sees itself compeled to discrimi-
nate them. Modern Philosophy, on the contrary, finds
this separation already aecomplished in the most effse-
tnal manner in the middle ages, and only suecceds by
an effort in discovering the unity of the two sides,
This diffcrence of starting-point and of tendency de-

YOIL. I. 3L
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termines the whole churacter of these two great phe-
nomena. Greek Philosophy finally results in a dualism,
which it finds impossible to overcome seicntifically; and
even in its most flourishing period the development of
this dualism ean be traced. Sophisticism breaks with
simple faith in the veracity of the senses and of
thought. Socrates breaks with unrefiecting obedience
to existing custom. Plato opposes to the empirieal
world an ideal world, but is unable to find in this ideal
world any explanation of the other; he can only expluin
matter as something non-existent, and can only subject
huoman life to the idea by the arbitrary measures of
hig State. Even Aristotle keeps pure spirit entirely
distinet from the world, and thinks that man’s reason
is infused into him from without. In the lesser Socratie
sehools and the post-Aristotelian Philosophy this dualism
is still more evident. But we have ulready seen that,
in spitc of this tendency, the original presupposition of
Greek thought asserts itself in decisive traits; and we
ghall find that the true eause of its incapacity to re-
concile these contradietions satisfactorily lies in its
refusal o abandon that presuppegition. The wnity of
spiritual and natural, which Greek thought demands
and presupposes, s the direct unbroken unity of the
classic theory of the world; when that is cancelled,
there remains to it no poseible way of filling up a
chasm which, according fo its awn stand-point, eannot
exist. The Heilenic character proper is not of comrse
stamped with equal clearness on cach of the Greek
systems; in the later periods especially, of Greek
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Philosophy ib became gradually blended with foreign
elements, Nevertheless, directly or indirectly, this
character may plainly be recopnised in all the systems ;
and Greek Philosophy, as a whole, may be said to move
in the same direction as the gencral life of the people
to which it belongs.

2

www.holybooks.com



164 INTRODUCTION.

CHAPTER V.

PRINCIPAL PIRIODS IN THEE DEVELOPMENT OF GRELK
PHILOBOPHY.

Wz have divided Greek Philosophy into three periods,
of which the second beging with Soerates and ends with
Aristotle, The propriety of this division mmust now he
more closely examined. The utility of such a course
may seem indeed doubtiul,-since so eminent a historian
as Ritter! is of opinion that history itself recognises no
sections, and that therefore all divieion of perieds is
only a means of facililating instruction, a setting up of
resting places to take breath ; and since even a disciple
of the Hegeltan school * declarcs that the History of
Philosophy cannot be written in perieds, as the links of
History consist wholly of perscnalitics and aggregates
of individuals, This laster observation is so far true
that it is impossible te draw a straight chronological
line across a series of historical phenomena without
separating what is really united, and linking together
what is really distinct. For, in regard to chronology,
the boundaries of successive developments overlap each
other; and it is in this that the whole continuity and
copnection of historic as of matural devslopment con-

\ Gesch. der Phil,, 2nd edition, 2 Marbach, Gesch. der DPhil,
Pref. p. xiii. Pref. p. viuL
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sists. The new form has already appeared, and has
begun to assert, itself independently, while the old form
is still in existence. The inference from this, however,
iz not that the division into periods is to be altogether
discarded, but only that it must be hased upon facts,
and not merely upon chronology. Each period lasts as
long as any given historieal whole continues to follow
one and the game direction in its development; when
this ceases to be the case, a new period hegins. How
long the direction is to be regarded as the same must
be decided, here and everywhere, according to the
part in which lies the centre of gravity of the whole.
When from a given whole, a new whole branches off,
its beginunings are to be refered to the subsequent
period in proportion as they break with the previous
historical connection, and present themselves under a
new and original form. I any one supposes, however,
that this grouping together of kindved pheromena is
merely for the convepience of the historian or his
veader, and kas ne concern with the matter itself] the
discussions in our first chapter are amply sufficient to
meet the objection. It surely cannot be considered un-
impoertant, even for the purpeses of eonvenience, where
the divisions are made in a historical exposition; and,
if this be eoneeded, it eannot be unnimportant in regard
to the matter itself, If one division gives us a clearer
survey than anether, the reason can only be that it
presents a troer picture of the differences and rela-
tions of historical phenomena; the differenees must,
therefore, lie In the phenomena themsclves, as well as
in our subjeetive consideration of thém, It is un-
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deniahle, indeed, that not only different individuals, but
also different periods, have each a different character,
and that the development of any given whole, whether
great or small, poes on for a time in a definite direetion,
and then changes this direction to strike out seme other
course. It is this unity and diversity of historical
character to which the periods have to conform; the
perio&ie division mush represent the internal relation
of phenomena at the different epochs, and it iz con-
gequently s little dependent on the caprice of the
historian as the distzibution of rivers and mountains on
that of the geographer, or the determination of natural
kingdoms on that of the natuvalist.

What division then shull we adopt in regard to the
hiztory of Greek Philosophy? It is clear from our
second chapter that the commencement of this history
ought not to be placed earher than Thales. He was
the first, as far as we know, who, in speaking of the
primitive causes of all things, abandoned mythical
language s—though it is true that the old custom of
making the history of Philosophy begin with Hesiod is
not even in our days, wholly discirded.! Soverates is
generally considered as the inaugurator of the next
great movement, and for this reason the second period
is usually said to open with him. Some historians,
however, would hring the first period to a close before
the time of Socrates; for example, Ast,® Rixner,? and
Braniss, Others, again, Iike Hegel, wonld prolong it
heyond him.

' Tt is still followed by Fries, ? (Frundriss ciner Gesch, der
Gasch. der PRI, and Deutinger, PRI, 1A § 43
Giesch, der Phil., Vol 1. B Clesch. der PR, 1, 14 sq.
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Ast and Rizner distinguish in the history of Greck
Philosophy the thres periods of Ionian Realism, Italian
Idealism, and the Attic combination of these two ten-
dencies. Braniss ! starts with the same fundamental dis-
tinetion of Realism arnd Idealism, only he attributes
bolh these tendencies to each of the first two periods.
Agcording to him, therefore, Greek thought, like Greek
lite, is determinced by the original opposition of the
Ionic and Doric elements,  Absorption in the objective
world is the characteristic of the Ionic; absorption in
self, of the Dorie race. Tn the first period, then, this
opposition develops itsclf in two parallel dirvections of
Philosophy, the one realistic, the other idealistic; in
the second, this opposition iz cancelled, and lost in
the consciousness of the universal spivit; and in the
third, the spirit, deprived of its content through So-
phistie, seeks in itself a new and more lasting content.
According to Braniss, therefore, there are three periods
of Greek Philosophy. The first, beginning with Thales
and Pherecydes, is further represented on the one side
by Anuximander, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus ; and on
the other by Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Parmenides;
a Dorie sotithesis belug opposed at cach stage of thig
period to the Tonic thesis; finally, the rvesnlts of the
previous development are sumined up in a harmonious
manner by the Ionian Diegenes and the Dorian Empe-
docles. It is recognised that Becoming presupposes
Being, that Being expands itself into Becoming, that
the inner and outer, formm and matter, unite in the con-
geiousness of the universal spirit; the percipiont spirit

1 Gesch, der Phif, s, Kont, 1, 102 sqq.; 135; 150 sq.
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stands over against this universal spirit, and has o reflect
it in itself. Here tha second period commences; and in
lits development there are three moments. By Ansxza-
‘gora.s, spirit is distingnished from the extended object;
by Demoeritus, it is opposed to the object as a purely
subjective principle; by the Sophists, all objectivity is
placed in the subjéetive spirif iteelf; the nmiversal is at
length completely suppressed, and spirilual life is en-
tirely lost in the actuzl sensicle presence. Thus thrown
back upon itself, however, the spirit is forced to define
its reality in a permansnt manner, to enguire what is
its absolute end, to pass fram the sphere of necessity
into that of liberty, and in the reconciliation of the two
principles to attain the ultimate end of speculation.
This is the commencement of the third period, which
extends from Socrates to the end of Greek Philosophy.

Much may be urged aguinst this derivation. In the
first place, we must question the diserimination of an
Tonie Realism and a Dorie Tdealism. What is here
called Doric Idealism iy, az we shall presently find,'
nsither idealism nor purely Dovie, This at onec de-
stroys the basis of the whole deduction. Ast and
Rixner, maoreover, divide the Tonie and Dorie Philo-
sophy into two periods: a division quite unwarrantable,
since these two philosophiss were synchronous, and
powerfuily reacted upon each other. It is to some ex-
tent then more correct to treat them, like Braniss, as
momenty of one Interdependent historical serics.  Bub
we have no right to divide the serjes, as he does, into
two parts, and make the differemce between them

1 Of. the Tutroduetion to the First Period.
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analogous to that between the Socraticand pre-Soeratic
Philosophy. Ncither of the three phenomena assigned
by Rraniss to his sccond period has this character.
Atomigtic (even as to date, hardly later than Anaxa-
goras) is a system of natural Philosophy, as much as
any other of the earlier systems; and to the Empedo-
clean system espscially (by virtue of a similar attitude
to the Eleatics) it stands In so close an affinity that we
cannot possibly place it in a separate period. It dis-
covers no tendenoy to regard spirit as purely subjective,
—its sole concern is the explanation of nature. So,
too, in Anaxagoras we recognise a FPhysicist, and a
Physicist anterior to Diogenes, whom Braniss plaeces
before him. His world-forming mind is primarily a
physical principle, and ke makes no attempt to enlarge
the sphere of Philosophy beyond the aceustomed linits.
There i3, therefore, no good gronnd for making as
decided a line of demarcation befors him as before
Socrates. Even Bophistic eannot be separated from
the systems of the first period, as will presently appear,
The two periods into which Braniss has divided the
pre-Soeratie Philosophy are followed by a third, com-
© prehending the whole further course of Philosophy to the
end of Greek sciense. This partition is so rough, and
takes so little account of the yadieal differences of the
later systems, that it would of itself furnish a sufficient
reason for repudiating the construction of Braniss.

Oun the other hand, however, Hegel goes too far in
the contrary direction. e considers these differences
g0 great that the opposition between the Socralic and
the pre-Socratic schools has only a secondary importance
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in comparison with them. Of his three main periods,
the first extends from Thales to Avistotle, the sccond
comprehends all the post-Aristotelian philosophy, with
the exception of neo-Platonism; the third embraces
neo-Platonism. The first, he says,' represents the com-
mencement of philosophising thought until ite develop-
ment and extension as the totality of Science. After
the concrete idea has been thus aftained, it makes its
appearance in the second period as forming and per-
fecting itself in oppositions: a one-sided prineiple is
carried out through the whole of the presentation of
the world ; each side developing itsell as an exztieme,
and constituting in itself a totality in regard to its
contrary, This breaking up of science into particular
systems results in Stoicism and Epicureanism. Seep-
ticism, as the negative principle, opposed itself to the
dogmatism of both. The affirmative is the cancelling
of this opposition, in the theory of an ideal world, or
world of thought; it is the idea developed into a
totality in neo-Platonism. The distinction between
the old naturalistic philesophy and later science is
brought forward as a ground of classification in the
first pertod; it is not Socraies, however, who is the
inangurator of a new series of development, bul the

Sophists.

U Gesch. der Fhil, i, 182 {cf.
il. 8373 #q.).  This, however, does
not quite agres with the previcus
distinetion of four stages, i. 118.
Similarly Daniinger, whoze expo-
sition I canuot further discuss,
cither here or elsewhere (foo. st
- 78 sgq., 140 sqg,, 152 sqq., 326

Philosophy attaing in the first part of this

sqq., 290) makes one period from
Thales to Aristotle (which is the
second  according to him), and
divides it icto three paris: 1,
From Thales to IMeracleitng: 2,
from Anaxagoras to the Sophists;
3, from Socraics to Aristotle,
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period, in Anaxagoras, to the conception of peis; in:
the second part, veds is apprehended by the Sophists,
Soerates, and the imperfect Socratics, ag subjectivity ;-
and in the third part, veds developes itself as objective
thought, as the Idea, into a totality. Socrates, there-:
fore, appears only as continuing a movement begun by
others, not as the inavgurator of a new movement.
The first thing that strikes ws in this division is
the grcat disproportion in the content of the three
periods.  While the first is extraordinarily rich in re-
markahle personages and phencmena, and includes the
noblest and most perfect forms of classic philosophy,
the second and third are limited to a few systeras whickh
are unquestionably inferior in scientific content to
those of Plato and Aristotle. This at onee mukes us
suspeet that too much of a heterogeneous character is
included ju this first period. And, in point of fact,
the differcnce between the Socratic and pre-Socratic
philoscphy is in no respect less than that between the
post-Aristotelian and the Aristotelian, Socrates not
only developed a mode of thought already existing; he
introduced into Philosophy an essentially new principle
and method. Whereus ull the previous Philosophy had
been immediately directed to the object,—-while the
guestion concerning the essence and caunses of natural
phenomena had been the main question on which all
others depended,—Socrates first gave utteranee to the
conviction that nothing could be known about any
object until ite upiversal essomece, ite concept, was
determined ; and that, therefore, the testing of our
presentations by the standard of the concept—yphilo-
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sophic knowledge of self—is the beginning and the
condition of all trnc knowledge. Whereas the eatlier
philosophers first arrived at the discrimination of pre-
sentation from knowledge through the econsideration
of things themsclves; he, on the contrary, makes all
knowledge of things dependent on a right view as to
the nature of knowledge. With Lim, consequently,
there begios & new form of scienee, Philosophy based
upon concepts; dialeetic takes the place of the earlier
dogmatic; and in connection with this, Philosophy
makes new and extensive conquests in hitherto nnex-
plored domains. Scerates is himsel{ {the founder of
Ethics; Plato and Aristotle separate Metaphysies from
Physics; the philosophy of nature—until then, the
whole of philosophy—now becomes a part of the whole;
a part which Socrates entirely neglects, ou which Plato
bestows hardly any attention, and even Aristotle ranks
below the ¢first philosophy.” These changes are so
penetraling, and so greatly affect the general con-
diticn and character of Philosophy, that it certainly
appears justifiable to begin a new period of its develop-
ment with Soerater. The only question that might
arisc iz whether to make this beginuning with Socrates,
or his precursors the Sophists, But althongh the latter
courge has been adopted by distinguished authors,' it
does not seem legitimate. Sophistic is doubtless the

' In addition te Hegel, of K. ¥. of the first great poriod with the
Hermann, Feseh. d. Platonismus, BSophists; Hermann and TUeberweg
i 217 sqq.  Ast {Gesch. dev Phil., make them the commencement of
™ %6). Ueberwep {Grundriss der  their eecond period ; and Ast of his
osch, der PRI, 1. § 9). Hegel, third,
hewever, opens the seesnd seetion
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end of the old philosophy of natare, bat it is not as
yet the creationm or beginning of a new philosophy :
it destroys faith in the possibility of lkmowing the
Real, and thereby discourages thought from the in-
vestigation of nature; but it has no new content to
offer as a substitute for what it destroys; it declares
man in his actions, and in his presentations, to he the
weasure of all things, but it understands by man,
merely the individual in all the contingency of his
opinions and endeavours; not the universal essential
naturc of man, which muet be songht out setentifieally.
Though it is true, therefore, thut the Sophists sharo
with Socrates the general character of subjectiviby, yet
they cannot be said to have inangurated, in the same
sense that he did,a new scientific tendeney. The closer
definition of the two stand-points proves them to be
very distincet. The subjectivity of the SBophists is only a
consequence of that in which their philosophic achicve-
ment mainly consists—rviz., the destruetion of the carlicr
dogmatizm : in itsclf this subjectivity is the end of all
Philosophy ; it leads to no new knowledge, nor even,
like later seepticizm, to a philosophic temper of mind ;
it destroys all philosophic effort, in admitting no other
eriterion thar the advantage and caprice of the indi-
vidual. Sophistic is an indircet preparation, not the
positive foundation of the new system, which was intro-
duced by Socrates. Now it is usual, generally speaking,
to commence a new period where the prineiple which
.dotninatey it begins to manifest itself positively with
creative encrgy, and with a definite conseiousness of its
goal. We open such a period in the history of religion
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with Christ, and not with the descay of naturalistic re-
ligions and Judaism ; in Church history, with Tuther
and Zwinglius, not with the Babylonian exile, and the
schism of the Popes; in political history, with the
Freach Revolution, not with Louis XV, The history
of Philoeophy must follow the same procedure; and,
accordingly, we must regard Socrates as the first repre-
sentative of that mode of thought, the principle of
which he was the first to enuneiate in a positive manner,
and to introduce into actual life,

With Socrates then the second great period of Greek
Philosophy hegins. On the snbject of its legitimate
extent there is even more difference of opinion than on
that of its commencement. Some make it end with
Aristotle,! others with Zeno,? or Carreades;¥ a third
clasg of historians, with the first century before Christ ;
while o fourth is disposed to include in it the whols
course of Greck Philosophy after Soerates, inclnding
the neo-Platonists.® TIn this case, again, our decision
must depend on the answer to the question, how long
the same main tendeney governed the development of
Philosophy 7 In the first place the close interconneetion
of the Socratie, Platonic, and Aristotelian philosophy
{s unmistakeable. Soccrates first demanded that all
knowledge and all moral action should start from
knowledge of eonceptions, and he tried to satisfy this
demand by mueans of the epagogic method, which he

introduced. The same conviction forms the starting-
! Brandis, Fries, and others. A Tennemaun{ Grondria), Ast,
? Tennemann, in bislargerwork.  Reinhold, Schlelermacher, Ritter,
3 Tiedemann, Geist. der Spek. Uelerwem and others.

PR, & Braniss, vide supra.
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point of the Platonic system; but what in Socrates
is merely & rule for scientific procedure, is developed
by Plate into a metaphysical principle. Socrates had
gaid: Only the knowledge of the concept is true kuow-
ledge. Plato says: Only the Being of the concept is
true Being, the concept alone is the truly existent.
But even Aristotle, nolwithstanding his opposition to
the doctrine of Ideas, allows thiz: he too declares
the form or comcept to he the essence and reality of
things ; pure form, existing for itself; abstract intelli-
gence, restricted to itself—to be the absolutely real.
He is divided from Plate only by bis theory of the
relation of the ideal form to the sensible phenomencn,
and to that which underlies the phenomenon as its
nniversal substratum—matter. According to Plato,
the idea iIs scparcted from things, and cxists for
itself'; consequently the matter of things, having no
part in the idea, is declared by him to be absolutely
unreal. According to Aristotle, the form is in the
things of which it is the form; the material element in
them must, therefore, be endowed with a eapability of
receiving form; matter is not simply non-Being, but
the possibility of Being; matter and form have the
same content, only in different fashion—in the one it
is undeveloped, in the other developed. Decidedly as
this contradicts the thecry of Plato considered in ifs
specific character, and energetically us Arvistotle opposed
his master, yet he is far from ddisagreeing with the uni-
versal presuppoesition of the Socratic and Platonic philo-
sophy, viz. the convietion of the necessity of knowledge
based on concepts, and of the absolute reality of form.
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On the contrary, his very reason for discarding the
doctrine of Ideas, is that Ideas cannot be substential
and truly existent, if they are separated from things,
"Thus far then we have & continucus development of
one and the same prineiple ; it is one main fundamental
intuition which iz presented in these three forms.  So-
crates recogmizes in the comcept the truth of human
thonght and life; Plato, the ahsolute, substantial rea-
Lity s Aristotle not merely the essence, but also the
forming and moving prineiple of empirical reality;
and in all we see the development of the self-same
thought. DBut with the post-Aristotelian schools this
order of development. ceases, and thought takes ancther
"direction. The purely scientific interest of Dhilosophy
gives place to the practical; the independent investiga-
tion of nature eeases, and the centre of gravity of the
whole is placed in Ethics: and in proof of {his altered
position, all the post-Aristotelian sehools, so far as they
have any metaphysical or physical theory, rest upon
older systems, the doctrines of whish they variously
interpret, but which they profess to follow in all essen-
tial particulars. It is no lomger the kuowledge of
things as such with which the philosopher 1y ultimately
concerned, but the right and satisfactory constitution
of human life, This is kept in view even in the reli-
gious enquiries t¢ which Philosophy now applics itself
more earnestly. L'hysics are regarded by the Epicu-~
reans only asameans to this practical end; and though
the Stoics certainly ascribe a more independent value
to general investigations concerning the ultimate
grounds of things, yet the tendency of those investiga-
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tions is nevertheless detesrmined by that of their Ethics,
In a similar manner, the question of a exiterion of truth
is answered from a practical poiot of view by the Stoies
and Epicureans. Tastly, the Sceptics deny all possi-
bility of knowledge, in order to restrict Philosophy
eutirely to practical matiers. Even this practical philo-
sophy, however, has changed its character, The earlier
combination of Ethics with politics has ceased ; in place
of the commonwealth in which the individual lives for
the whole, we find the moral 1deal of the wise man who
18 self~sufficient, seli~satisfed, and selfabsorbed, The
introduction of the idea into practical life no longer
appears a5 the highest object to be attained; but the
independence of the individual in regard to nature and
humanity,—apathy, arapafia, flight from the world of
sense; and though the moral consciousness, being thus
indifferent, to the outward, gains a freedom and univer-
sality hitherto unknown to it, though the barriers of
natiopality are now first broken down, and the equality
and affinity of all men, the leading thought of cosmo-
politism is recognised, yet on the other hand Morality
assumes a one-sided and negative character, which was
alien to the philosophy of the elassic period. Tn a word,
the post-Aristotelian philosophy bhears the stanp of an
abstract sabjectivity, and this so essentially separates it
from the preceding systems that we have every right
to conclude the second period of Greek Philosophy with
Aristotls,

it might, indeed, at first sight, appear that an
analogous character is already to be found in Sephistic
and the smaller Socratic schools. But these examples

VoL, 1. ¥
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cannot prove that Philosaphy as a whole had reeeived
its later bent in the earlier period. In the first place,
the phenomena which prefignre in this way the after
philosophy are few in number, and of eomparatively
secondary impovtance. The systems which give the
measure of the period and by which the form of Philo-
sophy, generally speaking, was determined, bear quite
another character. And in the second place, this affinity
itsclf, when more closely cxamined, i3 less than it
appears on a superficial glance. Sophistic has not the
same historical signifieance ag the later scepticism ; ib
did not arise oat of a general lassitude of scientifie
energy, but primarily out of an aversion to the pre-
vailing paturalistic philogophve; and it did not, like
scepticism, find ils positive completion in an unscien-
tific eclecticism or a mystie specuiation, but in the
Soeratic philosophy of the concept. The Megaric
philosophers are rather offshoots of the Fl:atics than
preeursors of the sceplics; their doubts are originally
directed against sense-knowledge, not against reason-
knowledge. A universal scepticism is not required by
them, nor do they aspire to dvapafin as the practical
end of scepticism. Between Aristippus and Epicurus
there exists this striking difference: the former makes
immediate and positive pleasure the highest good, the
latter absenee of pain, a3 o permanent condition. Aris-
tippus seeks the enjoyment of that whieh the external
world offers; Kpicnrus seeks mavn’s independence in
regard to the external world., Cynicism, indeed, pushes
indifference to the outward, contempt of custom, and
repudiation of all theoretic enquiry further than the
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Stoa, but the isolated position of this school, and the
erude form of its doctrine, suffieiently prove how Tittle
can be argued from it as to the whole contemporary
mode of thought. This reznark applies to all these im-
perfect Socratic schools?  Their influence is not to be
compared with that of the Platonie and Aristotelian
doctrines ; and they themselves prevent the possibility
of their wore important action, by disdaining to develop
the principle of intelleetual knowledge into a system.
Only after the Greek world had undergone the most
radical changes could attempts like those of the im-
perfeet Bocratics be renewed with any prospeet of
suecess, :

The sceond period then, cleses with Aristotle, and
the third begpins with Zeno, Epicurus, and the contem-
porary scepticism. Whether or not it should extend
1o the coneclugion of Greek Philesophy is a doubthidd
question. We shall find later on,? that in the post-
Arigtotelian philesophy three divisions may be dis-
tinguished : the fizst, including the blocm of Stoicism,
of Epicureanism, and of the older Seepticism; the
second, the period of Eclecticiam, the later S:epticism,
and the precursors of neo-Platonism; the third, neo-
Platonism in its varvious phases. If we count these
three divisions as the third, fourth, or fth pericds of
Greek Philosophy, there is this advantage, that the
several periods are much more equal in duration than
if we make all three into eme period, DBut though
they are thus equalised chronclogically, they become
ever more disproportionate in content; for the one

1 Vide the Introduction to Part IIIL
w2

www.holybooks.com



8/22
180 INTRODUCTION.

contwry from the appearance of SBocrates to the death
of Aristotle embraces an amount of scicntifie achieve-
ment aqual to the vight or nine following centuries put
together. And, what 15 here mest essantizl, Philosophy
in these 900 years moves in the same uniform direction.
it is governed by an exclusive subjectivity, which i
estranged from the purely speculative interest in things,
and reduees all sciemce o practical eulture and the
happiness of man. This character is displayed {as we
have just obscrved), by Stoicism, Epicurcanism, and
Scepticismu. It 1s seen in the Eclecticism of the
Reman period, which seleots what is probable out of the
différent systems entirely from practical points of view,
and according to. the standard of subjective feeling and
interest. Finally,itisan essential part of neo-Platonism,
This will be shown more in detail hereafter ; at present
it is emough to notice that the astitude of the nco-
Platonists to natural selence iy exactly the same as that
of the other schonds posterior to Aristotle; and that
their physies tend in the same dircetion os the Stoical
teleology, only more exclusively. Their ethical doctrine
is also very closely allicd %o thut of the Stoies, being in-
deed the last outcome of that ethisal dualismr which
developed itself after the time of Zeno; and the dualism
contained i their anthropology had aliready been pre-
pared by Steicista.  In regavd to rcligion, the position
originally adepted by neo-Tlatenism was precisely that
of the Stoa, and even its metaphysic, including the
doetrine of the intuition of the Deity approaches much
neurer to the other Aristotelian systems than might at
first sight be suppesed. The neo-TPlatonie theory of
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emanation, for example, ig an unmistakable rvepetition
of the Stoic doetrine of the Divine reason permeafing
the whole universe with its various forees: the ouly
ultimate distinetion between them is the transcendency
of the Divine; from which arises for man, the require-
ments of an ecstatic contact with Deity. This trenseen-
dency itself, however, is a consequence of the previons
development of science, and of the seeptical denial of all
objective certainty., The humun spirit, scepticism had
said, has absolufely no truth within itself. 16 must,
therefore, says neo-Platonism, find trath absolutely ont-
side iteelf, in its relation to the Divine, which is heyond
its thought and the world cognisable by thought. But
it follows thut the wworld beyond is presented entirvely
according to subjective points of view, and determined
by the necessities of the subject; and just as the dif-
ferent, spheres of the real cerrespond to the differcot
parts of human nature, so the whole system is designed
to point cut and to open the way for man’s communion
with God. Here teo then, it is the interest of human
spiritual life, not that of objective knowledge as sueh,
which governs the system ; and thus neo-Platonism fol-
laws the tendeney peculiar to the whole of Philosophy
subsequent to Aristotle.  While, therefore, I afiach no
undue importance to this guestion, I prefer to unite the
three seetions into which the history of Philosephy aftor
Aristotle iz divided into one period, although its onbward
extent far exceeds that of either of the preceding periods.

To sum up, I distinguish three great periods of
Greek Philosophy. The philosophy of the first is
Physics, or more accurately o physical dogmatism; it
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is physical, becanse it primarily seeks fo explain natural
phenomena from their natural causes, without making
any definite diserimination of spiritual and corporealin
thirgs, ar the causes of things; it is a dogmatism, be-
cause it directly pursues the knowledge of the objective,
without any previous caquiry into the conception, pos-
sibility, and conditions of knowledge. Tn SBophigtie,
this attitude of theught to the external world is at
an end, man's capacity for the knowledge of the real
is called in question, philosophic interest is averted
from nature, and the necessity of discovering a higher
principle of truth on the soil of human conscionsness
makes itself felt. Socrates answers the demand in
declaring the cognition of the concept the only way to
true knewledge and true virtus; from which TFlate
finther conclndes, that only pure concepts can be true
reality ; he establishes this prineiple dialectically in
conflict with ordinary presentative opinion, and deve-
Tops it in a systemn embracing Dialectic, Physies, and
Ethics. Finally, Aristotle discovers the concept in the
phenomena themselves, as their essence and entelechy,
carries it in the most comprehensive mauner into all
the spheres of {he aectual, and establishes the prin-
ciples of the sclentific method on a Grm basis for after
times. Tn place of the former one-sided philosophy of
nature there thus appears in the sceond period a philo-
soplly of the coucept, founded by Socrates and perfected
by Aristotle. But sinee the idea is thus opposed to the
phenomenon, since a full essential Being is aseribed to
the idea, and ouly en imperfect Being to the pheno-
menoy, a dualism arises, which appears indeed more
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glaring and irreconcilable in Tlato, but which even
Aristotle is unable to overcome either in principle or
in result; for he, too, beging with the opposition of
form and material, and ends with that of God and the
world, of spiritual and sensible. Ouly the spirit in ils
absoluicness, directed to no external object and sul-
ficing to itselfy is perfect and infinite; that whiceh is
external to it cannot increase this inner perfection or
Ye otherwise than valueless and indifferent for it.  So,
too, the human spirit ought to seek its unqualified
satisfaction in itself, and in its independence of every-
thing external. Thought in pursuing this tendeney
withdraws from the objeet Into itsclf, and the second
period of Greek Philosophy passes inte the third.

Oy to state the same more succinctly. The gpivit,
we might say, is, during the first stape of Greek
thought, immediately present to itself in the natural
objeet ; in the second it separates itself frora the natural
object, that it may attain a higher trnth in the thought
of the super-sensible object; and in the third it asserts
itgelf in its subjectivity, in opposition to the object, as
supreme and unconditioned. The stand-point, however,
of the Greek world is thereby abandoned, while at
<he same time no deeper reconciliation of the opposing
elemnents is possible on Greek seil. Thought being
thus separated from the actual, loses its content, and
becomes involved in a contradiction, for it maintains
subjeetivity to be the final and highest form of heing,
and yet opposes to it the Absolute in uuattainable
transcendeney. To this contradietion Greek Philosophy
ultimately succumbed,
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FIRST PERIOD.
THE PRE-SCCRATIC PHILOSOFHY.
INTRODUCTION.

CHARACIER AND DEVELOPMENT OF PHILOSOTHY DURING
THE FIRST PERIOD.

Four schools are wsually distinguished in the pre-
Socratic period—the Tomie, the Pythagorean, the
Eleatic, aud the Sophistic. The character and internal
rclation of these schools are determined, partly accord-
ing to the scope, partly according to the spirit of their
enquiries. In regard to the former, the distinctive
peculiarity of the pre-Socratic period is marked in the
igolation of the three branches which were afterwards
united in (reek Philosophy: by the Ionians, we are
told, Physics were exclusively developed ; by the Pytha-
goreans, Ethics ; by the Eleaties, Dialcctic : in Sophistie,
we are taught to see the deeline and fall of this cx-
clugive seience, and the indirect preparation for a more
comprehensive sclence.! This differcnce of scientific
tendeney is then brought into conneetion with the in-

1 Behleiermacher, Gasch, der
Phil. p. 18 sq., 51 sq.; Rirter,
Gesch. der Phil. 1. 189 syqg.; Bran-
dis, Gesch. der Gr.-Riwm. PRIl 1
42 sqq. ; Fichte's Zedischr. fir Phi-
los. xiil. (1844} . 1531 89q. Inhis
(reseh, der }f}zﬁwriafuﬁimgaﬂ d. Grieck.
PEi. (1. 40), which appeared sub-
sequently, Brandis abandoned this

view, and adopted the following
division: 1. The older Ionian

hysics, including the Heracleitean
doctrine, 2. The Hleatics. 3. The
gttempts to reeoncile the opposition
of Being and DBecoming (Bmpe-
doeles, Anaxagoras, and the Ato-
mists}. 4, The I'vthagorean doc-
trine. 8, Sophistie,
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trinsic difference between the Ionic and Dorie {ribeg ;!
some writers? making this the basis of their whole theory
of ancient Philosophy, and deriving from the particular
traits of the Tonic und Doric character, the philosophic
opposition of a realistic and an idealistic theory of the
world. How the further divigion of our period is then
connected with this point of view has been shown already.
These differences, however, are by no means so veal
or so deeply seated as is lhere presupposcd.  Whether
the Pythagorean doctrine was essentially ethical, and
the Eleatie, dialectical in eharaeter, or whether these
elements can be regarded as defermining the bwo
systems, we shall presently enquire; and we shall find
that they, as much as any part of the pre-Socratic
Philosophy, arosc from the inclination of wnatural.
seience to invesligate the essence of things, and
especially of natural phenomena. Aristotle makes the ™
general assertion that with BSocrates, dialectical and
ethical enquiries began, and physical enquiries were

discontinued.®

1 (. Sehleiermueher, Ive, eif.,
p. 18 89, ‘Amongthe Ionians’ Le
rays, ‘the Being of things in man
18 the predeminant inverest, and
ealm eontemplation finds its ex-
regsion in Lipic poetry. Among
the Doriang the Being of man in
things predominates ; man strives
against things, asserts his inde-
pendence in regard to them, and
prociydms himeelt as a unity in
Lyrie pootry. Henes the develop-
ment of Physies by the fonians,
aud of Ethics by the Pythagoreans.
As Ihialectie, is equally opposed tc
the two branches of Philasoply,
g0 the Bleaties are neither Iomans

Hermann is, therefore, quite justified

nor Dorians, but a union of the
two they are Ionian by birih, and
Dorian by language.” Ritter ex-
presses similar opinions, los. eif,
Ritter shares them to some extent
{p. 47), aod in a less dogres,
Brandis, p. 47.

? Ast, Hizner, DBraniss (vide
aupra, p. 166 syq.) Petevsen, Phi-
{ologisen, Ristor, Studien, p. 1 sqq. ;
Heemann, Fesabickie und Systum des
Hlato, 1. 141 sq., 160; of. Bockh's
excellont remarks on this subject,
Philolaus, p. 39 sqq.

8 Part, Anip. 1, 1, 642 a,
24: among the earlier philoso-
phers there are only scattered fores
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in saying that il is impossible to maintain, even from
‘the stand-point of the aneient thinkers, that Dialeeties,
Physies and Ethics came into existence together, and
were of equal importance contemporancously, for there
could have been no question of any leading ethical
principle until the preponderance of spirit over matter
had heen recognised ; uor could Dielectie, as such, have
been consciously employed, before form in contrast with
Jmoatter had vindieated ifs greater affinity to spirit.
The object of all philosophic investigation, he con-
tinues, in its eommencement was nature, and if even
enquiry was incidentally earried into other spheres, the
standard which it applied, being originally taken from
natural science, remained foreign to those spheres. We
axre, therefore, merely importing our own stand-point
into the history of the carliest philosophic systems, in
ascribing a dialectic character to ome, an  ethical
character to another, a physiologieal character to a
third ; in describing this system ag materialistic, and
that as formalistic, while all in trath pursue the same
end, only in different ways.! The whole pre-Socratic
Philosophy is in its aim and confent a philosophy of
nature, and though ethical or dialectical conceptions
may appear here and there in it, this never bhappens
to such an extent, nor is any systorn sufficiently dis-

casts of the conception of formal
canses s alrwr 5t rob wi APy Tobs
wpoyererTépovs émt Thr Tpdmor rab-
rov, 8re 76 7l fir elvar xal 7o dploasfac
Thy vtofay otk fy, AN Hbare pey
Anudeprros TpiTos, G alw Grarykai-
ov B¢ T durip Oeal-ovapia, AN
xpepderoy S abTal TOD WP UITOS,

ént ZwnpaTovs 3¢ ToiTe wuir ndEhly,
Th 8¢ {qreiv & wepl Pphoews Iande,
mpbs Be Thy xphowor Aperhy kol
Thy makiruihy Grénamay of dhogo-
golpres. :

' Gesck, wnd Syst. d. Plado, i
140 sq.
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" tingnished in this respect from all the others, that we
"can properly characterise it as dialeetical or ethical,
This result must at once cause us to mistrust any
diserimination of a realistie and an ideulistic philo-
sophy. True idealism can only exist where the spiritual
is conscicusly distinguishad from the sensible, and re-
garded as the more primitive of the two. Inthat sense,
for cxample, Plato, Leibniz and Fichte are idcalists.
‘Where this is the case, there always arises the necessity
for making the spiritual as such the object of enquiry;
Dialectie, Psyehology, Ethies arc separated from natural
philosophy. If, therefore, neither of these sciences
attained a separate development previous to Soerates, it
proves that the definite discrimination of the spiritual
from the sensible, and the derivation of the scusible
from the spiritnal—in which philosophie idealism con-
sists—was sbill alien o this period. Neither the Pytha-
goreans nor the Eleaties are, in reality, idealists; at
any rate they sre not more so than other philosophers,
who are assigned to the reulistic division. Im eom-
parizon with the older Ionic school, we find, indeed,
that they attempt to get beyond the sensible pheno-
menon; instead of sceking the essence of all things
like their predecessors in a eorporeal substratum, the Py-
thagoreans sought it in Number, the Eleatics in Being
without further determination. But the two systems
do pot advance equally far in this direction ; for if the
Pythagoreans give te Number as the universal form of
the sencible, the sume position and significanee as the
Eleatics subsequently to Parmenides give to the abstract
concept of Being, they stop greatly short of the Eleatics

7
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in the abstraction of the qualities of the sensible phe-
nomenon. It wounld, therefore, be more correct to speak
of three philosophic tendencies ingtead of two: a real-
istie, an idealistic, and an mtermediate tendency. We
whave really, however, no right to deseribe the Italian
philosophers s Idealists. For although their first
prineiple is, aecording to our ideus, incorporeal, the
precise discrimination of spiritual from eorporeal is
with them eutirely wanting. Neither the Pythagorean
Number, nor the Eleatic (ne, is a spiritoal cssence,
distinct from the sensible, like the Platonie ideas; on
the contrary, these philosophers maintain that sensible
things ave according to their true essenece, numbers; or
that they are one invariable substance.) Number and
Being are the substance of the bodies themselves,—ths
matter of which the bodies consist, and for this reason
they sre apprehended sensuously., Conceptions of
number and conceptions of magnitude interpenetrate
one another with the Pythagoreans; numbers become
something extended ; ond among the Eleatics, even
Parmenides deseribes Being 23 the substance which fills
gpace. . So in the furthar development of the systems,
there is a confusion of spirituad and eorporeal. The
Pythagoreans declare bodies to be numbers: but virtoe,
friendship and the soul are also numbers, or namerical
proportions ; nay, the soul itself is regarded as a cor-
poreal thing.? Sixlnilarly, Parmenides says,* that reason

! This may be in itself w eon- held by the aneient philosophers.

tradiction {as Steinhart peints cut ? Aristotls, De An. i 2, 404 &,
in the fleli. dilg. Litereturz, 1845, 17. Vids infre, Pyihugoreans.
Nov. p. 891), bui it does not fol- # That Parmenides says this

low that it may pot have been only in the wsecond part of his
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in man depends upon the admixture of his bodily parts,
for the bedy and the thinking primciple are one and
the same ; even the celebrated proposition about the
unity of thought and Being ! has not the same meaning
with him a3 in modern systems. It cannot be, as
Ribbing calls it,? ‘the principle of idealism,’ for it is
not derived from the theorem that all Being arises from
Thought, but conversely from the theorem that Thonght
falls nnder the conception of Being; in the former
case only could it be idealistie, in the latter it must be
considered realistic. Again, when Parmenides connects
his Physics with his doctrine of Being, he parallels
the antithesis of Being and non-Being, not with the
antithesiz of spiribual and corporeal, but with that
of light and darkoess. Arvistotle asserts that the
Pythagoreans presuppose, like the other natural philo-
sophers, that the sensible world embraces all reality ;3
he makes them to differ from Plato in that they hold
numbers to be the things themselves, whereas Plato
distinguishes the ideas fromn things;?* he describes the
Pythagoresn Number, notwithstanding its incorpore-
ality, as a material principle.” He includes Parmenides,

tirely to the explanation of nature

poem proves nothing against the
&5 duokpyotivres Tols EAAo!s Purio-

above application of the words, If

he had bheen elearly conscions of
the difference between spiritual and
corpores ], he wonld not thus have
axpressed himsclf even in his hypo-
thetieal explanation of phenomens.

'V, 94 eqq.

t Genel. Darst, der platon.
Tdeenlehre, 1. 378, of. 28 5q.

¥ Melaph. 1. 8, 989 b, 28 sqq.
The Pythazozeans, it is true, admit
non-sensible prineiples, but they
nevertheless confine themselves en-

Adyous, o1 T e bv rour' drmuy
Boov aighnrdy éor unl meprelangper
rahelueras abpurds.

¥ Metaph, 1. 6, 987 b, 25 sqq.

s Metaph. 1. 5, 480 u, 15:
Baivovrar 3% sal olTor Thr ApBudy
voul{owres apxtv elvat kol ds Bane
Tois ofct, kol ds mddn Te ral SLas.
Iwd. b, 6: éoluno: & &s &v BAwgs
effer va arouyeln rdrren dk Foirwr
vip by Qvemapxdvrer oureoTdra
xal werAdadat dadi iy odriny,
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with Protagoras, Dewmocritus and Empedocles, among
those who held that the sensible only is the real;! and
it is from this source that he derives the Eleatic theory
of the semsible world.? Omn all these points we must
~ allow him to be folly justiied. The Italian philo-
sophers likewisc comunence wilh an enquiry into the
essence and grounds of sensible phenomena; and they
seek for these ir that which underlies things, and is
not, perceptible to sense. In so doeing, they transcend
indeed the ancient. Ionian Physics, but uot the later
systems of patural philosophy. That the true cssence
of things is to be apprehended not by the senses, bnt
by the wnderstanding alone, is alse taught by Ilera-
cleitus, Empedocles, Anaxageias, and the Atomistie
Philosophy. They, too, hold that the ground of the
gensible Mes in the not-sensible. Democritus himself,
thorough materialist as he was, has no other defiuition
for matter than the Eleatic conception of Being ; Hera-
cleitus considers the law and relation of the whole to
be alone the permanent element in phenemena ; Anaxa-
goras it the first whe distipguishes spirit clcﬁrly and
deﬁni’rely from matter, and he is for that reason, in a.
well-known passage of Aristotle, placed far above 2ll
his predeeessors.® If, therefore, the opposition of Ma-

U Metapk. v, 8, 1010 a. 1 Tepperine] i 78 umBiv pie EAdo,

(after rpeaking of Protagoras, De-
mocritus, Empedocles. and Parme-
nides): afrioy ¥ vis §éfns redrows,
Gre wept pdy v BrTay Thy BAGfaay
Eondmauy, & ¥ brra Uwérafor elva
& alrfnrd pdrov.

2 De Cxlo, ¥1. 1, 298 b, 21 ff:
dretvor 32 [of mepl MiMoody te kal

wapd Thy TRy eiefyrdy odelay dwe-
Asufdeey elvar, Toadras 8¢ roas
| se. éxirhrovs| roffomwpdror plres
elmep Enras Tis yvidwis § pdynos,
olirw perhreykar &ml rtabra Tous
Enetber Adyaus.

¥ Metoph.i 8,984 b, 15 vovw 34

Ti5 My dueival wafdwep fv Tols c%{ulg
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terialism ond Idealism is bo furnish a prineciple of
division for ancient philosophy, this division must be
limitéd not only,as Braniss maintains, to the epoch pre-
ceding Anaxagoras, buf preceding Heracleitus, Even
then, strictly speaking, it is not applicable, nor does
it take account of the intermediate position of the
Pythagoreans between ihe Tonians and the Eleatics.
This double tendency of philosophic thought is also
gaid to correspond with the opposition of the louie and
Doric elements, and, accordingly, all the philozophers
until the time of Bocrates, or rather Anaxagoras, are
agsigned either {o an lonle or a Doric series of develop-
meut.  This division is certainly more exact thau that
of some of the ancient historians! who divided the
whole of Greek Philesophy into Jomiun and Ttalian.
But even in regard to the most ancient schools, so far
as their internal relations have to be represented, such
a division can hardly be carried out, Among the
Derians, Braniss counts Phereeydes, the Pythagereans,
the Eleatics and Empedocles.  Ast makes the addition
of Leuveippus and Democritus. Now it is difficult to
sec how Pherecydes can be placed among the Dorians,
and the same may be said of Democritus, and probably

ol €y TH Pphoer Tov a¥rioy Tob xbouoy
kol Tis TdEews ndinys olov iy Epdin
wap elkij Adyorros Tobs wpdrepor.

L Diogenes, 1. 13; that he is
here following older anthorities is
clear (as Brandis Jos. céf. p. 43
shows) from the fuct of the achools
he mentions only eoming down to
tha time of Clitomachus (129-110
n.c.) ef. Angustino. Chw. D, viii.
2; the Aristotelian Scholiast, Sehaf,
in Arist., 328, a, 36, and the Pseudo-

Galen (Hisf, FPhil e 2. p. 228)
Kihn; this last further divides the
Ttaltuu philosophers into Pythago-
reans and Fleatics, and so far aprees
with the theory of three sehools—
Ttalian, Ionian, and Eleatic (Cle-
mans, AL Strom. 1. 800 ¢.) The re-
view of the earlier philosophers in
Aristotle’y first hook of Ms’raphysics
follaws tha order of dogmatia points
of view, and would be ont of placa
in regard to our present jurpose.
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of Leucippus. Moreover, the founder of Pythagorism
was by birth an Ionian of Asia Minor; and though the
Doric spirit manifests itself in his mode of life, his
philosophy seems to betray the influence of the Ionian
Physics. Empedoeles was born, it is true, in a Dorie
colony; but the language of his poem is that of the
Tonian epos.  The Lleatic School was founded by an
Tonian of Asia Minor, it received its finul development
in an Ionian settlement, and in the person of one of its
last great vepresentatives, Melissus, it returned to Asia
Minor.! There remain, therefore, of pure Dorians, only
the Pythagoreans, with the ezception of the founder
of the school, and, if we will, Empedocles, It has
been said that it is not necessary that the philosophers
of either division shonld beleng to it also by birth ;2
and this conditien certainly ought not to be insisted on
in the casc of every jndividusl. Baot it is enrely indis-
pensable with regard to cach division as o whele; all
their members should be either Doric or Ionie, if not
by birth, at least by eduveation. Instead of this, we
find more than balf the so-called Dorian philosophers,
not only belonging by birth and estraction to the
Tonian race, but reeeiving their education from it,
through national customs, civil institutions, and what
is especially important, language. Under these cir-
cumstances, differeuces of tribe are of very secondary
moment. They may have influenced the dircetion of

! Poterson (FPhilol. %ist. Stu- has been shown by Ilermann,
dien. p. 15) also thinks he can dis-  Zeitachrif?t filr Alterthumsw,, 1834,
cover an JEolic element in the p, 298,

Fleaties, That there is not the ? Brapisy, fve. ¢if. p. 103,
slightest ground for this conjecturs
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thonght, but cannot be regarded as havmg determined
it.!

In the ulterior development of these two series,
the Tonizn aand the Dorian, Braniss opposes Thales to
Pherecydes, Anaximander to Pythagoras, Anaximenes
to Xenophaues, Heracleitus to Purmerides, Diogenes of
Apollonia to Empedocles, Such a eonstruction, how-
ever, does great violence to the historical character and
relation of these men. On the Jonian side, it is incor-
rect to place Heraclaitus beside the carlier philosopbers
of that school, for he does mot stand in a relation
of simple progression to Anaximenes, as Anaximenes
stands to Anaximander, Diogenes, on the other hand,
was eptirely uninflueneed by the philosophy of Hera-
cleitus ; we cannot, therefore, say with Braniss (p. 128)
that he was expressly related to that philosopher, and
that he summed up the result of the whole lonic
development. Braniss is even more arbitrary in his
treatment of the Dorians. In the fixst place, Phere-
cydes, as has already been said {p. 89 sq.}, is not, pro-
perly speaking, a philosopher, siill less is he a Dorte or
idealistic philoscpher ; for what we know of him bears a
close relation to the old Hesiodie-Orphic cosmogony, the
mythic precursor of the Ionic Physics. Even the dis-
eriminagion of organising force from matter, on which
Brapiss luys so much stress (p. 108} had been brought
forward in a mythic manner by Hesied, and in a more
definite and philosophic form by Anaxagoras the Tonian ;
whereas it is entirely wanting in the Italian Eleatics?

1 8o Rutteralsedecides,i, 1801 sg.  as plastic force; lmt this sceond
¢ The second part of Parme- part speaks only from the point of
nides’ poem (v. 131) mentions Bros  view of ordinary opinion.

¥OL. I. o
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and is of doubtful value among the Pythagoreans. Tt is
true that the belief in the fransmigration of souls was
shared by Pherecydes with Pythagoras, but this isolated
doctrine, which is rather religious than philosophie,
cannot be taken as decisive for the pasition of Phere-
eydes in history. Further, if we connect Xenophaunes
with Pytbagoras, as DParmenides iz connected with
Xenophanes, or Anaximenes with Anaximander, we
ignore the internal difference which exists between
the Eleatic stand-point and the Pythagorean. Tt is
manifostly improper to treat a doctrine which has a
principle of its own, essentially distinet (rom the
Pythagorean prineiple, and which developed itself in a
geparate school, as a mere continmation of Pytha-
gorism. Again, as we shall presently show, to place
Empedocles exclusively in the Pythagorean-Eleatic
series 1s to closs our eyes to zll aspects of the question
but one. TLastly, what right has Braniss to pass over
the later development of Pythagorism accomplished
by Philolaus and Archytas; and the development of the
Eleatic doctrive effected by Zeno and Melissus, while
be recognises men like Anaximenes and Diogenes of
Apollonia, who were in no way more important, as
representatives of particular stages of development ?
His scheme is a Procrustean bed for historical pheno-
mena, and the Doric Philogophy suffers doubly. At
the one end it is produced beyond its natural propor-
tions, and at the other it iz denuded of members which
are essentially part of its growth.

The same holds good of Petersen’s! earlier attempt

¥ Philol. hist. Sted. pp. 1-40, p, 285 sqq.), from whom the abmra
On the other hapd. of. Hermane remarks are partly taken,
(Zeitachr, fiir Altoribumsw., 1884,
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to determine the historical relation of the pre-Socratie
schools. Here, too, the general priveiple is the oppo-
gition of realism, or rather materialiem, and idealism,
This opposition developes itself in three sections, cach
of which is again subdivided into two parts: first, the
opposing elements stand over against one another in
sharp contrast; and secondly, there arise varions at-
tempts to conciliate them, which, however, accomplish
no real adjusbment, but still incline to one or other of
the two sides. In the first section, the oppositions
begin to develop themselves—the mathematieal idealism
of the Doric Pythagoreans confronts the hylozoistia
materialism of the older Ionians (Thales, Anaximander,
Anaximenes, Heracleitus and Dicgenes), A reconcilia-
tion Is next attempted on the idealistic side by the
Eleaties ; on the materialistic by the physician Elothales
of Cos, his son Epicharmus and Alemngeon, In the
second section, the contrasts become more marked ; we
encounter, on the one hand, pure materialism, in the
Atomists; on the other, pure idealismi in the later
Pythagoreans, Hippasus, (Fnopides, Ilippo, Ocellus,
Timaeus, and Archytas. Between these two, we find on
the idealistic side the pantheism of Empedocles, on thae
materislistic side the dualism of Anazagoras, In the
third and last section bhoth tendencics pushed to excess
equally lead to the destruction of Philosophy through
the scepticism of the Sophists. Thus one wuniform
gcheme s undoubtedly carried through the whole pre-
Socratic Philosophy, but it is a scheme that gearcely
corresponds with the actual order of history. Tt is
unwarrantable, as we have just seen, to divide the philo-
[
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sophers of this period into materialists, or realists, and
idealists. Nor can we, for reasons to be stated mora
fully later on, admit the propriety of placing Hera-
cleitus in one eategory with the anciené Tonians, among
the materialists. On the other hand, we must demur
to the separation of the later Pythagoreans from the
earlier; because the so-called fragments of their writings,
which alene would justify it, are certainly to be re-
garded as forgeries of the neo-Pythagorcans. Ilow the
Eleatics can be assigned to an intermediate position
hetween the Ionians and Pythagoreans, whereas they
carried to the utmost that abstraction {rom the sensible
phenomena which the Pythagoreans had begun, it ig
difficult ta say, nor can we concur in oppoging fo the
Elcatics, Elothales, Epicharmus, and Alemacon as ma-
terialists with incipient dualism. These men were not,
indesd, systematic philosephers ; but any isolated philo-
gophic sentences they adopted seern o have been chiefly
derived from the Pythagoreans and Eleatic doetrines,
Lastly, how can Empedockes be eonsidered an idealist ;
and Anaxagoras with his theory of welis a materialist?
and how can the system of Empedocles, with its six
primitive essences, of which four were of a corporeal
kind, be described as pantheism, and more particularly
as idcalistie pantheism 7!

1 Stejnhart 18 allied with Bra-
niss and Peversen (Ally. Eneykl v,

Iam, but n mixture of the Doric and
Jonic elements. The Ionic Philo-

Ersck. und Grube, dri.  Jonischs
Sekhule,) Sect. 2, vol. xxil. 457, He
distinguishes, ike them, 1he Tonic
and Doric Philosophy; in the case
of the Pythegorveans, however, und
still more in that of the Eleatics,
what he finds is not pure Dorlan-

sophy he considers to have had
three stopges of development. ln
Thales, Anaximander, and Anaxi-
menes, he says, we first find obscurs
and seattered intimations of a
spiritual power that rules in the
world. In Taracleitus, THogenes,
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The foregoing discussions have now paved the way -
for a positive delermination of the characler und course
of philosophic development during our fizst period. I
have characterised the Philesophy of that period (irre-
spectively for the present of Sophistic), as a philosophy
of nature. It is so by virtue of the objeel which oc-
cuples it: not that it limits itzelf exclusively to nature
irt the nasrower sense,—that is to say, to the corporeal,
and the forees unconseiously working in the corporcal;
for such a limit of its sphere wonld necessarily presup-
pose & diserimination of spiritual and corporeal which
does not as yet exist. DBut it is for the most part
occupied with external phenomena; the spiritual, so
far as that domain is touched, is rcgarded from the
same point of view as the eorporeal ; and consequently
there can be no independent, development of Ethics and
Dialectic. All reality is included under the conception
of Nature, and iz treated as a homogeneous mass, and
sinec that which is perceptible te the senses alwaysy
forees itself first upon our observation, it is natural that
everything should at first be derived from those prin-
ciples which appear most adapted te explain sensible
existence, Theintuition of nature is thus the starting-

and above all in Anaxagoras, the
recognition of the spiritual prinei-
plo becomes constantly clearar.
Lastly, Leucippus and Demoeritng
deny the spintusl prineiple in a
eongcions manner, and thus prapare
the destruction of this exclusively
physical philosophy. Leaving oub
of the question the opposition of
the Dorie and Ionic eclements, the
importance of which Steinhart him-
self considerably restricts, it seems

to ms a doubtful procesding to
sepurate  Empedocles  from  the
Alomists and Anazagoras, to whem
he 1g so nearly related ; nor can I
eonvinee mygelf that the Atomistic
Philosophy had its originin a reac-
tion against the theory of a world-
forming spirit, and is later in ifs
origin than the Anaxagevean phy-
sies,  And lasrly, as will presantly
appear, I cannot altogether agreec
with Stemhart’s view of Diogenes.
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point of the earliest phﬂosophj', and even when imma-
terial prineiples are admitted, it is evident that they
have been attained through reflection on the data fur-
nished by the senses, not through observation of spiritual
life, The Pythagorvean doctrine of numbers, for in-
stance, is immediately connected with the perception of
regularity in the relations of fones, in the distances and
movements of the heavenly bodies; and the doctrine of
Anaxagoras of the voiis which forms the world has refer-
ence primarily to the wise organisation of the world,
and especially to the order of the celestial system.
Even the Iilleatic theses of the uwity and unchange-
dbleness of Being are not arrived at by opposing the
spiritual as a higher reality to the sensihle pheno-
mena ; but by eliminating from the sensible all that
seems to involve a contradiction, and by conceiviug the
corporeal or the plenum in an entirely abstract manner,
Here too, therefore, it is, gercrally speaking, nature
with which Philosophy is coneerned.

To this its object, thought still stands in an imme-
tiate relation, and considers the material investigation
of nature as its first and only problem. The knowledge
of the ohjeet is not as yet dependent on the sell-know-
ledge of the thinking subject, on a definite conscious-
ness of the nature and conditions of knowing ; on the
discrimination of seientifie eognition and unseientific pre-
sentation. This discrimivation is constantly spoken of
from the time of Heracleitus and Parmenides, but- it
appears, not as the busis, but only as a consequence of
the enquiry into the nature of things. Parmenides
denies the trustworthiness of the sensuous pereeption,
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because it shows g an'#mmoveable Being ; Empedocles,
hecause it makes the union and separation of material
substances appear as a process of Lecoming and passing
away; Democritus and Anaxagoras, because it cannot
reveal the primitive constifuwents of things. We find
in these philosophers no definite principles as to the
nature of knowledge which might serve to rcgulate
objective enquiry, in the way that the Socratic demand
for knowledge based on conceptions probably served
Plato: and though Iarmenides and Empedocles in
thelr didactic poems exhort us to the thoughtful con-
sideration of things, and withdrawal from the scnses,
they do so zlmost always in an exceedingly vague
manner; and it does not follow because such a diserimi-
nation finds place in their poerrs, that in their systems
it may not be the consequence instead of the presuppo-
sition of their metaphysie. Although, therefore, their
metaphysic laid the foundation for the after develop-
ment of the theory of knowledge, it is not ilself, as yet,
a theory of knowledge. The pre-Socratic Philosophy
is, a8 to its form, a dogmatism : thought, fully believing
in its own veracity, applies itself directly to the object;
and the objective view of the world Lirst gives rise to
the propositions concerming the nature of knowledge
which prepare the way for the later Philosophy of con-
ceptions.

If we ask, lastly, what are the philosophie results of
the first period, we find, as hay already been pointed
out, that the pre-Socratic systems a.ttempted 10 aceu-~
rate Giserimination between the spmtuaT and the cor-
poreal. The early Tonian physicists derived everything
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from matter, which they held to Le moved and animated
by its own inherent force. The Pythagoreans substitute
number for matter ; the Eleatics, Being, regarded as in-
variable Unity: but ncither of them, as we have already
remarked, distinguished the incorporeal principles as to
their essential nature, from the corporeal phenomenon.
Consequently, the incorporeal prineiples are themselves
apprehended materially, and so in man, soul and body,
ethical and physical, are considered frem the same
points of view. This confusion is particularly striking
in Heracleitus, for in his conception of everliving fire
he directly unites primitive matter with motive force
and the law of the universe, The Atomistio philoso-
phy is from the outset directed to a strictly material
explunation of nature, and therefore neither within
man nor without him does it recognise any immaterial
element. Even Empedocles eanndt have apprehended
his moving forees in a purely intellectual manner, for
he treats them precisely like the corporeal elements
with which they are mingled in things; so too in man
the spiritual intermingles with the corporeal ; blood is
the faculty of thought. Anaxzagoras was the first to
teach definitely that the spirit is unmized with any
material element; but In Anaxagoras we reach the
Mmit of the ancient Philosophy of Nature. Moreover,
according to him, the world-forming spirit operates
merely as a force of nature, and is represented in a half
sensible form as a more subtle kind of matter. This
particular example, therefore, cannat affect our previous
judgment of the pre-Sceratic Philosophy so far as ifs
general and predominant tendeney is concerned.
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All these tratts lead ug to recognise as the charac-
teristic peculiarity of the first period, a preponderance of |
natural research over introspective reflsction ; an absorp-

tion with the outer world which prevents thought from

bestowing separate study on any object besides nature,
from distinguishing the spiritual from the corporeal in
an cxact and definite manner; from seeking out the
form and the laws of scientific procedure for themselves.
Overborne by external impressions, man at first fecls
himgelf a part of nature, he therefore knows no bigher
problem for his thought than the investigation of
nature, he applies himself to this problem, impartially
and directly, without stopping previously to enquire
into the subjective conditions of knowledge ; and even
when hig investigation of nature itself carries him be-
yond the sensible phenomena as soch, yet he does not
advance beyond nature considered as a whole, to an
ideal Being, which has its import and its subsistence
in itself. Behind the sensible phenomcna, forces and
substances are indeed sought which eannot be perceived
by the senses; but the effects of these forces are the
things of nature, the essences mot apprehended by
sense are the substance of the sensible itself, and no-
thing besides; » spiritual world side hy side with the / J
material world has not vet heen discovered. -
How far this description applies also to Sophistic
we have already seen.  The interest of natural vesearch
and the belief in the truth of our presentments are
now at an end, but no new road to knowledge and higher
reality is as yet pointed out ; and far from opposing the
kingdom of the spirit to nature, the Sophists regard
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man himself as a merely sensnous being. Although,
therefore, the pre-Socratic wvatursl philosophy is
abolished in Sophistie, Sophistie like ifs predecessors
kunows of nothing higher than Nature, and has no other
material to work on ; the change consists not in oppos-
ing a new form of seience to a previous form, but in
making use of the existing elements, particularly the
Eleatic and Heracleitean dootrines, to introduce doubt
into seientific consciousness, and to destroy belief in
the possibility of knowledge.

Thus we are compelled, by the results of our in-
vestipation, to bring the three oldest sehools of Philo-
sophy—the Ionian, the Pythagorean, and the Eleatic—
into & closer connection than has hitherto been cug-
tomary. They are not only very near to each other in
respect to time, but are munech more alike in their
scientific character than might at first sight be sup-
posed.  While they agree with the whole of the early
Philosophy in directing their enquiries to the explana-
tion of nature, this tendency is in their case more
particularly shown in a search for the substantial
grownd of things: in dermandimg what things are in
their proper essence, and of what they consist; the
problem of the explanation of Becoming, and passing
away, of the movement and multiplicity of phenomena
iz not as yeb distinctly grasped. Thales makes all
things originate and consist in water, Anaximander in
infinite matter, Auazimencs in air; the Pythagoreans
say that everything is Number ; the Eleaties that the All
is one invariable Being, Now it is true that the Elea-
tics alone, and they only subsequertly to Parmenides,
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denied movement and Becoming, whereas the Ionians
and the Pythagoreans minutely deseribe the formation
of the world. But they neither of them propounded
the question of the possibility of Becoming and of
divided Being in this peneral manner, nor in the estab-
lishment of their principles did they attempi particular
definitions in regard to it. The loniang tell us that the
primitive matter changes; that from matter, originally
onse, contrary clements were separated and combined in
various rclations to form a world. The Pythagoreans
gay that magnitudes are derived from numbcers, and
from magnitudes, badies ; but on what this proccss was
based, how it came abount that matter was moved aund
transmuted, that numbers produced something other
than themselves, —they make no seientific atlempt to
explain. What they seek is nof so much o explain
phenomena from general principles, as to reduce phe-
nomena to their fivst principles, 'Lheir scientific in-
tevest is eoncerned rather with the identical essence
of things, the substance of which all things consist,
than with the multiplicity of the phenomena and the
causes of that multiplicity, When the Eleaties, there-
fore, cntirely denied the Becoming and the Many they
merely called in question an unproved presupposition
of their predecessors 5 and in apprehending all reality
as a unity absolutely excluding multiplicity, they only |
carried out more perfectly the tendeney of the two/
older schools, Heracleitus was the first to sec in
motion, change, and separation, the fundamental
quality of the primitive essence; and the polemic of
Parmenides fiset occasioned Philosophy to enquire more
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thoroughly iato the possibility of Becoming.! With
Heracleitus, then, philosophie development takes a new
direction : the three oldar systems, on the eontrary, fall
together under the same class, inasmuch as they are
all satisfied with the intnition of the substance of which
things consist, without expressly seeking the cause of
multiplieity and chaoge, as gsueh, This substance was
sought by the Tonians in a corporeal matter, by the
I’ythagoreans in number, by the Eleatics in Being as
such, By the first it was apprehended sensuously, by
the second mathematically, by the third metaphysi-
cally; but these differences only show us the gradual
development of the same tendency in a progression from
the conerete to the abstvact ; for number and mathe-
matical form are a middle term hetween the sensible
and pure thought; and were afterwards regarded, by
Plato especially, as their proper connecting link.

The turning-point which T here adopt in the
development, of the pre-Socratic Philesophy has been
already remarked by other historians in respect of the
Ionian schools.  On this ground Schleiermacher® first
distinguished two periods in the Ionian Philosophy, the

! From this point of view it conception of Deing and Beeoming.

might seem preferable to commence
the second ssetion of the first period
with Parmenides, as woll as Hera-
cleitug, ag my critie in the Heperfe-
riwm of Gersdort {1844, IL 23, p.
338) proposes, sesing that up to the
time of these two philosophers (as
he chserves) the question, whencs
all things avose, had been answered
by theorice of matter, and that
Hearacleitus and Parmenides were
the first to engnire coucerning the

But the eonneetion between Parme-
uides and Xenophanes would thus
be broken ; and as the docbrine of
Parmenides, in spite of all its his-
torieal and scientific importance,
approximates clesely in its content
and tendeney to the earbier sys-
tems, it appears on the whole bat-
ter to make Heracleitns nlone the
starting-point of the second section.

2 Gesch. der PRl (Porl. v, J.
1812) p. 34.

www.holybooks.com



8/22
EARLIER AND IATER PHYSICISTS. 305

second of which begins with Heracleitus, Between
this philosopher and his predecessors, he says, there is a
considerable ehronological gap, probably in consequence
of the interruption occasioned to philosophie pursuits
by the disturbances in JTonia. Moreaver, while the
three most ancient lonians eame from Miletus, Philo-
sophy now spreads itself geographically over a much |
wider gphere.  Also, in the content of his philosophy,
Heracleitus rises far above the earlier physicists, so-
that he may, perhaps, have derived little from them,
Ritter,! teo, acknowledges that Heracleitus differs in
many respects from the older Tonians, and that his
theory of the universul force of nature places him
guite in a separate order from them. DBrandiz?® in
still eloser agreement with Schleiermacher, holds that
with Heracleitus commenees a new period in the de-
velopment of the Ionian Philosophy, to which, besides
Heracleitus, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Leueippus, De-
moeritus, Diogenes, and Archelaus likewise hbelong;
all these being distinguished from the earlier philo-
sophers by their more scientific attempts to derive the
muitiplicity of particulars from a primitive ecause, by
their more explicit recogoition or denial of the dis-
tinetion between spirit and matter, as also of a Divinity
that forms the world ; and by their common endeavour
to establish the reality of particulurs and their varia-
tions in epposition to the doctrine of the Eleatic One.
These remarks are quite true, and only, perhaps, open to
question with regard to Diogenes of Apollonia. But it

b Geseh. der Phil. 242, 248; 2 Grr.-rom. PRil 1. 149,
Ion. Phil. 85,
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is not enongh to make this difference the dividing-line
between two classes of Ionie physiologists; if is deeply
rooted in the whole of the pre-Socratic Philosophy.
Neither the doctrine of Tmpedocles, nor that of Anaxa-
goras, nor that of the Atomists can be explained by the
devclopment of the Tonian physiology as such; their
relation to the Wleatics is not the merely negative rela-
tion of dizallowing the denial of Reality, Becoming, and
Multiplicity ; they positively learned a good deal from
"the Eleatic school. They all acknowledge thes great
prineiple of the system of Parmenides, that there ig no
Becoming or passing away in the strict sense of the
terms; consequently they all explain phenomens from the
combination and separation of material elements, and
they in part horrow their concept of Being directly from
the Eleatic metaphysics. They onght, therefore, to he
placed after the Eleatie school, and not before it. In.
regard to Heracleitus, it is less certain whether, or how
far, he eoncerned himself with the beginnings of the
Eleatic Philosophy ; in peint of fact, however, his posi-
tion is not only entirely antagonistic to the Eleatics, but
he may generally he said to enter upon a new course
altogether divergent from that hitherto followed. In
denying all fixedness in the constitution of things, and
recognising the law of their variability as the only per-
manent element in them, he declares the futility of the
previous science which made matter and snhstance the
chief object of enguiry; and asserts the investigation
of the causes and laws which determine Becoming and
Change to be the true problem of Philozophy. Thus,
although the gquestion as to the essence and material
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substance of things was not overlooked by Hera-
gleitus and his followers, any more than the account of
the formation of the world was omitted by the Ionians
and Pythagoreans, the two elements stand with each of
them in a very different relation. In the one case, the
enquiry as to the substance of things is the main point,
and the notions 'dbqut their origin are dependent upon
the answer given to thiy question; in the other, the
chief guegtion is that of the causes of Becoming and
Change, and the manner of eorceiving the original
substance of Being depends upen the detcrminations
which appear necessary to the philosopher to explain
Becoming and Change. The Tonians make things arise
out of the rarefuction and condensation of & primitive
matter, because this best adapts itself to their notion
of primitive matter; the Pythagoreans hold to a
mathematical congtruction, because they reduee every-
thing to number; the Elestics deny Decoming and
Motion, becanse they find the esgenece of things in
Being alone. On the contrary, Heracleitns makes fire
the primitive matter, because on this theory only can
he explain the flux of all things; Empcdocles presup-
poses forr elements and two moving forces ; Leucippus
and Democritus presuppose the atoms and the wvoid,
becanse the multiplicity of phenomena seems to them
to require a multiplieity of material primitive elereents,
and the change in phenomens a moving cause; Anaxza-
goras was led by similar considerations to his doctrine
of the ocumowopepi and the world-intelligence. Both
sets of philosophers speak of Being and Becomiug ; but
in the one ease the definitions respecting Becoming
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appear only as a consequence of their theory of Being;
in the other, the definitions of Being are merely pre-
suppositions in the theory of Becoming, In assigning,
therefore, the three most ancient schools te a first
division of pre-Socratic Philosophy, and Heracleitus,
and the other physicists of the fifth century to a second,
we follow not merely the chrouological order, but the
internal relation of these philosophers,

The course of philosophic development in the second
divigion may be more precisely deseribed as follows :—
First, the law of Becoming is proelaimed by Heracleitus
unconditionally as the universal law of the world ; the
reason of which he secks in the original constitution of
matter. The concept of Becoming is next enquired
into more particularly by Empedocles and the Atornists,
Generation is identified with the union, and decease
with the separation of material elements : consequently,
a plarality of original material elements is assumed,
the motion of which has to he conditioned by a sccond
principle distinet from them; but whereas Empedocles
" makes his primal elements of matter qualitatively dif-
ferent onc from another, and places over against them
moving foree in the mythical forms of friendship and
discord, the Atomists recognise only a mathematical
difference between the primitive bodies, and seek to
explain their motion in a purely mechanical manner
from the operation of weight in empty space; space
they consider indispensable, because without it, as they
believe, no plurality and no change would be possible.
This mechanical explanation of Nature Anaxagoras finds
inadequate. He therefore sets spirit beside matter as
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raoving cause, diseriminates them one from the other as
the compound and the simple, and defines primitive
matter as a mixture of all particnlar matters; a mix-
ture, however, in which these particular matters exist
and arce already qualitatively determined. Heraclei-
tus explains these phenomena dynamieally, from the
qualitative change of onc primitive matter, which is
conceived as essemtially and perpetually changing ;
Fmpedoeles and the Atomic philosophers explain them
mechanically, from the union and separation of different
primitive matters; Anaxagoras finally iz persuaded that
they are not to bhe explained by mers matter, but by
the working of the spirit upon matter. At this point,
in the nature of the case, the purely physical explana-
tion of nature iz remouneced ; the discrimination of spivit
from matter, and the higher rank which it assumes in
opposition te matter, demands u recasting of seience
generally on the basis of this convietion, As, however,
Thonght is as yeb incapable of such a tasi, the imme
diate resnlt is that philosophy is bewildered in regard
to its general vocation, despairs of objective knowledge,
and places itself, as o means of formal developruent, in
the setvice of the empirical subjectivity which acknow-
ledges the validity of no universal law. This is effected
in the third scetion of the pre-Socratic Lhilosophy by
means of Sophistiet

! Tennemaon and Fries adopt  distinguish the {wo main eurrents
this arrangemens of the pre-Soeratic  of anoient physics, and, as befors
schools on purely chronological notieed, he separates Sophistio from
grounds. legel bases it on seien-  the other pre-Soeratic doerrines. Lt
tifie observations eoneerning the s Lo be found, too, in Brauiss, to

internal relation of the systems, whoge general presupposition I
He does not, however, expressly must nevertholess demur,  Among

YOL. 1. P
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the mors recent wrilers, Noack,
and previously Schwegler, sdopt. my
view ; Haym, on the contrary (Ally.
Frrce/k Secd, 3 B, xxiv. p. 25 8q4.),
though in lharmony with me ig
nther respects, p'l'iccw, Heractoitns
before the Eleatics, In kis historyof
Greek Philosophy, v 11 sq. Schweg-
ler diseusses: 1, the Ionians; 2,
the Pythagoreans; &, the Eleaties;
and 4, Sophistic, ag the transition to
the second period.  He defends
the subdivigion of the Ionians into
eurlier and later, for the reasons
stated on p. 202 sq.; and assions
tothecarlior, Thales, Anaximander,
and Anaximenes ; to the later, He-
racleitus, Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
and Demperitns.  So also Ribbing
{ Platon. Ideenledre, 1. 6 8qq.) con-
#idors  that  sinece  Heracleitus,
Empedocles, the Atomists, wnd
Anaxagoras are, In their prineiples,
lower than the Pythaporcans and
Teleatics, they, as weoll as the older
Ionians, must be plassd before
them. Ueberweg has the fallow-
ing division: 1, the oldor Jonians,
including  Heraeleitue; 2, the
FPythagoreans 3 3, the ZEleaties;
4, Lmpadocles, Anazagoras, and
the Atomisis.  The Sophists be
places in the second period, of which
they form the first ehnptor ; Socen.
tes and his successors, as far as
Aristotle, constitute the second;

THE PRE-SGCRATIC PHILOSOPHY,

Stoicism, Epicureanism, and Scep-
ticizm, the third. T cannot now
enter upon any detailed examina-
tion of thesedifferent elassifications.
It will be seen in the course of
this cxposition what are my objec-
tiens to the theorr of Strizmpeil
(Greseh, der Theoret. Phil. der Grie-
chaw, 1854, p. 17 sg.), in point of
chronology as well as the internal
asperts of the subject. IHis expo-
sition of the pre-Socratic Philoso-
phy is as follaws : First, the older
Ionian Physiclogists, starting from
the contemplation of the changes
iz nature, arrive in Heracleitus at
the eonception of eriginal Decoming.
To this doctrine the Eleatics op-
pose & sysiem which entirely denies
Becoming, whllecontpmpnr;meuukly
the later Physicists, on the one
gide Diogenes, Leusippug, and De-
moeritus ; on the othex, Fmpedo-
cles and Annzagores, reduce it to
mere motion, A reconciliation of
the upposition hetween Becoming
and Teing, apd between Opinion
and Xnuwledge, was attempted by
the Pythagoreans ; and Sophistie
is 4 dl.ill_(-t,lc solufion of this appo-
sition. It will sufflec at present
v gay that the position of Hera-
cleitug, the Eleatics, Diogenss, and
more eypeeially the Pw,t]:a"nrmna
appear lo me mors or Jess misre-
PICSLITt{,d. by thIS dI‘I‘ﬁHgLHlEHL

www.holybooks.com



8/22

THALES.

211

§ L—THE FARLIER IONTANS, THE PYTHA-
GOREANS AND ELEATICS,

THE EALRLIER JONTAN DHYSICS.!

I THALES:?

Trares is reputed to be the founder of the Jonian
Naturalistic Philosophy. He was a citizen of Miletus,
a contemporary of Solon and Creesus,® whose ancestors

! Ritter, Gesch. der fon. PR,
1821, Steinhaxt, Jon. Sehule, Allg.
Encyk. v.; Lrsch und Gruber, Sect.
I1., vol. xxii. 457-400.

2 Diecker, Ite Thalete Milesio.
Halle, 1865, Older monographs
in Ucherweg, Grundrise. der Gesch,
der Phil., i. 35 sq., 3rd edition.

# This is beyond question; but
the ehronology of his life (on which
of, Diels on the Chroniele of Apol-
todorus, Rheim. Mus, xzxi. 1, 18
sq.) eannot be more precisely fixed.
According to Diogenes i, 37, Apol-
lodorus placed hig birth in the
first year of the 3dth Olympiad,
ie 640-639 2o, Eunsebive plaves
it in the sceond year of the 8ith
Olympiad, and Hisronymnus also in
the Sath Olympiad, Chron. 1. Buog
this statement is probably founded
only on sotee apprbximate calenla-
tion of the eclipse of the sun,
which Thales is said to havoe pre-
dicted (vide infr.p. 213, 8), This is
not, asused formerly to be supposed,
the eelipse of 610 B.c.; Dbut, ae-
eording to Aicy (On ths Eelipses of
Agaihorles, Thales, and Xerves,
Philosophical  Fransaetions, vol.
exliti, p. 179 s0q.}; Zech (Asirono-
mische Untersuchungen der wick-
tigeren Finsternisse, &o., 1803, p. 57,
with which cf. Usberwer, Grusd-
riss der @Gesch., der Phil, 1. 36,

third edition) ; Hansen (Abiand-
lungen der kinigl. siichs. Gesellsch,
der Wisseuschaft. vol. xi,; Marh.
phys. Kl vol. vil p. 879) ; Martin
(dfcvee drekbologigue, nour. sér,, vol.
ix. 1864, p. 184), and other autha-
rities, that which occurred on the
23th, ux, aceording to the Grego-
rian ealendar, the 22nd of May,
583 m.e.  Pliny, in his Nuatural
History, it. 12, 53, places it 1n the
fonrth year of the 48th Olympiad
(6845 B.C.), 170 a,v.c.; Eudemus
ap. Clemens, Stromata, 3. 302 A,
about the fourth year of the 50th
Olympind (580-576); Euschius in
his Clron, in OL 49, 3, 582_1;
they, therefore, tako the second
eclipse, which 1s most aceurately
caleuiated Dy Pliny. About the
same time {under the Archon Da-
mastus, 586 v.c.) Demetring Phale-
reus ap. Diog. 1. 22 makes Thales
and the rest to have received their
designation of the seven wise men.
According to Apollodorus, Diog,
i. 38, Thales was 78 years old;
{Decker’s proposal, p. 18 sq.. to sub-
stitute 95 does not commend itself
to me). according to Sosierates
{(#hid.), 80; according to TPsendu
Lucien( Macreh. 18),100: aceording
to Syueell. {p. 213 C3, more than
100, His death is placed by Dio-
genes, {oe. ¢if, in the 58th Olym-
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are said to have immigruted to their later home from
Pheeuicia, but more probably from Beeotia.! The con-

piad ; likewise by Euschius, Hioro-
nymug, and Cyrillus, fog, eif, ; but
in that ease, as is shawn by Diels,
apd coufirmed by Porpbyry (ap.
Abulforadasch, p. 33, ed. Pococke),
his bivth cannot have been ussign-
ad hy Apolledorus to Ol 35, 1, but
to ObL 89, 1 (824 me.; 40 years
Lefore the eclipse), and the diver-
gent statements must be aseribed
te some ancient eorruption of the
toxt, in fhe source consulted by
Diogenes, As 10 the manner of
Thales’s denth and his burinl-place,
some notrustworthy accounts arve
to be found i Diog, i 8%, it 4
Plut., &ofon, 12; some spigrams
relating to him, in Awthol. vil. 83
sq., Diog. 34, Whether the Thales
mentioned in Arvist, Folif, . 12,
1274 a, 25, as the scholar of Ono-
maeritus, and the teacher of Liy-
curgus and Zalencus, iz the Milesinn
philosapher, or some other perso,
matters litile; and the votavour-
able judgment, which, according
to Atistutle, ap, Diog. i1, 46 (if,
infdead, the statement boe his at all),
Pherenydes passed upon Thales, ig
erqually unimportant.

" Herodotns, 1. 170, suys of
him : QdAcw Grlpbs Midnoioy, 70
dudnuber  ydvos Edvros Golvmos
Clemens, Strom. 1, 802 O, simply
calls hin $oiwd 5 yévas ; and, ac-
cording to Dingenes, i, 22, twhere,
however, Riper, Philol. xxx, 583,
proposes to Tead émpArTelfyoaw,
and 7Afoy), he seems to huve
Teen vegavded as a Thenician im-
migrant, settled in Miletus. This
statement 1s probably founded on
the fuct that his ancestors belonged
to the Cadmean teibe in Beotia,
who were intermingled with the

Teniang of Asia Minor (Herod. i
146 ; Strabo, xiv. 1, 4, 12, p. 634,
656 ; Pansan.vil. 2,7). Aceording to
Pansanins, a great number of The-
ban Cadmeans established them-
selvey in Priene, for which reason
the name of the place was altered
to Cadme. Hellanicus in Hesyohius
sub voc, also calls the inhabitants
of Priene Kefipioe, For Dingenes,
1. 22, says: fiv rofrvr & Qordys, bs
ptv ‘BpdSoras xal Acvpes kel Anpd-
kpTds oner, TaTpds ptr “Efouiow,
umrpds BE KheoBouvhlrys, &c 7ow
Qnaddr (or @aauB) of elm dafvi-
ies, elpevéoTarer v Grd EdSpov
kal "Avfropes. He thus ezplains
the ®eint by *descendant of Uad-
mus’; following cither Thiris or
Yemooritug, or, at any rate, some
rery trustworthy source.  Herodo-
tus, howsver, shows by the word
dwéraber that not Thales himself,
but only his romote ancestors had
helonged to the Phenicizns. If
Thales was only in thizs sensa
®av:d, his nationality, even if the
story of the immigration of Cad-
mus have any foundation in his-
tory, is Greek and not Phanician ;
nor is this statement aflected by
the circumstanes (vide Schuster,
Acta soe. phifol, Lips. iv. 328 sq. 3
of. Decker, Ds Thale, 9) that the
father of Thales perhaps Lore
& nmame that was Pheenielan In its
origin,  Diog,, foe. eit., and 1, 20,
according 1o our text, calls him in
the genitive ‘Efoplov. For this we
st read ‘Efeudor ; and some
manuscripts  have CEfapdhou or
*Efaguodhov, which certainly points
to & Semitic extraction, Hui this
Green-Phenician name, like that
of Cadmus and many others, may
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sideration in which he was held by his fellow-citizens is
sufficiently shown by the place which he cceupies ag

chief of the seven sages.!

This has reference in the first

instance, it is true, to his practical ability and worldly
prudence of which other proofs have come down to us;?
but we hear also that he distinguished himself by his
knowledge of mathematies and astronomy,® and that he

have becn kept up centuries long
among the Thanicians settled in
Greeco. W cannot iofer from it
a direet Pheenician descent, cither
for Thales or his father. His
mother’s nane Is wholly Greek.

P OE po 119 sg.; Timon ap,
Diog. 1. 34; Cie, Legy. il. 11, 26
Acad, 1. 37, 118; Aristophanes,
Mands, 180 ; Rirds, 1009 ; Plautus,
Bud. iv. 8, 64; Baech. 1. 8, 14, In
Copt. il 2, 124, Thales is a pro-
verpinl name for a great sage, For
sayings aseribod to him of Diog. i
35 3qq. ; Stobans, Flord. 1ii. 79, 5 ;
Tlatarch, 8. szp, cona. o, 9.

? Agrording to Herodotus, i
170, he ecounselled the Tomans, be-
tore their subjugation by the Per-
sians, to forn a confederslion with
a nnited central government to re-
sist them ; und, aceording to Dieg.
26, ib was he who dissuaded the
Milesians from provoking the dan-
gerous enmity of Cyrus by an
slliance with Cresus. It is not
consistent with this, and in itsclf
is hardly credible that he shounld
have accompanied Creesus in his
expedition against Cyrus (as Horo-
dotus velutes, 1, 73), and by plan-
ning a canal, should have enabled
him to eross the Halys, It is still
more ioeredible that Thales, the
first, of the seven wisc men, should
have becn such an unpractieal
theorist, as & well-known anecdote

represents him,  Plate, Theefefus,
174 2; Diog. 31, ef. Arist. Frh N
vi. 7, 1141 b, 3, &e.  Little more,
hawever, is ta be saad for the story
of the o1l presses, intended to re-
fnta this opinicn; not to mention
the aneedote in Plutareh, Solasdu.
¢ 14, p. 271, The assertion (Cly-
s ap. Diog. 25), pepign abrdw
eyovirar kal Ihwardr, cannot be
true in this universal sense; and
the stories aboul his celibacy, for
which ct, Plutarch, Qu. conv, iii. 6,
3,3; 801.6,7; Diog. 28 ; Sobmus,
Irforil., 68, 28, 84, arc cqually
worthlesa. .

3 Thales iz one of the most'
calelirated of tho ancleat mathe-
maticians and astronomers. Xeno-
phanes enlogises him in  this
respect, el Diog. 3. 23: Jonel B¢
KaTd Tipas wpETes AoTpaAsyTal
kel hhtaxds éxhelbes wal Tpowds
wpoenedy, s Pnow Efiques év T
mepl THr daTporayovuéver {Fropie
e edrdy xal Bevopdyns wal *Hpddo-
705 Bavudler waprupel B avrg nol
tHpdrAerros wal Aquedapires.  FPho-
nix ap. Athen. xi, 493, d: Gards
vap, Boris Garépwr dwflrres ele.
(others vead doréwr). Strabe, xiv.
1,7, p 633: Garys, . . & mpd-
ToF  puFohovins  fpfus  dp wols

“EAAmot kel pefquerids.  Apualeius

Floril, iv. 18, p. 88 [Ild. Hippo-
Iytus Hef. kaer. i, 1; Proclus i
Kuelid, 19 (vide following note).
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was the first to transplant the elements of these scicnees

The snecdots quoted frem Plato,
Thewt. 174 A, in the previous vote,
has refrrence to his reputation as
an astronoragr. Among the proofs
reluted of his astronomieal know-
ladge, the best known is the above-
mantioned prediction of the celipso
whieh oecurred daring a battle he-
tween the armies of Alyattes and
Clyaxares or Astyages (Herod. 1
74 Fudemus ap, Clem. Sérom.
i #0602 A; Cic. Divin, 1. 49,112,
Pliny's Hist. Nat. it 12, #3); 16
was probably in conscquence of
this that the prediciion and expla-
nation of solar and lunmar celipscs
genarally were aseribed to him.
iSee Doy, lec. ¢if.; Eusebins, I'r. Bu.
x. 14, 6; Aucrustme Civ. Dei, vitt,
2; Plutm'ch Plac. i, 24; Stobeeus,
Ea.ﬂ. i 528, 580 ; Simplicitw, n
Categ. Sckol. in Arist. 62 a, 1, 65
a, 30; Ammonius, ibid. 81 1, 18
Schol. in Plat. Remp. p.420; Bekk.
Cig, Hep. 1. 18. Theoin the pas-
sage taken from  Dereyllides,
Astron, o 40, p. 334 Mart, und re-
peaterl by Anacolius, in Fabrie.
Bibt, gr 13i. 464, The lattor sags,
fullowing Eudemus ; Sarfs 5] cipe
wparros ) Giloy Teheudny wal Thy nord
Ths Tpomwas ovrod wepioBor {al.
wdpoday| ds olwe Yon del ougBalver
(On this opinion, which we meet
with elsewhere, ef. Martin los. cif.
p. 48). ~In partial agreement with
this, Diogenes says (1. 24 sq 27)
that Thales discovered +iw é&nd
7powiis éwl Tpamhy wdpaler of the
sun, and declared the sun to be
720 times as large as the moon,
He, or according to others, Pytha-
poras, first proved that thetriangles
constructed on the diameter of a
circle are rectangles {mpérov rara-
yodgos  KORAOY *d Tpiywror dpbo-
sydwior) s that he perfeeted the

theory of the okeRagpd Tpiyere
{Cobet: orar. el Tply), and in
general the ypapaixy Gempia; de-
termined the seasons, divided the
year into 365 days, measured the
height of the pyramids by the
length of their shadow {this aceord-
ing to Hicronymns; the sume in
Thiny, Hist. Nat. xxxvi. 12, 82; a
Bttle differentiy in Plutarch 8. sap.
eonw. 2, 4, 147); Callimuehus ap.
Diog. 22 says thal he wus the fivst
to mark out tho eonstellation of
the Little Bear, which s repeated
by Theo in dreti Phen. 37, 39,
and by the Scholiast of Plate, p.
420, No. 11, Bekker. Proclns as-
serts that ke first showed that the
dismeter halved ihe ecirels (i
Fuciid, 44, 157 Friedl), and that
in an isosceles triangie, the angles
at the base are egmal (ibid. 67
and 250 Friedl); that the angles
at the vertex are equal {fhid. V9,
a, 299, secording to Eudemus);
that triangles are equal when
they hare two angles and one
side equal to ome another; and
that Ly means of this proposition
the distance of ships on the sea
eould be measured (ihid. 92 [252] 5
this is alse on the autherity of
Endowmus)y,  Apuleins, Flor. iv.
18, p. 88 H,, says that Thales dis-
eovered femporum ambitus, venlo-
rum flatus, stellarium  meatus,
fomitrumm sanorg mirecile, siderein
ubligua currvicula, solis annua rever-
#oenls (the 7pomal, the solstices of
which Theo and Dicgenes in the
previously guoted passages, the
Scholiast oo Plato, p. 420 Bekk,
spenk); also the phases and eclipees
of the moon, and a method of de-
termining guoticnt d0l magnitudine
sun elreulum, quen permeal, meti-
atwr.  Stobmous aseribes to him
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into Greece from the counbries of the east and south.!

semo other philosophical and phy-
gical theories hersafter o be men-
tioned, alse the division of the
heayens into five zones (£l 1. 502,
Plutarch, Plee. ii. 12, 1); the dis-
corery that the moonis illuminated
by the sun (ibid., 538, Plae. il 28,
3), the explanation of her monthly
obseuration, and of hor ectipses,
580, Pliny, Hist, Nat. vili. 25, 213,
mentions a theory of his about the
Tloiades, and Theo in dras. 174, a
passage relativp. to tha Ilyades.
According to Clecro, Fep, 1. 14, he
madec the first eelastial plohe ; and,
aceording  to Philostratus, dpol/.
if. 5, 3, he observed the stars from
Mycale. How much of these re-
porls is true eannot now be ascer-
tained ; that the predietion of the
eelipze of the sun eavnot be histo-
rical, Murtin shows in the Febus
Arehéologique, nowy. sér. vol, ix,
{18684) 170 sqq.; ef especially p,
181 sq.

1 Arithmetic, says Proclus, in
Fueli, 19, 0 [65] was discovered by
the Phenicians; Geometry by the
Egyptians, on the oceasion of the
overflowing of the Nile, Garfs &
wpédror eis Alyumrov Dby peTiyn-
yer eis Ty ‘EAMESe T Oewpiar
Tabrgy, xal TeARE wiv abrhy elpe,
moAA@r §¢ TES Gpxds 7ol wer abriv
ipnyheare. Whenes Proclus gat
this information he does not state,
and though it s not improbable
that Fuderaus may be his au-
thoriry, we know not whother tho
whole account ¢omes from that
souree, nor who may he tho autho-
ritics of Eudemus.  Thales’s Egyp-
tian journey, his interecurse with
the priests of that country, and
the mathemalieal knowledge which
he gained from them are spoken
of by Pumphile and Hieronymus,

ap. Diog. 24, 27; thoauthor of the
letter to Pherecydes, iid, 43
Phny, Hiw. Nef xxxvio 12, 8%;
Flutarch, e fs. 10, v. 3564, S. sap.
eany. 2, p. 1365 Ploe. 1. 8, );
Clemens, Stromaie, 1, 300 D, 502;
Tamblichus w, Pythag. 12, Scho-
fast in Plato, p. 420, No. il
Bekk. (ef. Decker, foe. cif., . 26
%q.), 4 conjecture ag to the reason
of the overflowings of the Nile was
also attributed to Thales, and may
perhaps be comnected. with this
statement {Diodor. . 38, Dieg. i.
37).  Ifit be truethat Thules was
engaged in trade (Plutarch, Sofl. 2,
assorls this, prefixing ‘ darly’), we
might euppose that he was first led
to Egypt by his commercial jour-
ney¥s, aml then made use of his
opportunity for the adynaneement
of his knowledge. We cannot)
however, regard his presenco in’
Egypt as absolutely proved, pro-
Lable ay the assertion may hos
sineo the tradition on the subject
eannot be teaced further back than
Endemus, whose date s gtill 250
or 300 yenrs trom that of Thales's
supposed journey, still less can his
acquaintance with the Chaldmans
be proved by such late and uncer-
tain testimony as that of Jasephus,
Contre Aplonem, 1. 2; or the length
of his stay in Bgypt by that of the
Flacita falsely ateributed to Plo-
tereh (1 3, 1). A schelinm (sohol,
in Ar. 533, a, 18) states that he
wig =ent for into Hgvot as oa
Leacher of Moses—a specimen of
the manner io which history was
manufastured in the Byzantine ye-
riod and even gurlier. That le de-
rived philosophical and physical
theories from the East, as well
as peometrical and mathematical
knowledge, 38 not nsserted by any
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That he inaugurated the school of ancient physicists is

affirmed by Avistotle,! and seems well established.

Hea

is at any rate the first whom we know to have instituted
any gencral cnquiry into the natural causes of things,
in contradistinetion to his predecessors, who contented
themgelves partly with mythical cosmogonies, und

partly with isolated ethieal

of our witnesses, except perhaps
Tamblichus and the author of the
Dlocite.  Rith's arfempt (Gesod,
der Abendl, Plil. 1. a, 118 sqq.) to
prove this from the affivity of his
doctrine with that of Teypt, falls
to the ground =0 scom ag we as-
eribe to Thales, eply whal thore
is good reason for ascribing to hin.

V Metapk. 1. 3, 983 b, 20,
Bonitz, in commenting on this pas-
sage, righlly reminds us that it g
not Greek Philosophy in gcnersl,
but only the Tonilan Physics, the
origin of which is here attvibuted
ta Thales. Thoophrasius says (ap.
Stmyp. Phys. 6 a, m), but oply as &
eonjecture, thut there must have
been physicists before Thales, tut
that his name cavsed them all
to be forgotten.  Plutareh, on the
other hand {8olen, e. 3, end), re-
marks that Thales was the only
one of his eontemporaries who ex-
tended hix enguiry to other than
practieal questions (wepmrépe s
xpelas hieéoBar 17 Beoply),  Simi-
larly Strabo (sup. p. 213, 3) ip-
polyt. Hefud. Her. 1. 15 Diog. 1, 24,
The assertion of Tretzas {Chil. 1,
889, xi. 74) that Phoveeydes wag
the teacher of Thales has no weipht,
and is besides contradicted by the
chronology.

@ Thales does uwot appear to
have committed his doctrines to

writing., {Diog. 1. 23, 44; Alex.

refloetions,.? In answer to

tn Metaph. 1. %, p. 21, Bon. The-
mist. O, xxvi, 517, B; Simplietus,
De an. 3 n, of. Philop. De an. C 4;
Galen. in Hipp. de Nat. hoin. 1. 25,
end, vol, xv, 60 Kuhn) Aristotle
always speaks of him from some
uncertain tradition, or from his
own canjesture (Maiaph. 1. 3, 985
b, 20 sgq., 984 u. 2; De eels, ii,
18, 204 a, 98; De an. 1. 2, 405 a,
19, ¢, 5, 411 a, 8; Palt 1 1%,
1259 a, 18, of Schwegler, i Afe-
taph, i, 4} ; stmiarly Fndemus, ap.
Proalus i» Euclid, 92 (352), Héth
(resoh. der dbendl. Plul. il u, iil.}
caneludes that tha suppased Thale-
sian writings must be genuine, he-
canse of their agreement with the
propositions attributed to Thales,
This iz a strange infarence, for in
the first place he himzelf ouly con-
siders two of the writings authen-
tie; and as to the contents of theae
two, nothing has heen handed down
to us, . These writings are the
vowrich &orpoheyie and the treatise
mepl rpowis. In the second pluec
it is obvious that traditions about
Thales's doctrive might as ocasily
have been taken from spurious
writings, as, on the other hand, the
anthors of sueh writings might
have talken advantage of floatiog
traditions. Among the works as-
eribed to Thales the pavrnch ﬁw‘?'po-
Aoyiz {mentioned by Diop. 285,
Stoapl. Phys, § 8, o) seews to have
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thiz enquiry, he declared water to he the matter of
which all things consist, and from which they must have

arisen.!

totle 2

bean the oldest.  According to
Simpliciug, it was his enly work.
THuogenes says 1t was held 1o be a
work of Phocus the Samian. Ae-
cording to Plutarch {(Ppih. orae.
18, p. 402), who considers it ge-
nuine, it was writtenin verse: it
seemns to be intended by the &y,
mentioned in Dieg. 34, Whether
tho poem, wepl weredpwr, ascribed
to him by Suiday (@ar.), is or is
oot ientical wish the rovrih
Gorporeyla, cannot be ascertained,
Two other works, which many
writers consider to be his only
writings, mepl Tpowhs kol irqueplas,
are quoted in Diog. 24 (ef. Snidas),
The Tseudo-Galen (M Hippoor,
De humor. 1. 1, 1, vol xvi, 37,
K) quobes a work, wepi dpxas ; but
this testimony is iteclf sufficient o
prove that the work is not authen-
tie.  Neither the verse quoted
Diog. 84 (cf. Deckor, 1. 40 5q.), nor
the letter (#bid. 843 sq.} can be
vonsidered as genuine. To which
of these writings Augustine refers
in @y, D. viil. 2 (whore he assorts
that Thales left books of instrue-
tion} it is not of much conséquenca
to know. 'Lhe sume may he said
of the donbtful allusions to books
of hiz in Josephus (€% Apion. 1. 3),
und of the guotations in Seneea,
Nt gu. i, 13,1, 24, 1 1v, 2, 22;
vi. 6, 17 Plutarch, Plze. i, 8; iv.
1; Diodorus, i, 88 ; Sekol. dn Apoll,
Rhod. iv. 269,

U Arist. Melapk. 1 3, 083 b,

20: BGakis per & rHS ToiwdTys

As to the reasons of this theory, nothing was
known by the ancients from historical tradition,
indeed suys that Thales may have bheen led to it

Arig-

doxrybs prrogepios B3wp elvel pnow
[se. ororxetun «al dpxip Tav bvrav]
Cle. Aead. 11, 87, 118 Thales . . .
ax agun dicit constars ommd, and
many others (a list of these is
g]\en in Decker, p. 64). We

find in Btobzus, Bl i. 290, and
almast word fur word in Justin,
Coh, ad Gr, c i Plut, DPlee. i3,
2, tha OXI]IE!%“:JDH apxiw 7 iy 6#710»
mretpnya'ro b Blwp, c-g‘ UdaTes -yup
¢uT warTe €ivne xal iy Bwp dva-
AveaBar s bul thbis is taken from
Arfstut.le, wha, shortly bofore the
words just mow guoted, says that
most of the ancient philosyphers
kuew only of material cauges: &
of wop trTw Gmarre Té Hyvre al
& of ylywerar mphror kel s b
¢PeipeTa  TeAcwTmiov , . . . ToUTA
grouxEloy Kol TabThny dpyhy ooy
clvae Tiow Bpawe,  Aristotle is, thero-
fore, in reality our ouly swurce for
the knowledge of Thales's propo-
sition.

2 Toe, o, 5. 297 AaBiy Yrws
The Orddnbwe 6 7ot warrew
bpgr Thy Tpodly byphy odowr wal
atrh T Bepudy éx Tolrou yiyrduevor
kal Tobre {Bv . . . rel B T
mhurwr TE owippaTe ThHy QUow
doyplhy Fxew, T O HBwp dpxhy Tis
plrews elvas  wols  bypols. By
bepudv is not to be understood (as
by Drandis, i, 114) warmth gene-
rally, ineluding that of the stars
{see following note); it relates to
the vital heat of animals, to which
marrwy 15 limited by the context.
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through observing that the nourishment of all animals
is moist, and that they all originate from moist germs ;
but this he expressly states to be merely his own conjec-
ture. It is only by later and less uccurate authors that
the conjecture of Aristotle is usserted as a fact, with
the farther additions that plants draw their nourish-
ment from water, and the stars themselves from damp
vapours; that all things in dying dry wp, and that
water is the all-organising and all-embracing slement ;!
that we must assume one primitive matter, becanse
otherwize it would be impossible 1o explain the trans-
formation of the elements vne into another; and that
that one matter must be water, becanse everything is
derived from water, by means of rarefaction and con-
densation.?  All this makes it difficult for ug to come
to any definite conclusion on the subject. It is possible
that the Milesian philesopher may have been influenced
by the considerations that Aristolle supposes; he may
huve started from the obscrvation that everything
living arises from a liguid, and in decaying, returns to

! Pluf. Plee. 1. 8, 2 sq. {so Fo-

phrastes doeg not relate to the rea-
grbins, Pr. Ko oxiv, 14 1, and in

sons of the system of Thales, and

esgential agreement with this,
Stobpus, loe. eit); Alex. ad Ms-
teph. ¢53 b, 18; Philoponus,
Phys. A, 102 De an. A, 4 o
Simplicins, FPhys. 6 a, 8 a; De
eelo 273 b, 36; Karst. Schol. in
Arist. Al4 a, 26. 1t has been al-
ready shawn by Ritter, 1. 214, and
Kriselie {Forschungen auf dem Ge-
binte der altwy Philosophie, 1. 36)
that Simpliciug s here speaking
only from his nwn conjecture or
that of others, that the subsequent
passage where he refers to Theo-

that we have consequently no right
tu conclude {ns Brandis does, 1. 111
8q.) the existence of trustworthy
documents eoncerning Thales's rea-
soning from the suppossd agres-
ment of Aristotlennd Theophrastus,
* Galen. De Elem. sec. Hoppocr.
i, 4, vol. i.442, 444 484, speaking
simultancously of Thales, Anaz-
imenes, Anaximander, and Herae-
leitus. It was in truth Diogcnes
of Apolloniu (vide snfre) who first
proved the unity of matter by the
transformation of the elements.
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a liquid state ; but other ohzervations may likewise have
conduced to this theory, such as the formation of selid
ground from alluvion, the fertilising power of rain and
of streams, the numerous animal population of the
walers ; in conjunction with such observations, the old
myth of Chaos and of Oceanos, the father of the gods,
may also have had some effect or him; but the exact
state of the case cannot be ascertained. Nor can we
gay whether be conceived his primitive watery matter
as infinite; for the assertion of Simplictuz! is mani-
festly based upon the Aristotelian passage which he is
elucidating ;* and this passage does mnot mention
Thales. It does not even affirm that any one of the
philosophers who held water to be the primitive matter,
expressly attributed the quality of infinity to that
element. Supposing such an assertion had been made,
it would be more reasonable to refer it to Hippe {(vide
infra) than to Thales, for the infinity of matter is else-
where universally regarded as a conception first enter-
tained by Anpsximander; Thales most likely never
raised such a question at all.

He is sald to have discriminated® from water, as

Y Phys, 108 b, m: of uév &r 71
eroyeior maT@évres ToiTo Erepor
Eneyor T4 peyéla, Homsp Qariis pé
Bdwp, ete.

* Phys 13. 4, 203 a, 16: of 62
mept piTews FravTes el dorbiorr
Erépar Twd Qlew vg gmeipw Ty
Aeyoufupy croryeluy, olov Bwp 3
depa §) T peTafl TolTwv.

3 The question there is (fua.
¢i2.) not whetlier primitive matter
is inéinite, but whether the infuite
is the predicate of a bedy from
which it is distinguished, ar is to

be keld {with Flatoand thes Pytha-
goreans) as something self-depend-
ent, existing for itself. Amatotle,
therefore, does not say all the
Physieists rogand privitive matter
as infinits, but all give to the infi-
nito some element ns substratum ;
and this he could wery well say
even if eortnin plhysicists bad ot
cxpressly mentioned ihe affinity of
the firsv principle.  The word
dmarres 18 lmited by the context
to those Physicists who admit an
Gmeigu,
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primitive matier, the deily or spirit which permeates
this matter, and from it forms the world,! Aristotle,?
however, expressly denies that the ancient physiologists,
among whom Thales stands first, distinguished the
moving cause from matter; or that any other philo-
sopher except Anaxagoras {and, perhaps, before him
Hermotimus) had brought forward the doctrine of ap
intelligence organising the world. How counld Aristotle
have used such language if he had kuown that Thales
named God the reasen of the world? But if he did not
know it, we may De sure that the asscrtions of later
writers arc not based upon historical tradition. More-
over, the doctrine which is attributed to Thales entirely
accords with the Steie theology ;® the very expression in
Stobecus appears to be borrowed from the Stole termi-
nology ; ¢ Clemens of Alexandria,” and Augustine,® dis-
tinetly declare that neither Thales nor the physicists

! Cie. A De. i 10,28, Thales
.o aguam Qiell esse dnitium re-

Tol  proyeaddsvy dypob  Bdrmup
Pelor megrichr abrob.  Philnponus,

rum, Dewm autem cam wmentem,
gt e ague citncte frgered, o state-
ment which, as Krische observes
(Forschungen, 39 #.), 13 the same
in substsnee, and Is apparently
taken originally from the same
sowree a8 that of Svobeus (Fel. 1.
36): @oAfls robr 7o Kdopev Ty
Bcby, and the similar passage in
Plut. Pige. 1. 7, 11 (vonseguently
we must not in Eus v, Fu. xiv.
16, 6, read with Gaisford : Qurfe whw
wdouor elvme Gebr, but vobr ol
wéauon Bedv),  Abhenag. Supplic e
21 ; Galen, Hist. Thil. 0. 8, p. 251
Kicha,

2 (icero, loe, it of. Stobmens,
loc, cit.: b Bt wiv Euduxor Spa cal
Saudrwr TATpest Brinerr 3¢ el il

Dz dn. 0.7 u, makes Thales to
have said: &s % mpdrow uéxpr TaEv
doydrey Bifiker kal o8y abrhy
Aapildver.

¥ Metapk. 1. 3, 984 4, 27 b, 15,

1 God 16 deseribed, forexample
by Beneca (Nat, gu, prol, 13) a3 the
mens waiversi; by Cleanthes {vide
Tertullian, Apologes. 21) as the
spirifus  pernealor  uaiverst ; by
Stobens, Eof. 1. 178, us Eﬂya’u(s
ruyruch s Ags; by Diogencs,
¥il. 138, as »obs, which perrades
all things (i),

® Sprpmm ii. 364 O; of. Tert. e
Mare. 3. 18, Thales aguam (Deum,
pronuntiavit).

£ e, D, Vil 2.
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who succeeded him regarded God or the Divine Spirit
as the framer of the universe, but that Anaxagoras was
the first to hold this doctrine. We may, therefore,
certainly conclude that the opposite theory is an error
of the post-Aristotelian period, the source of which we
shall presently find in some passages of Aristotle. It
by no means follows from this that Thales personally be-
lieved in ne god or gods ;' but the tradition that credits
him with the thesis that God iz the oldest of all things,
beeanse He bas had no beginuing, is not very trustworthy.
For this assertion is no better attested than the innu-
merable other apophthegms aseribed to the seven sages,
and was probably attributed te Thales originally in
some collection of {heir sayings in the same arbitrary
manuer that other sayings were attributed to the rest.
Moreover, Xenophanes is elsewhere invariably considercd
as the first who, in opposition to the Hellenic religion,
declared the Deity to have bad no beginning. Accord-
ing to certain authors, Thales taught that the world is
full of gods. This statcment is much more probable
than the preceding.? But what are we to understand by

! Plat. 8. sup. conree. 9; Diog.i. personal feds, Tertullian {Apoio-

85 ; Stobmus, Kol 1. 54, Thisis
no dovht, the meaning also of &l
statements in Clemens, Streme. v.
593 A {and Hippolyt. Reful, ker 1.
1}, according to which Thales re-
plied to the question: ri éoremd
Bow 5 v ulme dpxhy pfre TéRes
Exor.  For immediately after,
another saying of Thales is quoted
eoncerning the omnisciense of God
(the same given in Dieg. 36 and
Valer. Max. vii. 2, 8). Conse-
quenily, the impersonal Hefor hus
here the same significance as the

geb. ¢ 46) transfers Cleerd’s story
(M. D i 22, 60} about Hiero and
Simonides to Creesus and Thales s
but this Is a mere oversight,

T oArist, Pe An. 1.5, 411 8, 7:
xal &y T Uy BE Twes avrThr [the
buxhy] peutxbol peaw, Bier tows kal
Ganfls wily wdeTa TAhpy ledv
elvar.  Diog. b 27: Tiv wbopor
Fudroy oy wai Boipe peon rivﬁpn. Simi-
lﬂ!‘]y Stobeuas(vide supra, o) 220,2).
The same proposition is also ap-
plied in a moral sense {Cicero, Legg.
i, 11, 26},
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the expression, the diffnsion of the soul throughout the
nniverse 7 Aristotle’s cautious ¢ perhaps’ shows ns how
little such an interprefation is supported by tradition.
Indeed, it may safely be asserted that not only later
writers, but Aristotle himself, in his own way, aseribed
notions to Thales which we have no right te expeet
from bim. That he coneeived all things as living, and
personified all active forces after {he analogy of the
human soal, is certainly probable, becatse this is in
harmony with the imaginative view of nature which
everywhere, and especially among the Greeks, procedes
seientific enquiry: it is, therefore, quite eredible that
he may (as Aristotle affirms) have attributed a soul to
the magnet,' on account of its power of attraction—that
is to say, regarded if as a living being. In the same
. manner, doubtless, he coneeived his primitive matter as
living, so that, like the ancient Chaos, it could beget
all things by iteelf, without the intervention of an or-
ganising spirit. It is also enfirely consenant with
ancient Greek thought that he should see present
deities in the forces of nafure, and a proof in the life
of nature, that nature is full of pods. 'But we cannot
believe that he combined the several powers of nature,
and {he souls of sepavate beings, in the notion of a
world-soul; for that notion presupposes that the infi-
nite multiplicity of phenomena has become a unity in
the conception of the world ; and that eflicient power

VPa An 102,404 2, 19 etk adrdy kel qols  Agdyers B:bdwes
Be e} Garis L &y dmopqpovedoure  Juyfs Tenumipdpevor Ex Ths peyrhTi-
womrdy T v buydw droaaBelr,  Sos kal 7ol fAdeTpov. OF Stoh. Bel
cfrep Thr Alfoy Egm dexiy Eyew, 1. TiB: Gadijs xal Td prrd Embuya
dru vby cibnpor kusr, Diog, L. 241 (fa
TApiororédys 8¢ ket Irmias gecte -
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‘is distinguished from matfer and conceived az analo-
gous to the humean spirit, not only in particular indi-
viduals, where this is nafural in the simpler stages of
opinion, hut in the universe genera]ly.f Both ideas
scem to lie beyond the first narrow limits of early
philosophy, and the historical evidence does not justify
us in attributing them to Thales.! We may con-
¢lude, therefore, that while he conceived his primitive
matter as living and generative, while he shared the
religions faith of his pecple, and applied it to the
consideration of nabture, he knew nothing of a world-
soul or of a spirit permeating matter and forming the
universe,®

As to the manner in which things originated from
water, Thales seems to be silent. Aristotle certainly
says that the physicists, who held one qualitatively de-
termined primitive matter, make things arise out of it
by rarefaction and condensation,? but it does not follow
that all these philosophers without exception were of
that opinjon,! Aristotle might have used the same
form of ezprossion if only the majority had held it,

1 Plut. FPlac. ii. 1, 2: Oaidis  hylozoism,

kot of &m abred Eve Tdy kdopor can-
not of eonrse be takon as historieal
aridence,

2 Bome such auswer must also
be given to the guestion whieh, in
the last cenfury, was so vigorously
delated, but which is now alinost
wholly neglected, whether Thales
was a ‘Theist or an Atheist. The
trath is no doubt that he was nei-
ther e¢ne ror the other; neither in
his relicioug faith nor his philoso-
phy ; his religion is Groek pofythe-
isnt, his philosophy is pantleistic

T Phys 1.4, at the eommence-
ment: &5 8 ol dpurtel Adyous: Bia
Tpdmor elolv. of uiv ~ip ¥ wou-
CarTes ¥ by olua Th droielperor
. 7BAAe yenrde: mukedTyr:
xal papbroTe ToARk wowbrres .,
of B 2n moll Evds dvederas 7ds Evar-
Tibraras skxplveslar, lrmep *Avagl-
pavdpds Guow.

¢ Heracleitus, foe instance, re.
garded thingz as arising out of fire,
not by rarefaction and condensa-
tion, but by kransformation.
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and if it appeared to him the most logical theory of
derivation. Simplicius!® is the first who expressly con-
nects Thales with Anaximenes as having adopted this
theory ; not only, however, does Theophrastus disagree
with him, but Simplicius tells us himself that his state-
ment is only based upen the general bearing of Aristotle’s
words.?  What is said by Galen % in a passage of doubt-
ful connection, and alse by other writers,® in a similar
strain, is most likely taken from the sawme source. It
is most probable, on the whole, therefore, that Thales
never entertained the question, but contented himself
produced oiit of water,

What we hear from other sources about the doetrine
of Thales consists merely of isclated empiricﬁl obser-
vations or conjectures, or else of statements so imper-
fectly guaranteed that they cannot he considercd
authentic. The latter holds good not merely of the
various mathematical and astronomical discoveries
and moral maxims which are attributed to him,” of
the assertion® that the heavenly hodies are glowing

V Phys, 39 a: ket of & 8t sal
riwotpevor Ty apxhr  dwafépevor,
ws Gualis wal “Avafupéens, pavdost
ral Turdre: THY YEvEmP WoLLPTES,
B¢ 310 a, u, Psendo-Alex. in Me-
taph. 1042 %, 33, p. 618, T; Bon.
and the anonymous Sekol, in drist.
alta, 14 b, 14

2 Simpl. Phys. 32 a, 1 éwl ydp
TouTov phvoy [ Avabudvous | ©cddpa-
gros év TH ‘letopin Ty pdvecy
etpnie xel Tiw wokeesw.  (This
snying, morcover, ought only
to e applied to  the aneient
Lonians,  lheophrastus ascribed
also to Diogenes rarefaetion and

condensation, vide 4nfrad: Bfaoer
¢ ds wal of #AAm TH pavérnri kol
wykpbriTe dxplyTo, feal yip ApieTo-
Téi\'ﬁb’ TI'EFI TFU:PTWV 'rm'r'ra'v EI’NE Koi-
viss, &o,

¢ Vide supra, p. 218, 2.

¢ Hippaol. Hefut. 3. 1; Arnob.
Adw. mal. ii. 10; TPhilop. Phys.
. I, 14, who, in both passages,
so entirely confuses Thales with
Anuaximenes, that he afttributes to
Thales the doctrine of air as primi-
tive matter,

3 Of. p. 120, and p. 218, 5.

¢ Plut. Plac, ii. 13, 1; Achill.
Tat. fsag. & 11,
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masses, analogous to the earth, that the moon receives
her light from the sun,' and so forth; but even of the
philosophic doctrines of the unity of the world,® the
infinite divisibility and varigbility of matter,® the un-
thinkableness of emply space,! the four elements,” the
maizture of matiers,® the nature and imwmortality of the
goul,” the demons and the heroes.®  All those originate
with such untrustworthy witnesses, and most of them
cither directly or indirectly so entirely contradict more
wredible testimony, that we can altach no value to them
whatever. What Aristotle® gives as a tradition is raore
likely to be true,—viz. that Thales supposed the earth

¥ Plut. Plee, i 28, 5: Flut.
Comv. sap. C 15 (ds 3¢ Oords Aéyer,
s vhs Grupsfeions siyxvow Tor
Inor Etew wdouov) can bardly be
quoted, as the angues of Plntarch
is not 8 historieal work, Moreover,
the meaning is doubiless merely
that the annihilation of the earti
ewonld (not witl al some time) be fol-
lowed by » destruction of the wholo
universe,

2 Plut. Plap, 1.1, 2.

* Plut. Plae. 1. 9, Z; Stob. Edl.
i. $1B, 244,

1 Stob, 1. 378, where the older
rending, énéyracay, recommended
by Rith, Abendl. PRIl ii. 8,7, 1s
grammatically inadmissible.

5 According to Lhe fragment of
the sprvious writing, wepi dpydw
{Galen, vide swpra, p. 216, 2), and
pechaps also Hernclit. Alleg. hom. c.
22, the four elsments are expressly
redueed to water. Jt will hers-
afier be shown that Empedocles
was the first to establish four as
the number of the material ele-
ments.

¢ Stob. 1. 368. TIn the parallel
passage of Pluturch’s Plactie, 3. 17,

TOL. I.

1, Thales is not named : of &pyaio
is the expression used, which is
evidently more correct, nud wus
probably the original expression of
Plutarch,

* According to Plutarch (Plac.
iv. 2, 1) and Nemes. (Nai. fom. e,
2, p. 28), he described the soul as
phors deiglrnros ) abrorivnros ;) ac-
cording to Theodoret, Gr. aff. cur.
v. 18, p. 72, as plows delvmros
{where, however, dakirgros possibly
ought to be read); an interpolativn
te which the passage of Aristotle
gupted above donbtless gave oeca-
ston,  Tertullian, De du. e 5 at-
tributes to Thales and to Hippo
the theorem that the soul s eom-
posed of water.  Philoponus, De
Awm. o, 7, restricts this to Hippo,
while, in ancther passags, Do dn.
A 4, he aseribos it both fo
Hippo and Thales,  Choerilus ap.
Ding. .24, and Buidas, Barjs, says
that he was the first to profess be-
Hef in immortality.

8 Athenag. Supplic .23 ; Fluk,
Floo 1. 8.

8 Mefaph, 1. 3,983 b, 21; e
Cals, i, 18, 204 &, 29.
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to float, on the water; for this would harmonise per-
fectly with the theory of the earths origin from
water, and ensily adapt itself to the old cosmological
notions: we may also connect with it the farther state-
ment ! that he explained earthgnakes by the movement
of the water., This last asserlion, however, seems to
rest entirely on one of the writings falsely ascribed to
Thales, and doubtless the ultimate source of other
doctrines ithat have been attrvibuted to him.  The
statement of Aristoble is betier attested, but we gain
little information, even from him, as to the dootrine of
Thales as a whole.® All that we know of it may, in
faet, be reduced to the proposition that water is the
matter oub of which everything arises and consists.
The reasons that determined him to this theory can
only now be conjectnred; how he more closely defined
the process of the origination of things from water is
also very uncertain; but it is most probable that he
considered primitive matter, like nature in general, tc
be animate, and that he held to the indeterminate eon-
ception of beginning or generation, without defining
this as brought abont by the rarefaction or eondensa-
tion of the primitive matter.

However meagre and insignificant this theory may
seem, it was, at leagt, an attempt to explain phenomena
by one general mnatnral principle, and in this light it
wae of the highest importance ; we find that a series of

! Plut, Plae. §il 14, 1; Hippol. militates against the supposition
Reofut, heer 1. 15 Sen. Nol gu. vi. (Plut. Plae. 1il, 10) that he held the
6; iit. 14. The last, hewsver, earth tobe spherical, a conception
gtems to refer to u treatise faleely  which is foreign to Anaximander
attributed to Thales. and Anazimenes, and even to

¢ On the other band, thistheory Aunsxsgoras and Diogenes,
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more extended enquiries are directly connected with
those of Thales, and that even his immediate suecessor
was able to attain mneh more considerable results.

II. ANAXTMANDER?

WirrEAa® Thales had declared water to be the primitive
matter of all things, Anaximander ® defined this original

' Sehleiermacher, Ueber dnari-
maadros (18115 Werke, Philos.
ii. 171 899.); Teichmitller, Studéen
zur Geseh. der Begr. 170, I re-
gret that I cannot make use of
Lyng's treanise, * On den foniske
Naturphilosophi, iser dnaxinan-
ders’ (Aldvuck qus den Vid. Sels-
knbets Forhandlinger for 1866), as
1 am not acquainted with the lan-
guzge in which it is written.

2 Anaximander was o fellow-
citizen of Thales, and alse his pupil
and successor, according to later
anthorities (Sext. Pyrrh. il 30;
Mutk. ix. 360; Hippolyt. Refut.
kher. 1. 6; Bimpl. Phys. 6 a, m;
Suidas, &e. : thisis likawise implied
by the epithet éraipes, ap. Simpl,
De Celo, 273 b, 38 ; Sohol. in Awist,
5l4 a, 28; Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. Eu.
1. 8, 1; of Sedatis in Cieero, dcad.
ii. 87, 118 ; of qedpipos, in Straba,
i.1,11,p. 7; and theJatter is actu-
ally interchanged with wabnrhs,
#hid. xiv. 1, 7, p. 635).  According
to Apollodorus {Diog, il 2) he was
sizty-four years old in the second
yeur of the §8th Olympiad, 546-7
F.c., and died soon afterwards, so
that his birth must have vecured
in Ol 42, 2 (812 B..), or, as Hippo-
Iytus (Refut. i. 6) thinks, in 0142,
§. Pliny (Hisf. Nai. it 8, 3) says
he dizcoversd the inelination of the
zodiae. The worth of theee state-
ments we cannot ccrfainly esti-

mate ; but there i3 much tobe said
for the eonjecture of Diels { Khein.
Mus. zxxi, 24) that Anasimander
arve hisage in Lis own work as six-
ty-four; that Apellodorus (wha, ac-
cording to THogones, had this werk
tn his hands), following soms inter

nal evidence, caleulated that the
work was written in JOL 58, 2; and
that the statement of Pliny is
based on the same caleulation, in-
agmueh as he found mention of the
obliquity of the ecliptic in this
work, But Diogenes adds, as a
quetation Trom Apolfodorus: asud-
carrd wn pdhieTe woTd Tohvepdrny
7o Sdpov vipavror, which is rather
surpristag, as Anaximander wag
considerably older than Polyerates,
and died nhout 22 years before
him.,  Yet we nead not, with Dicls,
lne. eit., assume that these words
originally related to Pythagoras
(whose dreh certainly falls under
Polyerates, as he is said t0 have
emigrated in his reign when forty
years old}, for they arc also to be ex-
plained as the inexact reproduction
of an chserration of Apollodorns
Tespeeting Anaximander, 1 am in-
clined to sugpset that Apollodorns,
in order to get a synehronictic date
after the manner of ancient chrono-
logists, had made the &wpd of this
philuosopher {wn) pretty nearly co-
ineide with the commenesement of
the tyranny of Polyerates, which is

a2
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element as the infinite, or the unlimited.!

ANAXITMANDER.

By the in-

finite, however, he did not understand,? like Plato and
the Pythagoreans, an incorporeal element, the essemce
of which consists exclusively in infinity; but an in-
finitc matter: the infinite iz not subject hut predicate,
it designates not infinity as such, but an ohject to

which the qualily of being infinite belongs.

Tt iz in

this seuze only, says Aristotle,® that all the physicists

generally placed T the third year
of ths 53rd Olymriad, and in the
4dth year of Anuximander's life.
Eusebius {Chron.) assigns Anaxi-
mander to the &Ist Olympiad.
Nothing is known of Ids per-
sona]l history, but the statement
(Hlian, ¥. A Wi 17) of his heing
the leader of the Dlilesiam colony
in Apollonia indieates that he
filled a distinguisbecd position in
his native plaee. His book, wepi
plerews, is sald to have Leen tho
first, philosophical writing of the
Greeks (Piog. ii. 2; Themisk. Gral.
zxvi, p. 317 C. When Clemens,
Serom. 1. 808 O, says the same of
the wark of Anaxagoras, he is evi-
dently confusing him with Anaxi-
mander). Brandis rightly observes,
however (3. 125), that according to
Dioganes, foe. otf,, the work must
have been rare, even in Apollodo-
rus's time, and Simplicius can only
have known it through the gnota-
tions of Theoplivastus and others.
Suidas menticns. several writings
of Anaximander’s, but this is
doubtless a ndsunderstanding ; on
the ather hand, a map of the workl
is attribnted tohim (Diog. loe. o4, ;
Strabo, fec. cit. after Eratosthenes ;
Agathemervs, Geogr. Inf. 13 Eu-
demus, ap. Simpl. De Cwmio, 212
a, 12 (Sshol. n drisi. 497 1, 10)
sazys he was the first who tried

to determine the gizes and distances
of the heavenly bodies. The in-
vention of the sundial wns ns-
eribed to Apaximander by Dieg.
7. 1, and Eus. Pr. Ev, x. 14,7
and to Anaximenes by Pliny, Nef.
Hisk. i, 76, 187, in both cases er-
ronecusly, as is probable; for tha
invention, according to Heorod. i
109, was introdnesd into Grecce by
the Bubyloniaus; buk it is poswble
that one of these philosophers may
have erceted in Sparfa tho first
sundial sver seen thera.

t Avist. Phys. ifi. 4, 203 b, 10
&qq. ; Simpl. Phys. 6 a, and many
others ; see the following note.

* Az Schleiermacher, loc. off.
p. 176 sq., exhaustively proves.

S Phys. Uil 4, 208 a, 2: wderes
&5 dpxtw Tewe miffac: Tév Svrow
[7d Bwewpos], of pév dowep of Ivda-
wépetor wkal TIAdrwp, kaf wdrh, aby
ds quubefyads o érepep, AAN obaiop
abrd dv Th ¥mwepov . . ., of Bt
'rrep‘! gt'l:‘a‘ﬂes Ewowres del dmoTdéamy
Erépay Tivk dlsw TE dwelpy T
Aeyopévar oroixewr, olor $8up H)
dépa B Th uerafh robrep. Of Me-
taph. x. 2, 10538 b, 15.  According
to the theory of the Physiciats the
tv was not itsalf a substance, but
had some ¢hors for its substratum,
Sieivaor yap 4 pér 7is didiar efval
gmor Th v & T ddpa, 6 8 (Apaxi-
mander) b Emeipor.
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speak of the infinite; and among the physicists he
unquestionably reckons Anaximander)! According te
the unanimouns testimony of later authors,® Anaximan-
der’s main argument for his theory was that the infinite,
and the infinite alone, does not exhaust itself in con-
stantly producing. This is the very argument that
Aristotle quotes?® as the chief ground for maintaining
an infinite corporeal matter; and he dess so in speaking
of the theory which we rccognise as Anaximander’s,
viz., that the infinite iy a hody distinet from the de-
terminate elements. From the infinite, Anaximander
{whom Aristotle for thut reason places beside Ermpe-
docles and Anaxagoras) derived particuiar kinds of
matter, and the world which is compounded of them,
by means of ssparation? {Awusscheidung), a doctrine
which would be impossible unless the infinite were
itself somebthing material. Lastly, though it is difficult
to discover how this philosopher precisely defined his
infinite, all testimony Is agrced as te its corporeal
nature; and among the passages of Aristotle which
possibly may refer to Anaximander, and of which some
must of necessity refer to him, there is mone which
does not imply this corporcal nature® That he in-

1 CE, Joe. cif. p. 203 by, 18 ; vide
wfra. -

2 (e, Aead. i, 37, 118 ; Simpl.
De Calo. 273 b, 38; Schol. 514 a,
98 ; Philop. Phys 1., 12 m: Fint.
Plocite, 1.3, 4, and to the zamse
effect Stob. Fel. 1. 289 Adyer adpr
S mi Buepor doriv; (e pnbex
EAnelmy, f yéveas 4 dfuarouéen.

* Pkgfs. iii. 8, 208, a, 8: osiire
yip Trw 0 yéveats ph dmelmn, duary-
kalor evepyely Hirelpor elral o

alcinriy, ef. c. 4, 203 b, 18, and
Plut, loe. ¢if.
1 Vidednf. p. 234, 3, and p. 250:
8 In our text of Simpl. Phya.

32 b, o, we have: é&wsleas Tds
éparridryras &y m¢  dwoxetudve
brelpe  Bome kodper: Ekkplvesful

gt CAratlpwdpos.  Instead of
goduar: Sehleiermacher, doe. oif.
178, proposes toread cduar:. Bran-
dis {Fr. Bom. Pl 1. 130) prefers
dowudTe; but this eould only be
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tended therefore to designate by the infinite a matter
infinite as fo its mass, eannot be doubted;’® and it is

admitted en the supposition that
Simplicius by the édedusror hero
understood that which is not as yet
formed into any dererminate body.
Meanwhile oduers is not merely
better sonse, but it has also in its
favour that Simplicius in the pre-
vious eontext (p. 32 a, Sehol. in
Ar. 334 b, 18) has been speaking
of Anaximander's c@we T Sworci-
wevor 5 and similaely Aristotle in
the passage immediately preesding
the one here in guestion, PAws. &
4, 187 a, 13, speaks of the odua
b dronelperor, and elsewhere {vide
previous nate) of the dwepoy adpa
aiglyrdy.  These words signify:
‘Ta the primitive matter concesived ;
a3 fwecpor o dum

! Michelis (D¢ dmaz [ufinito.
Ind. lest, Brawnsberg, 1874) indeod
asserts the eansrary in the tone of
one who holds his ewn infalli-
bility to be Indizputable. Ilis
arguments, however, seem to me
ineufficient, He maintaing that
Aristotle, in  a passege nover
hitherto understood {(Phys. 1l 4
204 a, 2 sq.), distingushes the
positive infinite or abselute from
the negative ipfinite, which relates
ovly to the corporeal and the sen-
sible, the formor being what Anaxi-
mander meant by his Exepor, But
the passage coulains no teace of
any such distinetion, nor has any
writer previcusly discovered suel ;
it only says that we may either call
that an &wepor, the measnring of
which can never be completed ; or
that which does not allow of being
measured! 76 ph mepurdrar Bidym,
fowep ¥ pavy &epares; in other
words {(cf. o, B, 204 a, 18}, that
-which does.nat fall under the con-

ception of magnitude, and, there-
fore, can as little be measared or,
congequonlly, limited, as the voice
cnn be coneeived of as visible. So
understood, the exprossion Ewerposr
has nothing st all to do with the
Absolute aw guch: the dwepor in
this sense coineides much more with
that of which it is said (Phys. il
4, begioning} that it ean neither
be called Breapoy (in the ordivary
seuse), nor Teweparucror, as, forin-
stance, the poiut or the mwdfes,
Michelis himself iz forced ro allow
(p- 7 =q.) that Aristolle never
again mentions this ¢ positive in-
finite” How little Aristotle ever
thought of it, Micheliw ruight have
seen had he studied the passage in
Phys. 1. 2, 186 », 32 sqq,. where,
without any restrietion, it is as-
gerted of the Ewaper generally, and
pot of any particular kind of
Grepar, that it is to be found only
&r 1 movd, obrior 8¢ Emeper clyou
3 worbrara H wdfes odw 2Byerer
el pk avd ovxfefneds, € Gua ol
wrood &rre elev, for the Absolute is
obele, if it is anything; and such
an otole that the wosdy cannof,
not sver kard susdefinkts, belong
to it.  The coneeption of the Abse-
lute and that of the &reipor, aocor-
ding to Avistotle's view, plainly
cxelnde one another; for the Al-
solute is the perfected energy, pure
aod simple; the &regor, on the
conipary, is what is always unper-
focted, always Suiduel, nover €vep-
wvele (Phys, di, 5, 204 a, 20 o
8,206 b, 34 sqq; Metaph. iz 6,
1048 b, 14}, which, consequently,
ean be ooly malerial cause, and 1s
never ¢aployed in any other sense
(Phys 1l 7, 207, 4, 34 sqq.; efl
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probably in this sense that we shonld understand the

expression darstpow.!

He was induced, as we bave seen,

to determine primitive matter in this way, chiefly by
the considexation that primitive matter must be infinite
to be able continmally to produce from itself new

EEECNCeE.

o 6 206 a, 18 b, 13).  Aristotle,
unquestionably thercfore, neither
himself thought of an immaterial
Emepor, TOT attributed it to Anaxi-
mander, Evenin respoct of that
weipor, which Michelis wrongly
regards as his ‘positive Infinite,
he says expressly, [Ay.. il &, 204
2, 18 : &AN aly olires ofite qmu'!u
elvai of gorerTes eive TO Erepor
oliTe Fpels (Tobuer, AN Gs &idy-
Sar. As little can it be said that
Aristotle, at any rate, did mot
aseribe tn Anaximander's Gwepoy,
a eorporea) malerinlicy, for be
manifestly doos so in the passages
quoted, p. 228, 3, and p, 229, &,
Michelis’s argument (p. 11}, that
the passage in Melaph, x. 2, 1058
b, 15 (videsupra, p. 233, 1) identifies
Anagimander with Empedocles (it
alsn identifies him with Anaxime-
nes), and that, aecording to my
viaw, the same opinicn is ascribsd
to him as to Melissus, proves ne-
thing, We cannot conclade that
becanse the guarie of Empedocles is
not & corporeal matter enat there-
fors Annximander’s #recpor is none;
nor ean it be pronounced innpossible
that Melissus should have been led
1o a determination of Being, which
Lronght him futo ecopwet with
Anaximander, a3 Plavo was brought
with the Pythagoreans by his dos-
trine of the Urnlimited. In fine
(p. 11}, Aristotle, of whoso words,
raareover (Dhys. il 4, 208 b, 4),
Michelis hus s wrong eonception,

It was easy for Aristotle to show (loc. ¢ty

nust himself, secording to this
writer, have distorted Anaximan-
der's doetrine ; and all other antho-
rities, especially Theophrastus, in
his utterance, quoted p. 233, 1, must
be held guilty of the samne thing.
Frem ilus point, however, all pos-
sibility of aumy historie demonstra-
tion i5 at un end, and Michelis
substitutes for it a simple sic volo,
sic Jubeo.

! Surtimpell (Gesck, der theor.
Phil. derGr. 28); Boydel (Fortsehiit
der Metoph. dnnerhalb der Sehule des
lon. Hylvsaismaus, Leipzig, 1364, p.
16); and Teichmiiller (S:udien zur
Geyok_ dep Degr. 7, 57) belleve that
the #mweipor means with Anaximan-
dex that which is qualitatively in.
determinate, as distinguished from
determiuate substances. Bui the
werd smems to have first received
this signification from the Pytha-
goreans, and even with them it isa
derived signification; the original
meaning i ‘the Tnlimited ' (cnly
that the Unlimited, as applied to
oumbers, is that which gets no
Munit to division nor to cugmenic-
ton, vide infra, Pyit.). For Apaxi-
mander this signifiention results
partly from the same cause that he
assigns for the drepla of primitive
matter {viz., that it would other-
wise be exhansted); and partly
from this consideration, thal it is
prociscly because of its infinity
tha the &repor can ombrace all
things.
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that this proof is not conclusive; but it might never-
theless have appeared snfficient to the unnpractised
thought of the earliest philosophers,! and we must at
any rate allow that Apaximander, by maintaining the
theory, first raised an important question in philo-
sophy.

So fur there 1s little room for disagreement; but
opinions are greatly divided as to the mere precise
meaning of Apaximander’s primitive matter. The
ancients are pretty nearly unanimous in asserting that
it did not coincide with either of the four elements;*#
according to some it was not a determinate body at all,
others describe it as intermediate hetween water and
air, or again between alr and fire; while a third account
represents it as a mizture of all particular kinds of
matter; & mixture in which these have heen always
contained, a3 distinct and deferminate, so that they
can be evolved from it by mere separation, without any
change in their comstitution. This last theory has
formed the bagis in modern times® of the assertion

! The same mistake, howsrer,
was made by Melissuz, and after-
wards by the Atomist, Metrodorus ;
Fide dnjra, Mel. and Meirod.

# Aunthorities will presently be
given, The Pseudo-Aristotelian
writing, De Mefasso, &e., c. 2, 975
b, 22, alouc maintains that his pri-
mitive matter is water (vide infra)
and in Sextus, Mask =. 813, 1t is
said that he made all things arise,
&k &by geot woiwob, numely,wr,  But
although his pame is twiec xen-
tioned, it seems very probable that
the statement may have sprung
from the erroneous substitution of

Anaximander for Anaximenes, re-
peated by weopylst from the text of
Sextug, or gome other author wlom
he was transeribing. To the Pyerh,
iil. #0 he gives a corrcet account of
both these Philosophers,

? Ritter, Gesch, der fon. hil,
. 174 soq., and Gesch, der PRl 1,
201 &q., 283 sqq., where Lis former
concession that Anaxegoras lield
things to be contained in primitive
matter only as to thelr germ and
capability, and not as distinet
from each other, is virtually re-
tracted,
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that among the carlier, no less than among the later
Ionic philosophers, there were two classes—the Dy-
ngmists and the Mechanisis—i.e. those who derived all
things from one primitive matter by means of a vital
trapsformation, and those who derived them from a
multiplicity of unchanging primitive matters by means
of separation and eombination in spacc. To the first
belong Thales and Anaximenes, Heracleitus and Dio-
genes; to the second, Auaximander, with Anaxegoras
and Archelaus. We will now examine this theory,
gings it has an important bearing not only on the
doctrine before ug, but also on the whole history of
ancient Philosophy.

Much may be said in its behalf. Simplicius! ap-
pears to aseribe the same view to Anaximander which
we find in Anaxagoras, viz. that in the separation of
mabers from the infinite, kindred elements beeome
united, gold particles with gold purticles, earth with
earth, and so on, these different and distinet kinds of

! Phys. 6 b, u; after a descrip-
tion of Amaxagoraws doctrine of
the primitive elements, he proceeds
thus: wal ratrd pnor § Gedpacras
mapuaAncios T¢ Avaluidripe Aéyar
Tov Avefaydpay. Ewclves cydp g
é Tf Ownploer Tob  darelpov T
cwyyert pépeston wpbs BhAnAn, nai
3 i ubv e T warTi xpusds A,
yiveabur ypuody, B 1o 8 7§ i,
dpolws Se kal TEv EARwr EKavrTop,
&5 ol ywoudvar AN SwapydyTwy
mpdrepor. Cf p. 81 b, u: of 3¢
moAAS ety dvmdpyorTa SE Sciplre-
rhac EAeyor THY “yErecy GUUPOTITES,
&s CAvelipavipos wal CAvefaydpas.
THs 88 slprews Kai TS Tyerécews
ofrior éxérrnse thy voiv § "Avela-

yopas 5¢ of Braxpwéuera Tols Te
raguovs kal ThHy THY UMAwy pdoy
eyérenoor. Kol obre uév, ¢yoy,
AaupevivrwySitewy by & 'Avalaydpas
Tés iy DALKES dpxds dweipous woiety,
Thy 8¢ Tijs sarfirews kal Tis yeréoews
aiTior picy Tov vebr' e 8¢ 715 Tiw
ity T@y amdrrwy SwordBor  pley
eivat ooty GbpoToy kul ket eldos
wod waTh péyeffos, ovuPalver Sla Tds
tpxds adTdy Aéyew, Th 7ol dweipon
pbow Kzl Ty voir &ave polvero
Té FROMOTIRG TTOIXER TapamANTiws
woely TAvadydeBpe,'  The same
words are queted Dby Simplicius,
p. 33 a, as borrowed from Theg-
plirastus’'s guowy ioTopia,
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mabter having Deen already contained in the original
mass. His authority for this statement is supposed to
be Theophrastus. We meet with the same view, how-
ever, elsewhere,’ and Aristotle seems to justify it when
he deseribes Anaximander’s primitive matter a8 a mix-
He also expressly mentions him as cone of the
philosophers who thought partienlar kinds of matter
were developed from the ope primitive matler, not by
rarefaction and condensation, but by separation* This
proves, apparently beyond question, that Aristotle
himself conceived this primitive matter of Anaximan-
der a3 analogous to that of Anaxagoras; for that which
has to be separated from matter must previously have
bheen contained in it. But these reasons, on closer in-
spection, are very insufficient.* In regard to the Arie.
totelian paseages, Aristotle himself tells us® that he
nses the expressions ‘separated’ and ©contained,’ not
only where one kind of matter is contained in another

ture.?

! Bidonins  Apollivaris, Carm.
=v. 83 squ., aeeordiug to Aupgus-
tine, Civ. D, viii. 2; hiloponus,
Phys. (0, 4. In Trenmus C. her. i,
14. 2, it 1g not clsar what conception
of bhe mewpor ho means: ¢ Anawi-
gader autem koo guod immensuin
£l ommivm inilinm Suijeaaé [mrcﬂs-
To} seminaliter fmbme in senietipso
amium genesin,

M’:ztarj\ﬁ xii. 2, 1068 b, 20:
wel roiie dore Th Amﬁwydpnv &v wal
’Epredosidovs o uryus kal 'Aveke
pudrBpon,

3 Phya. 1 4: &5 & of puseot
Adyouq: Gia Tphmar eloly. of wkv yip
& mohrarTes T4 by cRue 1O drowels
pevav, % Tow -rpmwv {Whater, Air
Fire) =1, % &?\?\0, & doTe Tupbs pes
wukpdTepor  Gépos B AemyérTepor,

TEANG yevwéior murvTyTE KOl pavd-
TRTe TOAAL TowUrTES . ., , 0 ¥
du Tobl Evhy rodoay Tay épavribrrray
dinplveota, Somep ‘Avalipavdpds
dnei kol Sror 8 B xal TOANGE dram
elvau (’f:rrrrep *Euwebohd)s walAvata-
~bpas & rab plyparos wip kel ofirol
Encsplrovr: TEAAa.

1 Of. Sehleiermacher, op. i, p.
190 sq.; Brandls, Rhein. Mus. of
Niebubr and Brandis, 111, 114 sqq. ;
Gr. Rom, Phid. 1. 182 sq.

8 e Cele, 1. 3, 309 g, 16:
tora 3 a‘-mexe?ov iy cwutroy,
e:s b riANe cduare ﬁwupcna:, ey~
'Jmpxﬂy ﬁwu.y.ﬂ ‘7) EFEP'}’EIG e s
éw piw ‘ya.a u'mpx. fhag kel éxdoTy
Tér TowdTey tveavi Surdua wip kel
¥ gaveph wip Taire €} Erelvew
SuHprduesa,
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actually, but potentially; therefore, when he says that
Anaximander represents the particular substances as
separating themselves from the primitive matter, it does
not at all follow that they were, as these definite sub-
stances, ineluded within it. The primitive matter ean
be equally congeived as the indeterminate essence out
of whieh the determinate is ultimately developed by a
qunalitative change. As fo the comparison of Anaxi-
mander with Amnazxagoras and Empedoecles, it may as
eagily refer to a remote as to a partieular resemblance
between their doctrines,) and it i the former kind of

! In the passage just guoted,
Phys. 1. 4, Avistotle distinguishes
those phitosophers who place primi-
tive matter in & determinate body
from Anaximander and Lhose, Soue
& kel moAAL gazow, who maintain
that the év (the primitive matter)
is at the same time one and many,
because it i an assemblage of
many substances gnalitatively dis-
tinet. Wo may indecd gquestion
whether Apaximander is to he
esunted among these laiter; the
wards, &gt §rou &', are not. conelusive
against it ; sinece they may not only
e explained, ©and similarly thoss,
&e., bnt also, and fgenerally
speaking, those, But {cf. Ssydol
loe. cit, p. 13) in the subsequent
passaie, €6 Tob plyuares, &o., the
ral obror cannot inelude Anaxi-
mander, for lie is the only person
with whom the obroc (through the
sty can ba compared, sinca haalone,
ot the & rofcarres 70 dr Fiua,
tanght an #eepiats of the dvarrdry-
res out of che &, If su, however,
the piilosnphers, oo & xal wohid
gariy ¢ivat, whilo they wors [ikened
with Anaximander in regard tothe
drnpeats, are at the same Lime dis-

criminated from him o another
rvespect ; he cannot, therefore, bs
counted amonug thuse who cousider
primitive matter tobe & al wordd,
and he dil not conceive it s a
mass of various mstters, retain-
ing their gualitative differences in
the mixtore. Bisgen (Tebor d.
gmepap Angrimanders, Wiesbaden,
1867, p. 4 sq‘) thinks Lthat in this
passage Anuximander muast be
reckoned among those who admit
the v kal wordd, as there would
otherwize be no contrast between
him and those whoe assume one
uniform first prineiple (Anaxime-
pes, &c.); but he miseonceives the
irrin of idess.  Anaximander is
not placed wich BHmpsdocles and
Anaxagoras in an opposition to
Anaximencs and others, in regard to
the Unity or Plurality of primitive
substances, bub in regard to the
mannor in which things procced
frora them {rarefaction and conden-
sation or separation); it iz, how-
aver, ab the vame time pointed out
how Anaximander differs from
ihese two philosophers ; and sulise-
quently how they differ from oue
another. Blsgen's attempt (p. 8)
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In the same way Anaxi-

mander’s primitive matter might be calied ufyua, or
at any rate might be loosely included under this ex-
pression (which primarily relates to Empedocles and
Anaxagoras), without aseribing to Anaximander the
theory of an original mixtare of all payticular matters

in the specific sense of the phrase.

We cannot there-

fore prove that Aristotle aseribed this doetrine to him.

No# does Theophrastus ; be

to press into his serviee Phys, 1, 2,
sk Init., andi. &, sab init. is also a
mistalke ; for in the first of these
passages Anaximander, if he wers
named at all, would be ranked
among those who assume o uia
Bpxh swowpérn; and the second
doos not aim at a complete enume-
ration of the different systems:
Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and the
Pythagoreans, arc none of them
mentioned, and it is ouly in a
forced munper that, Horacleitns can
be brought in under the catsgory
of those who hold the rarefaction
and condensation of primitive
matter,

! Heparation  curresponds to
mixing (ridv ydp abvdv pitie o
kui xwpiouds, as it eald in Metaph,
i. 8,980 h, 4; a purdage well worth
comparing with the one before us);
if all things arose by soparation
from the primitive matter, this
matfor wie previously anrzture of
all thinge. In the same way,
therefore, that Arvistotle ean spenl
of a seperaticn or division, when
the separated eclements were only
potentially contained im the primi-
tiva matter, he can likewise, in the
same euse, speak of @ mizture. It
is not the least neeessury that the
feiypn should fizst  have been

expressly says that Anaxa-

brought about by = meeting to-
pether of the particular substances,
as Busgen (p. 3, 7, 11 sg. of the
treatise wmentioned in the pre-
culing note) seems to pssume in
ropard to the #wepor of Anaxi-
mander ; this, indeed, is absolurely
ineompatible with the concept of
primitive matter, of the Hternzl
and the Unboeome, In consider-
ing the above-mentioned passage,
it must also be observed that hera
the piype is primarily ascribed
to Empedocies, and ouly in the
second place to Apaximander, by
the addition ral ‘’Avelipdedpov,
We might hera admit a slight
zewgma, %0 that the word, which
in its full power could only he
used of Empedocles, might bo ap-
plied in ity geoeral congeption
{Unity fncluding in iteelf 4 3nlti-
plieity} to Anaximander, and this
18 all the more justifiable. sinee the
passage belongs to & section of
Amstotle whieh (perhaps becausa
it was originally a draft intended
for hiz own use} is unequalled
among all his wntings for scant
expression, and in whichthe proper
meaning of the author 13 olten
only digcoveralle by completing
thonghts which he has seareely
indicated,
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goras can only be held to agree with Anaximander on
the subjeet of primitive matter if we attribute to him as
his original principle a matter without definite qualities
(pla Piaws adpiaTos), iustead of a mixture of deter-
minate and qualitatively distinet substauees.! That
the doctrine of Anaxagoras might ultimately be raduesd
to this theory, which is certainly divergent from its
primary scpse, had already heen remarked by Aristotle.?
Theopbrastus? dvew the same inference, and makes his
comparison: of Anaxagoras with Anaximander contingent
on its sdmission, This shows that he aseribed to
Anaximander a primitive matter in which no partioular
qualities of bodies were as yel present, not a malter
that comprehended all particular substances as such
within itself. Besides, the text in question does not
attribute this latter doctrine o Anaximander; for the
words to which this meanping is ascribed?® refer to
Anazagoras.” Moreover these words are not given by

¥ In the words quoted between
inverted commas, p. 244, 1, kai obite
uér— Aveliudebpg, the ouly passago
that Simplicius there cltes texty-
aliy from him.

t Metaph. 1. 8, 989 a, 30; cf.
1hid. xii. 3, 1069 b, 21.

3 Tor "Apataydpar els Thy Ava-
tlpavboov aupalidv, as it 1s sawd In
Simpl. Phys. 85 a.

i Shnp. foe, ceb. from Exeivos
vhp to drapyérrer, where Brandis
(&, Kim. Phal. 1. 13} sees a state-
ment abont Apazimander emana-
ting from Theephrastus.

* Theee words may certainly
roefer to Auaximander, but they
ay alsa refer to Avaxagoras; for
though éxcivos usnally pomls to
the more remote, it very often ap-

plies to the nsarer of two previ-
ously named subjecis, ef. e.g. Plato,
Polit, 403 B; Phedr. 231 O,
233 A, Ky Arist. Melaph. 1. 4,
985 a, 14 sq.; Sext, Pyrrk i, 213,
That this is ouly possible when
the ider Indisated by éxeives and
negrer in order of words is farther
in the thought of the author I
cannot admit (Kern, feitr. sur
Darstelluny der Phil. des Xene-
phanes, Duneig, 1871, p. 11: Biis-
sen’s observations on the game
subject, and on the Hmepor of
Amgxjmander, I must pass over),
When, fov example, Aristotle says
(Metaph. xii. 7, 1072 b, 22): b
yop Bewrwcdy Tob wouTol kat ThHs
vvoins vous vepyel B¢ Exov. Hor’
érslve (the Exewr and dvepyelr, ac-
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Simplicius as a quotation from Theophrastus, but as an

expression of his own opinion.

This may be based

upon the testimony of Theophrastns, and the eonjecture
iz In itself probable enough. But it can only be main-

tual thonght) péArer Todrow (In a
higher degres than the mere faculty
of thinking) % 8owei & vois Beior
Exew ;—dueve rclates not merely
to what is the nearer in order of
words, lmt alse to the yprineipal
idea ; rodror to what is farther,
and is only introduced in a compa-
rison with it. When (fid. x. 2,
hepinning) it ig asked whether the
2y is a sclf-dependevisubstance, as
the Pythagoreans and Plato think,
# pEAAoy Srhieerral riv glots, wel
was Sel yropiperépes hexdira kal
padioy Eamep of mepl pioews: duef-
vay ydp, and so forth (vide supra,
p. 228, 3}, it eannot be supposed
that the physicists to which the
Erxefpwy refers, ure further from Axis-
totle’s thought than the P'ythago-
reans and Plato. Similarly in the
Phadrus, 233 B, the wpocatrobrres,
to which drefvor relates, are not
ouly the nearest mentioned term,
but also the leading idea. Btill less
eould we oxpect to find this rule
of Eern's scrupulously earried out
by so recent a writey as Simplicius.
Inthisecasc it is not Anazimander,
bt Anazagoras, of whom he pri-
marily spesks, T dreives be re-
ferred to Aneximander, we make
Simplicius say: 1. According to
Theophrastus Anaxagoras sdoctrine
of primitive substanees is similar
to that of Anaximander. 2. Anazi-
mander admitted that particular
substances were contained ag such
in the Emepar, and were moved in
vegard to ons another when the
process of sepsration took place.
3. But motion and separation were

derived (not by Anaximander, but)
by Anazagoras from wais. 4,
Anazagoras, therefore, seems to us.
sume an infinity of primitive sub-
stanees, and one moving force, robs,
5. If, however, we substitute for
the mixture consisting of many
substances (7. e the theory which,
according to this explanation, he-
longed to Anaximander) a simple
homogencous mass, the theory of
Anaxagoras would harmonize with
that of Anaximander, Of these
five propositions, the seeond would
stand in no sort of conncetion with
the third and fourth, and would be
in striking contradiction to the
fifth ; and in the fourth, the infer-
ence that Anaxagoras therefore be-
lieved in an infinity of matters, has
oo foundatien in the preceding
proposition @ fketros, therefors, can
only be Anaxagorus. Lven the
Eregor, of which this uclvos 1is
snid to have spoken, forms no ob-
stacle, for Amnazagoras (vide p.
870, Ferman text) maintatned the
dmeipta of primitive substance very
decidedly; and Kern is surprised
that the expression, Gmewor, rene-
rally used to deseribe Anuximan-
der's  primitive matter, sghould
designate that of Anazagoras, but
this passape shows (ef. also Me-
fuph. . 7,988 a, 2, whers Aristotle
applies to his doctrine the expres-
sion c’a-n-sipfm TRY aTOLYE feow, ns [ern
himaelf. observes) how liitle we
necd rogard that difficulty, Theo-
phrastus directly reduces the pri-
mitive substances of Anpxagoras
to the ¢plais Tot dwelpov.
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tained so long as it opposes nothing that demonstrably
comes from Theophrastus. Schlefermacher! and Brandis?
have conclusively shown that Simplicius had no accurate
and independent knowledge of Anaximander’s doctrine,
and that his utterances on the subject are involved in
glaring contradictions. His evidence, therefore, should
not induce us, any maore than that of Aupgustine and
Sidonius or Philoponus, to attribute to Anaximander a
doctrine explicitly denicd to him by Theophrastus. On
the other hand, the testimony of so trustworthy a
witness as Theophrastus, together with the further
evidence hereafter to be eited, justifies us in main-
taining that this philosopher did not regard his primitive
matter as a mixture of particular matters, and that
consequently it is Improper to separate him, as an
adherent of a mechanical systern of physics, from the
dynamists Thales and Anaximenes. And this so much
the move, ag it iz improbable, on general grounds, that
the view which Ritter attribates to him should belong
to so ancient a period. Tke theory of unchanging
primitive substances presupposes, on the one side, the
reflection that the properties of the several kinds of
matter could have had ne beginning, any more than
matter as o whole; but ameng the Greeks we do not
meet with this thought until after the peried when the
possibility of Becoming was denied by Parmenides, to
whose propesitions on this sulject Empedocles, Anaxa-
goras, and Demoeritus expressly go back, O the other
side, this theory (of unchanging primitive matter) is
united in Anazagoras with the ides of an intelligence
1 Loc. cit. 180 sq. s G Bom. PhL i, 125,
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that orders the world; aud even the analogous notiong
of Empedocles and the atomists were conditioned by
their conception of efficient causes. None of these
philosophers eould have conceived a primitive matter
as qualitatively unchangeable, if each—Anaxagoras in
vois, Empedocles in Hate and Love, the Alomists in
the Void—had not also admitted a special principle of
movement. No one has discovered any such dooctrine
in Anaximander;! nor ean we conclude, from the small
fragment known to us of his work,® that he placed
motive foree in irdividual things, and supposed them
to come forth by their own impulge trom the original
mixture ; it is the infinite iteelf ® that moves all things.

AlL the eonditions, therefore, of
physics* are here wanting, and

Y Ritter, Gesch, der Plil. 1. 284,

= Ap. Simpl. Phys, 6 a: & v
5¢ 5 ryévegls éor: Tols obm kal
Ty GpBophv els TaiTe yivesbar koTd
Td xpedy. BiBbyar vip abrd Tiow kal
Stieny riis abucias Kard THe Tl xpdvou
rétw, Bimplieius ndds Lhaf.An%xi-
mander is speaking momTKLTEPOIS
Sudparey,

$ According to the stztement
in Avist. Phys. il 4, quoted dfra
p. 248, 1.

+ That s, of mechanical Phy-
sies in the gense which Ritter gives
to the expreseion in his division of
the Ionian Philosophersinta Dyna-
mists and Meachunmsts ; by Mecha-
nists he understands those whe
make the deierminate matters, As
sgueh, preexist in primivive matter;
by Dynamists, those who make the
distinguishing properties of the de-
terminate matters first develope
themizelres in their emergence from
a qualitatively homogeneous primi-

a mechanical theory of
we have no ground for

tive matfer. It is not, however,
incompatible with the Intier theory
that natural phenomena should
furthor be mechanically explained,
by the movement and mixzing of
the matters that hove {ssued from
the primitive matter. As Anaxi-
mander (this 18 proved by Teich-
mitller, loc. ¢it, p. 58 sq., and will
herenfter appear in this work)
adopted this latter procedure, it
must not surprise ug, though the
inevitable result is that nsither
s purely meehanieal nor u purely
dynamical explanation of nature
was propesed and completed by
him., Still less omght it to asto-
nish anyone (us it does Teich-
miller, p, 24) that T should refuse
ko Anmaximander a specific moving
principle, while [ afterwards
(vide smfra) make the mevement
of the heavens proceed fiom tha
Erepor. 1 dony that Ansximander
had a moving prineiple distinct from
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seeking such a theory in Anaximandet in opposition to
the most trustworthy evidence.

If Anaximander did not conceive his primitive
matter as a wmixture of particular substances, but as a
homogenectts mass, we must next enquire what was
the nature of this mass. The ancients, beginning
with Aristotle, unanimously assert that it consisted of
nope of the four elements. Aristotle several times
mentions the view thal the primitive matter in re-
gard to its dengity is intermediate between water and
air,! or between air and fire,? and not a few aneient
writers * have referred these assertions to Anaximan-
der ; for example, Alexander,! Themistius,” Simplicius,®
Philoponus,” and Asclepine® But although this theory
has been recently defended® against Schleiermachesr’s
ohbjections,!® T cannot convince mysell that it iz well

the primitive matter, the Hmweipoy;
and I maintain, preeisely for that
reason, that he placed the motive
power in this primitive matter if-
self, and derived the motion of the
heavens from that of the Gwepor
Where iz the contradiction ?

U De Celo, ili, &, 308 b, 10;
Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 16; e. 5, 208 3,
B8y Gen. eb Core. 11. 5, 332 g, 20.

? Phys. 1. 4, 187 a, 12, vide inf.
P- 248, 1; Gen, e Corr. loo. cid,
and i1, 1, 328 b, 35; Metaph. 1. 7,
988 a, 30 i 8, 989 &, 14,

3 0. Schlelermacher, Mo, eif.
175; Brandis, Gr. Rom. Phil. 1. 132,

4 In Metaph. i. o, ¥, pp. 84, 2
26, 1; 45, 20; 46, 28; and ap.
Simpl. 32 a.

8 Phys. 18 a, 3% a; 33 b (pp.
124, 230, 232 sp.). The ground
of this definition is here, p. 33 &,
thus stated: As the elements are

YOL. I. R

opposed Lo one another, one element
conceivad as infinite wonld an-
nihiiate all the rest.  The Infinite
must, therefore, be irtermedinte
among the various elements, This
thonght can hardly lelong to
Anazimander, as it presupposes
the later doctrine of the elements;
it is npo doubt taken from Arist.
Phys. 1ii. 5, 204 b, 24,

o Phys. 104 ; 105 b:; 107 a;
112 b; De fala, 273 b, 88 251
4, 30; 268 4, 45 (Sehol. in dr.
514 8, 28; 510 =, 24. 513 &, 33).

? De Gen. et Qore. 3, Phys. A
10; ¢'2, 8

¥ Schol. in Arist, 553 b, 33.

® Haym, in der Allg. Encyki.
iii, Seet. B, xxiv. 26 sq. ; T\ Kern,
in the Phdeingus, xxvi. 281, and p.
§ w#qq. of the treatise mentioned
supra, p. 237, O

0 Loe. cit. 174 sqq.
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founded. One of the Aristotelian passages quoted cer-
tainly seems to contain a reference to expressions which
Anaximander employed;' but the reference is itself
questionable, and even if it be admitted, it does not
follow that the whole passage relates to him ;% while,

' D¢ Culo, jii. &, at the hegin-
ning: v ydp by pdvor dworilerror
seat Totray of pkv B8wp, of 5 dépa, af
& Booros miw AemréTepow, dépos 3&
ruedrepor, § wepréxew domi wdrTes
Tobs elpavols Krepor bp of. Phys. dil.
4, 203 b, 10 (supra, p. 248,1), where
the words wepiéxar drarTa Kol
wdpra wuBepriy are, with some pro-
bability, ascribed to Anaximander;
and Hippolytus, fefuf. Her, i, 8.

% The words, b mepexear—ame-
pov dv admit of two Interpretalions.
They may cither boe refarred solely
to the subjcet imniediately preced-
ing the #iares Aemrdreper, &o., or
to the main sulject of the whale
proposition, the #v.  In the former
case, those who make primitive
makter a something intermediate
betwean ajr and water, would be
credited with the assertion thag this
intermediate something embraces
all things. In the lattor ease, the
zenze of the passage would be as
follows ; some assume only one
primitive matter either waler, or
air, or fire, or & body that is more
subtls ghan waler, and more denae
than air ; and this primitive mat-
ter, they suy, embraces all worlds
by virtue of its unlimitedoess, In
point of grammar the second in-
terpretation seems to me undoubt-
edly the best; but one thing may
cerbainly be urged againstit (Iern,
Reitvay, &e., p. 10y, that, aceord-
inw to Phys. it 5, 205 a, 26, edfeis
Th & kal STepor wilp émolnoey obbE
yiv Tiv gurwhdyer (Ilerasleitus,

ihid. 205 u, 1 sq., is particularly
classed smong those who regard
the All as limited), and thet con-
sequently the relative elauee, & we-
mexew, &e, cannot contain any
reference to thase who made fire
their primitive matter.  Bat such
inaceuracies are nob so very un-
eommon with Aristotle, and 1n the
present instance I do not think it
impossible thit in a comprehensive
statement, such os wo have hove,
he should have asaribed the infinity
of matter, sither explicitly or im-
plieitly admitted Dby the great
majority of plilosophers, to all
withont exeeption, and should have
expressed this doctrine in the
words of the man who first intro-
duced it.  On the other hand, it is
quito conceivable tlat oue of the
philosophers (or if only one held
1t, the une philoropher) who made
the primitive matter intermediate
botwean water nod air, may have
adopted Anaximander's e xpression,
mepiixew wdiTas Tobs ebpavebs, to
characterise its infinity {Anasi-
mander himself, FPhys. 1. 4, enly
sAys, wepéxen Gwarra); in the
sume way thaf Anaximenes (vide
infra) says of the air that it Sror
riw wbopor wepréyer, and Diogenes
(Fr. 6, tufra) alse applies to the aiv
another expression of the Anaxi-
mandrian fragment : wdvre kvep-
vir, The pessage we have heen
considlering, therefore, does not
warrant us in ascribing to Anaxi-
mander & doetrine which, as will
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on the other hand, the very ncxbt words clearly imply
the contrary. For Aristotle here aseribes to the philo-
sophers, who believed the primifive matter to be some-
thing intermediate between air and water, the theory
that things originated from priitive matter by means
of rarefaction and condensation; and this he distinctly
denies of Anaximander.! No other passage can be
quoted from Arictotle to ghow that he found this
definition of primitive mabter in Anaximander’s writ-
ings.? As to the statements of lauler writers, they

immediately be shown, iz not

azevibed to him by Arisiotle.

oreuxsior, may have a move general
signification, an  elemental body,

' Aristotla thus continues (De
Cede, ili. &) immediately after the
words qunted above : B ptv ot
i by q-ov'ra morobor BBwp ﬁ aepaﬁ
#8aras wdy Aemrirepor &fpos BE
wupdTepor, €lT €K TOUTOV TURPETTL
swd pavdryre TEAAD yeviaw, &e,

t Wern, Philolog. =xxvi. 261,
thought that thr passage (quoted i
sup. 228, 8), Phys. 1il. 4, might be
so taken; sines, according Lo this,
Anaximander must be reckoned
among the philosophers who con-
oeivo of the Infinite as a body in-
rermediate between two elements.
In the Beitrag cwr PR der Xen.,
p. 5 he profers to interpret the
words thus: the physicists all as-
aign as substeatum to the Tnfinite
one of the elements, or that which
is intermediate botwoon them. [
eannot adept this explanation. 1
think that Aristotle would have
exprassed thiz thought otherwise.
He wounld have said, pcrhaps frre-
Teaiy e1épey TG pUTY 16 daelne,
7L TRV Aeyoudrwy a"rm;(_simy JTh
ueTatd rodrer,  On the other hand,
I still consider that the words,
Erepar Tod PICW TEP Aeyouévay

different. from ilself, «o that the
matter underlying all partieular
substances wonld be  ineluded
under the expression. The possi-
bility of this view appoars, not
anlyfrom Aristorle’s conprehensive
use of erToyeior (o Hﬂémpk 1.8,
989 4, 30, of. b, 16, xii, +; De An.
102, 404 b, 113, bt alse Trom the
deﬁnirion of the word { Melaph. v.
8); uor does tha word Aeyoudrmy
present any difficulty, for we have
nwo right to find an allusion here to
filie Tour clements.” Aristotle, on
the centrary, exprossly says, loe
cif, 1014 a, 82; 7& 78s copdras
Frotysiz Afyovawr of AdyovTes eis &
Biupeitar T aduara Eryara, deeira
B¢ pmicér” eis 8AAa ciber Buaplpovra,

‘rel eire v efre rielw T8 Towbva,

Tabra oroxeia Aéyoraw. Similarly,
De Cwlo, iii, 3, 302 a, 15 sqq.
The Aeydueva ororyein ale, weeord.
ing to this, those equa.IIy divided
badies, which form the uoltimate
constitnent or constituents of com-
pound bodies.  Such undoubtedly
15 Anaximander’s #dwepow, if e
understand by it & matter to which
the properties of determinate sub-

n2
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appear to be entirely based on the passages in Aristotle,
Rimplicius, at any rate, cannot be quoting directly from
Anaximander, otherwise he could not speak so unde-
cidedly as he does,’ and he conld not ascribe to this phi-
losopher, as if it were a subject of indifference, the double
theory of matter as intermediate hetween air and five,
and again as intermediate between air and water ;2 for
these two theories obviously exelude one ancther, and
cannot both have been found in Anaximander’s work,
Nor can Stmplicius have foomd among his predecessors
allusions to that work, otherwise a different turn would at
once have heen given to the discussion. The same may
be said of Porphyry,” who in that ease would not have
grounded his opinion (which differs from the opinion of
Alexander) solely upon the Aristotelian passage. This
also holds good of Alexsnder® and Philopenus,® These
tater statements, therefore, one and all, depend entirely
upon conjecture, and the words of Aristotle were only
referred to Anaximander because they seemed to apply
to no other philosopher. Now.it is clear from the un-
donbted testimoeny of the most trustworthy authorities,
that Anaximander did net consider his primitive matter

stances do not yet belong, We
are almost forced 1o take this view
of Aristotle’s words, because the
Iﬁssz\gc would otherwise apply nei~
ther to Anaxagoras, nor to the
Atomisbs. For neither the dpowo-
wepdl, nor the atoros, belong to the
four elements, or to that whichis
peraliTolTwy : but Aristotle himself
Taintaing the dwepla of the dusto-
peph, and of the afoms ; these must
also, therefore, bo a érépa edas,
which serves as substratum to the

Ziwetpov, N

b Phys. 32 a.

2 The former, Phys. 107 a. The
latter, Phys. 108, b, De Clo, 273
b, 38; 251 A, 29,

¢ Simplicius, Phys. 32 a

¢ In Meteph. 983, a, 11; Schol,
558 b, 22 1 i "Avelindrdpov dékar,
br dpyhy Eleto Thy peroll ¢dow
dépos 7€ Kab arupds, B Gepos Te nal
Baros Aéyerwmi yip dfuporépes,

® LBven he is uneertsin, in ths
passoges quoted, whether Apaxi-
mander's Infinite is intermediate ba-
tween gir and fire, or air and water,
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as intermediate between two definite kinds of matter;
but that he either was silent as to its pature, or ex-
pressly described it as that to which nene of the pro-
perties of particular aubstances helongs. For when
Aristotle, in the abuve-mentioned passage, speaks
generally of those who posited as primitive matter a
definite clement, or something intermediste between
two clements, and derived all other things from it by
the processes of rarefaction and condensalion, it is
ohvious that his design is not to draw a distinetion
between these philosophers and others who equally as-
sumed a primitive matter of the same kind, but made
things to arise out of it in a different manner. Or the
contrary, o refuting {he theory ot a derivation of things
by means of rarefaction and condensation, he believes
that he has refuted the general theory of a primitive
matter of definite quality. This is still clearer from the
passage in the Physics, 1. 4.1 ¢ Some of them,’ he here
says, € starting from the pre-suppesition of a determi-
nate primitive matter, make things te originate from it
by means of rarefaction and condensation ; others, like
Anaximander, Anaxagoras, and Empedocles, maintain
that opposites arc already eontained in the One primi-
tive matter, and are produced from it by mcans of
scparation.” Here it is perfectly evident that he con-
ceives rarefaction and condensation to be as essentially
connected with the theory of a qualitatively determined
matter, as separation with that of an originsl mixture
of all things, or of a matter without qualitative deter-
minateness. . Nor can it be otherwise; for in order to

1 Yide supra, p. 234, 3.
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arise by separation out of the primitive matter, parti-
colar matters must either potentially or actually have
been contained in it ; but this would only be possible if
the primitive matter wers itself not a particular matier,
not merely intermediate hetween two other particular
matters: but ineluding them all equally in itself, If
we further consider that this chapter of the Physics
is cecupied, not with the manmer in which things
originate from clements, but with the number and
nature of primitive substanees themselves,' it seems
beyond question that Anaximander was opposed to the
rest of the Ionians, not only from the first peint of
view, but from the second, and that consequenily his
infinite can have been neither one of the four eJements,
which were afterwards admitted, nor an intermediary
between two of these clements. This probably explaing
why Anaximander is passed over in Mataph. i. 3, and
also a remark,? which otherwisc would have no histori-
cal point, and which the Greek commentators? theém-
selves apply to him. ¢ Some,’ says Aristotle, ¢ seek the
Tnfinite, not in any particular element, but in that out
of whieh all partieular elements avose; because each
particular substance, conceived as infinite, must exclude
those substances that are opposed to it This reason,

i This Taym, lee. ced., denies ;
but it unguestionably results from
O 2. sub endt.

2 Plys, 1l 5, 204 b, 23: &aAr&
pip obt v wal dwAotr &¥éxera
elvow b Brapor eipa, ofiTe by Aé-
youai Tives T wapdk Th oTorx i, £F 0
TatTe yepudw, ol awAds, eivl ydp
Twes, of Todre wololo: Th Ewﬂpuv,
GAXT afi dépa § BBap, &5 i TEAAR

delpnrai dwd rov dwelpov abriv
Exouert ylp rpbs GAAGAg dpavtina,
sfar 6 piv dhp Quxpbs, 7h & fifap
Gyphr, 70 3¢ wip Oespuds. G &l Gy
tv Erapoy {ddapro bw fin TdAAar
vor & drepor cival dacw £ ob
TobT,

* Simp. 11 a; Themist. 33 a,
(230 sq.). .
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indeed, which points to the later theory of the elements,
can hardly have been so stated by Anaximander. But
whether Aristotle inferred it, after his manner, from
some ambiguons utterance, or arrived at it by his own
conjecture, or whether later authors may, perbaps, bave
interpolated it, the doctrine in support of which it is
adduced no doubt belongs originally to Anaximander.
Theophrastns expressly says so! in deseribing Anaxi-
mander’s Tofinite as One matter without qualitative
determinateness; and with this Diogenes® and the
Pseudo-FPlutareh,® and among the commentators of
Aristotle, Porphyry, and probably alse Nicolans of
Damascus,* agree ; of these the two first, at any rate,
appeared to have uvsed a speciul sonrec. Simplicius
himself says clsewlerc the same thing,” That Anaxi-
mander’s primitive maticr was net a gualitatively
determined matter is, therefors, certain; the only
doubt that remains is whether he expressly denied to it
all determination, or merely abstained from qualifying
it at all, The latter hypothesis 1s the more probable of
the twos; it iz actually maintained by some of our
authoritics, and appears simpler and, therefore, more in
pecordance with so ancient a system, than the other
theory, which constantly presupposes censiderations like
those above cited from Aristotle; it also furnishes the

! Ap.Simplvide supra, p.225,1. 4 Bimpl. Phys. 32 a.

2 i, 1: Zpaower dpyhr wul o1or- & Phys. 111 u: Réyovow of mep}
xsior Tb Emweipor, of Sopifer 2épe B 'Avatluavdpor [0 Hmepor elvad] T
#iBap % BAA0 T Taph T& oTOvyEln & of T4 CTOIYEND

P Ploe, 1003, 51 fudprdral 3¢ yemrRew. 6 a: Adya 3 abrip
aliras pl Aywr 7l domivh Bwepor, [rhw dpxhr] phte HBep BAAe ri
whrepor np somiv 8 Blwp By B eorovudier oToixsier, AN ETipar
#EAAe Tivd odueTa. Tewd o Bmeyor,  Also 9 b
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most reasonable explanation of the fact that Aristotle
only mentions Anaximander when he is diseussing the
question of the finitcness or infinity of matter, and of
the production of things from if, and not when he is
dealing with its elementary composition; for in the
case we are assuming, no distinet utterance of Anaxi-
mander would have been known to him on this point,
as on the two former (uot even the negative state-
ment that the Infinite is not a particular substance),
and so he prefers to be wholly silent on the subject. T
therefore believe that Anaximander held simply to this
proposition: that the Infinite or infinite matter existed
before particular things. As to the material constitu-
tion of this primitive substance, he has given us no
precise information.

Anaximander further taught that the Infinite is
eternal and imperighable.! In this sense he is said
to have desigmated the first prineiple of all things
by the expression dpy7.? He conceived motive power

v Azigh. Phys. iit. 4, 203 b, 10
(cf. De Colo, Wi, &; supra, p. 242,
2). The Infinite is withont begin-
ning or end, efe.: @b, wefdmep
Aéyoper, ol rabrys dpxh, GAA' atity
7@y BANwy eival Boket kol Teptéxyety
Gravra kalrdvra xvBepriv, s
paciv Soo uh worolor wapk Tb e
pov $Akas abries, ofor voiv § gialop-
#wai Tovr elpon v Gcior dBdraror
vap wat dvdAebpay, bs gyair &
ApatipovBpos kel of wheloror Tir
puaoadyawr, The words In spaced
1ype are probably taken from Anaxin
mander's work ; only for drdhedoor,
d4yfipes may have been substituted ag
Hippolytus, Refui, Her. 1.8 |rafryy
(i apxhy) & &l8iov elvar kal dyfpo

wal wdvras mepidyew Tobs weémpave]
thinks likely. More recently Ding.
1. 1 ra per pepn ueraBaAiar, Th
3% whv duerdBrnTor evai,

* Hippolyt. lon. cif., and Simpl,
Phys. 32 b, certainly asserc this;
and Teichmitller (Stud. zur (Feceh.
der Begr, 49 vqq.), who disputesit,
does violence, as it scems Lo me, to
the wording of these passages. It
i another question whether the
stafernent iy true, and this we can
searcely asesrtain,  Like Toich-
miiller, [ cammot regard it as sclf-
evidont, that he employed the ex-
pression apxf; and my doubt is
strangthened by the civenmstance
that u similar remark about Thales
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to be combined from the beginning with matter;! or, as
Aristotle says (foc. ¢it.), he tanght that the Infinite not
merely contained, but directed all things.” Ie thus
regarded matter, after the manner of the early Hylo-
zoism, as sclf-moved and living ; and in conscquence of
this motion he supposed it to produce all things from
itself. When Aristotle (loe. ¢it.), therefore, designates
Anaximander’s Infinite as the Divine essence, he
desocribes it eorrectly,® though we do not know whether

Anaximander himgelt uscd that expression.t

{that he called water épx#) I
ean diseover neither in Diog. 1, 97,
nor elsewhere ; wnd conseyuently 1
cannot credit it But if Anaxi-
manderdid call his Infinito the dpx#
or the dpyd mdprwe, or designate
it in any other similar manner, this
would only be saying that the Infi-
nite was the beginaing of all
things, which iy far enough from
the Platonic and Aristoteliun con-
cept of the dpyd, the ultimate eanse.

' Pluk. ap. Hos. Pr. Booi. 8, 1:
AvafiganBpoy . . . ThHweipor pdva
Thy wader wTidr Exew THs Tob
wawrby yeréceds Te mul (Bopls
Herm. Frris. 0. 4@ 'Aval. Tou dypot
rpeo’Bu‘rs"pav &pxa?]y clvos Adyer The
gitior  Kivmmiv, Kol Tattn Td pér
yewvitoBar 78 B¢ plefperdas.  Hip-
polyt. Lot wpbs 8¢ rodry wivpouw
afdtoy efvar, dv B cupfelve ylreabar
Tobs obpawovs.  Simpl. Phys 9, p.:
Hmerpdy e Olow . .. dpyhe
ero, fy The didwr kirgow airioe
elvar Ths Ty dvrey yevivews Ereye,
Similarly 107 a; 257 b,

? The expression  weBepriir,
which, in its simplest meaning,
siguifles the gnidance of tho ship's
movements by the rudder, here re-
lates primurily Lo the mevement of
the eelestial system.

8 Rith { Gesch. dar Abend!, Phil.
H.a, 142) believes that the self-
dependent moving force attributed
to the Infinite presupposes an iu-
telligonce, a conscions spiritual
nature, and that_ the Infinite of
Anaximunder must thus be con-
ceived as infinite spirvic; but this is
an entire misapprehension of the
contemporary modes of thought,
and iz contradicted by Aristotle’s
well-known assevtion (Mefaph, 1
3, 984 b, 15 sq.) that Anazagoras
was the first who declarad zevs to
be the principle of the world, In
appealing for want of any other
evidence to the words of Theo-,
phrastus quoted above (p. 283, 1),
he has overlooked the fact that
Angximander Is here compared
with Anazagoras only in respect of
his definition of the rowarud oro-
xe€ix, Not to meution other juze-
curacios, this does away with the
diseovery, of which Réth (Joe. cit.)
iz =0 proud, that Amaximander's
doetzine of the &wepor has moro
theologleal than physical import-
anee, and that it is in complets
harmony with the Egyptian thee-
logy, a8 he endeavours to prove.

* The text of Simpl. Phys 107
a, which is only a paraphrasc of
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We are farther told that he represented particular
substances as developing themselves from the primitive
matter by means of separation (#xxplvecfar, dmwoxpi-
veofad),’ and Anaximander himself seems to have used
this word ;2 but what he precisely wnderstood by sepa-
ration does not appear. He apparently left this con-
ception in the same uncertainty as that of the primitive
mautier, and that which floated hefore his mind was
merely the general notion of an emergence of the
several matbers distinet from ome another, out of the
original homogenecus mass, We hear, on the other

hand, that he made the division of heat and cold the

first result of this separation.®

the passage we have quoled fram
Artistotle, capnot of course be ad-
dneed in supportof it. T am unuble
to give such a decided negutive to
this question as Busgen does, foe
¢it, . 16 sq.; but Anzximander
cs-rta.ln'ly eonid not have named his
lnfinite 72 @etor in the monotheistic
sense ; he only called it feiew, divine.

v Arise, Phys i 4, vide supra,
p- 234, 3; Plutarch in Eus. e, eif. ;
blm'pl .Pkys G a: o &AAotov-
p.ﬂmu TOU ﬂ"rD(xElGU 'rﬁv 'yevemv
woLel, BAA" Gmoxpiropéroy TEY dray-
Tloy g 775 diblor worfoews. And
similarly #hid. 32 b; 31 b (vide
supra, pp. 228, 8; 233, 1), whers,
however, Anaximanders doetrine
is too much eonfused with ihat of
Angzagoras, Themist. DMhys. 18 a;
19 a (124, 21; 131, 22sq.}; Philo-
ponuy, Fhys C 2, The incorreet
statement of Simplicing that Anax-
tmander believedin rarvefuction and
condensation, was no doubt based
upon the false supposition that hiig
primitive malter was intermediate

From the mixture of

between two elements, and that he
was congequently alluded to hy
Aristotle, e Ceis, ill. 5 (vide
supra, p. 242, 1y; Phys. 1. 4, ot the
beginning (vide swpra, p. 234, 3);
of. Philoporus, Phys. e, 3.

* We gather this partly from
the use of the word $mei in Ariat.
toe. ¢it,, and also from congidering
the manner in which bho redoces
both the cosmogony of Empedacles
and that of Anaxagoras to the
eoncept, éxxpiresflar,  Moreover, it
is impossible to see how Aristotle
and his successor could have been
led to atiribute the Exapiees to An-
aximander, unless they had found
it in his wrilings.

? Bimpl. IJF.',_/a 32 b ras évar-
TihrgTas . . éwnpireatal by
YAvakiyardpos . . . éravmibThTer Bé
el Beppdy, duyphy, Enpby, dypby kal
wi Ganae  Move precisely Llut. (ap.
EBus. loe. eit); ¢gmol 58 7b éx Tou
&idtov youipor Gepuct Te Kol Yuypol
Kard Tiy yévegw Tovlc T65 adouay

dmoxptfivas.  Stob. Eel. 1. 500:
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these two he appears to bave derived the fuid element,!
which, like Thales, he rcgarded as the immediate
(though not, like him, as the ultimate) substance of
the world. On this account, probably, and perhaps
also in imitation of his predecessor, he calls water the
seced of the world.®  From the fluid universal matter,
by successive sepavations, three kinds of matfer were
parted off: the earth, the air, and an orb of fire, which
sarrounds the whole like a spherieal crust 3 this at least
seems to be the meaning of the scattered indications

A, Ak Beppod wal Juxpodi plyuares
[ elvare Top oBpardr]. That Avistotle,
ns is usually believed, reckoned
dryness aod molsture among tho
primordial oppositions, as well as
cold and heas, Simplicing does
not say: he himsclf gives, accord-
ing to the doetrine of Aristotle,
this expinnution of tho ¢ vewrigry-
Tes)]

b Arist. Mefeor, i1, 1, 353 b, 8,
mentions the opinien that the wpe-
Top tryphv at first filled the whole
gpace around the warll, when it
was dried up by the sun: T4 pév
Barpiaar mrefuara kal Tponwds Hifou
ral aerdens gasl worely, 76§ Ace-
¢léy Baretrar elvoi, and this s
why the sea also dries up hittle by
little, Alex, 7 A, {, p. 91 a (Ariss.
Motenr. ed. Fdel. i. 268 ; Thea-
phrasti (p. ed. Wimmer, ini. fragm.
3%) remarks: Ttodrns Ths S4fs
€yevorre, &5 loropel & @edPpurros,
‘Avaliparlipds e nal Awrydyns. Simi-
larly Plee.dii. 16, 1: "A. vhr fdiae-
adv dnow elvas TS mpdirns brppadias
Aelparor, Ay 70wy wAsior uépes
GpeEhpave 7h wip, T4 B fimonerpdiy
it The dxkausw werifuier. This
is the dypdv of which Hovmias (vide
supra, p, 249, 1) peaks. That in
respoct Lo this theory Aristetle or

Theophrastns could have said of
Anaximander what the work awbout
Melissus (vide supra, 232, 27 says
of him | #dwp ¢duevos elrax 18 Tar,
1 eannot admit with Eorn (@cogppd-
arer  wept  Merlogow, Philologus,
xxvi, 981, ef, Beitr. sur FPhiil d.
Kenopk. 11 sq.); for these words
deseribe water, not only as that
aut of which the world has arisen,
hut as that of which it eternally
comsists, a8 ifs eorecysior (in the
sengs diseussed in p. 243, 2), and
this contradicts the most distinct
declaration of both these philaso-
phers.  Btill less can I allow, with
Rose (drist. libr. ord, T73), that
Anaxagoras regarded molsture or
waber only as bhe matter of all
things, anid that the &reper, which
all our authoritics with one aeeord
atbributed to him, was folsted upon
him by the nomencletire of a later
pericd.

¢ VideFlntarch, preceding note.

% Plut. ap. Eus. according to the
guotation, p. 240, 3¢ wal Tiva e
ToUTON PAeys spaipay TepiPBrer
@ wept Ty iy &éps, by 76 Bevlpy
pAuvdr, ioTwos droppayeions xal els
mivas dworhewrdelons wlwhous tao-
griivar Tov PRty kel Thy oy
icat Tabs doTépas.
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that we find upon the subject.’

ANAXTMANDER,

The heavenly hodies

were formed of fire and air; when the fiery cirele of
the universe burst asunder, and the fire was pent up in
wheel-shaped husks of compressed air, from the apertures
of which it streams forth ; the stoppage of these aper-
tures occasions eclipses of the sun and moon, and the
waxing and wauning of the moon ars produced in the

same way.®

! On the other hand, T cannot
agree with Teichmiller (foe. cif.
vp- 7. 26, 58) thai he conceived
his Lwepor as originally a preat
sphere, and the etermal motion of
it {supra, p. 248 s1.) a5 a rotetion
whereby a spherieal envelope of
fire was partod off and spread over
the surface of the mass. No such
notion 18 useribed to Anaximander
by any of our sutherities ; for the
agaipa wupls lay, not round the
#mweipor, but around the atmosphere
of the earth. Indeed, if we say
that the Infinite comprehends all
things, or all worlds (pp. 242, 1;
248, 1), we exclude the presupposi-
tion that it is itself comprehended
by the limits of our worid. Buota
spherical Infinite I8 in itself so
great and so direst a eontradietion,
that only the most nnguestionable
evidence could justify our ascribing
it to the DMilesian plilosepher ;
and, In point of fact, thers exists
no evidence fur it at all,

* Hippolyt. Rafir. 1. 6; Tut.
in Eus. foc. ¢ft.; Plae. 11, 20, 1; 21,
1; 25, 1 (Gulen. Hist, PRl 135);
Stob, Zxd, i, 510, 524, 549; Theo-
doret, Gr. aff. Cur. iv. 17, p. 58 ;
Achilles Tatius, fseg. e. 10, p. 138
eq. All thesa weiters agree in what
s atated in gor text, If, however,
we attempt any closcr definition of
this coneoprion, we find consider-

This fire is kept np by the exhalations

able divergencies and Incone in
the aceounts. Plutarceh, ap. Eussb,
only snys that the sun and moon
were formed when the fiery globe
hurst asunder, and beeame  en-
closed within certain eircles. Hip-
polytus adds that these eireles
have openings in the places when
we see the stars; the stopping up
of thess oecasions eclipses und the
phases of the moon.  According to
the Dlaefta, Stobaus, Psendo-Ga-
len, and Theodoret, Abaximander
concelved these circles az analogous
to the wheels of a eart ; there were
openings in the hollow cirele of the
whesl filled with fire, and throngh
these openings the fire streamed
out.  Finally, Achilles Tafins siys
that  Avazimander thomght the
sun had the form of a swheel, fram.
the pave of which the light
poured in rays (like the spokes)
sproading out as far as the citeym-
ference of thesun,  The lust theory
formerly seemed to me to descrve
the preforence. T must, howsver,
concede to Teichmidler (Sfudien,
p. 10 sq.}, who hes carefully ex-
amined all the texts on this subject,
that that of Achilles Tatins doses
not look very asutheotic; and as
wa are Tarther informed (Plac. il
18,2 ; Stob. 518) that Ansximander
made the stars dmd 7oy mhxAwr xat
TEv opuipy, ¢ Gy Eragros Séfnne
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of the earth;

203

and, again, the heat of the sun assists the

drying up of the globe and the formation of the

sky.!

That the moon and planete shine by their own

light * follows necessarily from Anazimander’s theories

respecting thern.

The movement of the heavenly

hodics he derived from the currents of gir caused

dépecbar, which is conflemed Ty the
rpowal TaD edprrob, attrihutcd to
him by Aristotle (Meteor. 10, 2, 358,

a, 21), it now appears to me pro-
hable that Roth { Gesoh. der dbendl.
PR L. a, 158) has taken theright
view in interpreting the whoel-
shaped circles filled with fire (Roth
wrongly says encompassed with
fire on the outside} as the starry
gpheres; these spheres, in their
ratation, poar forth fire through an
aperture, and produce the pheno-
menoi of a fiery Lody eircling round
the eaveh. As, however, these rings
only eonsist of air, Teichmiiller is
not wrong (p. 32 5q.) in dispating
the theory of solicd spheres and a
solid firmameut (Rill, fsc. oif.;
Gruppe, Cosm. Syst. d. Gr. p. 37
sqy.) 88 held by Anaximunder.
In apreement, with this view, there
is the statement (Stob. 548; Plac.
i. 23, 1; Galen, ¢. 13) that, ac-
cording to Araximander, the moon
is a cirele nineteen times as large
as the earth ; since it {s quite pos-
sible that this philosopher, for
Teasons unknown to us, may have
considered the circumference of
the moow's orbit (which in that
ease would coineide with the moen’s
spherc) to be nvineteen times the
siga of Lhe sarth’s eircumference.

When, however, wa learn from (he
same souree (Stob. 1. 524, Plac
20, 1; 21, 1; Guler. Hist. Phil. e
¥4, p. 874, 276, 278, K.) that he
made the sur's eincle twenty-eight

times ag large as the earth, and the
sun jtself {the apening of this eircla
whieh we behold ag the sun's dige)
the same &ize as the carth—this 13
lueom]_mt,lble with the theo‘ry that
the sun’s circle is the sun's sphare,
and its size, consequently, that of
the sun's arbit ; for that the sun's
orbit shonld be on'y twonty-eight
times as large as the sun's dise, is
a glaring contradiction of ocular
evidence, which we cannnt aseribe
to Anaximander. Hippolytas, how-
ever, says {as Telchmiller, p. 17,
rightly obsorves) elva 5& Thy wluehoy
Tob JAlov énTakaieorirAariore s
cendrns, and if we comneet with
this the statoment that the moon is
mingtecn times as large ag the
earth, we shall havathe sun's arhit
513 Limes the size of the earth's
circumference, and consequently
518 times that of the sun's eircum-~
ference, which would of eourse seem
suffisient to Anaximander, Buy
from the nature of our evidence wo
eannot pass certain judgment in
the matter,

' Arisi. Meteor di. 1 (ef. p. 251,
1}; dhid. c. 2, 330 a, 21, whore
Anaximander 18 nat jndeed men-
tioned, but according to Alexann-
der's trustworthy statement (o,
eit. and p. 93 b) he Iz included.

® What is asserted in the Pla-
cita, i1, 28, and Srob. I. 536, of the
moon, is denied by Tog. (ii. 1), but
{as appears from the passapges we
have quoted) without foundation.
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by the revolution of the spheres;! his theories on their
position and magnitudes? are ag srhitrary as we might
expect in the childhood of astronomy ; if, however, he
really tanght that the stars werc carried round by the
movement of cireles out of which they received ihe fires
by which they shine, he claims an important place in
the history of astroncmy as the author of the theory of

the spheres.

The same wonld apply to his discovery of

the obliquity of the ecliptic,® if Lhis has been vightly

U Arist. and Ales., of, previcus
nete and supra, p. 261, 1. In what
way the rotation of the heavcns ig
effceted, Aristotle does not =y,
tut Lis words in e. 2, as also in
the passage eited p. 251, I, from
¢ 1, can searcely bear any othor
coustrugtion this: than that the
heavens are moved by the wredpc-
ru, ul idea which is also found in
Anaxagorus and elsewhere (Ideler,
Arist. Meteor. 1. 497).  Alexander
thus (loc. cit.) explains the words
of Aristotls, guoted p. 251, I:
Gypoti yap JerTos Tou mepi  Thy
iy rinov, T mpRra Ths fypdryTes
Sab Tub fadov  éferuiferfar Kol
pivaglo T8 wyedpard Te €F alrob kol
Tpomas TAfov 76 kel FeAdpws, b5 Btd
ris drpuibas TadTas val Ths drafupd-
Fels karelymy Tas TPOWAS TaOVRHEY,
¥vba H Tatrns ebrols xopnyla ylvera
wepl Tavre Tpewopirwr,  Whether
the remark tlat Thecphrastus as-
cribes this view to Anaximander
and Diogenes, refers to this por-
tion of Anaximander's exposition
ig not gqoite certain.  Teichmiiller's
theory, {oe. ¢if. 22 agq., that Anaxi-
mander derived the movement of
the firmament from the turning of
the dmepar, conesived as spherical,
on 18 axis, I cannot admit, for
the Teasoms given, p. 202, 1, Irre-

spectively of the testimonics Just
gquoted, Norcan I admit, as Teich-
miillar alleges, that thers is anyeon:
tradiction in my connecting (p. 249,
2) the wdere kuBeprgr, aseribed to
the Infioite, with the movement of
the heavens, while I here derive
this movement from the wreduere,
When Anaximander says that the
Infinite by its own movement pro-
duces that of the universe, this doos
not prevent his deseribing (ef. 250
sq.} mere particularly the manner
in which that movemeont is hrought
about, and seeking aceordingly the
npproximate eunse for the revolu-
tion of the starry spheres in the
enrrents of the air.

2 Accordmw to Stob. 510, and
the Plae. 11 15, 6, he placed the
sun highest, then the moon, and
the fixed stars and planeis lowest
(Roper in Philologus, vii. 608,
wrongly gives an oppusite inter-
pretation). Hippolytus szays the
same, only withont mentioning the
planete. On the size of the sun
and moon ef. p. 253, The state-
ments of Endemus, quoted p. 234,
2, refer to these theories.

¢ Pliny, MHist. Nedo il 8, 3.
Others, however, ascribe this dis-
covery to Pythaporas; vide dnfra,
Fytk
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aseribed to him. In accordance with the notions of
antiquity, Anuximander, we arc told, regarded the stars
as gods, and spoke of an innumerable or infinite
multitude of heavenly gods.t

The Earth he sapposes to have existed at first in a
Hquid state, and to have been gradually formed by the
drying up of the moisture by means of the surrounding
fire; the rest, having become salt and hitter, ranning
off into the sea® Its shapc he conceives as a eylinder,
tho height of which ig a thixd part of ite breadth; we
inhabit its upper surface.® Al rest in the centre of all
things, its egnilibium is maintained because it is
equally distant from the extreme limite of the universe
The animals also, he thought, originated from primi-
tive slime, under the influcnce of the sun’s heat, and as
the idea of a gradual suceession of animal species cor-
responding with the periods of geological formation wag

' Qicero, N D, 1. 10, 23 {aftex
Philodemus), dnoximandri autem
opinis el nativos esse Deas, losgiy
infervallis  orirmtes  occidentesyue
cosque tnnumerahiles esse mundos,
Flee. 1. 7, 12: *Avatiuarbpos Tols
dorrépas odpaviops feods.  Stob. in
the parallel passage Fel. i 60:
> AvalinovBpos dredfvars Toys . dwel-
povs ovpaweds feols | P's Galen filist,
Phil. ¢ 8, p. 251 K- ’Ayagx’pcc'}.‘zﬁpas
d¢ Tois dweigous rovs (Heeren in
Stobzeus, fue. cif. 2ighily substityres
obpavobs for vobs) feobs elpen; Cyrill,
e, Jul. i, p. 28 D: 'Aveluevbpas
Gehv Dwpilerar elvar Tobs dmelpous
wdapons,  Tert. Adp, Mave. 1. 18
Avazimandar  universn  cmlestia
(Deos provuntiovil). Ilow we are
to undersiand the infinite number
of these gods wo shall soon moro
» articularly enguire,

? Vide supre, p. 231, 1.

¢ Plutareh in Bus, Pr. £v. 1. §,
2, Plac.iil 10, 1 ; Hippolyt. Befue.
1. 6. THopenes (il. 1) makes the
form of theearth spherieal Tnstead
of evlindrical, but this is an evvor.
Teichwnulfer gows theroughly into
the subject, foc. cif, 40 sqq.

+ Arist, Re Cmls, 1113, 205 b,
10; Simpl in b, 1 237 b, 43 =q.;
Sckol. 507 b, 20; Diog.ii.1; Hrp.
podyh., foc. eff. The assertion of
Then. (dsirom. p. 324), taken by
him feom Dereyllides, that Anaxi-
mander vhought the eerth moyed
around the centre of the universe,
is a misapprehension of what he
{Anazimander} said as to the sns-
peusion (ap. Simpl. las. ei) of the
eartk. Alexander expresses himself
more cauticusly,
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naturally beyond his reach, he assumed that the land
animals, including man, had at first been fishes, and
afterwards, when they were able to develope themselves
under their new shape, had come on shere and thrown
off their scales.! He is said to have regarded the soul
as of the nature of air,? and we have no reason to think
this improbable ; what, however, is more certain, is
that in bis theories of the origin of rain, of the winds,
of thunder and lightning,® almost everything is re-
ferred to the influence of air. But these theories have
little comneetion with his philosophie dectrine.

Asg all things were produced from one primitive
matter, so must all return to it; for all things, says our
philosopher,* must undergo, according to the order of
time, penance and punishment for their injustice. The
separate existence of individuul things is, so to speak,
wrong, a transgression which they must expiate by their
destruction. Anaxagoras is said te have applied the
same principle to the woild us a whole, and to have
admitted, in consequence, that the world would he
destroyed, but that on account of the perpetual motion
of the infinite substance, a new world would be

t Vide Plutarch ap. Eus. doe. eif.;
Qu. Con, vl 8, 47 Plae. v. 19, 4;
also Brandis, 1. 140, but especially
Teicluniiller, foe. ¢ff. 63 3qy., who
rightly calls attention to the points
of contact between this hypothesis
and the Darwinian theory. But I
cannot follow him in his statement
(p- 68) thut Anaximander, aecord-
ing to Plutareh, €. conv. forbade
the eating of fish. Plutarch does
not ssem to me to ¥ay that Anaxi-
mander expressly tnierdieted fish
eating, but only that his doctrine

of the deseent of men from fishes
implied that the uss of fish as foed -
was unlawful,

? Theod. Gr. aff cur.v.18, p, 72,

? Plutareh, Plae i1l 3, 1,7, 1;
Stol. Al 3, 490; Hippolyt. loe,
cil.; Seneen, ghe, Nat, il. 18 sq.;
Achilles Tatius in Arab 53 ; Plin.
Hist. Nat. 11,79, 191, makes Anaxi-
mander forstell an eavthquake to
the Spartans, but adds significantly
‘81 credimus.’

 In the fragment quoted, p.
240, 3. gont ok 1
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formed ; so that there would thus be an endless series
of snccessive worlds, This matter, however, is open fo
dispute,) We are repeatedly assured that Anaximander
spoke of innumerable worlds, but whether he meant by
this, worlds in juxtaposition, or warlds in suceession,—
and whether, upon the former theory, he thought of a
number of complete systems, separate from each other,
or ouly different parts of one and the same system, arc
questions that are not easily answerec.? Cicero says that
Anaximander regarded the eountless worlds as gods,
This would ineline us to the idea of whole systems, like
the worlds of Dewoceritus,  The countless ¢ heavens' of
which Stobeens speaks (as also the Peendo-Galen) seem
to necessitate the same interpretatian, since Cyrillus
substitutes *worlds’ for ¢heavens.” The Placita, how-
ever, have the word ©starsy and this we must take to
have been Anaximander’s real meaning. For if he had
said the inmumerable worlds that are supposed to exist
outside our system are gods, he would not merely have
stood alone among all the ancicnt philosophers, but it
would be diffienlt to say how he conld have arrived af such
a theorem.  For in all periods, and without exeeption,
gods bave been understood to meun beings that are the
objects of human adoration : even the gods of Epicurus
are 20, though, on their side, they trouble theraselves
little about men? But these worlds, entirely with-
drawn from our perceptions and sight, and admitted
only on the strength of a speculative hypothesis, ave not

! Vide Sehlelermacher, fos. ¢if. p. 255, 1.

195 sq.; Krische, Forsch, 1. 41 sqq. * O, Paxe 110 a, 593, second
® Vide the texts giveu, supre, odition,
YOL. I. 5
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capable of inspiring our adoration, and have nothing in
themscives that could appeal to the feeling of piety :
whereas the ancient worship of the stars, deeply rooted
ag it was in the Hellenie modes of thought, is to be
met with perpetually, as we know, among the philoso-
phers.  Anazimander’s countless gods must, therefore,
be the stars. The explanation of his likewise calling
these gods ¢ heavens’ may be found in what we have
gathered about his conception of the stars. That which
we behold under the form of sun, moon, or stars, is to
Anaximander only a luminous aperture in a ring which
is formed of air and filled with fire, and rotates at a
greater or less distance around the earth. The con-
centrie light-emitting rings which thus surronnd us,
and together with the earth form the umiverse, might
therefore be properly called heavens, and perhaps they
might be ealled worlds;' but it is likewise possible that
later writers, adopting the language of their own times,
may have substituted ‘worlds® for ¢ heavens’ by way
of explanation or emendation. Besides, Anaximander
might well speak in this sense of an infinite number
of heavens, vince (in accordance with this theory) he
must have regarded the fixed stars, not as placed in a
single gphere,® but each one as the aperture of its own
ring. Tor at so early a period as Anaximander’s, it
ought not to surprise us if that which no man could
reckon were ealled infinite in number.

1 Simplicius, for example, says ? Buch & sphere must have
{inthe passage quoted supra, p. 283, been perforated lke a sieve, since
1) of Anaxagoras, to whom nobody  eaeh star indicates an opening in
attributerd the theory of several it; und {nceording to p. 254, 2) it
gystems, that vods, accordingtohim, would have hidden the sun and

produced Tods Te wdopevs wal Thry  moon from us.
Tov EAAwr plow.
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On the other hand, the assertion which ascribes to
Anaximander an infinity of snccessive worlds seems to
be borne out by his systam. The correlative of the
world’s formation is the world's destruction; if the
world, as a living being, developed itself at a definite
epoch out of a given matter, it may easily be supposed
that it will also be dissolved, like a lving heing, into
its constituent clements again, If creative force and
as essential and original qualities, be.
ascribed to this primitive matter, it is only logical to
conclude that by virtue of its vitality it will produce
another world after the destruction of our own ; and for
the same reason it must have produced other worlds
prior to the earth, Thus we assume an infinite series
of successive worlds in the past and in the futore,
Plutarch, indeed, expressly sazys of Anaximander, that
from the Infinite, ag the sole ¢ause of the birth and
destruetion of all things, he considered that the heavens
and the innnmerable worlds arise in endless cireulation,!
and Hippolytus speaks ta the same cffect.?  © The Infi-
nite of Anaximander,’ he says, ‘eternal and never
growing old, embruces all the worlds; but these have
each of them & set time for their arising, their exist-

movement,

VAp, Fus, Pr. Ev. i 8, 1: * Refuf. 1. G: olvos dpyhw Epy

(" Amgfpmpﬁpdv poot) -rb a‘irrenpav <pdvaz
THY "rﬂﬂ'ﬂl’ ﬂ-l’riﬂ.l’ Exfll’ ’T?]i' 'Tﬂl-'
TarTs yerégeds Te o . . kel plopds,
& ob & o¢mor Tols Te obparous
&roxerploBear xal kaBdiou Tody Ewav-
vas dwelpous Grras kbopovs. Gredil
vare 8¢ rov ¢fopir ylrveabus wal word
wpdrepoy Thy ylveaw E Awelpou
oidvos  avaxvehoupépwr  mduTey
T by,

3 Burwr ploly o ol dreipoy, ¢
s yivegfar Tods adpaveds wat Tobs év
adrofs ndopavs, ety & &lBor elva
ket ayfpa, fir kal wdyray mepifyew
Tabs  whwpovs, Réyer 3&  ypérop
ds dpioudens s peréoews kol Tis
otiries wal THs plopas. ‘I'nesc pro«
posttions seem, by the way, to he
taken from another source from
what follows,

82
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ence, and their destruction’! Cicero, too,® makes

mention of innumerabls worlds, which in long periods
of time arise and perish; and Stobocus attributes to
Anaximander the theory of the future destruction of
the world.® 'This is also countenanced by the state-
ment that he believed in a future drying up of the sea,*
for in that case there would be an increasing prepon-
derance of the flery element, which must ultimately
result in the destruction of the earth, and of the system
of whichk it forms the centre. The same theory of a
constant alternation of birth and destruction in the
universe was held by Ieracleitus, who approaches more
clesely to Anaximander thain to any of the ancient
physicists, and also most probably by Anaxi-
menes and Diogenes. We have reason, therefore, tu
suppose that Anaximander also held it; and that he
already {anght the doctrive of a perpetual vicissitude
between the separation of things from the primitive

Tonian

Lastod them all. Wik Plutarch,,
the arising or passing away o
mayavs and tho Gwesvkhovieévwr
wdvrwy wbviv, snfficiently show that
suesessive worlds are intended.

2 In the passage quoted at
length, swpre, p. 253, 1, where the
words, loagis intervallis orfentes

! In neither of these possages
can the inmumerable worlds be un-
derstood otherwlise thun as sucees-
sive worlds. When Nippolytus
divcotly connects with Lis mention
of the wérpe:r the romark that the
time of Lheir DLeginning is deter-
nined, this can only mesin that

tiese redouor have n definte dura-
tion, and we must then explain the
plorality thus: there are many
worlds, because cach world only
lasls for a time, The connection
of the two propusitions, that the
dwerpor is eternnl, and that it em-
braces all worlds —points to the
same result. Tt might embrace all
cooxisting worlds even'if it wore
not eternal ; but it could only em-
brace successive worlds, if it ous-

ocordentesgue, con only apply o
worlds of which one arises when the
other disappoars, even supposing
that Cleero or his autherity con-
fused these worlds with the &wecpe:

afiparel desipmated w8 gods by
Anazximander,
8 Lel. i, 416, Anaximander

. DilapTby ThY KéTpov.
4 Theophrastus, and probably
also Aristotle, supra, p. 151, 1.
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matter, and their retnrn fo primitive roatter; as well as
an endless series of worlds 1o suceession, which was the
natural result of that doctrine.!

Whether he likewise maintained the co-existence of
an infinite number of systems, or of a plurality of
systems apart from one unother, as the Atomists after-
wards did, is another question. Simplicius, and ap«
parently Augustine, assert this of him ;2 and some few
modern writers have agreed with them.® But Augus-
tine certainly does not speak from his own knowledge,
and he does not tell ns his anthority. Nor is Simplicius

! What Schleiermasher nrges
(loc. ¢it. 197) against this theory
does not soem to me conelusive.
Anaximander, be thinks (according
to the texts guoted, supra, p. 229,
2, 3), could not have supposed a
time in whieh genevation was ar-
restord, and this nust have beon the
ease from the commencemenc of a
warld's destrnetion to the avising
of a new world,  Butin the fivst
place, the words, tva # yévems uh
émielry, do not assert that gene-
ration may never and in ho way
be arresied,’ but rather thab fthe
generationof pexpetually new beings
can nasver CEH.SB.’ It d(JeS not cease
if it is continued in 4 new world
instead of the one destroyed ; and
thus it hecomes very questionable
whether we can attribute Lo Anaxi-
mander a notion wlich, strictly
understrod, wonld exeluden begin-
ning as well as an end of the
world; numely, the notion that on
account of the incessant activity of
the first canse (vide sup. p. 249, 1)
the world can never cease to exist.
He might think that he was proving
this activity all the moere conclu-
sively by ma.king it always form a

now world after the destruetion of
an old one.  Rosc's opinton {Arist,
bib ord., 78) that the theory of
4n alterpalive formation and des-
traetion of worlds s a vefnslissima
cogitandi retione plane alieng has
boen alrendy ungwered in the Lext.
We find this theory in Anaximenes,
Hemeoteitus, and Mogenes (to ail
of whom, however, lose equally
denins ity ; and meovsover in Empe-
docles,

* Stmpl. Phys 257 b: ol uer
yap awelpows To wAafder Tabs wdo-
uovs drobléueval, s of mepl "Araf-
{povBpov wai Aelusrmor kol Anudrpi-
Tov kal dorepor ol wepl "Ewikouvpor,
yivopérovs abTous ol pepouérovs
baiderte én dmewprr, d\Aar pir
Gel yuvopduer EAAwp B ddepopéuor.
Cloinflp. 2622, Aug, T Doviin,
21 rerwn principia singulurum csse
eredidit imfinito, & inawirerahiles
FRUNADS GUrRere 6F QUOLCUNGYE iR 0iF
oriuntur, eosgua wuimndos mods dis-
soivi modo iteriin glgni existimavit,
guanic quisgue oelale sue manere
polusrit,

¢ Ritsgen especially, p. 18 sq.
of the work menrioned (supra, p.
233, 1).
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quoting from Anaximander's writings,! and he clearly

betrays that he is not sure

of what he is saying.* No

trustworthy evidence from any other source can be
eited 1n favour of this philosopher’s having held such a

theory,® » theory which his

b As alvendy observed on p. 237
54., and clearly proved by the con-
tradictions yosuliing from the eom-
parisau of the expressions shown wo
b his, supre, po. 232, 1; 941, §;
244, 1, 2,

# Ci. Do Cielo, 91 D, 34 (Sehol,
i Ar. 480 a, 35): of 3¢ kol 75
waffs dwelpouy wdorpovs, b "Avafl-
pendpos pey Smepur T@ peyéPer Thy
dpxte Bpeves, Ewelpovs 3 avrod
[—7is] T8 wafife xdopovs meely
& o el Nesrurwres Be kol Anubrpis
o5 gmelpous T@ wA%Pel Tobs ndopovs,
&e. Mid, 273, b 43¢ wal xdopovs
dretpous  ebres wal Exacror 7Y
wdopwy $F dmefpov Tob rowTen
grocyelov Sméfere, &s 8 v K € &

3 The stute of the cage in ve-
eard to Cieero and Philodemus lins
alrcady been investigated, pp. 257 ;
260. 2; where the passages cited
(p. 2569, 1, 2} from Hippolytus and
Plutareh have also been sufficiently
considered. Plutarch indoed says
in the preterite: Teds Te obpavous
amokerpicdar kai rafdroy Tolts Frap-
Tas dretpous Buras sdopovs, but that
proves nothing; for in the first
place the xdepoe may hare the same
meaning ag obparel (of. p. 238), and
in the next, 1t might be sald of
successive worlds that an iofinite
mumber of them had como forth
from tha dwepow; for they had
already been innumerable n the
past, It has also been shown (p.
287) that Stobeens, 1. 56, proves
nothing. When Stobaus (i, 496}
says "AratiuarBees 'Avafiudims 'Ap-
xéhmos Sepopdins Aroyérns Aelio-

general system not merely

was Anpdeprros “Erikovpos dmelpovs
KOTpous v TE Aweipy KaTd Thoay
meptasyeyhy, riv 8 dwelpovs dwegu-
yaudrwy ToUs xdouous 'Avakipordpes
Th Yooy abrebs améyewr dArfAwme,
Ewikvvpes dmouy elvar o weraly
Tow ibcpwy BidoTnua, his meaning
no doabt is that Anaximander, ke
Demneritus and Epieuruy, Lelieved
in nwmberless cooxistent worlds,
and this likewise holds good of
Theadoret {(Cur. gr. of. 1v. 19,
p. 583, who attribules to the same
philesophers, enumerated in the
same order as Stobeeus, woAdsbs
wol gwetpuvs Jclfrrj.wus. Theadoret,
howeser, 1s cvidently uob an in-
dependent. witness, but has been
drawing upon the text, the words
of which Steb#us gives mora
completely,  The acconnt itself
alse seems here to be very untrust-
worthy. Torlittle confldence can be
placed In an auvthor whe attributes
the dwepor wéopoe to Anaximenes,
Archelans, and Xenophanos, and
by the addition of werd wisay
mepiaryorylv, which is quite inappli-
eable to the Atomists and Epicure-
ang, clearly hetrays that he is here
confusing  two different thecries,
that which mukes irmumerable sue-
cessive worlds Lo procced from ths
wepiryoryol (the cirenlar motion
gpoken of by Pluturch, supra, p.
259, 1), and that which main-
tainsinnumerable contamporaneous
worlds. What Anaximander really
suid coneerning the equal distanes
of the worlds, whether his ntterance
related to the distanee in space of
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does mot requirc, but often actually contradicts. We
might imagine that it necessarily resulted from the
unlimitedness of matter; but the guccessors of Anaxi-
mander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, and Diogenes, prove
how little such necessity existed at that early slage of
thought. Noze of them find any difficalty in supposing
our world to be limited, while the matter surround-
ing it, and not formed into any other worlds, extends
jtself to infinity. The reflcction which Schleiermacher
attributes to our philosopher,! that there must be many
worlds, in order that death arnd destruction may rule in
ong, while life and vitality prevail in another, appears
much too artifical for the time. It is, therefore,
difficult to see how Anaximander eould have been led
to a theory which is so entirely independent of the
sensible intuition, the immeadiate origin of all anclent
cosmology. Such a theory must, indeed, have beecn
peculiarly remote from a philosopher holding so de-
cidedly, as Anaximander did, that every particular was
derived from one first principle, aud returned to it
again.?  Detnocritus was quite logieal when hs made his
innumerable ators, which were guided by no uniform
principle, combine with onc another in the most diverse
parts of infinite space, und so form independent world-
systems. Anaximander,on the contrary,starting from his
conception of the One Tnlimited which rules all things,
could only arrive at the theory of & single universe,
combined by the unity of the force that forms the world.

the sbpaval, or fo the distanse in b Lo, it p. 200 sq.
tima of the suceessive worlls, we % Ag Schleiermacher himself
cannof. determins, - avknowledges, loc. cif, 197, 200,
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If we now compare Aunaximander’s doetrine, as re-
presented In owr present enquiry, with what we know of
the docgrine of Thales, we shall find that it is far richer
in content, and betokens a higher development of philo-
sophic thought. I-am not indeed inclined to ascribe
any great significance to the conception which iz prin-
cipally dwelt on by historians as constituting the most
convenient. designation far Anaximander’s principle,
viz., the infinity of prunitive matter; for the endless
snecession of natmal creations, which chiefly determined
Anaximander in adopting it, might have been attained
independently of this prineiple;! and the unlimited
extension of the world in spuce, which would have ne-
eessituted it, was not taught, as we have seen, by this
philogopher, On the other hand, it is an important fact
that Anaximander should have taken for his point of
departure, not a determinate substence like Thales, but
indeterminate and infinite matter; and whatever may
have led him to such a doctrine, it implies an advance
on his part beyond merely sensucus ehservation. Thales
said nothing about the manner in which things arise
out of the primitive matter. The € geparation’ of Anaxi-
mander is still sufficiently vague, but it is al any rate
an attempt to form some notion of the process, to reduce
the tultiplicity of phenomens to the most general oppo-
sitions, and to attain a physical theory of the genesis of
the world, free from the mythical clements of the an-
cient theogonic cosmology. The ideas of Anaximander
on the systern of the weorld, and the crigin of living
beings, not orly show reflection, bul have exercised

1 As Aristotle observer, vide sapra, p. 329, 4.
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important influence on subsequent philosophy. Tinally,
he admitted a beginning ag well as an end of our world,
and an infinite series of successive worlds, This doe-
trine evinces ren.mrkabldconsistency of thought. It is
besides the first step fowards the abandonment of the
mythical notion of the origih of the world in time, and
throngh the idea that creative force can mever have
been idle, it prepered the way for the Aristotelian doe-
trine of the eternity of the world,

I eannot, however, agree in the opinion that Anaxi-
mander should be separated from Thales aud from his
successors, and assigned to a special order of develop-
ment. This opinion has been maintained in modern
times and on opposite grounds by Schleiermacher ! and
Ritter:? by Schleiermacher, because he secs in Anaxi-
mander the commencement of speeulative natural
seicnee; by Ritter, hecanse he regards him as the
founder of the mechanical and more experimental
physies, With reference to the latfer, it has already
been shown that Anaximander’s theory of nature has as
little a mechanical character as that of his predecessor
or immediate suceessors, and that be cspecially approxi-
mates to Horacleitus, the typical dynamist., For the
same reasong, Schlelermacher is incorrsct in asserting
that, in contrast with Thales and Anaximenes, bis ten-
dency iz more towards the particular than the universal;
for Anaximander was remarkably strict in upholding
the mity of animate naturs.? He admits, indeed, that

b On Anazimander, e il po 177 sq., 208,
188 ; Qaich. dor Phil. 25, 31 sq. 2 Vide supra, p. 236, and

S Gewh, der Phil. 1. 214, 280 Schleiermacher on Anaximander.
50q., 343 ; ef. Gesch. dor Jow. Plal.  p. 197, who is styled by him the
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contraries emanate from the primitive substance; but
this proves nothing, since Anaximenes and Diogenes hold
the same opinion. Lastly, T must dispute the assertion
of Ritter! that Apaximander owed nothing to Thales.
Even supposing that from a material point of view
he appropriated none of Thales’ ideus, it was formally
of the highest importance that Thales should first have
ingtituted the enquiry concerning the universal principle
of all things. We have, however, alveady seen that Anaxi-
mander was probably connected with Thales, not only by
his hylozoiem, but by the particular theory of the liquid
state of the earth in its commencement. If we fariher
consider that he was u fellow citizen and youuger con-
temparary of Thales, aud that both philosophers were
well known and highly esteemed in their native eity, it
secius unlikely that no impulse sbould have been received
by the younger from the elder; and that Amaximander,
standing midway chrouologieally between his two com-
patricts, Thales wnd Auuximnenes, should be isolated
from them scientifically. The contrary will bhecome
gtill more appurent when we see the influence exevcised
by Anaximander over his own immediate successor.

III. ANAXIMENES®

Tuz philosophic theory of Apaximenes is generally de-
geribed by the proposition that the prineiple or ground

philosopher *whose whola enquiry  know bardly anything, except thar
inelines so decidedly to the gide of he eame from Miletus, and that his
unity and the subordination of all father's npame was Evristratus
oppositions.” (Diog. 1. 3; Simpl. Phys. 6 »).
Y Gesch, der PRI 1. 214, Latsr writers rcpresent him as
* Of the life of Anaximenes we & disciple (Cie, deed, ii. 37, 118;
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of all things is air.

2067

That he meant by air something

different from the element of that name, and distin-
guished air, the elementary substance, from the atmo-
spherie air,? eanmot be proved, nor Is it probable. He

says indeed that air in its pure

condition is invisible,

and that it is only perceptible through the sensations
of its coldness, warmth, moisture, and motion; ® bat this

Diog. ii. 3; Ang. Ch. D. vl 8);
friend (Simpl. Ioc. cit. De Owlo, 273
b, 45; Sehol. al4 a, 38); ac-
quaintanes (Eus, Pro Bw x, 14, 73 ;
or suceessor (Clem. Strom, i, 301
A. Theodoret, Gr. aff. cur. ii. 9y
P 22, Aug. L e) of Anaximander.
‘Though it iz probable, feom the
relation of their doetrines, that
thera was some sonzection betwoen
the two philosopliers, these state-
ments dre eloarly based, noton his-
torical tradition, but on a4 mera
combination, which, howevar, has
more foundution than the strange
statoment (ap. Diog. i, 8) that he
was 0 pupil of Parmenides. Ac-
vording to Apollodorus, in Dieg.
lo¢. citf., he was born in the 63rd
Olympiad {528-524 n.0.), and died
about the time of the conguess of
Sardis, If by the latter s meant
tle eonguest by the lonians under
Thuwrins in the 70th Olymprad (499
mo.), which is used uowhere else
as a chronological epoch, Anaxi-
reenes would have died 4548 years
after Avaximander; on the other
hund, in that ease, Ol 63 would
ssem much too late for his bicth,
To obyiats this difficulty Hermann
(Philos. Ion. wt. 9, 217 proposes to
gubstitute for Ol 63, Ol &3 (as
given in Buseb. Hrowy; and
Réth ( Greseh, der Abendl. I'hil. 1i.
n, 242 s8¢} Ol 33, As, however,
Hippolytus (Hefwt. i 7, end) places
the prime of Anazimenes in Ol

*Apabiadrns Be . .

58, 1, Dicis (Rhese. Mus, x=xxi. 27
is probably right in his conjecture
thist the passage in Dicgenes shuu[d
be thus rmusmsed 'ye*yem'rcu pEw

. mepi iy Bdplear Erwmw,
érehelrnore 3¢ Th fkuootd TplTe
éavpmddi, apd that Suidas thence
derives his statement s yéyoser v
H we' awpmuid &v rf  Zdpbewr
ardosr ore Kipes ¢ Iépons Kpotwor
wabeiher, Unly, says Diels, Snidas
o some later interpolator has
wrongly tntrodoced Ensabius's doto
év 7y ve cAvuwmadi.  The eonguest
of Sardis that Diogenes means is
the eonguest Ly Cyrus (Ol 58, 3,
or 546 p.e.), and the word, péyover,
or yeyernTas (#s 15 often the case)
relates not to the bhiil, but o the
tirae of life, the &xpf. Lhe work
of Anuximenes, a small fragmoent
of which has been handed down to
1wy, was, accovding to Diogenes,
written in. the Lomic dlalect, the
twa insiguiticant letters to Pytha-
gorad, which we find in Diopenes,
are of course apoeryphal.

b oArist. Mefuph. i, 3, 984 1, 5,
TAvelysiens BE &épa il Awoyévms
:rrpr;'repay tdares ol pdhars® &pxﬁif
rifldam Tiv GmAdy cwpdrer, and
all later writera without excep-
tion,

2 Az iz assumed by Ritter, 1.
217, snd still more decidedly by
Brandis, i. 144,

* Hippolyt. Rgfud. her i 7:
. Bépa dmeipor Fpn
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is perfectly applicable to the air around us, and our au-
thorities evidently eo understand it, for they none of
them ever allude to such a distinetion, and the majority
of their texts expressly designate the primitive matter
of Anaximenes as one of the four elements, as a
qualitatively determined body.! On the other hand,
he aseribed one property to the air, which Anaximander
had already employed to diseriminate primitive being
fromn all things derived; he defined it as infinite in
regard to quantity, This is not only wuniversally
attested by later writers,? but Anaximenes himsclf
implies such an opinion® in saying that the air em-
braces the whole world ; for when the air iz conceived
as not, comprehended by the vault of heaven, it is much
easier to imagine it spread out to infinity than to place

any definite bonod to go volatile 2 substance. Moreover

. B .
defindie, N, D1, 10, 26 Anawi-
weenes ogre dewd. stalulf, enmgur

Thy gpyne <lvat, €f o0 Th yepdpera
& yeyordTe wal Td égduern xal

feobs kai fefa piverBar, 7& & Aovemd
A wiy robrou draylvey, b 5 eldos
Tou Gépas TolobrToy Brer piév dua.
AdTaTes ¥, DpE #dnAov, dnhodober
B¢ 7@ Yuxpe Rai e fepud wal TH
vaTepy wod TE Kvaukirg,

'L, Aristotle, loe. ¢if., and
Flys. 1. 4; Plut, ap. Ens. Pr, Eo.
1. 8, 3: Aralipedrge 8¢ dumithy TEr
BAwr dpyWr Tov fipa elmew Kel
Tobrou elvac TG pév yéver Rmwepou
rais Bt wepl abrby Tard e Sowrpd-
vov,  Simpl. Phys. 6 a, u: uior pév
The dwexeiucvny plow ol Brepdy
¢uate , ., obk  adpteror BE L . .
arAE bpirpfeny, dépe adywy abriy.
fo De Lolo, vide infra, p. 270, 3.

2 Plat. and Hippal,, vide the
two previous notes, Cic, deed, ii.
37, 118:  duavimenes infinifum
aera ; sed ed, (UE 6T eo orirentur

gégni (a misapprehension on which
of. Krische, 1. 53) essogue immensum
et infinitum L semgper in modi;

Dmﬁ' it. 3¢ ofros dpx'r]y a,epn. Ehre
xerl T gmeipop 3 Simplicius, Pays. &
b: ‘Aralipevbpor, aal ‘Avefinémy

. Er v, Brapor 3k 7 peyébe Th
sraiyeior Swoleudvovs ; ibid. 6 a,
vide preceding note; ¢hid. 108 b,
vide supra, p. 219, 1; #hid, 273
b év 7 dwelpd . . . 7F TAvefipé-
vous kel 'Avatiudeipov.  Also Sime
plicius, D Celo, vide dafra; dhid.
01 Ty, 32 {Sehel. 480 2, 35): "Ava-
Lipéoms Thy deépa &wetpal«' dpx-};y Elvae
Adywr.

* In the words quoted by FPlut.,
Fleo. 1. 3, 6 (Smb Eef i 206):
alon \Jtuxﬁ -] ')’H.LETEpa a'))p olica
crv'yu'pu'rﬂ 'nlu.ns, Kol DAor TOY rcéo',u.ou
wrebpa wal dhp mepifxe
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Aristotle! mentions the theory accordiug to which the
world is surrounded by the bowndless air. This passage,
it, is true,may also apply to llogenes or Archelaus,
bt Aristotle seems to ascribe the infinity of primitive
matter to all those whoe consider the world to be sur-
rounded by this matter, We can scarcely doubt there-
fore that Anaximenes adopted this conception of Anaxi-
munder, He also agrees with him in the opinion that
the air ig in constant movement, {s perpetually changing
its forms,? and consequently perpetually generating new
things devived from it: but what kind of movement this

is, our authorities do not inform us.?

! Phys. i, 45 vide supre, p
218, 2; thid, ¢, 6, 206 b, 23 domep
puoly of puswhdyo, Té YT
Tob kbouuy, ob N otcia F FAke 70
coroiror, dragay elva.  Of. also the
passazo quoted on . 242, 17 Do
Qo 111, 5. ]

z Plutarch ap. Bus. I'r, Fo.1. 8,
according fo the guotation on p. 265,
1: yervaodar 88 mdpre werd Tiva whe-
ywsy retrou, wal wihw Gpoiwow,
hy e wiv klmow & oldwvos -
dpyew, Cie. N. . 410 {nute 1)
Hippolygt. according to the guota-
tion, sep. p. 268, 1: epenrta: 65 wal
bl ob yip peraBarrew baw }tsrn_‘.,ﬂ:i)\-
aet, € pd) aweira. Simpl. Phys.
G a: xipgew B el ofros d@lfiow
ol B Yy wal Thy peraBoliw plve
a6m. The reason why he was never-
theless roproached, Dlat. Plec. i 3
7, for recognising no moving cuuse,
is well expluined by Krische, Forsch.
54, in reference to Arist. Medaph. 1.
4, 984 a, 16 sqq.

¥ Teichmipller (Sfudien, &e. p.
76 sqg.) thinks, as in regard
to Apaxinander (sup. p. 252, 1}.
that this was a revolving me-

Lastly, it is said

Tion; that tie infinite alr was
suppused Lo rotate from cteroity,
I canuot acguicsee in this view, if
only for the reason that not one of
our authorities récognises such a
theory. A rogation of the Unhmited
scems to me in itself #o conbra-
dictory » notion that we ought not
to aseribe 1t to Anasimenss, except
on overwhelming evidence; if we
would represent to oursslves the
eternal motion of matter, the ana-
logy of the atmosphorie air would
far more rendily support the
theory of a swinging movoment.
Tewchmulier appeals to Arist. De
Cielo, it 13, 294 a. 9: (dor' & Big
vhy 7y pever, wal aueiaber éwt Th
éror Peponéry duk Thr Blumrar Tad-
T yep Tiy alricy wdpTes Adyouap,
b B kol vhe yhe wdvres Goo TOY
ofpavhy ~pewvdatw, éml Th pécor gup-
sabfey pagiv); butthis passage {even
apart {from what will be observed
concerning it lator ou} seems to
me of small importance in the
question; for it does not say
whether the whirling motion whick,
in the formation of the world car-
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of him, as of Anaximander, that he declared his primi-
tive matter to be the divinity;! whether he expressly
did so is questionable and improbable, sinee like hig
predecessor (vide supre) he reckoued the gods among
created beings. DBut in point of fact, the statement is
not untrue, becanse, for him also, primitive matter was
at the same time primitive foree, and so far, the arcative
canse of the world.2

Simplicius says?® that Anaximenes made air his firsh
principle beeanse of its variable nature, which especially
fits it to be the substratum of changing phenomena.
According to the utferances of Anaximenes himself,* he
geems to have been led to this theory chiefly by the
analogy of the world with a living being. It appeared
to him (in agreement with the ancient apinion, founded
on the evidence of the senses) that in men and animals
the expiration and inspiration of the air is the cause of
life, and of the cchesion of the body: for when the
breathiné ceases or iy hindered, life becomes extinet,

risd the terrestrial substances into
the centre, existed hbefore these
substances; and this by no means
neeossarily follows., Demoeritus,
for instance, does not eonceive the
atoms as originally whirling ; that
movement arises only at certain
points from the percussion of the
atoms.

b Cicero, N, JL loc. cif.; Stob.
Kol i, 58 Awval. thv &épa (febu
amedfirare); Lactantiuvs, Inst. 1. 3,
p- 18 Bip. Cleanthes et Anazximenss
aethera diewnd esse stemmusn Do
Hers, however, ether is used in
the modern sense, Tert. contr. Mare.
t. 13, Anazimencs aerum (Dewn
pronuntioit).

# Roth (Gesek. der Abend], Phil.
ii. &, 250 sqq.) opposes Anaximenes
1o Xenophunes, and says that he
stacted from the coneeps of spirit
as the primitive divinity, He calls
him aceordingly the flvst spiritual-
ist. But this gives a wvery false
notion of the import of his prin-
ciple, and the way in which he
arrived at it.

3-De Crlo, 273 b, 45; Sckol.
i Avist. 514 a, 881  Avalluerys ¢
éraipos AvaliudvBpov  wal morirys
greipor uév kol airds bwébere Ty
dpxd, of phi Ere kopioTay, dépa yap
Eneyer elvar, oldueves dpnelv 19 Tob
Eépos ebardeiwTop wpbs peraBorde,

! Vide swpra, p. 268, 3.
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the body decomposes and perishes. It was natural for
Anaximenes to suppose that sueh might also be the
case with the world.  For the helief that the world was
animate was very ancient, and had already veen intro-
duced into physics by his predceessors. o in the
manifold and important etfects of the air, which are
patent to obscrvation, he readily found proof that it is
the air which moves and produces all things. Bub
philosophy had not yet attained to the diserimination
of motive cause from matter, The above anmouncement,
therefore, was equivalent to saying that the air is the
primitive matter; and this theory was likewise sup-
ported Ly common observation, and by a conjecture
which might easily oceur to the mind.  Rain, hail, and
snow, on the one harnd, and fiery phenomena on the
other, may equally be regarded as produets of the air.
Thus the idea might casily arise that the air mmst be
the matter out of which all the other bodies are formed,
some of them tending upwards, and othors downwards ;
and this opinion might likewise be based on the appa-
rently unlimited diffusion of the air in space, especially
as Apaximander had declared the infiuite to be the
primitive substance.

All things then, says Anaximenes, spring from the
air by rarefaction or by condensation.! These processes

! Aristotle { Phys. i 4, ub init.
De Cwla, iil. 3, sub init. vide supra,
p. 243, 1) ascribes this theory to a
whole elass of natnral philosophers.
It wes so peculiar to Anaximenes
that Theophrastus assigns it to him
alone (perhaps, howewer, he msans
aloue among the earliest philoso-
phers), vide supra, p, 224, 2. For

furtier testimony, ¢f. Plut. Be Pr,
Frig. 7, 8, supra, p. 272, 2; Plut.
ap. Bus, I Eb, L 8, 3, supra,
p- 269, 2: Hippolyt. Refid. 1. 7;
Hermias, frrie. ¢, 3; Simpl. Phys.
G a; 82 s The expressions by
which rarefaction and condetsation
are designafed are various, Aris~
totle says pdveris and wherwois; in-

www.holybooks.com



8/22
279 ANAXIMENES.

&

he seems to have regarded as resulting from the move-
ment of the air) Rurefaction he makes synonymous
with heating, and condensation with cooling.? The
stages through which matter has to pass in the course
of these transformations he deseribes somewhat un-
methodically. By rarefaction air changes into five;
by coudensation it becomes wind, then clouds, then
water, then earth, lastly stoncs. From these simple

podies compound bodies are then formed.?

stend of pdroms, Plutamedy and
Sinplicius have apalaris, donoc-
afn; Hormias has dpoodpevss wal
deayedpeves; Hippolytus, Srav es
b cpmdbrepoy Bexxuvds, According
to Plutarch, De Pr. Frig, (ef. Sinpl.
Phys. 44 1), Anpaximencs him-
selt seems to have spoken of eon-
cantraiion, of relaxation, extension
or loosening, The Amuximandrian
daoctrine of separation s only at-
tributed to him in Morbeke's re-
translation {(Ald. 46 a, m) of
Simpliciue; e Cudo, 91 b, 43,
( Sekol, 480 a, 41); ths genuine
texh has instead of 8¢ éf épds mérTa
ylyerda Ae’-youn’r. kar’ eificiar [-‘:O
that the transmutation of matfers
only follows one direetion, and does
not go ou iou cirele, as 'W:Lvh Held.-
¢leitug) : &5 AvatiuneBpos ial "Avai-
yedegs.  In Phys. 44 a, ravefaetion
and eondensation are explained by
Simplicius in his own name, a5 ody-
kpeos and Bdepiois.

1 Vide supra, p. 269, 2.ef, p. 2740,

T Plug, Py, Frig, 7, 8, p. 47
¥ kabdmep ‘Avalinéions 6 walawds
gieTo, pire Tb Yuxpby €v abely phre
Th Gepudr Gmursimwuer, GAAG Tafn
kotrk s HAns  émeywduera Tois
weTaBuAnis TH Yap OVTTEAASuepor
abirfis wal mukvodueror tuysdy clval
¢noe, th 36 Gpmby wal To xeRapbs

The texts

{olte Tws bvopdoay kol g phuart)
Beppdy. TIn support of this, as Is
furtherobsorved, Anaximenesurged
that the air which is breathed out
with the open mouth is warm, and
that which ix ejecled in closing
the lips is cojd; the explanation
given by Ar:stot.le being that the
one is the air insido the mouth, nnd
tha other the mr wut+ide i, Hippol.
{ne,eil. (p. 267, 8. and note 3, enfra),
According to Porphyry, ap. Simpl.
Phys, 41 a, Al Anaximenes re-
garded the molst and the dry as
fundemental contreres: this stalo-
ment is, however, open to suspicien;
the more so, because Simplicius
hases it upon a hexameter, which
he says emanated from Anaximenes,
but which is elsewhere aseribed to
XNenophanes (vide dnfra, chapter on
Xenophanes), and which cannut
havo bean taken from the prose
of Anaximenss. DMost likety, as
Braudis thinks (Selol. 338 U, 31,
Ioe. ¢it), Eevogdrny should be sub-
stituted for "Avafiptrne.

® Bimpl. Phys. 32 a; and pre-
viuus]y in the samo ternis, p. 6
a: Amﬁmeuns u.pnuoup.fma ,.u:v
Thy c:fp:z wip yiverfal e, wukvnv-
pevop B8 Bpeuor, elra pédos, eira it
ubidray B8wp, «lIre i, elre Alfous,
70 3¢ HBAAG ek TodTwr Hippol.
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therefore which suppose Anagimenes to have fixed the
number of the elements at four,! are to be considered

inexact, as to this peint.

Tn the formation of the world, the condensation of

the air first produced the

earth,? which Apaximenes

conceived as broad and fat, like the slub of a table, and

for that reason, supported

after the passage quoted p. 267, 3
wukpslueroy yip kal dpaolperor did-
gopoy guiverfars Brar ks eis T
apoudrepoy  Siexulf wip ylredfo,
pérws B¢ dmdy els dépa wukpoiiperay
€E dépos wépos dmoTeAeati; Kara T
wiAnew, instead of whieh, perlaps,
we should read: péows B¢ mdiew els
dadpo, wuke. €L adp. vép, amoreisirbar
. 1. tiagew—as Roper { Philol. vii.
6107, and Duncker {in hiz edition)
contend—perhaps, however, dve-
povs may be concealed in the
péows, and the following words
should be otherwise amended: #re
8t pBadovr BBwp, eéwl mActow wur-
rolérTe YRy, Kal 615 T pdAlrTe TUR-
vibraror Alfous. Bore TR rupdrare
Tis yewérews fvorrin elvar Depudrre
walfuxpdr . . . . dvéuous 5t yervd-
rla, Brar SHTETuRMEpEPes 6 Adp
dpatedets pépprae (which no deunlit
means, when the condensed air
spreads ilself ont apew; umless
we should subistitute for Gpmtwfels,
aplefs, carricd up wloft, which, in
spite of the greater weight of the
condensed air, would bhe quite as
possible in itself as tho presense
(p. 274, 2) of earth-like bodics in
the hieavens), svrerddire B¢ xal el
Thsioy maxuwbdyra wépw yervacfu:
[pevrdy, or, cuvedlivros kai énl
wAeloy maxvBérros . yerpliobar], sal
ofrws els Flwp ueTaBdAdew.

v Cic, dead, ii. 37, 118 gignd
autem forram aguam ignem o ox

YOL. L. T

by the air® He aseribed

Kz omanir, Hermias loe, ¢ff.; No-
mes, Wal. Ilom. ¢ 5, p. T4, has the
same, but less precisely.

* Plub. ap, Kus. Pr. fw. 1.8,
3 mhauudpov 3% Toll dépos mpuTny
weyerorfm Adyewr whe yir. The
game follows from the theory that
tha siars flvst aroge out of the va-
pours of the earth, Howthe earth
came first to be formed, and took
its place in the centre of the uni-
versa, is nob explained. The words
wrihovudvor ol dépos in Plufureh
admit of the nation that in the
condensation of the air the densest
parts sank downwards. Tostead
of thig, Teichmiiller (lor. oif p. 83)
prefers to account for it by the
theory of the whirling motion {of
which we have spoken supra, p.
269, 3); but the pussage from Aris-
totle, Do Owlo, 11. 13, there gquoted,
does mot seem to me to jJustify
this conrse ; for the word wderes in
this passage cannot be &o scrained
us to include every individual phi-
losopher who ever comstrueted a
cosmogony.  For examgple, Plato
{ Z%m. 10 B) knows nothing of the
dlvnpors,  Heracleitus zever men-
tions it, and the Pythagoreans did
not place the earth in the centre
of the universa,

# Aristotle, De Cwmls, 1. 13,
294 b, 153; DPlutarch ap. - LCus
loc. cit.; Plae, iii, 10, 3, whero
Ideler, without any reason, wonld
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the same form to the sun and stars, which he likewise
thought, wexe floabing in the air;! in regard to their
origin, he supposed that the increasing rarefaction of
the vaponrs ascending from the earth produeed fire;
and that this fire, pressed together by the foree of the
rotation of the heavens, formed (he stars, to which
a terrestrial mneleus was therefore ascribed.? He is
said o have been the first to discover that the moon
takes her light from the sun, and the reason of Iunar

substitute *Avalaydpas for *Avefi-
wéens, Hippol. loc. cit.

! Hippol. loe. oif.: mhy B iy
ThaTeiny eiver €n” depas Gyouperns
Suolws 8% kel riop wol cerfryy ral
T8 EAAG ﬁn"rpu. wdrra 'y&p wipira
svra drayeicdar 74 ddpr Bk whdros,
The flatness of the sun is also
spoken of by Htobmns, i 8§21;
Plae, 1, 22, 1 (CAral. whariv 45
Téraror Thp JAwor),  OF the stars,
on the eontrary, {he same authori-
ties (Fed. 1. 510; Plae. 1. 11} say
that Anaximenes made them #hew
Sikny xovewemyyéven T wpuoTai-
Aoetdel; and in aceordance with
this, Galen (Ffist. Phil. 12) says:
Aval. Ty wemgopsr Thy wrdvyr
yubmr el (Plac, it 11, 1}, Our
text lws instead : Thy wepupoptr
Thy élardre iy s eva Thr
atpavdy ; but the pseudn-Galen here
ceems to pive the original resding,
It is possit le tlien that Anaximenes,
as Teichmiller (loe. eff. 86 sgq.)
supposes, made only the snn, moon
and planets float in the air, and
considerad the fixed stars as fus-
tened into the crystalline vault of
heaven, in whaterer way he may
have explained the origin of this
latter {Teichmitfler thinks that like
Empedoeles, Plac. 1i. 11, 1,he sup-

posed it to be formed of air ligmi-
fied by the action of fire). Butin
that cage Hippolylus must have
expressed himself very inacen-
rately.

2 Hippel. loc. eft.: yeyoréra 3¢
Th Horpa ik yis B ot rhy heudie
éx Tabrys avicTeeb, fy apawupdims
Th wop ylveabar, dk 5 7ub mwupds
werewptlopsror Tobs derépas ovm-
{orooBar. elvar 5t kol yedbers ploers
& TG Thwg TEF doTepwy oupdepo-
pevas drefyors (or, according to Stob,
1. 510: mupieny pér Thy dbeir vop
&a‘fs',uwzf, wep(éxexv 84 7ova wol yeddy
cdpate  guETepidescpuera  TolTals
dépare). Dlat. ap. Hus. foc. cit.:
Ty Hheov kel Thy aeddeny kul i
Aovmd Borrpu mhy dpy iy THs yeréoews
Ty & yis. dmodalveTar yoiiv Thr
Hator v, Si& B e SEeTay wivnoiv
sel pdX lnevds fepuordryy wivyow
(perhups  Beppdryra  should  be
rend hore withont xlvgen) AcBeiv.
Theodoret asscits (&r. aff. cwr.
v, 23, p. 89} that Anaximenss
hald that the starg comsisted of
pure fire.  This asseriion, which
was probably taken from the com-
mencement of the notice preserved
by Stobmus, must be judged of in
the light of the foregeing texts.
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eclipses.!
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The stars, hc thought, moved, not from

the zenith towards the nadir, but laterally round the
earth, and the sun at xnight disappeared behind

the northern mounlaivs ;?

! Eudemus ap. Thee. (Dereyl-
lides), Astron. p. 324 Mart.

2 Uippol. foc. ¢it.: ob wwelndu
Gt dwo e 74 HoTpa Adyea kalbds
Erepor Dmetnfdadiy, &AAG Tepl iy,
&m"zrsp&) ch} 'ﬁw 'fy.l.efre’pav cheqm]\ijv
oTpeperar Td wihloy, xpﬂ'rrren‘ﬂ-zi TE
iy GAior oby twd Yhiv yerducron,
AAM Trd TByr RS Yis Dimherépwr
pepidy srewdueror, kol Bk Thy mAcs-
vee Ay adrol yevopdimy drbeTaniy,
Stob. 1. Al : edx bwd Thr Vv 8
GAAE Tepl abriiy oTpépecfm Tobs
dorépas.  Aceording to theso tes-
tiraonies (that of Hippolytus espe-
cially, secms to come from a trust-
worthy souree), we shouid include
Anaximenes umong those of whom
Aristotle says én Mefeor. i1, 1, 354
a, 38 Td molAeds werdijrar TEv
&pxafa\v lue-rewpo?&é‘ywv T HAaor ‘Iﬁi
qépeotur nb ijr, dard wepl Toy yije
rai Thr Tower TobTor, dburiferfa: B
wal woueiy vinra ik vd Slmadpy clva
wpds dprroy T viv,  Ansximenes
is the ouly phllosopher, so far ag
we know, who had recourse to the
mouniaing of the north, for the
explanation of the sun's nightly
digappearanee, and theve isbesides
so great a similarity between the
words of Hippolyfus concerning
him, and those of Aristotle concern-
ing the aneient meteorologists, that
we may even contacture with some
probability that Aristotle is here
thinking specially of Anazimsnes.
Telchmiuiler thinks {los. cif. p. 96)
that the words, Gexafor meTewpe-
adyor, do not relate to physical
theories, but like the &pyaiot wat
BiarplBovres drepl Tds feorayles, ab

the circular formn of their

the begipning of the chapfer, to
mythical ideas about the ocean, on
which 1lclios fares back during the
night from west to east.  This in-
terpretation eannot. be based npon
the context, for there Is no connec-
tion between the two passages,
which ure hesides widely saparated
from eych other. The mode of ex-
pression also is deeidoedly against
smeh a view.  Aristotic always
eulls the representatives of mythi-
cal and half-mythical cosmologies
theologians ; by pevewporeyia, on
the other hand (perewpordyos is
never used by him except in this
pagsage), he understands (Méfeor. 1,
1 sub init.) a specific braneh of
nvatural sclence {pépos Ths peldou
vabrys), and nthis, as he expressly
remarks (Ioe. ¢if), he agrecs with
the ordinary use of the words ; me-
teorology, meteorosophy, and the
like, being enmmon sxpressions to
designale natural philosophers, Cf.
for example, Aristophanes, Nub.
228; Xen. Symp. 6, 6; Plate,
Apol. 18 T4, 23 D; Pros. 816 (.
Wo know that Anaxagoras, Dioge-
nes and Demoeritus also made the
sun go laterally round the earth
(arfra, vol. i1},  Wow it might
seem that if Anaximenes concetved
the segment of the cirele which tha-
sun describes between his rising
and soiting above the horizon, to
be continned and completed into &
whole eirele, he must necessarily
have supposed it to bo carried be-
ueath Lhe earth.  But even if this
¢ircle cut the plane of our horizon,
1t would not therefore be carried

T2
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orbits he attributed to the
the stars no doubt we must

under the earth, that is, under the
base of the vylinder on the upper
side of which we live (of. p. 273.3);
¥ wonld form a ring passing round
this eylinder, obliquely indeed, hat
still Jaterully 5 it would go not drd
v, but mep! ¥ir.  As Anaximenes
made this eirele dip at o certain
distance from the northern edge of
the earth’s habitable surface, which
edgre, according to his geographical
deas, would not bo voery far from
the northern shore of the Rlack
Bea, he might well believe that
without gome elevation of the earth
at this, its northern verge, the sun
wonld unt entively disappear from
us, and that in epite of sueh eleva-
thom, somo of its light would pene-
trate to us even st night, if it
were not diminishad {acearding to
the opinton of Hippolytus) by the
great distance. Dut Iby nomeans
ex¢lude the possibility that, ac-
curding to Anaximenes, the san
and stars (of the stars, indeed, ha
expressly saps this) and by infer-
ence the planets (if he supposed
the fixed stars to be fastened into
the firmament, vide p. 274, 1) may
have desecnded at their setting,
either not at all, or very little be-
tow the surface of the horizon. As
he imagined them to be flat like
lesves(vide p. 274, 1) and, therefore,
korne along hy the sir, he mi ight
eastly suppase that when thf-y
reached the horizon, the resistance
of the air would hinder their fax-
ther minking (vide the following
note), What has now been said
will, T hope, serve to showthe true
value of Réth’s strictures ((GFesch,
der ahendl. Phil, 258) on those who
cannot see that a lateral motion of

ANAXTMIINES.

resistance of the air)! In
look for the created gods of

the stars is absolntely impossible
with Avaximenes. Teichmiiller
(oo, ¢it.) admits that he held e
lateral rotation of tho sun around
the earth, a rotation in which the
axiy of its orbit stands obliguely
to the hovizon. Only he thinks
that after its sctting 1t does net
move close round the esarth, or
upon the earth behind the high
porthern meunteing (p. 103)—=2
notion which, 20 far as [ know, no
ome has hitherto ascribed to Anaxi-
menes.  1n the Plac, ii. 18, 4, and
therefore, also in Pgoudo-Galen, ¢
12, we read, instead of t.he words
qnoted ahove from Stob. 1. 510:

‘Avalipévys, Opoles  Smd f(:alen,
manifestly erroneously, reads éml}
Thy Vv kal wept ebrhy orpépesfa
Tobs  Gorepas.  Teichmiiller con-
cludes from this passage (p. 98)
that the motion of the sun {of the
heavenly bodies) Is the same ahove
and heneath the earth, that the
eircular movement of the firma-
ment hag the same rading above
and helow. But wept does not
mean above, and whatever kind of
motion it might in itself characte-
riss, as contrasted with &xd (this
we have ulrendy seen in the passa-
ges from Aristotle, Eippolytns and
Stobeeus), it can only be used for a
cirenlar |ateral movement, JInthe
Placita, it seems to me wa have
gimply an unskilful corrsction, oc-
casioned perhaps by some mutila-
fion or eorruption of the true text,
aund suthenticated by the other
writers.

' Btobaeus, 1. 324 says: "Arali-
érys rﬁpway Dmrdpyew -rbv faraw
goredipate, dwd memukraudvor JE
iépos xal dvrirdmou éEwlovitere ra

www.holybooks.com



8/22

FORMAIION OF

THE WORLD. 207

whom Anaximenes, as well as Anaximander, is said to
have spoken ;! bub the sare doubf arises in his case as
in Anaximander’s, viz, whether the infinitely many

worlds aseribed to him 2

rclate to the stars or to an in-
finite series of successive systems.®

However this may

be, we arve justified by the testimonies of Stobeust and

fgrpe Tas Tpmr&; aoeigfn.  Simi-
mrly Plue, 11. 43, 1: A, drh wery-
Kwpépay a.epns kol GeTiThwoy
2lwleirbos & H$orpe.  In both an-
rhors this stands under the heading
wepl  wpowdy fadov {in Stobeeus,
wepl wbolas Hhlov . . . wal Tpowivw,
&ea.), and they probably, therefore,
maant what are usually ealled the
two solstices, which Anaximenes
might have cxplained in this man-
ner consistently with hig notlon of
the sun, It is noticenble, however,
that they both speak of the dis-
placement (Stobaus says also mpo-
wat) of the drrpe, to which Tpewal
in this gense are not eldiewhere nt-
tributed. It is, itherefore, prolable
that the proposition aseribed by
these writers to Anaximenes had
originuliy ancther meaning, and
s,-'!gnih'ed that the stars were foroad
J the resistanece of the wind from
the direction of thelr course. The
expression employed does not hin-
der this interpretation. Aristotls
hims€lf speaks {lie Cale, ii. 14,
296 b, 4) of Tpomal Tdy Herpwr;
Meteor. 1. 1, 353 b, 8, of rpomal
finlov xal weadns ; and id. 155 a,
2, of rpowal Tou evpavoi; aml
Anaxagoras, who is g0 often sllied
with Anaximenes in his astrono-
niieal theories, taught, according
te Hlppol L. 8, line B7: Tpomas e
qwciela Rl Hawor wal cendvny
amwlavpérous fwd Tal bépus. geriumpy
Gt moAAdres Tpémesfar Sk S i
BovarBas wpareiy Tod duxpot, Tpord

geems b0 desiguate every change in
the orbit of the heavenly bodies,
which altered the previons diree-
tion of thelr course, Thus the
proposition of Apaximenes quoted
abovo must havte been intended to
explain, not the sun'’s deviation at
the solsiices, but the cirenlar orbit
of the heavenly hodies—those, at
least, which ure not fized in the
firmament. At the same time,
however, it may be thal he wishes
to explain why their erbitsare con-
tinued without descending, or in
deseonding very littls, bereath the
plane of our hovizon, vide previous
note. By tpemal e would mean in
that ease the inflexion in tho curves
described by them.

! lippol. vide supre, p. 267, 3;
Aug, Cow. D. vill. 2: ommes rerws
cansns infinito aért dedit : nec deos
m’gmléé awd beowiilr wmon tomen @b
ipsis afrom factum, sed ipsos ex
aive  fectes credidit; apd  after
him, Sidon. Apoll sv. 87; of
Krische, Forsch. 55 sq.

2 Stob, Kl 1, 496, Theod. Gr.
afl eur. iv. 15, p. 58.

® That he Jid not assume a
plumlity of co-existent systems, is
expressly stated by Simplicius, vide
p- 278, L.

Y Lo, cit. £16: *Avaiipavdpos,
'Avafiudrns, " Avaleydpas, ' Apxchacs,
Apyéens, Astrirmos Ppluprdy  Thy
wéopay, wxd 0f Zrateol plaprby Thy
ndauer, wer Exmipwrw 86 The
destruetion of the world by fire is
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Simplicius,! which mutually support and complete one
another, in atfributing to him the doctrine of an alter-
nate construction and destruetion of the world.

The hypotheses coneerning the origin of rain, snow,
hail, lightning, the rainbow,* and earthquakes?® which
are ascribed to Anazimenes, sometimes on good au-
thority, are for us of secondary importance; and his
theory of the mature of the soul,* based chiefly upon
the ordinary popular opinion, he himself does not seem
to have further developed.

This survey of the doetrines atfxibuted to Anaxi-
menes may now enable us to determine the ques-
tion already raised: did Anazimenes owe nothing to
Avaximander except in some minor points of his en-
quiry ?5 It seems to me that hig philosophy taken as
a whole cleaxly betrays the influence of his predeecs-
sor. For Anaximander had in all probability already
cxpressly asserted not osly the infinity, but the ani-
mate nature and perpetual motion of primitive matter.
Anazimencs reiterates these theories, and, by virtue
of them, seems to reach his conclusion that air is the
primitive matter. It iz true that be retums from the

Fiordl, Bd. Mein. iv. 181). Theo
in drai, v, 940,

here ascribed, not to Anazimandar,
&e., hut only to the Stoies; though

it is not jmprobable that Anaxi-
mander also held it. Vide supra,
P 260. .
U Phys. 207 b, @ Bood del péy
dacir elvar k6ouOV, OO whp TOF ahTOH
&el, GArd FAhore EAhop yrvdusvov
kard Tivas  xpérwy wepidous, by
‘Avabipdrys Te wol ‘Hpduherras wal
Aroyéuys,

¢ Hippol. {oo. vit.; Ploeita, il
4, 1, 5, 10; Stob. i. &50; Joh.
Damase, Parell. 5. i. 8, 1 {Stob.

¢ Arvist. Meteor. il 7, 365 2, 17
b, §; Plee. 111. 15, 3; Sep. Qu. Nat.
vi. 10; of. Ideler, Avist. Mefoorsl,
i 58§ sq. Porhaps in this alse
Anaximenes follows Angximander,
vide swpra, p. 236, 3.

i In the fragment discussed
p. 268, 5, and p. 270, from which
dowbtless the short statement in
Stob. Eel. 1. 706. and Theodorst,
Gr. aff cur. v. 18, 1s taken.

5 Ratter, 1, 214,

www.holybooks.com



8/22
HISTORICAL POSITION. 279

indeterminate conception of infinite substance to a
determinate substance, and that he represents things ag
arising out of this not by separation, but by rarefaction
and condensation. But al the same time he is evidently
concerned to maintain what Anaxagoras had held about
the primitive snbstance ; and thus his prineiple may
be deseribed us the eombination of the two previous
principles.  With Thales, he accepts the qualitative
determinateness of primitive matter ; with Anaximander
he exprossly asserts its infinity and animation. For
the rest he inclines chiefly to Anaximander. Even if
we cannot with justice ascribe to him the doctrine of
the destruction of the world, and of innumerable worlds
in succession, we can still see his dependence oun his
predecessor' in his ideas concerning the primitive
opposition of heat and cold, the form of the carth and
stars, on atmospheric phenomena, in what he says of the
stars as the ecreated gods, perhaps also in the opinion
that the soul is like air in its nature. Yeb this depen-
dence 1s not so great, nor his own original achievement
so lnsignificant that we should be justified in refusing
to recognise any kind of philosophic progress in his
doctrine.? For Anaximander’s notion of infinite malter
is too indectevminate to explain particular substances,
and the ¢ separation * hy which he accounts for all pro-
duction of the derived from the original, is open fo the
samc charge. The determinate substances, according
to him, are not as such contained in the primitive sub-
' Btriimpell,  therefore, in  doctrines, ag with the chronology.
placing Anaximenes before Anazi- * Haym, dllg, Ene. Sect. il ol

mander, i az little in sceordance  xxiv. 27.
with the ioternal velation of their
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stance : separation is therefore only another expression
for the Becoming of the particular, Anaximenes at-
tempted to gain a more definite idea of the physical pro-
cess, by which things ure evolved from primitive matter;
and to that end, be sought the primitive matter itself
in a determinate hody, qualifed to be the eubstratnm of
that process. Such an attempt was certainly of greut
importance ; and, considering the state of enquiry at
that period, marked real progress. On this account,
the latter Ionian physicists especially followed Anaxi-
menes ; to such an extent indeed, that Aristotle at-
tributes the doetrine of rarefaction and eondensation
to all those who take a determinate substance for their
principle ;! and a century after Aunazimenes, Diogenes
of Apollonia and Arebelans apain sef up his theory of
primitive matter,

IV, THE LATER ADHERENTS OF THE IONIC SCHOOL.

DICGENES OF APOLLONIA.

ATTER Avaximenes, there is a lecuno in our knowledge
of the Ionie school.  If we consulted only the chronology,
this locune would be filled by Heracleitus; but the
peculiar nature of his philosophy separates him from
the earlier Ionians. AMeanwhile the thcories of the
Milegian physiciets must have been propagated during
this period, and ever: have given cccasion to farther
definitions, This is elear from the subsequent appenz-
ance of similar doctrines, ahout which, however, our

! Yide supra, p. 243, 1.
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information is for the most part very scanty.
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The

philosophers whom we have to menticen in this connee-
tion are chiefly allied with Agaximenes; they make
either the air itself, or a hody of the nature of air, their

primitive matter.

But the doctrine of Thales likewise

found adherents ; for example, Hippo,! a physicist of the

time of Pericles,?
personal history unknown.?

v Cf. Schleiermacher, Werke,
Ahtheilung, i, 406-410; Bergk,
Dizliguice Comed. dit. 164, 185
Backhvizen Van den Brink, Farie
lfectiones ex historia philosophic an-
tigue {Leyden, 1842), 36-39.

* Thig is clear from the state-
ment of the Scholiast of Aristo-
phanes, Nub, ©6, exbumed Ly
Bergk, that Oratinus in the Pa-
noprai  ridiculed him (@tfira, p.
283, 8. Ilis theories also point
14 a later date, The detailed en-
quirles concerning the formation
and development of the fetusscom
to contain some allusions to Bmpe-
docles {vide Backhuizen Van Jen
Brink, 48 sq.). He scems also to
Le thinking of Lmpedocles when
be eombats thoe hypothesis that the
soul is blood {(this, however, is less
cortain ; for that ides is an ancient
popuiaropinion), These enquiries,
ub any rate, serve fo shaw the ten-
deney of the later physicists to the
observation and explanation of or-
ganic life, The more abstraec
conception  of Thules” priveiple,
which Alcxander ascribes to him,
is likewise in accordanes with this.
That he had already been vpposed
by Alemzon (Cens. Di. Nug. c. 3)
ig & mistake (St.hlcmrmachor 4097,

¥ Aristoxemus ap. Cens, Dk,
Nai, ¢. 5, and Tswblichus, V., Pyih.
267, deseribe him as & Sumlan,

whose country is uncertain? and his

Like Thales, he declared

and this js, of course, the most
probable; others, perhaps con-
fusing him  with Hippasus, say
that e came {rom Rhegium (Sext.
Pyrrk, 1l 305 Mazh, 1x, 361
Hippolyt. Bgfwt. Her. 1. 16}, or
Metapontum {Cens. loc, ¢if.). The
same  blonder may have ocea-
sioned his being placed by Iambli-
ehus (be. ¢t} among the Dythago-
reans ; though the anther of that
catalogne soarcely needed this ex-
cuse.  Ferhaps Arisioxenus had
remarked that he studied the docs
trines of Pythagoras; and Lambli-
chus, or his autherity, therefore
made him out o Pythagorean. The
statement that be came from Melos
{Memens, Cohows, 15 Aj; Arnoh,
Adv. Net. iv. 29) ecan be more dis-
tinetly traeed o u confusion with
Diagoras (whe, in the above-quoted
piassages, Js coupled with him as an
atheist), if not to a mere slip of
the pon, in the text of Clemens.

1 From the attacks of Cratinus
nothing mcre can be gathered
vhan that he must have resided
for some time in Athens; Bergk
{p. 180) farther coneludes from
the verse in Athen. xii. 810 b,
that ho wrote in verse, but it does
not tollow that he may mot also
have written in proge. The cone
jecture  (Backhuizen Van den
Brivk, p. 56} that Hippo was the
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water Lo be the first principle of all things,' or as Alex-
ander,? probably with more aceuracy,® says, moisture
(70 rypov), without any more precise determination.
He was led to this chiefly as it seems by considering
the moist natnre of animal seed ;! it was at any rate for
this reason that he held the soul to be a liguid analo-
gous to the seed from which, in his opinion, it sprang.?
He probably therefore concluded, like Anaximenes, that
that which is the cause of life and motion must be also
the primitive matter. He made fire originate from
water ; and the world from the overcoming of water hy
fire ;¢ on which account his principles are sometimes

author of the writing wepl pxér,
falscly ascribed to Thales, and
guuted supra, p. 216, 2, and p. 226,
1, is to me very improbable, be-
cause of the expressions, dpxal and
erodyerer, which it conraips,

U Arist. Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a, 3;
Simpl, Phys. 6 4, 32 a; De Cmle,
268 a, 44 Sehol. in drist, 513 a,
3&; Philop. De dn. A, 43 O, F

2 Ad Metephys. p. 21, Bon.

* Aristotle classes him gene-
rally with Thales, without defi-
nitely saying rthat he made water
his first prineiplo; this was first
said by later writers, But from
Arisiotle’s proeedure elsewhere, wa
can ges that he would have had ne
scruple in identifying the dypir
with the more daterminate {#8wp.

* Vide the following mote.
Simpliciug, e Cxlo, 273 b, 36 ;
Selinl. 4 Arist, 514 a, 26; and
Philoponus, Dz dn. A, 4, say more
distinetly that Thales and Hippo
held water to be the primitive
matter, on account of the mois-
ture of the geed and of nourish-
went in general. It has been

already observed, however (p. 218),
that in so deing Lhey werely turned
Aristotle’s eonjecture (Metaph. 1. 3)
1nto a formal starentent.
* Arist. De Ada. i 2. 105 b:
Téy B PopTiRwTEPLY Kal TBwp Tives
mreqbﬁmv'ro [riw exiv .'ca(?wrrep
"Imaeon. ﬂem’ﬂ‘nm: & dobicaoi éx 1'1‘}5‘
’rnwps, ire wdeTwr y'ypa. kel pap
F}Leyxe{ F:ius nfy.m :pﬂ:rrxa:."rn:s ™
Yy, b H oyory obx aima (he
sought 10 prove, aceerding to Cens,
Ioc. cit., by study of animals, that
the seed comes from the marrow)
ratryr 8 elvar the wpdynr duxhe
Herm. frris, ¢, 1 (ef. Justin, Co-
hors, ©. Ty: Hippo considers the
soul to be & #8wp yorawardy, Hip-
polyt. loe. cit. : viw 3% Yuxhe more
pév dywépanoy Exer (read Aéver, or
with Duncker: #¢n Efvm) woTE BF
Buwp, Kal ')-'&p T (T!rEp}.m. elvar Ty
gaadueror Huw ¢ ¥ L")fp‘ﬂu, ek ol Proe
Yuxhe yivesla:,  Biob, 1,798 ; Ter-
toll, De dn. e, 5; Philap. Tie 4n.
A4 0T
¢ Mippol. 1. o.: "Iwawy 8 &
‘Pryivas apyxée Edn dJuyply b Hlap
Kkal Bepudy T4 wip. yervduever Bt 7o
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asserted to be firc and water.! Whut his more exact
opinions were as to thc constitution of the universe—
whether the erroncous statement thaf he held the earth
to have been the first,? had any real foundation in fact
— whether in harmony with Anaximander and Anaxi-
menes, he may perhaps have tanght that, aut of fluid,
under the influence of fire, the earth was fixst formed,
and out of the earth, the stars—we have no means of
determining.®  As little do we know on what ground
Hippo was charged with atheism,! as he has been in
several quarters. The unfavourable judgment of Aris-
totle ag to his philosophic capacity,” however, greatly
reeoneiles us to the meagreness of the traditions respect-
ing his doctrine. He was.no doubt Isss of a philoso-
pher than an empirical naturalist, but even as such,
from what we hear of him,$ he docs not scemn to have

attained any great impartance.

wip bwh BBaros roTavikfex The Tob
yarficurros Shventy, currieel Te
Th kbaprop,

! ¥Vide previons wote and Sex-
tus. foo, eit, ; Galen, H. Phil. v. 5, p.
243.

¢ Johannes Diue. dlleg. in Hes,
Theog. v. 116, p. 456.

3 This holds good of the stato-
ment. alluded to (p. 281, 2) that
Cratinng made the same charge
against Ilippo that Aristophanes
did aguinst Socrates, viz. that be
taught that the heavens were a
wovyels (an oven or hollow eover
warmed by eoals), and that men
were the eosls in 16, Hemay have
supposed the sky to he a dome
resting upon the earth; but hew
this could be brought into connces
tion wich his othcr notions, we do
not know.

¢ Plut. Come, Nob, . 81, 4
Alexzander, fee. cif, and other
cormentators; Simpl. Phys. € a;
De An. 8 a; Thilop. De dn. A,
41 Qlemen. (bhoré, 15 A, 36 O
Arvnab. iv. 29 ; Athen, xiil. 610 b;
Mllan, V. H ii. 31; Fustach. in
Lo® 79; Odyss. T #81. What
Alexander and Clemens say ahout
hiz epitaph as the oveasion of
this imputation explains nothing,
Pueudo-Alex. in Metaph, vii, 23
xii. 1, p. 448, 21, 843, ¥4, Bon,, as-
gerts that his materjalism was the
cuuse ; bot this s evidenfly a
confecture.

§ In the passages cited p. 282,
1, 5.
¢ Besides what has heen al-
ready queted we should here men-
tion hia theorles on birth and the
furmation of the fostug, Censor, 4,
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As Hippo was influenced by Thales, so Idasus of
Himera appears to have been influenced by Anaximenes.!
Anaximenes most likely also oviginated the two theories
mentioned in some passages by Aristotle;? according
to the one, primitive matter in respect of density stands
midway between water and air ; according to the other,
between dir and fire.  That both theories belong to a
younger generation of lonian physicists is probable, for
they occupy an iutermediate position between older
philosophers; the one between Thales and Anaximenes,
the other between Anaximenes and Heracleitus. We
must, however, primarily refer them to Anaximenes,
since he was the first who raiscd the question of the
relative density of the difforent kinds of matter, and
who explained the formation of particular substances
by the processes of condensation and rarefaction. In
this way he arrived at the opposition of rarefied and
condensed alr, or warm air and cold air; f warm air
were adopted as the primitive element, the result was
an Intermediary between air and fire; if cold air, an
intermediary betweon air and water.?

Nat. e 5-7, %; Plat. Plac. 7. 4, 3,
7, 8, into which [ cannol now -
ter more purticularly, und o remark
abont the differeneo botween wild
and cultivated plants in'Theophrast.
Hist, Flank. 1. 8, 5; 1. 2, 2.
Athen, xiii, 610 b, contning a verss
of his sgainst woAvuebnuesiey,
which resembles the famous saying
of Heracleitus; he quotes the swms
verse, however, ss coming from
Timen, who might have borrowed
it from Hippo.

1 Sext. Matk, ix. 360 "Arafi-
pévns BE wol I8ufos 6 ‘Tuepaios wal

Avoyérns . . dépa  [apxi
Ereler]. Desides this we know
nothing of Liwus.

2 Vidop. 241,1, 2. These pas-
sages do not relate to IDingenes,
a4 will presently be chown,

* In connection +with Anaxi-
mones wo should mention Melesu-
goras ; according to Brandis, 1. 148§,
Clemens ( Strowe. vi. 629, A} names
him ag the author of 4 book trang-
seribed from Arnaximenes ; and as
helding similar doctrines to those
of Anaximenes. Clemens als
says: T& 3¢ ‘Howédov pemhrnakor
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Diogenes of Apolloniz! ig a philosopher with whemn

wo arc better acquainted ;

and his doctrine shows in a

striking mapner that the Yopic school maintained its

carly presuppositions, even

els weldy Adyor wol s Wi dfppey-
wap BEdunids te xal "Axvvoiizas of
{q--mp;(ryp&q)o:, Me);no‘a.jrrfpau '}a&p
Eereder I‘apqrfu.s 4 Acovrives rgl
Et‘fﬁn,uas & NdlZewos of Lo"ropucol kal éwl
ratras & Hpmmw:imns Biwr . . .
‘Appinoxds Te kol Rp:arofc?\.‘r}: al
AcdpBpros kel *Avelipdims, kel "EAR-
rekos, and so on.  But this Melesa-
goras, who was made use of by
‘various historians, can searcely
have been auy other than the
well-known Eogorrapher, who was
also’called Amclesagorns (see Mil-
ler, Hist. of Gr. i1, 21), aud the
Anaximenes, whom Clemens names
among a rumber of historians, is
certainly not our philssopher, but
likewise & historian, probably
Ansximenes of Lampsacus, men-
tioned by Diogenes, the nephew
of the orator. Ii is 8 question,
moreover, whether we ought not
1o read Edufirov instead of Mean-
aaydpor. or MeAnraydpas instead
of Effunres; and whether the wonrds
"Auglioxes, &e., are to be con-
nectedt with cxeder, und not with
73 ‘Hyoidlov perdiniaiar, e

! The slatements of the an-
sionts respeeting him, and the frag-
ments of his  work, huve been
carefully collected and annotated
by Bchleiermacher ( Ueber Hiogenes
. Apollonda, third section of his
colleeted works, if. 149 syg.) aud
by Panzerbister {Diogenes dpolio-
miades, 1830), Cf. aleo Bteinhart,
Allg. Encyct. of Hreeh and Gruber,
Sect. I. vol. xxv. 286 sgg.; Mul-
lach, Fragm. Philos, Gr. 1. 252
39q. OF his life we know very lit-

when other and more de-

tle, He was a native of Apollonia
{Diog. ix, 57, &e), by which Ste-
phen of Byzantiom {Je¢ Urd. s 2.
p. 106, Mein)) understands Apol-
lonia in Crete, ut as he wrote in
the Lenie dialect, it is donbtful if
this eun be the city. His date
will hereafter Le discussed. Ae-
cording to Demetrius  Phalering
ap. Divg, foe. ¢it., he was in dauger
through unpopularity at Athens,
by which is probably meant that
he was threatensd with similar
charges to those broughf forward
agaipst Anaxagoras. Dot thete
mauy be some confusion here with
Diagoras. The assertion of Antis-
thenes, the higtorian (ap. Dicg.
. ¢, repeated by Augustine, Lfw
Dei, viil. 2, that he attended the
instructions of Annzimenes is
merely based on eonjecture, and is
as worthless in point of evidencs as
tha stutement of Diogenes (ii. 8)
that Apazagoras was a heaver of
Anaximenes; whoroas, in all
Lability, he was dead before Anaxi-
meneswas borp, of. Krische, Forsck.
167 sq. Diogenes’s work, wepl
Ploews, was used by Simplicius,
but (as Krische cbserves, p. 166)
he doea not seem to have been ne-
quainted with the second Dook
of il, which CGialen quotes in Hip-
poer, vi. Epidem. vol, xvil. 1 a.
1006 K. That Diogenes composed
two other works 1s doubtless an
error of this writer, founded on a
misapprehepzion of some of his
otteraness (Phys. 32 b), vide
Schleiermacher, p. 108 sq.; Pan-
gerbister, p, 21 sqq.
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veloped ideas had been intraduced into it On one side
he is elosely connected with Anaximenes, on another he
in all probability transcerds him : not only i3 his expo-
sition more methodical in form and more careful as to
details, but he is also distinguished from his predecessor
in having agseribed to the air, as primitive cause and
primitive matter, certain spiritual qualities, and having
tried to explain the life of the soul by the air so appre-
hended. To gain a fixed basis for his enquiry,! he
determined the general charaecteristics which must
belong to the primitive esscnce. On the one hand he
said it must be the common matier of all things, and
on the other, an eszence capable of thought. His
argument, for the first assertion was the following. We
know that things change one inte another, that sub-
stanees mix, and that things influence and affact each
other, None of these phenomena would be possible if
the various bodies were distinet as to their essence.
They must therefore be one and the same, must have
sprung from the same substance, and must be resolved
into the same again? In proof of the second assertion,

dloe kal ob 70 cdrh by neréwirre
maAAOXBS Kol RTeporolre. oddaud

1 According to Diogenes, vi.
81; ix. 67, his work bego.u wilh

t,he words ; ?uf'yﬂu TAPT VS G upx,u.u.emv
Bowder por xpedw elvar Thr apxiv
&va‘uq»a'ﬁa’]n?fnv wapéxeabas, Thy b
Epunpiny awAgr kal TERriv.

* I'r, 2 ap. Simpl. Phys. 82 b
e,u.r.-} 8¢ Borcéer, To piv Edyorar eimair,
wavre Th ddpra Grh rol abrod
Erepotobofa kal TO alrd elpai, kel
Tolrc elifyror. €l -yEr.p ér TEdE -np”
wdepue frTa ¥iy ¥R xel Gwp ral
TEAAD, Boo fpafve’rm v Tple TH
xécr,um er}vm, <l TOM“E&)V T -Ev Th
Erepoy Toil Evépou Erepor v 7 lbip

ofire pioyerfm dAAAAots fHBlvara,
ofire wpérnais TP érépw ofire SAdSy
. o by ofire durdy de Tis s
divay, olre (Por olire HAND yeréabar
edfty, e pf elTw owicrare, Heve
it elven,  &AAd wdvre TaiTa ik
o obrey é'répmoﬁ,u.evu #AroTe
&?L?\o'ia wlyveras Kal és Td adTd dvo-
x_wpea Fr. 8, 8y, ‘:umpl 33 a:
odBEr & aui;a TE 'ysuécrﬂqt frw:i ETepus-
ouseswy Erepor érépoy wply By vd
wdrd yérnrar, and Arist. Gen. ef
Corr. 1. 6, 822, b, 12. What Dio-
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Diogenes appealed in u general manner to the wise and
felicitous distribution of matter In the world;' and
more particularly, to this testimony of our experience—
that life and thought are produced in all living natures
by the air which they breathe, and are bound np with
this substance.* Ho thereforse concluded that the
substance of which all things consizt must be a body
eternal, unchangeable, great and powerful, and rich in
knowledge.® All these qualities he thoupght he dis-
eoverad in the air; for the air penetrates all things,
and in men and animals produces life and conseious-
ness ; the seed of animals, also, i3 of a nature like aird
He, therefore, with Anazimenes, declared air to be the
matter and ground of all things.® This is attested
almost unanimously © by anetent writers; and Diogenes
himself says? that air i3 the essence in which reason

wenes ix. 57, says he tanght—viz.
that nothing comes from nothing
or 10 nothing—is here indeed pre-
supposed, but whether he expressly
-enunciated thig principle we do not
know.

L Fr. 4, Simpl. loa ¢ét.; 0% yip
ur obre Seddofo [se. T dmow]
oldy e v By vofioios, BoTe whrToP
wérpe Exew, yeivds Te kal Gepeos
sad puiTds kol guépns ke Derdy kal

aréuor rol cifide kol 78 BAAa of
7is BetAerar évmadecBar, efpioue:
b ofirew Suaeelpeva &5 Grverdv

sdAAioTa.

2 Fr. §,ibid : &bt mpbs volrors
xal Tdbe peydia raueln Grdpwros
vhp kel T@ #Ahe (Fo dramvéovTa
(e 74 &ép, kab rodre alrols el
duxd érry wol pénas | | . wal Sdv
aruhdaxli arofviionet wol ¥ rénais
entaelmrer

# Tr. 3 from Simpl, Pys. 33 o

* Vide notes 1, 2, and 7.

s Or as Theophrastus De Sersws
8, 42, UCleero, N D, 1. 12,29, says
the Deity; of Arist. Phys ii. 4
(supra, p. 248, 11 Sidon. Apoll.
xv. 91, diseriminates the nir of Dio-
genes ag the matter endowed with
ercative energy, from God, but this
ig of eoursc unimportant.

¢ The passages in question are
given in exteuso by Panzerbieter,
p- 33 sgq.  In this place it is
sufficient to rcfor to Arist. Mebuph.
i. 8, 984 a, 5; D¢ dn 405 a
él Theoplrast. ap., Simpl. Phys.

T Fr. €, ap. Simpl. 33 a: kai
uow Bacée Th The vinow Exer elva
3 &hp kersdpevas Tmd Ty drlpdmwr,
kol fmd TodTop TdpTR Kal xuﬂspv&crﬁ'm
ki weprww kpatéeir. &mb yip pe
Toltar buxle. E0as clvau (mstedd of
#md Panzerbieter here reads abrod;
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dwells, and which guides and governs all things, because
its nature iz to epread itself everywhere, to order all
and to be in all. Nicolaus of Damascos, Porphyry,!
and in one passage, likewise Simplicius, attribute to
Diogenes as his fivst prineiple the substance intermediate
between air and fire,® o often mentioned by Aristotle.
This i unquestionably an error, into which they were
probably misled by Diogenes’ opinion, that the soul, by
analogy with which he defines his primifive essence,?
was of the natnre of warm air, Nor can I agree with
Ritter’s similar theory,® that the primitive essence of
Diogenes was not the ordinary atmospheric air, but a
more subtile kind, ignited by heat ; for not enly do all
the aceounts, and Diogenes’ own explanations, speak of
the air as ¢ that which is usually called air;* but aceord-
ing to hig own prineiples it would have been impossible
for him, while deriving all things from air by rare-
faction and condensation, to seek the original prineiple
(that which constituted the basis of all the diffcrent
forms and changes of the atmosphere), not in the

thia T prefer to Mullach's zmend-
ment, which retaing dwd, but sub-
stitutes vdos for &0es) xai emi wav
dgixfur xal mdrre BiaTifivoc ral
& warrl drelvad kai EoTil pdé Fr B Te
wi peréyet Taroy . . . . kL Wy
way Cdov 5 9 Yuyh 10 adrd éoTir,
dip Qepudrepos pir Toi Ho & §
Capiw, Tob wévros rapk 1§ Heale
moAAby Quxpdrepos. This soul is
hesides very different in different
beings : Buws 82 74 wdvre 7§ T
wel (F kel Spg kel dxoder wal The
#Anny wénmr Exa drh rob alTob
wdvra koi fpekys Gelmvorv, adds
Simplicius ; B¢ wal Th owépua Tv

Chwy Treppardbds dom kel vodoas
~yiverrar roii CE{IDDS aby T4 alparc Th
Bhov huc kuTeAhopSdroyTes Bid Tar
pheBir, .

T According to Simpl. Phys. 33
1L; 6 b.

® Dhys. 44 a.

¥ Vide supra, p. 241, 1.

* Of. the passage cifed, p. 287,
2, 7, snd the gemeral canon of
Arvistotle, D¢ An. 1. 2, 405 a, 8, to
whieh Panzerbicter (p. 69} refers
in support of his hypothesis., Vide
alsa p. 268, 2.

S Gesch. der Phil, 1, 228 sqq.
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common aerial element, but in some particalar kind of
air,! Schleiermacher’s conjecturc also? is improbable,
that Diogenecs himself held air {o be the primitive
matter, but that Aristotle was doubtful as to his mean-
ing, and so aseribed to him sometimes the air in
general, sometimes warm or cold alr. Such hesitation
on the part of Aristotle rospecting the principles of
his predecessors is without precedent; from his whole
gpirit and method it is far more likely that he may
have sometimes reduced the indefinite notions of earlier
philogophers to definite concepts, than that he should
have expressed himself in a vacillating and uncertain
manner in regard te their detinite theories.  Aristotle
repeatedly and decidedly declares that the prineiple of
Diogenes was afr; he then speaks of some philosophers,
without naming them, whose principle was intermediate
between air and water. Now it is impossible that these
statements can relate to the same persons; we cannot
doubt, therefore, that it is air in the commeon accepta-
tion of the word, which our philesopher maintains to be
- the essence of all things.

We find from the above quotations that Diogenes,
in his more preeise description of the wir, aseribed to it
two properties which correspond to the requirements

¥ Though ke may have gene-
rally described the air in compa-

rison wigh other bodies as the
AETTOMEPETTRTON  OF  AeTTérorov

rally to be the flust prineiple, that
there are different kinds of air—
warmer, colder, and so forth. Fug-
ther particulars on this point will

{Arist. De dn, loc, eit.), it does not
follow that he held the rarest or
warmest air alone to be the primi-
tive matter; on the contrary, he
says in Fr. 6 (vide infra, p. 291, 1),
after having declared the air gene-

YOk, L 5)

be given later on.

? In his treatise on Apaxi-
mander, Werke, 3te Abth, 1ii, 184,
Ci. en the contrary, Panzerbieter,
af sqq,
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claimed by him in general for the primal matter. As
the substance of all things, it must be eternal and
imperishable, it must be contained in all things, and
permeate all things; as the cause of life and order in
the world, i, must he a thinking and reasonable cssence.
In the air these two aspects are united; for, according
to Diogenes’ view, hecause the air permeates all things,
it is that which guides and orders them ; because it is
the basal matter of all, all i known to it; because it is
the rarcst and subtlest maftter, it is the most movable,
and the canse of all motion.! We are expressly told?
that he spoke of the air as the Infinite, and the state-
ment is the more ecredible, since Anaximenes, whom
Diogenes in other respects follows most closely, employed
a similar definition. Moreover Diogenes deseribes the
air in the same way that Anaximander describes his
dmetpov; and Aristotle says that the infinity of primi-
tive matter was held by most of the physiologists.®
But this definition scoms to have been regarded by him
as of minor importance compared with the life and
force of the primitive essenee; that is his main point,
and in it he discovers the chief proof of its air-like
natnre.

On account of this vitality and constant motion,
the wir assumes the most various forms.  Its motion
consists, according to Diogenes (who here again follows

' Videp. 287, 7, und Arist, D An.
i.2, 405 1, 21 Awydens &, Zomep
€repol Tives, dépa (seil. bréache iy
l,b'uxﬁv), TotTov oinfels mdyTay Aerro-
pepéotaror elvas anl dpxhe kel i
rolTe ywdokar Te Kol KWEDY THy
Yuxhw, § pev Tpdrdr dom xal éx

TodTov T AMwE, ywdokew, § &
remrdraror, wnnTodr elvar

2 Simpl. Phys. 6 2.  Probably
after Thecphrastns: —hr 5& oo
aasTds @t képn xat obrds ¢umy
Brepoy elvar nal 41Biay.

. Vide . 269, 1.
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Anaximenes), in qualifative changes, in rarcfaction and
condensation ;! or, which is the same thing, in heating
and ecooling ; and so there arise in the air endless
modifications in respect of heat and eold, drymess and
dampness, greater or less mobility,? &e., eorresponding
to the different stages of its rarefaclion or condensation.
For the rest, Mogenes does not, seem o have ename-
rated thesc differences systematically, after the manner
of the Pythagorean categories, though he mmst have
derived the different qualities of things, some from
rarefaction, some from condensation, and must so far
have coordinated them on the side of heat or cold.?
Nor do we find any trace of the four eloments; we
do not know whether he assumed definite connecting

nredia hetween particular
! Plut. ap. Tus. ?:‘? Fu 18,18

fcuﬂ'luﬂ'ﬂ'ﬂlél EE ["J'rms D'I'l. Tﬂu ﬂﬂl-‘fb?
wivounépor  Kal § pir Gpoaiod g OF
wouyel yevopinon Brov Turekipnoe
TO TUKEdY o’uD‘TpquﬁV wnlﬁa‘m, 1)
effrw Td Aotmd ward Thv adrdy Adyov
Th kovddTare Thy bre Taky AeSdr-
Tarhe fhwr drorerdonr. Simpl loe.
oif. after the words Just quoted : €k
of muwrveuuéroy kol paveuudvau wal
neTafdANopros Tois waler: THv Tow
EAAwy yiveolm popphe, rel Tabre
pir QedppooTes ioropel wepl Tol
Aceyévous.  Diog, ix. a7, of. whal iz
cited from Arvistotle, p. 243, 1, and
Arigt. Gen. ef Corr, 11, 0, 336 4, 3
300

¥ Fr.8,supra,p. 287,7 (after the
words T oun merdve froé'mr.-):
}LE'I'FXEL 8t obbt & bpolws 7b €repor
Tqa é”répq:, aJ\.)m mLULol 'rpu:rm ]
afiroi Tob a.apus wal THs padorios elaiv,
fori yép mordrpomwoes, kul beppdT epos
wet Guxpdrepos kal {mpdrepus wal
rypdrepas Kal orooudrepos kal fus

substances and the primi-

Tépne kisno i Sxwr, al EAAaLFoA Al
Erepoidiciey Frami wal glorhs wal
xpmfs Hwepor,  Panzerbieter ex-
plaing Hloxh (p. B3 sq.) by taste,as
the word also stands in Anazago-
rus Fr. 8; Xenophon, dngd, it 8. 16.
Still better would be the apalogous
meaning *smell’ which the word
has in a fragment of Ileracleitus,
ap. Hippol. Reful, Har.ix. 11; and
in Theophrastug, De Seasu, 16, 90,
Sehleiermacher, foe. eff. 154, trans-
lates it feeling ( Gefiihl); similarly
Sehanbaeh{ dnazagor. Fragrm. p.86)
Affectio, Ritter, Gesch, der lom.
Pril. 50, bebaviour (Perhalten);
Gesch, der PR 5. 228, iuner dis-
position (innerer Muth}; Brandis,
1. 281, internal constitution {inaere
Beschaffenkeily; Thilippson, “Tan
&fperivy, p. 208, dona conditio
inlernd,

3 As Panzerbieter sets forth iu
detail, p, 102 sqqg.

r 2
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tive substance, or identified the endless multiplicity of
particular substances with the innumerable stages of
ravefaction and condensation, so that the air would
become at one stage of condensation water, at another
flesh, at a third stone, The most probable supposition,
however, and the one which seems to result from the
above statements of his aboul the different kinds of air,
and also from his opinion on the development of the
feetns (vide dnfra)—is that he employed neither of the
two modes of ezplication exclusively, and, generally
speaking, in the derivation of phenomena, followed no
fixed and uniform method.

The firgt result of condensation and rarefaction was
to separate from the infinite primitive substanco, the
heavy matter which moved downwards, and the lizht
matter which moved upwards. From the former the
earth was produced; from the latter, the sun, and no
doubt the stars also.! This motion upwards and down-

" wards Diogenes was forced to derive in the first place

fiom heaviness and lightness, and secondly, from the
inherent animation of matter as such. For the moving
intelligence with him absolutely coincides with matter ;
the different kinds of air are also different kinds of
thought (Fr. 6); that thought was added to material

* gubstamees, and set them iz motion,? is a view which

" would have been Impossible to him. But after the first

divizion of substances has been accomplished, all motion
proceeds from the warm and the light? Diogenes ex-
plained the sonl of animals to be warm air; and so in

* Plutarch, vide supra, p. 290,4. 111 sq.
2 As Panzerbieter represents 3 Fr, 8, supra, p. 287, T.
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the system of the world he regarded warm matter as
the principle of motion, the efficlent cause; and cold
dense matter,’ as the prineiple of corporeal consistency.
In consequence of heat,® the universe he thought had
acquired a cireular motion from which also the earth
took its vound shape? By this eircular motion, how-
ever, he scems to have intended merely a lateral motion ;
and by the roundness of the emrth a cylindrical, and
not a spherical shape ; for he assumed with Anaxagoras
that the inclination of the earth’s axis towards its
surface arose subsequently from some unknown cause
(2 Tov adTomdTov), and that the axis at first ran per-

pendicilarly down through the carth.!

' From the uniou of these hy
means of wnmis arose (according to
Steinhart, p. 299} sensiblo air. I
know uot, however, on what evi-
denea this assumption is based; it
seema th me inadmissible for the
reasons 1 brought forward against
Ritter en p. 288, Nor do T sae any
proof of the accuracy of the further
ohgervalion thot ‘the sensible air
is supposed to eonsist of an infinite
nnnber of simple bodies;” for Dio-
genes is never mentioned Ly Arig-
totle in the pessage, D Part. Auin,
it. 1, t» which note 33 refers.

¢ Whether primitive heat or
the sun’s heat, 1s not stated, but
from Alex. Msieorolog. 93 b, the
sun's heat scems to be intended.

3 Doz, ix. 87 : vhy 8E yivorpoy-
yoAnp, épnpacpbdimy dv TE péaw,
Thy eveTomy SAduioy KaTd THY 6K
Tob Geppoll weppopdy kol whly bmd
o thexpai, on which ef. Panzer-
bieter, p. 117 sq.

1 According to the Plge, i, 8, 1
(Stobeeus, 1. 358 ; Ps. Galen, ¢ 11,
to the swme effect) Diogenes and

He was the

Anuxagorns mainlained: perd Td
ovoTizu Thy kdouor Kai TE (Pa dn
s yhs wyaysiv éyaliBRvai wws
T kdruor ik Tod adroudrev s Th
perquBpwdr adroll wépos (Tows, adds
the author doubtless in his own
name, tme mpovefas, in order to
show the differance between the
habitable and iminhabitable zones),
Anaxagoras, however, said, accord-
ing to Diog, il, §; 78 5" Horpa xar’
apxas pir Bulocd@s evexfiras dore
st copuphe Tis ¥ie (perpendicu-
larly over the upper surface of the
earih, which, like Anaximencs and
athors, he suppozed to be shaped
like a eplindor, ef. vol. i, dnaa. ) rée
bel parduevor elva miAor, Torepor
§é i Eywdtaiy AmBely ) so that, ae-
eording to this, the stars in their
daily revolution wonld at flrst have
only turned from east to west late-
rally around the earth's dise, and
thase above our horvizon would
never have gone belowit.  The
ohliquity of the earth’s axis to its
surface was produced later, and
cansed the paths of the sun and
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more disposed to adopt Anazagoras's notion as to the
shape of the carth, and the original motion of the
heavens, sinee Anuzimencs had led him to the same
result.  Like Anaximander, he conceived of the earth
dn its primeval state as a soft and Quid mass gradaally
dried by the sun’s heat. This is also proved by its
having received ils form in course of the rotation.
What vemained of the primitive liquid beeame the
seas, the salt taste of which he derived from the evapo-
ration of the sweet portions: the vapours developed
from the drying up of the moisture served to cnlarge the

lieavens.!

stars to cul the plane of the Lori-
zon ; hence arose the alrernation of
day and night, What we are to
think in regard to the details of
this system is (as Panzerbleter, p.
128 4qq. shows) hard to say. If
the whole wwiverss, that is, the
Leavens ard the earth, inclined to
Lhe south, nothing wonld have
changed in the position of the earth
in relation to the heavens, and the
temporary disappesrance of most of
the stars below the horizon, and the
alternation of day and night, would
Le inaxplieable. If the Aeaveus
(or which is the same thing, the
nipper end of the earth’s axis) had
inclived to the south, the sunin
it¢ revolution arcund this axis
would have come nearer and nearer
the lorizon the f{urther south it
weni. It would huve risen in the
west and sot in the east ; we should
bave had midnight wlen it was in
the sonth ; midday when it was in
the north. If, ¢n the other hand,
the earth had inclined to the south
and the axiz of the heavens had re-
maiued unaltercd, it would seem

The earth is full of passages through which

that the sea and all the waters
must have averflowed the southern
part of the earth's surface. Pan-
zerbieter, theretore, conjectures
that Anaxagoras made the heavens
meline not to the soath, but 6o the
poith, und that in the passage in
the Plesita we should perhaps read
wooaddpetor or wewofdpecor, 1nstead
of mpermufBpwrdr. But considering
that our three fexts ave agrecd
upon the word, this is scarcely
credible. We shall, huwever, find
{énfia, vol, 1) that Leueippms and
Democeritus believed in & depression
of the soathern part of the earth’s
dise. If these plilosophers could
discover an exp-dient unknown to
us but satisfactory to them, by
which they eould cseape the obvious
difficulties of this hypolhesis, Dio-
genes and Anaxagoras eould also
have diseovered one; ard on the
other hund, thelr theory of the in-
clination of the earth gives us a
¢lue to the opinions of Leucippus
and Yemocritus on  the same
subject.

U Avist, Mefeor.ii, 2, 385 a, 21;
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the air penetrates: if the outlets of these are blocked
up, there are earthquakes.! In the sams way Diogenes
held the sun and stars® to be porous hodies, of a forma~
tion like pumice stone, the hollows of which are filled
with fire or fiery air.* The theory of the origin of the
gtars from moist exhalations,® in conmection with that
just quoted from Alexander on the growth of the
heavens by the evaporations of the earth, would lead
us to conjecture that Diogenss supposed the sum alone
to have been at first formed from the warm air drawn
upwards, and the stars to have afterwards arisen from
the vapours evolved by the eun’s heat, by which vapours
the san himsell was thought to have been continually
sustained. As this nourishment is ab times cxhaunsted
in each part of the world, the sun (so at least Alexander
represents the doctrine of Diogenes) changes his place,

as a beast his pasture®

Alex, Meteorel. 91 a; 93 b, pro-
bably following Theophrastus; ef.
supra, p. 254, 1,

! Beusen, Qu. Nat vi. 15; of.
iv. 2, 25,

* Among which he likewise
reckoned comets, Plec. il 2, 9;
unless Diogenes, the Stoie, s here
mealt.

8 Btob, Hel, i 528, 552, 508 ;
Plut. Pire. il 13, 4 ; Theod. Gr. aff.
enr, iv. 1Y, p. 9. Aveording to the
last three passages, metoorie stones
are gimilar bodics; bnt it wonld
seem Tha! they ouly take fire in
falling ; vide Puanzerbicter, 182 sq.

4 Bo, at lesst, Stob. 522 says of
the moon, when ho asserts that
Diogenes held it to bs a xmergpoe-
§ts Bvauun, Panverbieter, p. 121
sq., interprets in the same way the
statement in Stol. 508 (Plut, {oe,

et ) that the stars, according fo
Diiogenes, are Sidwrote: (exhalations)
7o wdopou; snd he is probably
more correct than Titler (1. 232)
who, by Sudwwoize, understands or-
gans of respiratien. Theodorst,
loc. eit., aseribes the Bawrods to
the stars themselves; it would be
easter to conmect thewr with the
fiery- vapours streaming from the
gtars,

* Gf p. 254, 1. Some other
theories of Dingenes on thunder
and lighining (Stoh. 1. 594; Sen.
s Nai_ ii 20), on the windy, Alex,
doe. cit. (cf. Arvist. Mefeor. 1i. 1,
beginning), on the emuses of the
inundation of the Nile (Sen. Qu.
Nai,iv. 2, 27; Selol. dn Apolion.
Rhod, iv. 269) are disenssed by
Panzerbieter, p, 138 sgy.
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Diogenes shared with Anaxzagoras and other phy-
gieists the belief that living creatures! and likewise
plants? were prodnced out of the sarth, no doubt by the
influence of the sun’s heat. In an analogous manner
he explained the process of generation, by the influence
of the vivifying heat of the hody of the mother on the
sced.* In accordance with his general standpoint, he
thought the soul to be a warm, dry air. As the air is
capable of endless diversity, souls likewise arc as various
as the kinds and individual natures to which they
belong,'  This substance of the soul he appears to have
derived partly from the seed,” and partly from the outer
alr enteﬁng the Tunpgs after birth;® and its warmth,
according Lo the ahove theory, from the warmth of the

-mother, The diffusion of fife throughout the whole body
he explained by the theory that the sonl or warm vital
tair streams along with the blood through the veins.! In

v Plagita, 1. 8, 1; Stob. i. 338.

? Theophrastus, Higf, Flami.
iil. 1, 4.

? For further details, of, Pan-
zerbieter, 124 sqq., after Censorin.
Di, Nat, o 5, 9; Plat. Plae. v.
15, 4 ete. .

# Tr. 6, after the words quoted,
P- 291, 1t wed webvroor Soeor B 5 Yusch
7o abrd domiw, dhp BeppiTepos v
7o Ew, dv & dapdv, Toi éuTor Tapd
7 Hehlp woAAdy Yuxphrepos. Huator
B¢ Totira b Bepudy obBerds Tdy (Fev
Zorly, dmel 0die TOV drlpdawwr HANS-
Roir, AAAS Stadeper péya udp oF, AN
dove wopawAhoie elvel, uh pe’r‘rm
Grperéwy ye Huowr édv , . |, Hre
ofy meAvTadmov dreatays Tis Erepor-
Grios Mok bTpoma el T (Fa kul woAAd
ke olire Bémy dARdAas Eondra obire
dlouraw ofire pdnar brd 7o mAABess

wiy érepoudrewr Suws bt &e. (supra,
p- 287, 7); cf. Theophrastus, De
Sensw, 39, 44,

i For heexpressly remarks that
the seed i3 like air (rrevpardfes)
and foam, and derives thence the
designation, &ppollow. Vide supra,
p- 287.°7; Clemens, Pedag. 1. 105 C.

3 Plae. v. 13, 4.

# Simpl. loe. cif. ; of. Theophras-
tug, De Serww, 80 sqg.  Fram these
passages it in elear that Dicgenes
limited the halitation of the soul
to no particular orvgan; the state-
ment, therefore, in the Placite, iv.
3, 7, that he transferred the fyeuo-
pueby o the dprypiowh senla THs
kaplies, can only beaccepted in the
senge Lhat this is the okicf seat of
the vivifying air. Uf. Panzerbieter,
87 sq.
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support of this doctrine he entered into a detailed, and
according to the then state of analomical knowledge, an
accurate deseription of the venal system.! Scnsations he
supposed to arise from the contact of the vital air with
external impressions,® and sleep and death from the
partial or entire expuleion of the air by the blood.?
The seat of sensation he sought in the air eontained in
the” brain ;* appealing in proof of this to the pheno-
menoxn, that we are not conseious of external impressions
when we are occupied with something else.? Desire
and diginelination, courage, health, and so forth, ware
the effcet, he thought, of the various proportions in
which air mingles with the blood.® The intellectual in-
feriority of sleeping and intoxicated persons, of children,
and of animals, he attributed to the greater density and
moisture, and the less perfeet circulation of the vital
air.” The vital air itself, however, he was of course
obliged bo presuppose in all living creafures. On this
ground he tried to prove, for example, that fishes and
oysters have also the power of breathing.® He even

1 Given by Aristotle, 7. Animn.
iii, 2, 611 b, 30.%qq., commented
on by Panzerbieter, p. 72 syq.

2 The somewhat ambigaous
statements, Flaedn iv. 18, 2; 186,
3; confused by the introdaction of
the Stole fyeporicby, are discussed
by Panzerbister, 86, 90; further
details are given Ly Theophrastug,
doe, ¢id.; of. Philippson,“TAn érbpe-
wlrg, 101 sqq.

* Blae, v, 23, 3.

4 Smell, says Theophrastus,
doe, cit., he attributed T¢ mwepl Tdw
dyéparus dépt; Tobror oy Bfpows
efver wal oopperpor T dunmvaf.

Hearing arises: drar & & rols doly
akp rwnlels dmb ol Eiw Bwdd wpdsy
Ty dyeéparor 1 sight, when the
image that enters the eye combines
with the air within {piyructa:).

5 Loe, et 421 871 8% & durds
dhp aloddyerar pucpdy Sy udpoy Tat
Beoll, onpelop elva, §r0 woAAdHs
wpes BAAe Tor rovv Exovres ofith
bpliuey obr duodoper,

% Theophrastus, ina. eif. 43,

? Vide supra, p. 296, 2; Theo-
pheastus, foo. cif. 44 sqg.; Plae.
v. 20,

§ Arist. Do Reospir. 0. 2, 470 b,
30 ; DPunzer. 95.
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aseribed sometbing analogous to respiration to metals,
supposing them to absorb damp vapours (cpds), and
to exude them again, and thus seeking to explain the
attractive power of the magnet.! Ouly animals, how-
ever, he considered, can breathe the air as such. Plants
are entirely jrrational, for the reason that they do not
breathe it.2

Lilke Anaximander and Anaximenes, Diogenes is
said to have assumed the perpetual alternation of the
world's econstrnction and destruction, and an endless
number of successive worlds, Simplicius® expressly
says this, and the statement that Diogenes believed in
an infinity of worlds! must bave reference to it, for his
whole cosmogony shows, even more clearly than the
assertion of Simplicius (loc. ¢td.},” that he could only
concelve the totality of simultaneons things as one
whole limited in space. Stobszus® speaks of a future
end of the world, and Alcxander,” of a gradual drying
up of the sea, which must both liave asimilar reference;
and even without this explicit testimony, we must have
supposed Diogenes on this peint, likewlse, to have been
in agreement with his predecessors.

In considering his theory as a whale, we must allow
that notwithstanding its superiority to the previous phi-
losophie theories in scientific and literary formn, and in

! Alex. Aphr, Queest. Nut. ii,
23, p. 138, Speng.

¥ Theophrastus, loo. eét. 44,

3 Phys. 257 b; vide supre, p.
278, 1,

* Diog. iz, 57; Flut, ap. Bus.
Er. Ew. 1. 8, 13; Slob. 1. 486;
Theodoret, Gr. gff. cur. iv. 15, p.
a8,

* Where xdouos could not Le
nsed in the singular if many con-
temporaneous worlds like those of
Democritus werc inquestion. Plae,
ii. 1, 6 (8tob. i. 440) seews to refer
o Diogenes the Stoie,

& i. 416, vide supra, p. 277, 4.

* Meleorol. 91 a, according to
Theophrastus, vide supra, p. 251, 1.
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its comparative wealth of empirical knowledge, there is
& contradiction involved in its fundamental conceptions,
If the orderly constitution of the world is only to be
understond in refercuce to a world-forming reason, this
presupposes that matter as such does not suffice to
explain it ; its canse cannob therefore be sought In one
clementary body, and so Dicgenes is forced fo aseribe
to this body qualities which not merely from our point
of view, but ahsolutely and directly, exclude one
another; for cn Lhie one hand he describes it as the
subttest and rarest, because it is the all-permesting
and all-animating, and on the other, he makes things
arise from it, nol only by condensation, but also by
rarefaction, which would be impossible if the primitive
element were itsell the varest In cxistence.! 'That it is
not merely? the warm sir, or the soul, but air in general
thai Dipgenes calls the rarest, we are at any rate clearly
told by Aristotle,® who says that Diogeunes held the soul
to he aiv, becanse air is the rarest element and the
primitive matter ; and Diogenes himself (Fr. 6) says
that the air is in all things, and permeates all things,
which could not be unless it were itself the subtlest
element, Nor can rirefaction® refer to a secondary
form of alr arising from previous condensation ; for the
ancient philosophers, with one accord, attribute the
power of raretaction, as well as condensation, to primi-
tive matter 3 and this indeed lies in the nature of

1 As Bayle hes wslready re- # Tn the passago quoted, supra,
marked, Dict. Diogéne, Rem. B. 230, 1.

% As Panzerbicter {108) and + As Ritter holds, Fon. Fhil.
Wendt zu Tennemann, i. 441, sup-  p. &7,
pose. & Vide supra, p. 299, 4.
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things, for rarefaction and condensation mutually
presuppose each other, und a condensation of one
portion of a body of air is impossible without the
simultaneous rarefaction of another. Thus, there is
a contradietion in the bases of the system, resulting
from the fact that its author adopted the idea of a
-world-forming reason, without therefore abandoning the
ancient Tonian materialism, and especially the theories
of Anaximenes on primitive matier.

This circnmstance wonld in itself lead us to con-
Jjecture that Diogenes’ theory did not wholly arise out
of the development of the ancient Tonian physics, but
under the influence of enother philosophy, having a
different stundpoint ; and that eontradictory elements
had therefore appeared in it. This conjecture becomes
still move probable when we see, contemporancously with
Diogenes, the very definitions which contradiet his
materinlistic presuppositions, brought forward by Anax-
agoras in connection with a more logical doetrine.
We bave no certain information, it is true, ag to the
exact date of Diogenes,! buf we have the testimony of
Simplicius,? based probably upon Theophrastus, that

! The only fixed date, the men-

poal to Thoophrasias,  That Theo-
tion of the aerolite of Acgospota.

phrastus really supposed Diogenes:

mos, which fell 169 m.e. (Stoh. 1,
808; Theod. Gr. aff cur. iv, 18,
p- 9; and Pangerbioter, p. 1 gq.},
lewves an ample raargin.

% Phys. 6 ot kel Awyims B2
& 'Arordwwmdrys, oxelty vedraTos
TRy wepl Tulrta oxelusdvTev, T
p&y AT Ta aupTeopndrms Yeypon
¢, TE piv kare Avaleydper To 9
watd Aelrormor heyww, CF, supra,
P 290, 1; p. 291, 1; with the ap-

to be later than Anuxagoras seems
probuble likewise, becauss in dis-
enssing thoir theorics ho repeatedly
places Diogencs after him. So fk
Sorsw, 839 ; Hist. Plani, 1. L 4;
vide Philippson,”(An &v@pamivg, 199,
Diogenes 1s also described as a
younger contemperary of Anaxa-
gorns by Augusting, Ciwn, Dei, il
2 ; and Siden. Apoll. xv. 89 sqq.;
amd for the same reason apparontly
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he appeared later than Anaxagorag, and wrote in partial
dependence upon him. The carvefulness of Diogenes in
regard to the details of natural science, and especially
the great precision of his anatomical knowledge, would
assign him to a period when observation had made
some advances ; the period of a Hippo and a Demoeritus,!
In the same way we shall find reason to suppese him
later than Empedocles. On these grounds some de-
pendence of Diegenes on Anaxagoras seems probable,
and the internal evidence of their doctrines is wholly in
favour of this view, The striking similarity between
them makes it hardly credible that these doctrines
should have been produced independently of each other.?
Not only do Diogenes and Anaxagoras both require a
world-forming reason, but they require it on the same
ground, that the order of the universe was otherwise
inexplicable to them : both describe this reason as the
subtlest of all things: both derive the soul and life
essentially from it.> We ecannot, however, consider
Anazagoras as dependent on PMogenes, and Diogenes as .
the historical link hetween him and the older physicists.!

in Cie. N. Fr 1. 12, 29, his name
comes last among all the pre-So-
eratie philosophers.

! This date is further suppoerted
hy the ¢ircumstanee whish Fetersen
has shown to be probable iu his
Hippooratis Seripie ad Temp. Hei.
Disposita, part 1. p. 30 {Hamb.
1839, Gaym-Progr.), namely that
Aristophanes, MNud. 227 sqq., is al-
ading to the doetrine of [Hogenss
spoken of on p. 207, 5; which doc-
trine in that cass must even then
have attracted attention in Athens.

* Punzerbieter, 19 sq.; Schau-

bach, Awareg, Fragm. p. 32 ; Siein-
hart, Jec. ert. 297, considors Dig-
gencs to be rather earlier than
Anaxagoras.

# (f. thesection on Anaxagoras,
nfra.

! Behlefermacher  on  Ding.
Werko, 3te Abth. ii. 156 sq., 146
gqq.; Braniss, Gesch. dor Phil. e
Kunt,i. 128 sqq., vide supra, p, 167,
Krische is less positive, vide Forseh,
170 sq. Schlelcrmacher, howover,
afterwards changed his opinion, for
in his Geseh. d. Phil. p. 77 he de-
seribes Dingenes as an eclectie with-
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Schleiermacher indeed thinks that had Diogenes been
acquainted with the work of Anaxagoras, he must have
expressly opposed Anaxagorag® theory that the air is
somcthing composite ; but in the first place we have no
evidence to show that he did not oppose it;! and in
the second we have ne right to apply the standards of
modern philosophy to the methods of the ancients, nor
to expect from these latter a profound investigation of
theeries differing from their own, such as even a Plato
did not always impose upon himself. The main prin-
ciple of Anazagoras, however, the separation of the
organising reagon from matter, Diogenes seems to me
clearly enough to oppose, in his 6th Fragment.?
Schleiermacher indecd finds no trace in the pussage
of any polemic of this kind, but merely the tone of a
persont who is newly introducing the doctrine of weis;
but the care with which Diogenes demeonstrates that all
the qualities of intellipence belong to the air, gives me
the opposite impression. In the same way it scems to
me that THogenes? iy so careful to prove the unthink-
ableness of several primitive substances, because he had
been preceded by some philosopher who denjed the
unity of the primitive matter. That he is alluding to
Empedocles only, and not to Anazagoras,? is improbable,
considering the many other points of contact between
Diogenes and Anaxagoras. If, however, he had Empe-
docles chiefly in view, that alone would show him to he

st prineiple belonging, with the Ihys, 32 bt wpés pumoAdyows dprer-
Sophists and Atomists, to the third  pyxévo, sis xarel abrds ooguards,
section of pre-Secratic philosophy, * Vide swpra, p. 287, 7.
the peried of its deeay. ¢ Fr. 2, vide supra, p. 286, 2,

U He says of himself in Simpl * Krisehe, p. 171,
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a younger contemporary of Anaxagoras, and his philo-
sophy might be supposed to have appeared at a later
date than that of Anaxzagoras. Schleiermacher con-
siders it more natural that spirit should first have beei.
discovered in its union with mabter, and alterwards in
oppesition to it; but this is hardly conelusive in regard
to Anaxagoras’s relation to Diogenes; for the direct
unity of spirit with matter, which was the sfarting point
of the elder physicists, we do not find in Diogenes; on
the contrary, he introduces thought, because the purely
physical explanation of phenomena does not satisfy him,
But if the importance of thourht has once been re-
cognised, 15 is cerfuinly more probable that the new
principle should be first set up in abrupt opposition to
maberial eauses, than that it should be combined with
them in so uncertain a manner as by Diogenes.! The
whole guestion is decided by this fact, that the con-
ception of a world-forming veason is only logically
carried out by Anaxagoras; Diogenes on the contrary
attempts to combine it in a contradictory manner, with
a standpoint entirely out of harmony with it. This in-
decisive sort of eclecticism is much more in keeping
with the younger philosopber, who desires to make use
of the new ideas without rencuncing the old, than with
the philosopher to whom the new idess belong as his
original possession.? Diogenes is therefore, in my

1 Thig is also in opposition fo
Krische, p. 172.

* We eannot argne much from
ihe agrecment of the two philoso-
phers in certain physical theories,
such as the form of the earth, the
primitive lateral movement and

subseguent inelination of the vault
of heaven ; the opinion that the stars
are stony masses; or on tho doe-
trine of the senses, for such theories
are, as a rule, sp litfle connected
with philosophic principles, that
eitlier philosapher might cqually
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opinion, an adherent of the old Ionian physies, of the
school of Anaximenes; sufficiently affected by the
philesophic diseovery of Anaxagoras to attempt & com-
bination of his {Amaxagoras’) dootrine with that of
Anaximenes, butl for the most part following Anaximenes
in his principle and the application of it. That there
would be a vetrograde movement,! aceording to this
view, from Ampaxagoras to Diogenes proves nothing;
for historieal progress in general does not exclude re-
trogression as to particulars : 2 that Anaxagoras, on the
other hand, cannot be immediately related to Anaxi-
menes? is true ; but we have no right to conclude from
this that Diogenes (rather than Heracleibus, the Tlea-
ties or the Atomists) forms the connecting link between
them, Lastly, though the theory of the opeiousps may
be a more artificial conception than the doctrine of
Diogenes,* it by no means follows that it must be the
more recent ; it is quite conceivable, on the contrary,
that the very difficulties of the Anaxagorean expla~
nation of nature may bave had {the effect of confirming
Diogenes in his adhercnce to the more simple and
ancient lonie doctrine. The same might be eon-
jectured in regard to the dualism of the principles
professed by Anaxagoras;® and thus we must regard

woll have borrowed them from the
other. But Niogenes explanation
of the sensnous perception, af any
rate, shows a development of the
doctrine of Ansxagoras (vide Thi-
lippson, YTAsy debpwniyn, 199), and
his superiorit.g in empirical knows
ledge marks him rather as a con-
temporary of Democritus than a
pradecessor of Anaxagoras. In his
theories also of the maguet he seems

to follow Empedocles.

P Behlelermacher, loe, cit. 1686,

? From Anaxzagoras to Arche-
laus there is a similar retrogression.

% Sehlelermachoer, loo. oif,

' Ihid,

¢ On this aceount, Brandis (i
2723 considers Diocgenes, with Ar-
chelans and the Atomists, in the
light of a remction againgt the
dualism of Anaxagoras,
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the theory of Diogenes as the attempt of a later philo-
sopher, partly to save the physical doctrine of Anaxi-
menes and the earlier Ionians as against the innovations
of Anaxagoras, and partly to combine them with each
other.! )

However notewozthv this attempt may be, the
philosophic importance of it cannot be ranked very
high ; 2 the chief merit of Diogenes seems fo consist in
his having enlarged the rauge of the empirical know-
ledge of nature, and laboured to prove more completely
the life and teleclogical constitution of nature in de-
tail. But these ideas were themselves supplied to him
by his predecessors, Anasagorag and the ancient phy-
gicists. Giresk philesophy, as a whole, had in the time
of Diogenes long sinee struck out paths that conducted
it far beyond the point of the earlier Lonian physics.®

¥ As 1s thought by most medcrn
writers, of. Retnhold, Gesch. d. Phil.
1. 60 Fries, Geseh, o Phil. i, 93¢
siy.; Wendt zu Tennemann, i. 427
$qq.; Brandis, loe, i, ; Philippson,
oo, it 198 8gq. ; Ueberweg Grandr,
i, 43, ete.

? The doctriue that Steinlurt
{(loc. ¢if. p. 288) finds in him, and
considers an important advunee,
viz., ‘that all the Phenomenal 1s
to be regarded as the self-abuega-
tion of g principle that is perma-
nent end persisient in itself) poes
far beyord any of the actual ex-
pressivns of Diogenes. In reality,
he merely says (Fr. 2; vide supra,
. 286, 2) that all beeoming and all

VOL. 1.

yeviprocal action of things among
them-elves presupposes the 11n1r3.
of their primitive mattee. This s,
in truth, a woteworthy and preg-
nant thought, bub the eolceprion
of primitive matter and of the reta-
tion of primivive matler to things
derived, are the same with him as
with Anaximencs,

3 Wo are reminded of the phy-
sicut norinns of Diogenes, or, at any
rats, of the ancient Ionic sehocl, by
the Psendo-Hippoerntic work, mwepl
baos audlov (cf, Petersen, p. 30
8. of the treative quoled supra,
P 201, 1. Here also we find evl
denee of the contimuance of that
sehool.

X
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THE PYTHAGOREANS.!

I. SOURCES OF QUL KNOWLEDGE IN REGARD T¢ THE
DPTTHAGOREAN DPHILOSOPHY.

Anona all the schools of philosophy known to uns, there
is none of which the history i¥ so overgrown, we roay
almost say, so concealed by myths and fictions, and the
doctrines of which have been so replaced in the course
cof tradition by such a mass -of later constitnents, as
that of the Pythagoreans. Pythagorss and his school
are seldom mentioned by writers anterior to Aristotle,?
and even from Plato, whose eonmection with them was

from it. Chaignet’s esveful work
digplaye much mors sobriety. But

1 The recent literature concern-
ing Pythagoras and his school is

given by Usherwep, Gmedr. 1. 48,
Of more comprehensive works, be-
sides the accounts of Greek philo-
sophy in general, and Iitter's
Gesch. d. Pythay. Phil. (1828), we
have the second volume of Réth's
GGeseh, o, dbeadlicken Philosophie,
which Lroats at great langth (4524,
I, pp. 261.984, and 2, pp. 48-3189)
of Pythagoras; and Chatpnet’s
work i bwo volumes Prihrgere
et ln Philosophie Pythogoricienne.
Réth’'s exposttion, however, is so
gntirely devoid of all YNiterazy and
historical critieism, lannches cut
s confidently into the most avbi-
trary CO‘!IJC(‘tl]l es and the most ex-
travagant fancles, and leaves so
much to be desired in rogard tothe
inteiligent apprehension and the
correet reproduction of antlorities,
that in respect ta ouwr historical
knowledge of Pythagoreanism,
hardly a.nj,*hmn' i to be learned

he places fur too great confidenee
m spuricus fragments and pntrust-
worthy statements, and js thus not
zeldom misled into theories, which
cannot stand before 4 more search-
ingr eriticism,  This eould searcely
be olherwise, since he starts from
the presupposition (i. 250, 4} that
the anthoriries (without exception)
are * velables, tant qu'on #'e pas
démomiré Uimpossilbilitd quils ng le
solent pas, mstead of asFing in
each ndividnal cage whether the
testimony is based on a tradition,
fourded on the historieal fact, and
anly in propovtion as this secoms
probable, giving eredence to it,

? Ths little that can be quotad
respecting them from Xenophanes,
Heracleitus, Domocritus, Herodotus,
To of Chiog, Plato, Tenorntes, Anaxia
mander the younger, aud Andron
of Ephesus, will be noticed in the
proper place.
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so close, we can glean very few historical detsils re-
specting them.  Aristotle, Indced, bestowed much
attention on she Tythagorean doctrine; not only dis-
cussing it in the course of his more comprehensive re-
searches, but also treeting it in separate treatises 1! yet
when we compare what he says with later expositions,
it is found to be very simple and almost meagre. While
later authors can expatiate at lenpth upon Pythagoras
and his docfrines, he is never mentioned, ov at most
onee or twiee, by Aristofle; his philosophic doclrines
are passed over in silenee, and the Pythagoreans are
everywhere spoken of ag if the writer were ignorant
whether, and how far, their theorieg were really derived
from Dythagoras himself.? Even the aceounts which
we get from the wrllings of the older Peripatetics and
thelr contemporarios— Theoplhrastng, Eudemus, Aristo-

' The statemsnts concerming the
writings in guestion, mepl v&» Tolo-
wopeiws, Tepl TiS |ApXvTeiow piloso-
dias, +4 &r rod Twalow xal Tow
‘Apxvreiwy, wpbs T& CAAKunierves,
are given in Pt w, &, p. 18,
seeond editicn.  As to the treatize,
mepl Tdr TuBeyspelor, vile also
Alexander in Metaph. 542 b, 5,
Fro 31,1 Bon.: Stob. Ed, 1L 3805
Theo, Arithae, 30; Plut, ap, Gell,
N, A4 iy, 11, 121 Porphyry, 7.
Pythay. 41; Thog, vin. 19, of.
Drancis. Gr. Bim. DA, 1. 439 sq.;
it. b 1, 85: Rose, De Arist, fibr,
ord. T9 wgg.  Perhapa the so-calied
troakises nn Avehytas and the rest
ave identical with those on the
Pythazoreans, or with certain parts
of them, Neanwhile, however
probablo it may be that the treatise
on Archyras is spurious, this is
not substantiated by Grappe ( Ueber

d. Fragn, . Arck. 79 wq.), or by
Rose's argument from the frag-
ment hereafter to be quoted or
by what he adduces (lor, gi8) from
Damaseing, St moee hazardous
s Rose’s repudiation of all the
abeve writings.  The quotation in
Diﬂg. il 3-’[—, ’Apm"r(}'rél\.?]s wepl
T8y rvdper, wonld equaily apply
to o portion of the treatize on the
FPythagoreans, 1, indeed (28 is
mnst likely), there be not some
rtsunderstunding or interpolution
in the passage.

S ol kahodperor TuBuydperor ;
Mutapk 1.3, at the beginning; i
B, 089 b, 20 Mefeor, i. 8, 345 a,
14; of wepl 79 "Trehiar Kndovpero:
B& Tuberyopeion, fle Cedo, 11, 13, 294
a, 20; réy 'Trahwmdy Tvss xal xe-
Aovdper TIvlayspelwy, Meteor, 1, G,
342 1, 80 cof. Schwegler, Arist.
Metaph, iii. 44, .

x2
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xenus, Dicearchus, Heraeleides, and Eudoxus '—are far
glighter and more cautious than the subsequent tradi-
tion 3 nevertheless, from them we ean see that legend had
already taken possession of Pythagoras and his personal
history ; and that the luter Peripaletics Lad begun to de-
velop the Pythagorean doctrines according to their fancy,

These sources (of which it is frne we possess only
fragments) give us scarcely u single detail which we
did not already know through Aristotle. Farther de-
velopments of the Pythagorean legend, which velate,
however, rather to the history of Pythagoras aund his
school, than to their doctrines, appear during the third
and sccond centuries, in the statements of Epicurus,
'i‘imceus, Neanthes, IHermippus, Hieronymus, Hippo-
bLotus, and others. But it was not uatil the time of
the Neo-Pythagoreans, when Apolionius of Tyana wrote
Lis Life of Pythagoras, when Moderatus compiled a
long and detailed work on the Pythagorean Philosophy,
when Nicomachus treated the theory of numbers and
theology In aecordance with the principles of his own
school—that the authoeritiss concerning Pythagoras and
his doetrines became copions enough to make such
expositions as those of Porphyry apd lamblichus pos-
sible.? Thus the tradition respecting Prthagorcanisin

U Roth, dbandl. Ph. il. a, 270,
adds to thege Lyeo, the opponent of
Aristothe (of. Partii. b, 86, 2, second
ed.), and Olesnthes the Stoie. Bot
it is more probable that the former

wasd Neo-Pythagorean than a con-'

tempurary of Aristotle ; and the
Cleanthes of Porphyry ia eerlainly
notthe Stoie, but most fikely & mis-
spelling for Neantles {of Cysicus).

? To the beginning of this pe-
riod Gelongs also (Puri dii. b, 74
8qq.) the work from which Alex.
ander Polyhisior (l)ing vill, 24
8q.) has taken his exposition of the
Tythagorsan  doctrine, and oo
which that of Sextus, Pyrrk, it
152 sqq.; Math, vii. 94 sqq.;
249 sqq., likewise appears to be
Tbased.
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and its founder grows fuller and fuller, the farther re-
moved it is from the date of these phenomena ; and
more aud more seanty, the nearer we approach them.
With the range and extent of the accounts, their natore
At first many miraculous stories
In course of

likewise changes.
about P’ythagoras were in cireulation.
time his whole history developes ints a continuous
series of the most extraordinary events, I the older
statements, the D'ythagorean system bore a simple and
primitive character, in harmony with the general
tendency of the pre-Socratic philogophy ; according to
the later representation, it approximates so greatly to
the Platonic and Aristotelion doctrines that the Pytha-
goreans of the Christian period eonld even maintain'
that the Philosophers of the Academy and the Lyceam
had stolew their so-ealled diseovertes, one and all, from
TPythagoras.? Tt is plain that such a development of the
tradition could not have been brought about by history,
for how can we suppose that the writers of the Christian
period had af their command a mass of authentic in-
formalion unkzown to Plato and Aristotle; and how
can we recognise as genuine Pythagorean doetrines,
propositions which Plato and Aristotle not only do not
attribute to the Pythagoreans, bub for the most part

' Porphyvy, V. Pyih. 53, pro-
bably after Moderatug,

@ It iz clear thut preeiscly tha
opposite was actually the case, and
that the anclent Pythagorean doe-
trine containcd none of the acere-
tions which aflerwards made theie
appearance, This is betrajed by
the anthor when he says that Plato
and Aristotle collscted all that they

conld not adopt, and omitting the
rvemaindor, ealled fAaé the whole
of the Pythagorean doetrina; and
also in the staiement of Moderatus
(loc. git. 48} thut tho numbor theory
with Pythagoras and his disciples
had heen only symbolial of a
higher speculation (¢f, Part iii. b,
98 sq., second edition), .
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expressly deny that they held, and claim as their own
persunal discoveries? The so-called Pythagorean doc-
{rines which are not acknowledged as such by ancient
authorities are Neo-Pythagorean, and the miraculons
tales and improbable eombinations with which Pytha-
gorcan history is so largely adorned in the later authors,
no doubt in greab part ernanate from the same sourece.

BEut if the ontrustworthy and nnhistorieal character
of these expositions iz in the main indispntable, we
cannot venture to make use of the statements they
contain, even where thess statements are not in them-
eelves opposed to historical probability, and to the more
ancient and trnstworthy autherities; for how can we, iu
regard to minor particulars, trust the aggertions of those
who have grossly deceived us in the most important
matters ! TIn all cases therefore where the later au-
thorities, subsequent to the appearance of Neo-Pytha-
goreism, are wuusupported by 'other testimony, their
statements may generally be supposed to rest, not on
real knowledge or credible tradition, but on dogmatic
presuppositions, purty interests, uncertain legends,
arbitrary inventions, or falsified writings. Even the
agreement of several such authorities eannet prove
much, as they are accustorned to transcribe one from
the other without any preliminary eriticiem;! their
assertions merit attention only in cases where they may
either be directly referred to older sources, or where
their internal nature justifics vs in the belief that they
are founded on historical tradition.

! Thus Tamblichus copies Por-  tions, copled Apollonius and Mo-

phyvy, and both of thew, as far us  deratus.
we may jlldgﬂ from their quola-
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What has just been said in regard to the indirect
authorities for the Pythagorean doctrine, equally ap-
pliez to the go-called dircet sonrces. Later writers,
belonging almost without exception to the Neo-Pytha-
gorean and Neo-Platonie period, speak of an extensive
Pythagorean literature, the mature and compass of
which we may gather not only from the few writings
we possess, but far more from the numerons fragments
which exist of lost works.! A very small fraction,
however, of these writings muy with any probability be
ageribed to the ancient Pythagorean school. Had this
schoal possessed such a mass of written works, it would
be hard to understand why the aneient suthors should
not contain more distinet allusions to them, and es-
pecially why Aristotle should be so entirely cilent as

to Pythagoras’ own dactrine,?

1A u=v1ew of these is given in
Part 3il. b, p. 85 5., sesond edi-
tion. Mulhch however, has
printed, in his seeund volume of
fragments, most of those omitted
in the first.

* Drogenes, vili. 8, mentions
three worls of Pythagm’as a wa-
Sevrikdy, & modvichy, and a Puoi-
wdv. Heracleides Lembus {abouk
180 B.C.) besides these speaks of o
treatise, wepl Tob HAev, and o fepds
Aoyes, in hexameters. Ilow this
last, is related to the fepds Adyas,
aonsisting of iwenty-fourrhapsodies
which, according to Snidas, must
be actributed to Orpheus, and ace
cording to others, was written by
Theognetus the Thessalian, or
Cercops the Tythagorean, and is
probably identical with the Orphic
Theogony (Lobeck, Agleaph. 1.
714} cannot be discoversd. That

when several of these

the fragments of a Tufaydpewns
Bures abont mumber (ap. Proelus
i Tim. 105 C, 269 1, 331 K, 212
A,6 A 96 D; Syrian in Metepk. 5%
b Sekol. in Au.sé 893 & 19 sqqg.;
Slmpuuus, Phys. 104 b De Calo,
239 &, 37; Selel. 511 b 12; of.
Thewmist. in Phys. i, 4, p. 220,
22 sq.; fn D dn. i 2, pp. 20, 21,
Theo, Mus. e 88, p. 135; Sext.
Math, v, 2; vil, 94, 109; TambL
¥oPo1e2. and Loheck, JDL' oid.)
belong to the fepos Adyos of Pytha-
goras, 16 is tmpossible to prove;
Lut Proclus distinguishes the Py-
thagorean hymn very distinctly
frem tho Orphic poem. Lambl,
¥. P. 146; cof. Proclns 4z Tim.
283 B, gives the commencement of
a seeond fepbs Adyos in pross, which
was also ascribed to Telanges.
Fragments of this are to be found
in Jamblichus, Nicom. Arithm. p.
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writings bear his very name.!

11; Syrian in Metaph. ; Schel, in
Ar. 842 a B, 902 a, 24, 911 b, 2,
931 a, § : Hievocles e Carin, Advr.
p. 166 {Phifos. Gr, Fr. ed. Mull, i
164 b): of also Proclus i Buofid.
o7 (222 Eriedl).  This lepds
Adyos, as appears from the above
quotations. s chiefly concerned
with the theologieal and mwetaphy-
sical import of numbers.  In Diod.
i. 98 there is mention of a fephs
Advyos of Pythagoras, by which we
must probably understand the ane
in verse, and not the prose work
which seems to have been Inter,
Besides the above-named writings
Heracleides, foe. ¢if,, notices others;
wepl uyds, wepl ebocfelas, ¢ Holo-
thales, and “Croton’ (bhese last
wery dialegues, as 1t would seem),
wai Baaows;  Tamblichus {Fhol,
Arithm. p. 19 o obdyypappa rept
delop, probalily to be distingmished
from tho {fepal Advec; Pliny, st
Nad, xxv, 2, 13; xxziv. 17, 156 =q.,
a hook on the inflnepcos of plants ;
Galen, fe Remed. Purad, vol, xiv,
587 K, a trestise wepl criAAms
Proclus, in T¥m. 141 D, & Adyes
wpds "ABapry; Taetzes, Chil. 11 888
aq. (of. Harless, in Fabr. Bibl, Gr.
i. 788), wpoywwoorted SiufAée; Nla-
lal 66 D; Qedven. 135 G, a his-
fory of the wnr hetween the
Samians and Cyrus; Porphyry, p.
14, an inscription on the grave of
Apolo in Delos. o of Chios (or
more probably Epigenes, to whom
Kallimachns attrionted the rpeary-
pol) asserted that he composad
psendo-Qrphic writings (Clemens,
loo. oif,; Diog. vili. 8), and that
Hippasus had stolen from bim 4
wrgTechs Adyes, and from Asto, the
Crotonian, a whole series of works
(Diogenes, ¥iil. 7). A werdfacs
€is &Bov scems to have given vise to

THE PYTHAGOREANS.

Rut we are expressly

the tale of the philosophers jour-
ney to Hades (wnide imfra. 340, 2).
Nietesehe (Bardr. 5. Guelloninds,
d. Laéve. Diog,, Bugel, 1870, 3. 16
sq.) refers to the same source tho
statement in Diog. viil.: abred
hévyovgr wal Ty ogromdfas, substi-
tuting eonjecturally oxeras Aldao
for eramddas. The verses In Jus-
tin (De Momnrch, . 2, end) have
relerence to a posm forged or in-
terpolated by a Jewish hard;
other fragments of Pythagorenn
writings arc to be found in Just.
Cokort, ¢. 19 (Clemens, Prote. 47
¢, &e.; cf. Otto, note on the
passige n Justin); Porph. Pe
Abstin,  iv. 18; lambl.  Theol
Arighm. 19 Byrian, Schal, in drist,
312 a2, 32 1, 4 sqq. It is doubtful
whether there was a system of
Arithmetic in civenlation under
the name of Pythagoras, to which
the statement of his having written
the first work on Arithinetic may
refer (vide Malal. 67 a; Cedren.
158 11, 188 B Tsedor, Orig. il 2),
The numerous moral maxims
which Swlbeos gquotes in the Flo-
rilegivm from Pythagoras do net,
seam to have been taken from any
work fulsely attributed to bim. The
so-called golden poem wns by many
aseribed to Pythagoras, althoungh
it (oes not itself lay claim to such
an origin {(vide Mullach in his
edition of Hurocles n Care-our.
9 sq.; Fragm. Philes, Gr. i, 410,
and the summaries of the oxtracts
from’ Stobmus, lec. cit), and Tam-
blichus, 7, . 138, 198, spenks in
a peneral manner of many books
embracing the wholeof philosophy,
which wern sntne of them written
by Pythagoras himself, and some
under his name.

! For the story of the conceal-
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told that Philolans was the first Pythagorean who
-ﬁublished a philosophical work, that before his time no
Pythagorean writiugs were known,' and that Pythageras
himself wrote nothing ;* nor did Hippasus,® although

we possess gome supposed fragments of his work.

Tam-

blichus? says that Pythagorean writings were in exist-

ment of these wwritings (¢ide nfre,
note +), which, aeeonling to Tambli-
chus, was no lenger helieved, even
in the titng of Aristotle, cannot be
BLronght forward, more especially
if To had already been acguainted
with themw (vide preceding note).
Roth's groundless statemnent that
Avistotlo and the other ancient an-
thortics knew only of the Pytha-
goreans, the exateries of the scheaol,
andt not of the esoteric dovtrines
tanght to the Pythagoreans—(an
indispensable and fundamental
presupposition of his whole expo-
sitlon) will be cxamined infre, 1
this stutement b dispraved, there
is an end of the atternpt to recon-
struet the fepbs Adyas ot Pythagoras
from the fragments of the Orphli.
pueny, said to be identical with 30
(Rijch, 1. a, 609764y ; sinco the
Pychagorean ovigin of this posm is
not only wholly undemousirable,
but quite incompatible with all
credible accounts of the Pythugo-
rean doetrine.  Disregardive Lo-
beek's clagsical labowrs, Roth cun-
fuses in such an uneritical manner
statements from Orphic and Pg-
thagorean worksrelating to writings
enniroly distinet, and separated from
ench other Ly conturies; so that
his whole pretentious and claborate
diseussion can only mislead those
who are less instructed, while for
the learned it is utterly valueless.
! Diog. will, 15, at especially
soction 831 ToUTdw ¢mas AnudTpios

{Demetrins Magnes, tho well-known
contemporary of (n(‘oru) év "Ouwrd-
pos wpaTor didolvar rav Hubayo-
puwir wepl ploews. Tambl, V. A
199; vide infra, note 4,

¢ Porph. V. Pythuy. 87 (re-
peated by Tambl. . Ptk 252 5q.).
After the perscention of Cylom -
éfidime wai B dmoTium, Eidnres dv
Tols grifeniv Ere Qriexbeize Exp
Tére, wlvwr Thy Suosurérer wuph
Toly Ew Swwprnuoveveudvar: ofire
wép Thubaydpov abpipappa Jy, and
so on. These eonsequently who
escaped from the persecution wrote
summaries of the P}; thuagorean doe-
frine for their adherents,  But
Porphyry himself presupposes that
thers were ancient Pythagorean
writings, and, therefore, adds that,
the Pythagorsans (ollected them.
In Dvag. viii. 6, we reau 1 & ;,m.-
obr Mulaybpar undé & KoToAsire
atryypapnd das:.  This i more
amphatically stated in Plut. Alex.
Fort 1, 4, p. 328 Numa, 22; Lu-
clan, Me Srluf. e &; (alen, I
Hipp, ot Plad. 1 255 v, 8, T xv.;
64, 478, K {although ho, in another
pinee, vide supra, p. 312, quotes n
work of Pythagoras) ; Joseph. Con.
Ap. 1, 24, perhaps after Aristobu-
Jus; Augustin, Dg Cons. Feang. i
12

2 Ding. vill. 84 ¢mei & avrdr
Anpdrpas &y “Opevduos unbey
KETRANTE Ry 00y poai.

e Peik. 199 Gau,u.cig‘e-m.: de
Ketd THs puAakis Lupifea: ér yop To=
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ence, but that until the time of Philolaus they were
strictly preserved as seeret hy the school, but this asser-
tion can have no weight against the evidemce we have
just cited; it is rather indeed a confirmation of the fact -
that the later writers themselves could find no authen-
tic traces of the existence of Pythagorean writings
previous to Philolous. When, therefore, the savants of
the Alexandrian or Roman period presuppose that such
writings must always have existed, at any rate within
the Pythagorean school, this theory is enfirely based on
the assertions of the go-called ancient works themselves,
and on the opinions of a generation which eould form
1o idea of a philosophic school without philosophic
literature, because it was itself accustomed to get its
seience from hooks. Moreover, the internal evidence
of most of these reputed Pythagorean fragments is
strongly against their authenticity. The greater num-
ber of the fragments of Philolany indeed, as Biockh bas
shown in his excellent monoegraph,! must cortainly be
considered renuine, not merely on the score of external
testimony, but also, and far more becanse in content
and mode of expression they agree with one another,
and are in harmony with all that we know from well
authenticated sources as Pythagorean: there is only
one passage of any importance in a philosophic point of
view to which we must make an exception.? On the

1819. Cf also

Talrats yeveats ériv adfels vlicrt dat-
veTai T@w Tvfayopeion Smoprypdrwr
mepTeTsuX (s Tpd THy PrAokday fAc-
wlas, &AAN' oliros Tpdres ébpreyke Th
Bpuhatucyve ToiTe Tpln Fifiia,

v Philolaus des Pythagoreer's
Lelren, nehst dem  Brusksticken

seiner  Werks,
Preller, Philol. ; Allg. Eneyid. von -
Erseh wund Gruber, sect. 111, vol,
xxiil, 370 &q.

2 Since tha abuve was first
written, the genuinenesz of theso
fragments of Philolaus, already de-
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other hand, according to the above quotations, there

nied by Rose; drist. fibr. ovd. p. 2,
has boen warmly contested by
Schaarschmidt {(Dw  angebliche
Sehriftstellere des Philoluns, 1564),
and the work to which they belonged
has bean assigned to tho first, or
at earliest, the seeond century be-
foro Christ, Though I adhere to
uy original opinlon  respecting
them, I cannot fully expound my
reasons for it in this place, but
will mevely indieate the chief
points.  To begin with, as regurds
the tradilion concerning the writing
of Philolans, the existence of a
work under that name is presup-
'[)U,SU(] by Hnrmippus (ELP. Ding. vini.
85) and SBatyrus (#hid. 1il. 9) about
200 .o, for they tell ug that
Flate bought the work of Philo-
luus, and copied his Timens {rom
it. Both speak of this work as
well known, and 1t is difficnlt to
see bow, it it did net exist, the
statement could have arisen. Be-
sides, Hermippus borrowed the as-
serrion from  an  older wrifer.
Already about 240 B.LC. the book
was known lo Neanthes, as is
shown by the statement of this
authorin Diocg, vi. §5, that up to
the time of Philolans and mpe-
docles the Pythagoreans admitted
everyone to their instructions, but
that when Hmpedoclos had made
known their dectrines in his poem,
they resclved never to impart them
to any other poet. The design of
Neanthes in this story cam only ba
to conple Philolaus with Empedo-
cles us one of theflrst Pythagorean
writers ; not (as Schearsehmidt, p.
76 thinks) to account for the in-
troduction of esoterie dootrines by
the oral teaching of Fhilolaus;
Philolaus in that teaching, accord-
ing to Neanthes himself, only did

what everyone else had done up to
that tiree. Diogones, it is true,
afterwards spoasks of Empedocles
alone, and of the exclusion of
pocts: but he cavnot legitimately
conelude from this that Neanthes
“did not know ag yet of woy work
writlen by Philolaus.!  Diogenas
makes this observation in his hio-
graphy of Empedocles; he may
perhaps have adepted from Nean-
thes only what eoncerned his sub-
Ject.  Or again, Neanthes may
have merely mentaoncd the prohi-
Tition to which Xmpedoeles, asthe
first of the so-culled Pyihogorean
writers, liad given rise.  According
10 these anthorities, too, we must
refer the well-known verses of
Timon. ap. Gell. AL 4. 1L 17, to
the work of Philolans; for if is
handly conceivable that they should
relate to no particular work, bot
to any Pythagorean Duoole whatso-
ever (Schaarschmmdt, 75). It is
frue that Philolaus is never men-
tioned by Aristotle, though a werd
is yuoted from him in Eth. fad. i
8, 1224 a, 38, and Tlato in the
Timeeus pluces his phiysical theories,
not in the mouth of Philolans, but
of & Pythagorean otherwise un-
known. Dut Plato had every rea-
son to do this, supposing theve
existed a writing of Philolaus
which would imseediarely have ax-
hibited the great difference of his
physical doctrines from thuse of
the Pythagoreans. And with re-
gard to Arisigile, though it is im-
possible that he can have derived
his namerous and minute state-
ments about the Pythagorean doe-
trines merely from oral tradition,
yet hie mover montions his wuthori-
ties; just as elsewhere he quotes
mmch from the unclent philosophers
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can be no guestion as to the

without saying whence he gets it.
We cannot, thercfore, argue from
his silence respecting Thilalaus,
that no work of his was known
to him. On the other hand, if
we eompare Metaph. §. 4§, 988 b,
2 8qq. with the fragment of Dhi-
lolaus in Stob. Eel 1. 454 sq.
{vide infre, 371, 2}: Medaph. =il
6, 1080 b, 90; xiv. 8, 1001 u, 13
w)., with Btoh, i 468 Metaph. i,
3, 985, b, 29 sq. with the fragment
in Iambl. Theol, drithm, p. 46, 22
(vide infra, § 3il), it will appear
very probable that Avistotle in
thess passages is referring to the
work of Philolaus ; and considering
the scanty number of the fragments
wa Possess, it 1 not surprising that
further proofs are not fortheoming,
{For other dotails, of Zeller, dris-
toleles wnd Phedolaes. Hermea, x.
178 xa.)  Xenocrates, too, aceord-
ing to Tambl. Theol. dvithm. p. 61
§9., oceupied himsellf greatly with
the writings of Philelaus; and if
this evidence is not guite umim-
peachable, yet it hns i tis favonre
that Xenocrates agrees witl Pli-
Ioluws in his deetrine of gxther {vide
Part ii. a, 802, 1. We meet with
the sume theory in the Platenic
Epinoms (vide foc. eit. 894, 2), but.
there alsa {077 I3, 5q0.) thero seom
to be echoes of Philolaus {ap. Stob.
1.8, dnfra. 371, 1. The cxternal
evidence, however, is decidedly (n
favour of the snpposition that Phi-
lolaus realiy compesed the writing
attributed to him, and that we
have received from tradition genu-
ine remmants of it In his Judg-
ment of the fragments themselves,
T cannot agree with Schaarschmidt,
as he assigns them all, withont ex-
ception, to the same anthor; and
on this presupposition sacily de-

THE PYTHAGOREANS.

spuriousness of the writings

rives arguments from some aguinst
others: whereag the question of
identity of authorship was the very
first he shonld have detcrmined.
T, for my part, consider the interval
so great hetween the fragment in
Stobens, Fel 1. 420 (vide infira),
sand the large majority of the rest,
both in Torm and content, that E
eouldl not asceibe all to the same
author unless L called them all
alike unauthentie.  Schaarschmidt
himself calls attention to the faeb
that the ntterances of this frag-
ment about the world-soul are in
vontradiction to the doetrine of the
central fire elsewhers attritmted
to Thilolaus, 1t further appears
fo me Lhat, as he has not sufficiently
diseriminated hetween the varions
fragments, neitherhashedonosobe-
tween Hhe fragments of Philelans's
work, and the aecounts given ns of
that work, He attributes (p. 37) ta
the < fragmentist’ the Stoic #ryeuo-
vuehe, and the Platonie Demiurgus
in the text, Stob, Eel, i, 452, us
well as {p. 30) the expressions,
eihrgpiveta T@¥ oTOLCElwY, phouerd-
Buhos yévenis, thid, 488 ; whercas
the author whom Stobzmus follaws
may in this ease, as in many others,
have applied to ancient doectrines
the language and coneeplions of
later tines, On page 38 the con-
cluston drawno by Athenagoras
{ Buppd. 6), from a quite indefinito
expression of Philotans (the Unity
and  Immateriality of God), is
teeared as the saying of the so-
called Thilalaus himself. On page
53 ‘ Philolans’ is said to spéak
in Srob. Eel i, 830, of n friple
sun; though the narrator clearly
distingmishes his own remark
¢ that, necording o Philolans,
there was in some serl a triple
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atteibuted to Pythagoras;

sun,” from what Plilolaus actually
said ; and he afterwards diveetly
ascrlbes two suns to Lmpedocles.
There may indeed be found in the
starements of writers lilks Stobwens,
Pseudn-Plutareh, Censorinas, and
Boethiug about Thilolans, many
inacenracies, lucuow, and uneer-
tainties; but we oupht net to
congider this (as Sehaarschmide
does, e p. 83 s, 85 s 2)a
ploof of the spurivnsness of the
writings which they are deseriling,
for their statements have very
ofren the same defecs in cases
where they wen be confirmed by
more trustworthy evidenes, Buk
Schunrsehmidt seems to me not
seldom fo raise objeetlons whieh
can only be based on an incorrcet
view of the passeges and duvcirines
inguestion. He says, for lustance
{p- 32 sgg.). that the passage in
Beol. Fel. i 360 contradicts the
staternent of Aristetle (De Calo,
il. 2, 285 a, 10}, that the Pytha-
goreans arsumed ouly a right and
a left in the world, and “hot an
ahove and a below, o before and u
behind; bat this latter staiement
is cxplained by another from the
work on the Pythagoreans {Sekol.dn
Arist, 192 by 89), which aven, were
it spuricus, we could senrcely og-
sign to a pertad so recent as Lhe
Neo-Pythugorean, The Pythage-
reans {we thers read) admitted no
above and below in the oedinary
and proper sense, hacause Lhey
identificd the above with the ieft
side of the world, and the below
with the right; aod at the same
timo the above with the elrcumfs-
rence, amdl the below with the
centre.  This last conecption seems
to be precisely the meaning of the
mutilated passage in Stobzas; it

S17

and the scaltered fragments

resolves the opposition of the
above aml the below into thad of
the ouivward and inward. Schaar-
selimidt (p. 38} also finds it invon-
eeivable that Fhilolausshonld have
ealled the Central fire, =& wparor
GpuoaBey 1o Ev (vide infra), but he
might have uuderstood 1 by the
help of Anstotle, who equally
spenks of the forning of tha te
with reference to the central fire;
an i aceording to him, it was n re-
eornised theory that the number
QOue arose from the odd wud the
even. Nor can we with Schaar-
sehmidt (p. 63) consider it un-
Pythagorean that the dmepor and
wepaivor should be distinguished
fromn the pror and wepaody; for
we find the ssme thing in the table
of contraries {(Arist. Meaph L b,
986 a, 23). To puss over other
inslances, Schaarschmidt (p. 47
sgq. ) eemaot admib that the five
alewents of Philolaus belong to the
ansisnt P‘ tham)rerw Joetrine: lst,
he canse the I’ylimgm eans (e n_ys},
aeeording to Aristotle, admirted no
waterial clement; 2, Lecause K-
pedocles was the first to tench the
doctrins of the four alsments ; and
3, becquse Aristolle was the first
who added to these, as a fifth ele-
ment, wther. All thres of tlhese
reasons I dispate.  First, the Py-
theagorenns no doult put nunbers
in the place of material sabstances
ag the ultimate ground of things
bt certain Pythagoreans, for ex-
ample Philolaus, may neyertheless
havs songht to explain more pre-
cisely Aow things nrise from num-
Lers, by reducing the gunalitative
fundamentai differenes of bodies
to the difference of form in their
eonstitneni. atoms.  Flato does
this from a similar standpoint.
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of these which have come down to ug, both in respect

The Pythagorean doctrine does not
aggert that there ave no hodies, but
only that bodies are something de-
rived. Second, in regard to Em-
pedocles, that philosopher was un-
questionably some decads anterior
to Philolans: why then may not
his theory of the elements (as I
suggested in my second edition,
p. 298 £a., 505 &q.) have given rise
to the theory of Philolans? Third,
it canuot be proved that Aristotic
first. taught the existence of a fifth
element, though jt pluyed wn im-
portant part in his doetrine. The
origin of this idea is evidently Py
thagovean. Fther is admitted by
&1l the philogophers of the older
Aendemy, who retrograded from
Platonism to Pythagorsism ; inthe
Epinemis, and by Spevsippns, by
Xencerates, and by Plate himself
at the end of his lite (Part ii. a,
809, 1; BGO, 1; 876G, 1; 804, 2,
2nd ed.). TLor all these reasons,
T ecan only agree with Schaar-
schmidt's conelugions to & vory
Hmited extent. No doubt the
Philelaic fragments have not been
transmitted to s freo from adulte-
ration, I have atready {pp. 269,
305, 9nd ed ) questionsd the Talue
of the fragment of the mepl duxds,
given ap. Stob. Fel. 1. 420 sq. 1
have aiso expressed my deubts
(Zid. 271, 4, 6 ; 247, 8) of the mona-
theistic sentence citell by FPhilo,
Munds Optf. 23 A, and of the
sayiny in Jamblichus, 4% Nicol
Avithsz 11, Of the other frag-
ments, what is quoted in the Lhird
edition of thts work, p. 387, from
Theol, drithm, 22, may perhaps
most. readily cause hesitation. Hut
such a reflection does not seem
impossible at a period when the
conception of »ols had already been

diseovered by Amaxagorag: more
eﬁpecmllv as we find Aﬂstotlp
(Mciapie i, 5, 685 b, 307 naming
vois and Juxh among the thm%
which wers reduced by the Py tha-
gorsans to  partienlar pumbers;
while, on the otiter hand, it js
desarving of note, that the Platonic
and  Aristotclian  theory of the
multiplicity of the parts of the
coul which wagz known to other so-
ealled Pythacoreans {vide Part
. b, 120, 2nd ed.} is absent from
this fragment; ihe differcnces
which exist between the phe-
nomena of life and those of the
soul are here directly connected
with the corporeal organg.  The
same argnment tells in favour of
the genuineness of most of these
fragments.  The influence of ihe
Platonie and Aristotelian phile-
sophy, which s &0 nnnistakeable
in all psenda-Pythagorean writings,
is not perecptible in them  We
find much that is fantastie and
strange to us (for instanee, the nu-
merical zymbolism, vide p. 387,
third edition}, but nothing that is
distinctive of later Pythagarcism,
such as the opposition of form
and substance, spirit and matier,
the transcendant conception of
God, the oternity of the world,
the astrouomy of Flato and Arig.
totle, the world-soul and the de-
veloped physies of the Timmus,
The tone and exposition (apart
feom certain particulars which are
to be placed to the account of later
expositions) entirely aceord with
the eonception we should naturally
form of the langnage of a Fythe-
gorean ia the time of Soarates; it
alse contains things which ean
searcsly he aseribed to a more re-
cent author, such as the distribu-
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to their form and content,! can only serve to strengthen
our suspicion. Opinions are likewise unanimous as
to the spuricusness of the treatise on the World-saul,
attributed to Timmus of Loeris, but obviously an extract.
from the Timzwus of Plato. The demenstration of Ten-
nemann? in regard to this is amply sufficient. As to’
(Qeellus of Lmeania, and his work on the universe, the
only question ean be whether or not the work itself
claims to be of sneient Pythagorean origing for that it
is not, is perfectly evident. lts latest editor, however,
rightly maintains that the work claims for ifs author
the so-called Pythagorean, to wham aneient writers with
one aceord? aseribe it, whenever they mention it at all.
Of the other relies of the Pythagorean Behool, the most
important are the works of Arehytas; but after all that
has been said op this subject in modern times,* my

tion of chords {discussed by Baekh.
Philol, 70, Tor whick, aecording te
Kicom. Harm. 1. p. 9, Meid., Pytha-
goras had aleendy substitvred the
octachord,  Schaarsehmidt’s Judg-
ment on the Philolaic fragments is
endorsed by Uecherweg, Grundr. 1.
47, 50, by Thilo, Gewch, d. Fhil. 1,
57, and Rothenbitcher, Systemn der
DPyth. mach den Angaben des Arist,
(Bexlin, 1867).  Rothenbicher
secks to establish his opinion by
a criticism of the fragment, ap.
Stob. Fel i 454 1 cannet. how-
w¥rr, at present enter upen the
digenasion of this eriticiam, as there
will he opportunity for replyiog to
its chief allegations later on,

' The fragments arc mostly
Dorie, but Pythagoras no doubt
gpoke the Tonie dialest of his na-
tive city, whers ha had lived up to
the peried of his manhood,

¢ Systewm der Plat, Phil, 1. 93

sqq.: of. the farther proof given
by Hermann, Gesck. wnd Sys. der
Pint. Phil. 1. 701 4.

3 Mullach, Arisiof, de Melisso
&e.; o Oeelli Lae. De univ. wal.
(1845), p- 20 59q.; Fragm. Plilos.
1. 388; ef. Tart i, by, pp. 83, 99
115, second edition,

{ Ritter, Gesch. der Pyrh. Phil.
67 5qq.; Gesch. der Phil. 1. 377,
and Hertensteoin, Do drohyte Tu-
renting Fragm., (Leipzig, 1833)—
both, especially Ritter, diseard the
grenter nuimber of tho fragments,
and these the mast important from
a philosophic potnt of view, Egoers
{De Archyte Tar. Fita Opp. e
PhRil,, Paris, 1833); Petersen
( Zentackrift for Allorthumsm. 1836,
873 sqq.); Beckmann (De Pythag.
Religuiis) ; and Chaignet (loa. it
1. 1591 sqq.. 255 sqq.) Tecegpise the
greater tumber.  Gruppe (%der die
Eragm, des Archylay) repudiates
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judgment is still that among the numerous longer or
shorter fragments attributed tu bim, by far the greater
number have preponderating evidence against them;
and those which may be considered anthentic can add
little to our knowledge of the Pythagorean philosophy
‘as a whole, belonging as they do chiefly to mathematics,
or other speeilic branches of enquiry.!  This judgment
Is not to be set aside hy the faet that Petersen? in
order to explain the undeniably Platonic element in
the so-called books of Archytas, regards him as having
auticipated the Platonic doctrine of Tdeas, and Beck-
mann® makes him out in this respect a diseiple of
Plato; for not a single ancisnt authority alludes to
this pretended Platonism of Archytas. Where the rela-
tion between Plato and Archytas is mentioned, we hear
only of a personal relation, or a seientific intercourse
which would by ne means involve a similarity in philo-

sophie theories? On the contrary, where the philo-

all without exception; and Mul-
lnch (Fr. PRIl Gr. i 18 sq)
thinks il probuble that we possess
next to nothing of Archytas. Cf.
Beckmann, p. 1.

! (Y. Aristotle, Melaph, viti. 2
g, I.; and Endemus, ap. Stnpl.
Phys. 98 b, 108 a; FProlemmus,
Hawrm. i, 13 1 and Porpliyry, @ Prol.
fierm. p. 236 sq., 287, 267, 269,
977, 280, 210, 318, 315; of. FPart
i 1;, 91, seeond edition.

T fae. edf, 834, 800,

3 Loc. oit. 16 squ.
Chaignet, i, 208,

1 This, strietly speaking, Is
true of the two pieces of evidence
on which Beckmann {p. 17 sq.)relies
so much, namely thet of Featos.
thones (ap. Luroc, i Aredimed. Tie
Sphara et Oyl 31 2, p. 144 Ox

Strmilarly

quoted by Grupps, p. 120) {o the
effect that of tho mathematicians
of the Academy (robs weps =
Tiadrwnt év "AraBnuiy yewpmérpas)
Avchytas and Fodoxus were Lhe
two who solved the Delian pro-
Blem ; and that of the Fseudo-1}e-
nwsthenes (dmator. p. 1415), who
says that Arehyles was previously
held in conternpt by his country-
men, bul aequired hiz honeurabls
repwtation in consequence of his
econneefion with Plato. The first
of these statements 1s piven by
Eratosthenes himself as 2 mers
legend ; and the second hag proba-
hly about as mueh histurieal foun-
dation as another asscrtion in the
same work: that Pericles heeame
the groat statesman be wasg, through
tho teaching of Anaxagoras.
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1

sophie opinions of Archylas are spoken of, he iz always
described as a Pythagorean, aud that not only hy the
more recent writers subsequent to Cieero’s time,! but
even as early as Avistoxemus,? whose acquaintance with
the later Pythagoreans Is beyond question; indeced
Archytas clearly calls himsgelf a Pythagorean,® in a
fragment the authenticity of which can scarcely he
digputed.t 1t is true that the School of Archytas is
also mentioned as an independent school,’ but that
does not disprove our thasis. This schoal is as much a
Pythagorean scheol as that of Xenocrates is Platenie,
or that of Theophrastus Peripatetie. If, however,
Archytus was a Pythagovean, he cannet have been al

the same time an adherent,

! Among thess Beckmann (p.
168) cites the following: Cie. fv
Orat, ii. 34, 180 (o passage wihich
is rrmarkable, becanes while agrec-
ingin ofher respeets with the nbove
mentioned testimony of the Psendo-
Demosthenes, it makes Philolaus,
instead of Plato, the instructor of
Archytas; we wmust read with
Orelli, Philolans drehyterm, aud
not Pheloloum Arekylas), 1id. Fin.
v. 29, 57; Rep. 1, 10; Valer. Max.
iv. 1, ext.; vil. 7, 3, ext.; Apul.
Dogm. Plat. 1. 3, p. 178, Hild ;
Dipg, wiii. 79; Hieron. Fpist. 83,
T. 1, 268, Mart, Olympindor. ¥.
Plato, p. 3, Westerm. To Lhese
may be added, besides Iamblichus,
Polemsus, Horne. 1oe. 18 sq.

z Diog. vili. §2; yeypévao: &
"Apxtirar mérrapes ., . the be Teba-
yopexdy *Apigriterds i pniémore
sFrpaTwyotvTe  frrodhrac Beck-
mann’s doubt of this passage Is
unfounded. Cf. also Dog. 79. We
should beinclined to read’ Apxfmrmov
for *Apxtrev In the text of Tambli-

YOL. 1.

of the doctrine of Tdeas;
chus, . I\ p 251 {oi & Acwral

rov Mulwyopeiwy &wéornorar THy
"Traiins wade ' Apxoirou 7ob Taparri-
wou), for in the time of Archytes
there was no longer any necessivy
{or the Pythugoremzs to fee from
Italy ; the passage is, however, so
mutilated, thal we ecanoor even
discover the comnmection in which
the statement ceeerred in Aristox-
enus,

# Cf. Part il b, 711 sq, angd
difra, p. 364, 4. Stob. Flordl. 101,
4, calls him a Pythagorean. Snidus
"Apiordk., more precisoly, a pupil of
Keuophilus, the Pythagorean,

! According to Pourph. in Pto-
lem. Horm, p. 236, his work,
wepi podnparicds, bogan with these
words 1 kexds pot Sewolrr: [se. of
Iwlaydpews] 70 wep! T8 peaffuara
Swyviiwns wal obBy Growoy, Spdids
obrols wepl ekagTor Bewpety - wepl
vip Ths rir SAwv gbows SpBas
Siwyvdures EneAhor kol mepl TEY KoTR
peépas oin dvrl jeoBa,

* Yide Beckmann, p. 23.

I
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for it is not merely impossible to prove' that this
doctrine was known to the Pythagoreans, but Aristotle’s
evidence is most distinetly to the contrary.? Since
therefore in the fragrents of the so-called Archytas we
enconnter Platonic as well as Peripatetic doctrines and
expressions, we must consider these a sure sign of a
later ovigin, and consequently reject by far the greater
number of the fragments. Even supposing the modern
case for their defence were successful, they could not be
regarded as records of the Pythagorean doctrines; for
if they can only be resened by making their author a
Platonist, we cannot be sure in any given case how far
they reproduce the Pythagorean point of view.

A contemporary of Archytas, Lysis the Tarentine,
has latterly been conjectured by Mullach?® to be the
author of the so-called Grolden Poem ; but the corrupt
passage in Diogencs viil. 6 * is no evidence for this, and
the work itself is so golowrless and diseonnected, that it
Iooks rather like a later colleetion of practical precepts,
some of which had perhaps been long in eirculation in
a metrical form.5 In any case, however, it does not

* Plato's uiterances in the So- % lo his edition of Hierocles,

phist, 248 sgq. cannot, as Petersen
{foe. eity and Mallet (Eeole e
Migare, Hil. #q.) believe, relate to
the later Pythagoreans {(ef. il a.
215 5g.), and the polemie of Aris-
totle’s Meraphysics against a num-
ber-theory bourd up with the
doctrines of Ideas is dirceted not
against Pythagoreans, but the va-
rious branches of the Aeademy.

® Motqph. i 6, 887 b, 7, 27
gaq.; of. ¢, 9, bepinning; =iii. 6,
1080 b, 16, ¢ 8 1083 b, &; xiv.
3, 1090 a, 20; Phys. il 4, 203

2, 3.

p. 20; Fragm. Philss. i, 413.

t yéypamrar 3% 75 Tlubarydo
awrpypippuara Tpla, madcwr iy, woid-
Tidr, pugicdy th 8% Pepduevor ds
Tebzydpov Abatdds éori To% Tapay-
Tivoy.

% As iy certainly trun of the
well-knowe Pythagorsan oath, v.
47 dg., which i3 generally con-
sidorcd as the property of the whole
school, and, according to Tamhbl.
Theo!. Arithm. p. 20, 1s also to be
met. with in Empedoeles {of. Ast.,
in Theol. Arithm. and Mullach,
notes on the golden poem, e, oit.) ;
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materially contribute to our knowledge of the Pyths-
gorean philosophy.

In regard to the remaining fragments, with few
and unimportant exceptions, those which hear the names
of well-kuown ancient Pythagoreans, such as Theano,
Brontinug, Clinias, and Fephantus, are certainly spur-
ious. Most of them, however, are atiributed to men
of whom we either know nothing at all, or are ignorant
when they lived. But as these fraglﬁents preeisely
regemble: the rest in their content and exposition, we
cannot doubt that they too eclaim to he of anclest
Pythagorean origin, If they have no such origin, they
must -be congidersd deliberate forgeries, and not the
genuine productions of a later Pythagoreanism approxi-
mating to the Platonic or FPeripaletic philosophy.
Morcover, the luter Pythagoreanizsm which professes to
be older than Nec-Pythagoreanism, has been altogether
derived from these fragments, whereas all historical evi-
dence agrees that the latest ramifieations of the ancient
Pythagorean School do not cxtend beyond the time of
Aristotle,  In trnth, few or no elements of ancient
Pythagoreanism are to be fovad in these nnmerous
passuges.  OF these fragments and of the other vesbiges
of Pythagoreanism, so much ag claims onr attenbion
trom a philosophic point of view will be treated further
on; we shall also discuss more at lepgth the fragments
we possess of the writings of certain philesopbers whose
relation to Pythagoras is not quite ascertained, sneh as
Hippasvos and Alemizon.

the same may probably heold good  it, ap A, Gell, vi. 2, proves nothing
of v.6¢. Conseguently the quota- in regard to the age of the poem.
tion which Chrysippus makes from

T2
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IL. PYTHAGORAS AND THE PYTHAGOREANS.

Consipzring the number of traditions in existence
respecting the foundér of the Pythagorean school, the
amount which can be relied on with any historical
probability, when separated from the labyrinth of un-
certain legends and later comjcetures, 1s very small.
We know that his father’s name was Mnesarchus,’ that
Samos was his home and doubtless also his birthplace ;?

! Heraclsitus, aep. Ding. viil
6, Herodotus, iv. 94, and most of
tha other wuthorities. The name,
Marmaeus, given to him, aceording
to Diog. viii. 1, by soveral writers,
is perhaps founded merely on a
seriptural error.  Justin (3x. 4)
calls him Demaratws, which 13
most likely ulso founded on sune
confusion or another.

2 He is ealled a Samian by
Hermippus (ap. Diog. viil. 1}, by
Hippobotuy {Clem. Strom. 1. 300,
D), and hy later writers almost
withont cxeeption; Iambliclus
(F. P.4) mentions the statement
tliat both his parents were deseend-
ed frorn Ancegeus, the fomnder of
Samos ; Apollonins, however [ap.
Porph. ¥. P. 2), asserts this of hig
mother only. Il{s Sawmisn origin
may be reeonciled with the state~
ments thai he was a Tyrrhenian
(vide Aristoxenus, Aristarchus,
and Theopompus, ap. Clement, and
Diogenem, loc. cit.; the similar
passage in Theodoret, &G, aff, owr.
124, 8, 7, together with Eus, I
Fu. x4, 13, is taken from thaf
of Ulemena; TModer. ivagm. p.
534 Wess.) or a Phliasian (anony-
moud writer cited by Porph, Pyik.
p- 8); if we suppose with O. Mil-
ler {(Geschickie der hefls Si w. S

Ji.h, 393) und Krische (Ds Socier.
a Pych. condite scopo politios, p. 3.
cte.) that he eame of a Tyrrlieno-
FPelasgie family, which had emi-
grated from Phlus to Sames.
Pansganiss (il 13,1 s3¢.) actually
relates as a Phlian legend that
Hippasns, the great grandfurher of
Pythagoras, went from Phlius to
Samoy, and this is ¢oufirmed by
Tiog. T viil. 1; in the fabulons
tale of Anl. Diogenes, ap. Porph,
V. P10, and in the better altested
statement, ibid. 2, Mnesarvclng is
spekenof as a Tyrrhenian whe had
emigrated from his home.  On the
other hand, the smbement in Plut.
G, Lome, viil, 7, 2, that he was an
Etrusean by birth is evidently a
mistake, as also the opinion (ap.
Terpl. ) that he originally came
from Metapontum ; Neanthes (in-
stead of which our test of Por-
whyry, as we have seon, gives Cle-
anthes) ap. Porph. V. P 1, makes
Mnesarchus a Lyrian, who, on ac-
count of his services at Samos,
received Lhe might of citizenship
there (Clemens and Theod. lee. cit.
say incorrectly that he assorted
Pythagoras himself to have been a
Tyrian ora Syrian) ) but the state-
ment is of litile consequence, since

it may be explained purtly by a
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hut the fime of his birth, death, and removal to Ttaly
can only be approximately determined ;! the statements

confusion of Topws and Tuppyris,
amd partly from an attempt to ac-
count tor the supposed oriental
wisdom of the philosopher by his
extraction. DProbubly in reference

. to this story, Iwblichus, Fo 27,
reprosents him as having been born
during o journey of his parents to
sidon. The well-known story of
Heraeleides of Pontus, and of Sosi-
erates (ap. Cie. Tuse, v. 3,8 ; Diog.
1012 vii 85 ef Nicom. dritho
sub. init.) about Pythagoras' con-
versution with the tyrant Leo of
Phlius, in which he declared hipo-
solf to be a paddaugos, poinis bo a
eonnection with Ehlius,

! The calentations of Dodwell
and Bentley, the former of whom
places his birth in Ol 52, 8, and
the latter in Ol 43, 4, have Leen
sufficiently refuted by Krische, lse.
eit. p. 1, wmi Drandis, 1. 422, The
nsual opindon now s that Pytha-
aoras was born about the 49th
Olyinpivd, that he cune to Twaly
aboun the A9th or 60th, and died
in the 60th. Tlis is no doubt ap-
proximately correct, and greater
exnetitnde eannot be aftained;
even the statements of the ancicnts
are probably based only upou un-
ceripin estimates, and not upon
distinet  ehromological traditions,
According to Cicero, fep. 1. 15,
of, Twse. 1 16, 38; iv. 1, 2; AL
Gell, zvil. 21; Tambl, 1. P, 35,
Tythagoras vame to Italy in the
62od Olympiad, the fourth year of
Tarquints Soperbus (232 ne),
wherens Liv, 1. 18, represents him
as toaching there under Servius
Tullius, Others, doublless after
Apallodorus, name the 62ud Ol as
the poriod in which he fiourished
{sn Clem. Séroan. 1, 302 B, 332 A

Tetinn, Con. Gree. o 41; Cyvill,
in Jed. 0. 18 A Huseb., (hron,
Arpe. T.oH. 201, vide Krische, p.
11).  Diodorus ({oe. cfi.) even gives
01. 61, 4, and Diogenes, viil, 43, OL,
60. Both stalements are probably
founded on the xssertion of Aris-
toxenus, who, follewing Porphyry
g, makes Pylhagoras emigratle to
ltaly in his forfleth year, to escape
from the tyranny of Lolyerates,
Aceording to the dale assigned to
the commencement of the tyranny,
the former or the latter date was
fized for DPythagoras (ef. Dohde,
Queilen dos Lembl, in his Diogr. des
Pyik,; Rhetn, Mus, wxvi. 568 sq.;
Diels, Th. dpollodor's Chreniba, ibid.
xxxi 24 5g.).  If the fortieth year
of the philosophe~'s life be placed
in Q. 62, 1, we get O 52, 1 as
the date of his bith (372 s..);
this would apree with the text of
Hausebius, Chron., which states that
he died in the O, 40,4 (487 n.),
it we suppose him to have attained
his Tith year (Anon. ap. Synecll
Chron. 247 e.).  The tradhtions as
to the length of higlife vary exceed-
ingly. HeracleidosLombus(ap. Diog.
viil. 44) gives it as 30 years (which
may have been devived from THop.
Vil 10%; but mosi writers, follow-
mg Diog. 44. have %6 Tzetz. Chid,
xi. 93, and Byne. loc. 2if, suy 99 ;
Tamblichus (265} nearly 140 ; the
biographer, ap. Phot. ({Cod. 249, p.
438 b, Bekl.) 104 ; a DIseado-Ty-
thagoreau, ap. Galen. (FHem. Parah.
T. =iv, a67 ) 117, or more. If
Pythagoras (as asserted by Tambl.
265) was at the head of his school
for 30 years, and if his arrival in
Ttaly aceurred in 532 p.c., his death
must have occurred in 493 .o, and
supposing hiim fo have been &6
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of the ancients as to his teachers secm almost entirely.

(Tambl. 19) when he eame into
Italy, we should pot 588 az the
year of his birth. If, on the other
hand (Iambl. 255), the attack an
his school, which, he is said not to
have survived very long (vide fnfre
- 282, 1, third edition), be brought
mto direct connsetion with the
destruetion of Sybaris (510 n.al),
his death must have taken plaee in
the sisth century.  Tastly, Antilo-
chus in Clem. Sfrom. & 309 B,
places the Aawic of Pythagoras
(not bis birth as Brandis, 1. 424,
says) 812 years earlier than the
death of Epleurus, which, secording
to Diog. £ 15, happened in OL
127, 2; this would bring us to OL
49, 2, and the philosopher’s hirth
mst be put back to the beginning
of the sizth centory, We arve ta-
ken gtill farther back by Pliny,
wha, aceording fo the best altested
reading of ffst. Nat. il 8, 87, as-
sirns an astronomical discovery of
Pythagoras to the 42nd Olympiad,
or the 142nd year of the City;
while, on the contrary, his ablre-
viator, Solinms, e. 17, says that
Pythagoras first came to ltaly
during ths consulate of Brutus,
therefors A. U. O, 2445, or 614
wo. Roth (p. 287 sq.) combines
with this lagt statemcnt the rsser-
tion of Tambl. {F.. P. 11, 19) that
Pythugorss left Samos at the age
of eighteen, received Instruction
from  Pherceydes, Thales, and
Apaximander; was 22 yuars In
Foypt, and after its couguest by
Cambyses {525 n.0.), 12 more in
Babylon; and at the age of 46
again returned to Samos.  Conse-
quently ha places his hicth in 5689
B.0.; his retwm to Samos in 413
0.y his acrival in Itely in 510;
and his death jun 470, Iut these

stuternents are entirely destitute of
evidence.  Rith supposes tlat
Tamblichus may have borrowed
them from Apollonius (of Tyana),
but even if this wore true, we must
gtill ask where Apolionizs obtained
ithem? There i= no mention even
of the so-called Crotonian memotrs
on whiel: Apollonius {ap. Tambl.
262) founds Lis narrative of the
expulsion  of the Pyrhagoreans
from  Croton. This narrative,
however, cannotb e resonciled with
Rath's ealenlation, as it makes the
residence of Pythageras in Croton
precedo the destruction of Sybaris
flambl, 258). Now i is trne that
his death must be put back at Jeast
to 470 B.c., if, as Dicearchus and
others maintain (vide #/fre), the
attack on the Crotonian Prthage-
reans, from which Lysis uod Ar-
chippug alono are said to have es-
caped, took place Tn the lifetime of
Pythagoras; nay, in that cass, we
must even sllow 18 or 20 yenrs
mare ; for the bivth of Lysis, as we
shall find, can searcely have oe-
eurred before 470. The only in-
ference from this, however, is that
the statement must be discarded ;
that DHemarchus does nol here de-
sarve the credit of trnstworthiness
which Porphyry { ¥, 2. 86) neeords
ta him; aod that no thonghtful
eritie eould regard this mdgment
of Porphyry's as deaisive ip favour
of the parmative of Dicearchus,
Pythagoras canrot havelived tothe
year 470 el this is evident from
the munner in which he is speken of
by Xenopharces and Ioracleitus,
both of whom are Tefure that date
{vide énfra, p. 881, 1, third edition,
253, 3); their expressions certainly
do 1ot give ng the impression of re-
lating to a person still alive. More-
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destitute of any secare historic foundation,! and even

his econmnection with Pherecydes, which

has in its

favour an old and respectable tradition,? is mot quite
beyond a doubt.? Of hLis distant journeyings, which

over, none of cur aushorities, except
Sulnug, who is net to be depended
upuoa, place the arrvivul of Pytha-
goras 1n Italy later than OL 62
For lamblichus himself (that is to
sy, Apollonius) does not intend this
(¥. £ 19) when he says that he
first eamo there Lwslve years after
the conquest of Egypt by Cambyses
(therefore after 423 b Even
Apcliontug, ap, lambl. 255, a8 al-
rewdy obsorved, makes him outlive
by very little tho destrnetion of
Hybaris), bat Tamblichus is tos care-
less or too ignorant of chrenologi-
cal marters to remark the contra-
dietion into which his narrative
has fallen, 1f 13 eclear, Lowever,
that none of our informants had at
their eommand teustworthy and
exact chronologieal details as to
the life of Pyihagoras. Perhaps,
indeod, all their statementy were
inferped from a few uotives, eg.
concerning his migration in the time
of Polyeraios, or the Pythagorean-
ism of Milo, the congueror at the
Trags. We must, therefore, leave
it undeeided whether and how long
the philosopher survived the end
of the sixth eentnry,

! Divg. vith 2, names Phers-
cydes apd Hermodamas, a des-
cendant of the Homerid Creophy-
lug of Bamos, and, according to
Tambl. 11, himself called Creophy-
lus. Neanthes (ap. Porph. 2, 11,
14) adds to ihese Anraxtmander,
Tavublichus (9, 11,184, 252) Thales.
Instead of Thales, A pulsius (Flerid.
i, 1§, p. 61, Hild.) names Epime-
nides, with whom, aeeording to

I¥og. vii,, 8, Pythagoves was ae-
guainted.  The Scholiast of Plato,
o 420, Bell, says that ho fivst
attended Pherseydes’ instructions,
then  thess of Hermodamas,
aftorwards those of Abaris, the
Hyperborean ({vide infre), Thus
it 1s plain that as time wont

on, celebrated names continued
to De added to the list.  Abaris
and  Epimenides are, however,

also called diseiplos of Pythagoras
{IamDl. 134).

¢ Besides the text already
quoted, Diog. i. 118 sg.; vill, 40
(after Ariscoxenus), Andron, and
Satyrus; the epitaph of wihiel
Duris, ap. Diog. 1. 120, speaks;
Cie, Twse, 1. 16, 383 e Div. 1. 50,
112 ; Diodor. Fragm. p. 554; Ps.
Alex. in Melaph, 828 a, 19, Fr.
800, 24 Bon. &e.

3 Forin the first placa it was
very natursl that the thaumatur-
gist, Pythagoras, shoald have been
reprosented as the pupilof an older
contemporary of similar churacter,
who likewiss lield the dogma of
Trapsmigrakion ; and secondly, Lhe
acecunts on the subject are mnot
sgrecd as to detalls,  According to
Trog. viii. 2, Pythagoras was
brought w Pheroeydes at Lesbos,
und aftor Phereeydes’ death, harnded
oror to Hermodamas 1o Samoa.
Tamhbl. 9, 11, says that hes was
jnstrncted by Pherecydes fiest in
Samos, and then in Syres. Por-
phyry (15, 56) says, following
Dicsearchas and others, that ho
Lended his master, who wus slek in
Delos, and buried him hefore bis
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are =aid to have acquainted him with the wisdom and
religious cersmonics of the Phenicians,' the Chaldeans,?
the Persian Magi,? the Hindeos,! the Arabians,® the

departure to Ifaly; on the other
band, Dicduerus (Zac, eit.), Diog. viii,
40, and Tambl, 184, 252, following
Sutyrus and hig epitomiser, Hera.
cleides, say that shortly before his
own death he went from Italy to
Delos for that purpose.

! According ro Cleanthes (Ne-
anthes), in Dorphyry, V. P. 1,
Pythagoras was bronght as a boy
to Tyre by his father, and there
instrocted by the Chaldmans,
Tambl. ¥, . 14, says thai when he
left Sameg on his preat travels, he
first went to Sidon, and there met
with prophets, the deseendants of
the ancient Mochus (vide sepra, p.
48, awl ¢mfra, chapter on the
Atomists, note 23, and othor hiere-
Fhunts; that he visited Tyre,
Biblus, Carmel, &e., and was initi-
atod inte all the mysterics of the
country. Porphyry (F. P. 6} is
more moderate ; he mercly states
that Pythagoras is said to have
gained his arithmetical knowledge
from the Phenicians,

2 According to Neanthes, Py-
thagevas had, when a boy, been
istructed by the Chaldzans (vide
previous potn). Acenrding to all
other testimony, he first came to
Babylon from Egypt, either of his
awn aceord, or as the prigoner of
Cambyses. This statement ap-
prars in its simplest form io Steabo,
ziv. i, 16, p. 638 Hebaydpay ioto-
polowr . ., . GweABelv els Alyvrrov
kat Bafividre diouadcias ydpw.
Clemens, Strom. 302 C, merely
suys: XeAdaier ve xai Mdyowr Tols
dptoroes guveypévero; Ems. Pr. B
x. 4, 9 5q.; Antipho, ap. Diog, viil.
3; Sshol. Plut. p. 420, Bekk,

Porph. 6 say that he learmed as-
tronomy from the Chaldmans. I
Justin xx. 4, he 5 said to have
travelled to Babylon and Egypt,
ad pordiseendos sidsrumm motus ori-
ginemque mundf spectandam. Apnl,
Flordl. 1. 15, states that he was
instructed by the Chaldzans in
sstrenomy, astrology, end medicine,
Acenrding te Diogenes in the book
of Prodigies (ap. Forph. 11) he
learned the interpretation ofdreams
from the Chaldeans and Hebrews
{or from the Hebrews only?). In
Tambl, ¥. P. 19 Theol. drithm.
p. 41, we are told that in the eon-
quost, of Fgypt by Cambyses he
was carried as a prisoncr to Baby-
lon, remained twelve wears in that
city, where in Lis intereourse with
the Magi, he not only perfected
himself in mathomaties and musie,
Lut completely adopted their reli-
gious prescripts  and  practiees.
That Iamblichus is heve following
some older anthority {Apollenins,
no doubt), is shewn by the state-
ment of Apul Flordl. 1i.15. Many
meaintain that Pythagoras was ta-
ken prisonce by Cambyses in his
Egyptian campaign, and was only
set ab liberty u long time after by
Gillus the Crotonian; and that in
consoquence of this he had the
benefit of the instructions of the
Porsinn Magl, vapecially Zoroaster.

¢ Pythagoras must carly have
Leen brought inte comnselion with
the Magl, und especially with Zo-
roaster, if what Hippolytus says is
true (fefut. Hero 1. 2, p. 12 1),
of,, vi. 281 Awlbwpes 6t § "Eperpictrs
{a writer otherwise unknown) ral
CAprTdieres & po