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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



vi TRANSLATOR'S PREFACT.

deficieney giving rise to many difficalties which she
cavnof, hope to have always snccessfully overcome.

She desires to express her hearty thanks to M,
Evenys Apporr, Fellow and Tutor of Balliol College,
Oxford, for his valoable assistance in reading over the
proot sheets; especially in regard fo the Greek notes.

It i3, perhaps, necessary to add, respecting the
numerons references, that Vol. I. and IT. stand for the
volumes of the present translation, and Part I. I1. and
I11. for the divisions of the German work.

Crurox © Deceinder 6, 1880,



AUTHOR'S PREFACE,

TwENTY YEARS aGo, when I published in its later form
the first volume of {his work, originally designed on
» different plan, and a far more limited s.ea]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
which T proposed to myself in my first, approaches to it;
viz. to maintain & middle course between erudite en-
quiry and the speeulative study of history: neither, on
the one hand, to collect facts in a merely empirioal
manner; nor, on the other, te construct ¢ pirvord theories ;
but through the traditions themselves, by means of eri-
tical sifting and historical combirvation, 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
respecting them : it was impessiblé adequately to fulfit
it without a number of critical discussions, 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,



CONTENTS

o3

THE FIRST VOLUME.

.——
FAGR
TrawstaToR's PREFACH . . . . . . . R
Avriron's Prarace | . R . . . . . .o.owi

GENERAL INTRODUCTION,

CHAPTER 1.

ALM, SCOPE, AXD METHOD OF THE TRESENT WORY 1-2%
CHAPTER I1.
ORIGIN OF GREEK PHILOSCPHY.
i. Supposed devieation of Greck phil osophv from Oriental
sperulation . . . . . .26
. Native sources of (Jrccls phllosophy
1. Baligion . . . . . . . L. 4R
1. Greek rellglon . . . . . . . 48
b Tha Mysteries . . . .. o4
Wative sources of Greek philosophy (contmuod)
2. Moral life: eivil and politieal conditions . . ; )
iv. Native sources of Greek philosophy (coutinued).
3. Cosmology , . R 1

Fihical reflection.

4. Theology and Anthropology in relation to lthies . . 108

Y.



xiy CONTEXNTS OF THE FIRST VOLUME.

CHAPTHER IIL .

0¥ THE CIARACTER OF GRYEK PHILOSOPHY 120168

CHAPTER 1V.

TIE PRINCIPAYL PERIODS TN THE DEVELOPMENT OF GREEK
PHILOSOPHY . . . - . . . 164—183

FIRST FPLRIOD,

THE PRE-SUOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY.

Ixtronverior.  Ox toe CHaracrEr aNn DRVELGPVMENT OF
PuicosopEy N tur Fiusr Prrion . . . . 184210

FIRST SECTI{ON.
THE EARLIER IONTANS, PYTHAGOREANS, AND

ELEATICS.
1. Tue EakvLEr Iowtax PHYsics,
1. Thales . . . . . . . . . . .21t
2. Anaximander . . . . . . . . Lo 2u7
3. Anaximenes . . . . . . . 286
4, Later adherents of the Tonmn Schonl Diogenes of Apollonia 280
II. Tue PYTUAGOREANS.

1. Spurces of oor knowledge In regard to the Pythagoresn philo-

sophy . . . . . L. 3G
2, Pyihagoras and the P}LhEbgUI’CEI.I]S . . 534
3. The Pythagorean philosophy: its fundamental ccncepnons

Number and the Elements of Number . BT
1. Bystematie developmo'nt of the Number system, and ity app[l-

cation to Physies . . . . - . . . 419



CONTENTS OF THE FIRST VOLUME, v

P
5. Religions and cthical doctrines of the Pythagoreans . A 134

6. Retrogpeetive summary : character, origin, and zmtiquity of the
Eythagﬂrean phﬂosnphv . . . g6

7. Pyib a.rrnreanl&.m in comiination with Othhl‘ eIPmenLa Alcmmn
Hippasus, Eepbantus, Epieharinus . . . . ..o 821

III. Tre Errarics,

1. Sources in rogard to theiv doctrines. Treatise on Melissus,
Xenophanes, and Gorglas . . . . . . . Bas
2. Xenophunes . - . . . . - . .. Bhb
3. Parmenides . . . . . . . . . AED
4, Zeno . . . . . . . . . ' L. 808
A, Dlellssus . . . 627

&, Historical position and ch mu.ter oi‘ he hlcmic Schrjol .. 638



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.



THE 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.

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 yet limited to philosophic science 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, )

]
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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 theoretie activity;
that is, an activity which is solely concerned with the
ascertainment of reality ; and from this point 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 interdependence.
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 cther suiences is this:—
that all other sciences aim at the exploration of some
specific sphere, whercas Dhilesophy has in view the
sum total of existence as a whole, sccks to know the
individual in its relation to the whole, and by the laws
of the whole, and so to atlain the correlation of all
knowledge, 8o 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 not clearly evident from the beginming, 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 chavacter of
Philosophy, and eonsidering it in and for izelf, in its
historieal manifestation. There is, indeed, some danger,
in this mode of preecdure, of doing violence to the
actual historieal conneetion; 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:
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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,
agrecmnent, and contradiction.  As the history of Philo-
sophy traces out these velations, the forms with which
it is concerned divide themselves into larger or smaller
groape.  We perceive that it is only in this definite
eonnection with others that the individual hecame and
effected that which he did beecome and effect; and
hence arises the necessity of explaining the specific
charaeter and importance of the individual by veference
to the group which includes him. But even such an
explanation as this will not in all respects suffice; for
each individual, besides the characteristics commou to
his class, possesses much that i peculiar to himself.
He not only continues the work of his predecessors, but,
adds something new to it, or clse disputes their pre-
suppositions and conclusions, The more important,
however, a personalilty has been, and the farthar its
historical influemee has extended, the maore will its
individual character, even while opening out new paths,
disappear and loge 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 wlso 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 scrvice 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
¢2
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reference to the general eoncept of the sphere in ques-
tion; that of the State, for instance, or Religion, or
Philosophy. But for each historie whole, or for each of
itz periods of development, a definite course i marked
out by its own fundamental character, by its external
eircumstances, by its place in history. That the course
thus prescribed by existing conditions should be ae-
tnally followed, is not more wonderful than the fulfil-
ment of uny other calenlation of prebabilities. Tor,
though aceidental circumstances often glve an mpulse
and a divection to the activity of individuals, it is
natural and necessary that among a great number of
men there should be s 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-
gtances. It is nabural and necessary that each Mistorical
phenomenon should either, by attraction or repulsion,
evoke others which serve to supplement it; that the
various dispositions and forces 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 selving given problems should be tried. In
a word, the regular course and organic artieulation of
history are not an @ prisre postulate ; but the natnre
of historic conditions and the constitution of the human
mind involve that the historie development should, not-
withstanding all the centingency of the individoal,
follow, on the whole and in the muin, a fixed law; and
to recognize the working of such regularity in any
given case, we ueed 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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himgelf from any preconceived system, 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 itself must first enable him to attain? The
one is manifestly as impracticable as the other, and we
are ultimately confined within this cirele: that he alone
completely understands the history of Philosophy who
possesses true and complete philosophy; and that he
only arrives at true philosophy who is led to it by
understanding history. Nor can this eircle ever be
entirely escaped : the history of Philosophy is the test
of the truth of systems; and to have a philosophie
system is the eondition of a man’s understanding history,
The truer and the more comprehensive a philosophy is,
the better will it teach us the importance of previous
philosophies; and the ore unintelligible we find the
history of Philosophy, the greaber reason have we to
doubt the truth of our own philosophic conceptions.
But the only conclusion to be drawn from {his is that
we ought never to regard the work of seienoe as finished
in the historic any more than in the philosophic demain.
Ag 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 reflee-
tion, facilitates the comprehension of the earlier systems,
of their intercomneetion and relations; while, on the
other hand, each newly attained perception of the
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monner i which the problems of I*hilesopby have been
solved or regarded by othors, and of the internal eon-
nection and consequences of their theories, Instructs us
afresh concerning the questions which Philosophy has
to answer, the difforent cowrses it may pursue in an-
swering them, and the consequences which may he
anticipated from the adoption of each course.

DBut it is time that we should approach owr subject
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 wore again proeminent, Cle-  are represented as having borrowed
mens dwells with cepecial predilee-  portions of the truth from the ITe-
tion om this theme in his Steomate.  brow prophets, and given them ont
Pluto to him is simply é & ‘EBpalor as their own (ibid, 312 C, 320 A).
@dboopos (Strom. 1. 274 B); and
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Greek sages with Moses and the prophets ; but the idea
that Greek Philosophy partly or entirely originated in
the Pagan East has more fucts to urge in its hehalf.
' 1t has also found support in the high opinion of Oriental
. wisdom indmeed by our hetter acquaintanes with the -
Chinege, Persian and Indian sacred records, and by our
researches into Egyptian antiquity ; an opinion which
harmonizes with eertain philosophical specnlations eon-
corning u primitive revelation and 2 golden age.  More
gober philosoplyy, indeed, questioned the truth of these
speenlations, and thoughtful students of history sought
vainly for traces of that high culture which was said
to have adorned the echildhood 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, haz heen censidem‘niy
modified by owr growing knowledge of its true content
and character. When, in addition to this, the old un-
critical manner of eonfusing separate modes of thought
had been abandoned, and every netion hegan o be
studied in its historical connection, and in relation with
the peculiar character and circumstances of the people
among whom it appeared, it was natural that the. differ-
ences of Greek and Orviental culfivation, and the self-
dependence of the Greely, should again he more strongly
erphasized by those best acquainted with claseical anti-
quity. Still, there have not been wanting, even quite
recently, some to maintain that the Kast had a decisive
influence on the earliest Greek Philosophy; and the whole
question seems by no means so entively settled that the
History of Thilosophy can avoid its repeated discussion,
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One point, however, is to be nofed, the neglect of
which hag not unfrequently brought confusion into this
enquiry. In a certain sense, the influence of Oriental
conceptions on Greck 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 bhad
reached their later abodes, they were still open to in-
fluences which reached them from the Oviental nations,
partly throngh Thrace and the Bosphorus, partly by
way of the Agean and its iglands., The national
churacter of Greece, therefore, was even in its origin
under the influence 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-east were cuperadded to the faith of
Greek 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 Pheenician Heracles,
can now with suflicicut certainty be proved alien in
their origin ; while in the case of others, in the present
stage of the enquiry, we have still to he content with
doubtful conjectures. In considering the Oriental
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
Greecce, or the development of the Greck charaeter
generally ; for the scope of our work involves our re-



ORIENTAL ORIGIN OF GEEEK PHILOSOPHY. 31

garding the philosophy of the Gueeks, at any rate
primarily, as a prodoct of the Greek spint; and to
enguire how that spirit was formed would be beside the
purpose of the History of Philosophy. Only in so far
as the Oriental element maintalned itsell in its specific
character, side by side with the Hellenic elerent, are
we pow concerned with it.  Tf) indeed, Roth were cor-
rect in asserting, as be does,’ that Philosophy did not
spring from the civilisation aund spiritual life of the
Greeks, but was transplanted among them as something
foreign, and that the whole circle of notions lying at
its rout came ready made from without, then, and then
only, we mighl derive Greek Ihilosophy absolulely
from the East, But if, on the other hand, it was the
iwmediate produch of the Greek philosophers’ ovwn re-
flection, in that case it has essentially a native origin,
and the guestion can vio longer be whether, as a whole, 1t
vame from the East, but whether Oriental doctrines 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
Hellenic element. These different cases have not
always hitherto been sufficiently discriminated ; and
the advocates of Oriental influence especially have fre-
quently neglected to explain whethar the foreign
¢lement 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 mmuintain that Greek Philosophy origin-

1 Geschickte vusersr ubsndlindischen 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 arhitrary conjecturs, a dogmatic presuppo-
sition, or even a deliberate invention. This iz true in
an especial manner 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 Fastern origin for Gresk
seience and culture 5 and, on the olher, 1he Greeks were
only tou ready to allow the elaim. It is precisely with
such unauthenticated statements that we have hore to
do, and these statements are so snspiciously counceted
with the peeuliar standpoint of the authors who make
them, that it would be very rash to build hypotheses 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
better ; we find cither that they assert much less than
the later writers, or thar their assertions are based fax
more upon conjeeture than historical knowledge, Thales
may have been in Egypt: we have no certain evidence
of the fact ;. but it is net Lilkely that he there learncd
more than the first rudiments of mathematics. That
Pythagoras vigited that country, and that his whole
philosophy originated thence, was first asserted by
Tsocrates, in a passape which iz more than suspected of
being a rhetorical fiction, Herodotus says mothing
about hiz having come to Hgypt, and represents him
as having derived from the Egyptians only a very few
doctrines and customs, and these at third hand. The
distant journeys of Demoeritus are betfer attested ; bt
what he learnt in the course of them from the bar-
hariang we are not certainly informed, for the story of
YOL. 1. i
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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 o cstablish when i, is based solely on infernal
evidence. It may happen that uot only particular
notions and customs, but whole series of them may bear
o resemblance to another series in some other sphere of
civilisation ; it may also happen thal fupdamental con-
ceptions may seem to repeat themselves without thus
affording adequate proof that they are historically inter-
connected.  Under analogous conditions of develop-
ment, and cspecially between races originally related
to each other, many points of contact invarfably arise,
cven when thase races have no actual intercourse;
chance often brings out surprising similarities in de-
tails ; and among the more Lighly civilised ruces scarcely
any two could be named between which striking paral-
lels conld not be drawn. But thongh it may be natural
in that case to conjecture an external connection, the
existence of this convection is only probable if the
similarities are so great that they cannot be explained
by the above more general causes. Tt must have heen
very astonishing te the followers of Alexander te find
among the Brahmans not only theiv Dionysus 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 Heraeleitus ; 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 suceessors must have

' Cf. the accounts of Mega- and ¥earchus in Strabo xv. 1, 58
sthenes, Aristobulug, Onesicritus sqq., p. 712 #aq.
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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 Clemens;

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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eritus assures us that he himself, in geometrical know-
ledge, was quite a mateh for the Egyptian sages whose
acquaintance lie made.! 3o late as the time of Diodorus,
when Greek scienee had long been naturalised in Egypt,
and the Egyptians in conscquence 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, religious institufions, and myths ;3 these
only are referred to in the assertion of the Thebans
{i. 50) ¢ that Philosophy and the accwrate knowledge of
the stars was first invented among them,” for the word
Philogophy is hore equivalent to Astronoemy.
Admitting, then, that the Egyptian mythologists
referred to by Diodorus may have given te the con-
ceptions of the gods a naturalistic interpretation in
the spixit of the Stoicss* that later syneretists (like the

life to be able to devute themselves
Lo sueh scicnees. The above-quobed
words indireetly eanfirmthis asser-
tion, Had Arigtorle considered
Philosophy as well as Mathemativs
1o be an Bgyptian produet, he
would have been partienlarly un-
likely to owit it m this connection,
sinee it is Philosophy of which he
asserts that as « purely theoretical
selennc 1t stands higher than all
merely technical knowledge, That
the rudinents of astronomy cams
to the Grecks from the Lurbarians,
snd more particnlarly from the
Hyrians and Egyplians, we are told
in the Epnomes of Plato 936 T sq.
487 D xg. Similarly Strabo xvii
1, 3, p. 787, secribes the invention
of Geometry to the Epeptians, and
thit of Arithmetic to tho Pheni-

cians; perhaps Ludemus had al-
ready exprossed the same opinion,
if indeed Proclus in Foelid. 19, 0
(64 £. Friedl.) took this statement
from him.

! In the fragment in Clemens,
Strom. 1. 304 A, where he says of
Jitmself wfter mentioning his distant
Joornays: kel  Aoylwr SpBpdmes
mheloray dofikoure  wal Ypousswr
Eorféoies perd amodélios otBels s
He wuphAdeie, obd of Alyurriow
wahedpsva: ‘Apwedor bmrar.  Thein-
terpretation of the last word is
gestionable, bol the term must in
any case nclude those of the
Egyptian sages who possessed the
most geometrical knoswledoe.

2 1. 96, 98,

? Cf.c. 16, 69, 82, 96 sqq.

CDied i itey
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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. 1. 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 thiz 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-

E I
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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 velated to 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
human vatare is legitimate in the sight of God—the
most godlike man is he who cultivates his human powers
maost effectually, and religions duty essentislly consists
in man’s doing to the glory of God that which is ac-
cording to hig own nature. The same stand-point is
evident in the Philosophy of the Greeks, as will be
shown further on; and, though the philesophers as a
rule, took few of their doctrines dircetly from religious
tradition, and wore often openly at varisnee 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 scientific
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 heantiful and transfigured by spirit.
Man is not, as in the East, so entirely the slave of
external impressions that be loses his own independence
in the forces of natuve, and feels that he is but a
part of nabure, irresistibly Involved in ils vieissitudes.
Neither does he seek his satisfaction im 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-
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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 4
general law of faith, is raanifestly impossible ; for there
are no organs o frame and maintain it. Xven initself,
however, it would have been contrary to the cssence of
Greek religion. That religion is not a finished and per-
facted system that had grown up from one particular spot.
The ideas and traditions which the Grreek races hrought
with them from their original abodes were carried by
each individual tribe, community and family inte dit-
ferent surroundings, anid subjected to influences of the
most various kinds. Thus, there arose a multiplicity
of local rites and legends; and from these, & comman
Hellenie 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 garocs and festivals, wae Art,
and zbove all, Poetry. This explains the fact, that in
Grreece there was never, properly speaking, a system of
religious doetrine generally admitted, but only a moyth-
ology; and that the conception of orthodoxy was abso-
lutely unknown. Every 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.. Bub

B Cr. Hermann, Lekrbuck der 44 gy, for more detailed proofs of
Grigch, Antiquititen, 11 168 sqq., the above 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
cornmunity was far freer than among nations who
possessed a definite confession of faith guarded by
a powerful pricsthood. The severity of the Grecks
agaiust religions imnovation had immediatc reference
not to doctrines, but to cult; only so far as a doctrine
weerned to involve consequences prejudicial to public
worship did it become the object of attack. As to
theological opinions, properly so called, they were left
anmilested. The Greek religion possessed ncither a
body of theological dectrine nor wiitten sacred records.
Tt was founded entirely upon traditions respecting
the temples, deseriptions of the poets, and notions of
the people: moreover, there was scarcely any tradibion
which was not contradieted by others, and in that way
lost much 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 been 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 indircctly of our own, without this-
freedom. All the historical analogies that we can adduce
will give us but one angwer ; namely, that the Greeks
would then have becn as little able as the Oriental na-
flous to attain an independent philosophic science.
The speculative impulze might indeed have been awake,
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but, jealously watched as it woruld have been by theology,
internally eramped by religious presuppositions, and
shackled in ibs free movement, thought could scarcely
have prodaced anything more than a religious specula-~
tion wkin to the ancient theologic cosmologies:; and
even supposing that at & muech later peried it bhad
turned to other questions, it could never have kad the
acutencss, freshness, and freedom by which the Philo-
sophy of Greece 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 philoso-
phie achievement, to the Greeks! The same must be
said of the Christian and Mobammedan Philosophy in
the Middie Ages, though this had the advantage of being
preceded by the Greek. In both cases, the principal;
cause of the inferiority manifestly lay in the depen-
dence of science npon positive dugmas ; and the Greekst
are 1o be considered as singulwrly forbunate in having |
escaped this dependemece through the foree of their
peculiar genius, and the favourable course of their his-
torical development.
Tt has Deen usually supposed that between Philo-
gophy and the religioh of the mysteries a ecloser hond
exists. In the mysteries, according 1o this view, a

I
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parer, or ab any rate a more speculative, theology was
imparted to the initiated ; and, by means of the mys-
teries, the seerct doetrines of Tastern priests wers trans-
mitted to the Greek philosephers, and throngh them to
the Greek people in general. Bub this theory has no
Letter foundation than the one we have just been dis-
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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 layren, to those who asked for them. These
liturgical and mythological elements were afterwards
made use of to combine philosophical and theological
doelrines with the mysteries, but vhat such was the case
from the beginning is a theory without foundation.
Thera is no trastworthy authority for i, and on general
grounds it iz unlikely that the mythopesic imapination
should ever have becn dominated by philosophic points
of view; or that at a later period 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 consciousmess, the mysteries
gradually acquired @ higher signification. When the
school of the .Orphics, whose doctrines from the {irst
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. 1. r
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himself, because he swallowed the alrendy ecreated
world, or Phanes, that he might then produce 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
eases distinguish the original text of the Orphic passage
from the modifications it may afterwards have unnder-
gone. As part of the original text we may apparently
claim the verse so frequently quoted,® and which is
probably referred to by Plato:3

Zebs kedarh, Leds péoon, Ads § i mdrra Térokrant

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 Father of gods and wen.” The unity
of the divine element which polytheism itself recog-
nises, was made concrete in Zeus as king of the gods;
and so far, all that exists and all that happens is ulti-
mately referred to Zeus. This idea may perhaps be
expressed by calling Zeus the Deginning, middle, and
end of all things; but the expression certainly does not

! In the enquiry into the Or-
Iilie cosmogony, infra.

2 Ap. Proclus in Thnews, 95 T,
and the Platonic seholiest, p. 431,
Bekk.

¥ Laws, iv, 715 E.  TFurther
refercnees ns to tho emplovmcnt of
this verse by the Stoies, Platonists,
Neo-Pythagoresns and others, aro
given by Lobeck, p. 529 =g,

4 This theory is supperted by

the circomstance that the worda
guoled from Orphens by Proclus
in Timeeus, 310 D ; Plat. Theal. 17,
8, p. 363: =@ ¢ Alun moArdworvos
épelmern, coincide with the Pla-
toule passage.  Alky is also called
majdwowns 1n Parmenides, v. 14,

5 Of. also Terpander (about
840 noh, Fro4: Zeb mduvrar dpyd
WﬁiVTWV &'}"ﬁ'fﬂ'p.
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imply that Zeus is himself the ideal compl’ex([nbegfﬂéﬁ' )
of all things’ There is conzequently no evidence that
the standpoint of the religious notion, which conccives
the gods us personal beings, sidc by side with the world,
has here heen exchanged for that of philosophic speen-
lation, which regards them as rcpresenting the general
essence of the nniverse,

The case is somewhat different in regurd to the
second point in question, 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 probahility
originally connected, not with all, but only with the
Bacchie and Orphic mysteries. Those of Eleusis, being
sacred to the Chthonian divinities, were regarded ag
specially important in their influence upon man’s future
life. The Iomeric hyinn to Demeter already speaks of
the great difference in the other world between the lots
of the initiated and uninitiated ;2 and there are later
eulogics of these myateries, from which it is clear that
they guaranteed happiness not ouly in this lfe, but in
the life to come.® There is nothing here, however, to
imply that the souls of the initiated arc to come to life
again, or that they are immortal in any other sense
than was admitted by the ovdinary faith of the Greeks.

! Hven monotheism allows ex-  #aBuws, bs 14l Sawwer Imiyfoslus
pressious such sz & adro¥ sal duBpchmar
8 abrov kwl els abror tR wdvra Bs ¥ dreAds lephr, bs 7' Bupopos,
{Bomans xi. 3G)-—dv abrd (duey odimod duoine
xal cwebpede wal doudy (Apg. alver Exs, ¢liperds wep, frb (o
17, 28), without meaning by them edpaeuTe,

that, the Finite is actually merged * (f, the references in Lobeck,
in Deity. i. 69 sqq. '
7 7. 480 sqgq.

¥ 2
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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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doctrine.
Pythagoras was the first to introduce if.
clearly presupposes this; Philolaus expressly appeals to
the ancient theologians and soothsayers? for the theory
that souls were fettsred to the body, and as it were
buried in it, 2s a punishment. Plate® derives the same
theory from the mysteries, and more particularly from
the Ovphic mysteries; and Tindar 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 be sent to the islands of
the blest in the kingdom of Crones.! In this last
‘rcpresenta,tiou, we perceive an alteration in the doe-
trine; for whereas the return to corporeal life is else-

Still more unecertain is the theory! that
Heracleitus

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

2 Ap. Clemens, Sfrom. iii. 433
A, and previously ap. Clecro, Jor-
tens. Fr. 85 (iv. 6, 488 Or)) This
piassage, as ~well as others from
Plato, will be guoted at length in
the section on the Prthagorean
Metempsychoais, intra.

3 Bhado, 62 B; Craf. 400 B,
Cf. Phedo, 68 C, 70 C; Laws, ix.
870 D; and Loheck, dglaoph. ii.
TY5 s0q.

* Pindar's eschatology follows
ne fixed type (ef. Preller's Demeter
wnd Persephone, p. 289), while, in
muny places, he adopts the usual
notichs about Hades, in Thren, 2
it is said that after the death of
the body, the soul, which alone
sprineg from the gods, remains
alive; and in two places transmi-
gration is alluded to, viz. in Thren.
Ir. j; {119), quoted by Plato, Meno,
81 B:

olot 8¢ Bepoeddva wowky mohand
wévheos

Békera, ds TO¥ Drepler GAsor nelvaw
évdmey Erer

GBiBot ux iy mdAw,

é v Baoihfes dyovol xal oléper
xXparvol dofia piyiaTal

dvdpes aflfour’ & Bt Thy Aowwhy
xpdvoy Fpwes ayvol mpbs kalpdrwy
KaAelyror,

And 0L ii. 88, after mention of the
rewards and punishments in Lades

duo: ¥ Erdhpasay derpls

énarépolt uelvayrTes dwd wduwor
Gélewr Exeiw

Puxdy, Erehap Ards 850 wapd Kpérov
Tépr Euthn pardpwy

rizos [rigor] dneavides aipas mep-
TMYEOLT LY,

Thren, Fr. 3 (109), where the
wicked have the lower world, and
the righteous, heaven, assigned as
their dwelling-place, cannot be ac-
cepted a¢ 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 sapposing the Greeks to have become 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 not 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

Herodotus thought {(according to

és dvBpdmov odpa yiwbucvor Eativer
ch, 49) that Melampus had intro-

The wepriAvoy 3¢ abrf yiveoBar &

sprxikimes Erern TobTe T§ Adye
ciol 61 ‘TAMpwv Exphoavre, ol ptv
wpdrepoy of 8% Sorepov, &s by
Ewurély T Thy vyl €lBhs Ta
etvbpare of ypdge. Of c. 81:
Tofsr *Oppueoto: saheopfvoroi kal
Bakyucoigi, oboee 8 Alyvariowesn

duced the ault of Dionysus, which
lie bad learned from Cadmns and
his followers,inte Greeee ; but, on
tho orher hand, in C. 58, he inti-
mates that he considers the Orphie
poems more recent than Homer
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 connection of

Parmenides gave laws to his native
polities with philosophy is strik-

eity, and that Zenu perished in his

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

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 Athenian 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
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upon the people, it became itself a means of training
“und educating the people to freedom. The couris 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 faveurable to the seientifio as to
the political training of the (Gfreeks. In the efforts and
struggles of this political movement, all the powers
which publie life brought {o science must have been’
aroused and employed, and the feeling of vouthful
liberty imparted to the spirit of the Gresk people a
stimulus which must needs huve affected thelr specula-
tive activity, Thus the laying of the foundations of
the scientific and artistic glory of Gresce was eagerly
varried on side by side with the fransformalion of her
political circumstances; a conuection of phenocmena
which. is very striking, and which shows that among the
(ireeks, as among all healthy nations, culture has been
tiie fruit of liberty.

This general revolution was etfected moxe quickly
in the colonies than in the mother country; and the
existence of these colonies was of the highest importancs
in regard to it. During the 500 ycars which elapsed
between the Doric conguestz and the rise of Greek
Philosophy, the Greek races had spread themselves, by
means of organised emigration, on all sides. The islands

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

bis sons. Dut, excepting the etory with tyrants hefore (he appearance
of Periander's relation totheseven of the Sophists.

YOL. L. &
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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-

¢ 2
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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 nature, and was almost the
only passage employed by the ancient philosophers in
that sense,! is the commencement of the poem (v. 116
8qq.). Chaos was the first to exist, then came Earth
(with the abyss, or Tartarus) and Eros, Of Chaos were
bern Erehus and Night; Earth first brought forth of
hergelf the sky, the mountains, 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 representation
certainly attempts to get at some notion of the world’s
origin, and we may so fur consider it as the beginning
of cosmology smong the Greeks; bub as a whale it is
very erude and imperfest. The poet asks himself what
was really the first of all things, ard he finally abides by
the Harth as the immovable basis of the Cosmos. Out-
gide the Hurth 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 thiz first one,
the generative impulse or Eros must have existed from
the beginming. Such then are the canses of all things.
If we exelude 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 mot con-
ceive in an abstract manner as empty mathcmatical
space, bat concretely as an immeasurable, waste and

genealogivs, and by which he con-  the edition of Heglod of Gaisford-
nects them together externally. Relz, verse 116,
! Proof of this will he 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



90

INTRODUCTION.

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 force}, he made, we are told, a great robe, on
which he embroidered the earth and Ogenos (Oceanns),
and the chambers of Ogenos; he spread this robe over
an cak upborne by wings! ({mémrepos), that is, he
clothed the frameswork of earth floating in space?® with

the varied surface of land and occan?®

1 His words in Clemens, Strom.
vi. 21 A, run thus @ Z&s weist
papos péye Te wol waAdv: wal év
adrd moumtAle vy el dyneby wal
v @yyrod Sdpara,  In refercoce
to this, Clemens (842 A) zays: #
imdwrepos Spls kel T éx' abrh
weramiipévor Ghpos.

¢ The wings in this case denote
ouly free suspeusion, nob swift
motion.

3 Conrad oppeses the above
explanation on two secounts. Ifirst
he agrees (p. 40) with Sturz {p. 51),
that the winged cak is not merely
the framework of the earth, but of
the whole univorss, and that the
wool spread over the eak is the gky.
Aguinst this, I can only repeat
what I have already, in the saeond
edition of this work, replied to
Sturz, that the tissuo on whieh
land and sea are embrojdered (this
alone ean be meant by the words
év abrg mwouiAder) and Clemens
also calls the gdpos itself mewen-
ntapdvoyy capuot signify the sky.
It would be easior to understand
it 2y fthe visible things that eu-
compass the world’ — thorelore
the surfice of the earth and sky
{cf. Preller, Bh, Mus. 387, Encyllo.
244); but sinee earth and ccean
are mentioned as the only objects
cmbroidered on the woof, Wo have
nu ground for thinking of anything
hesades  the  tervostrial surface,
Secondly, Conrad (p. 24 5¢q.) sup-
poses that by X0&v Thorecydes in-

Ophioneus, with

tends Chaos, the primitive matter,
which eontains all matlers, except
sther, In itself, OQut of this,
through the working of Zeus or
Ather, the elementsl matters
earth, water, air, and fire woro
made; and the earth itself when
separated from the primitive matier
swus ealled Xfovly, as distinguizhed
from Xédv. Tut the words guoted
from Diog. p. 72, 8, zlready ex-
elude sueh a theory; for who would
infer from the more interchange
hetween Xf6dr and Xeowéy that
iz the one case we are concerned
with the mizture of all sulstanees,
and in the other with the earth
which resulted from this mixture?
Damuscius, whom we have no right
to charge with ereor in this matter,
expressly montions Zebs, Xpdros and
Xéoplu as the thros first prineiples
of Pherceydes (De princ. o 124, p.
834).  Apain, when Pherecydes,
according to Damascius, saye that
five, air and water were mnde by
Chronos €k rob ydvou fowwol, how
can 1t e maintmined that Yeus
separated them out of Xowr? Oon-
rad, Iastly, urges that his theory
best explaing the statement (vide
Aclulles Tatius in Phenom. o 3,
128 B; &vkol. in Hesiodi 1heoy.
116 ; Tzotz, in Lycophron, 145) that
Pherceydes, like Thales, made
water lis first principle; bub ihis
does net help him much., For that
statement yests upon suspicipns
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 scatlcred fragments
and traditions respecting the doctrine of Pherecydes.
If we compare it with the Hesiodie cosmogony, it
undoubtedly evinees progress of thought. We find,
even thus early, a definite attempt to diseriminate, on
the one hand, between the matorial 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 counflict of Chrounos with Ophi-
oneus, we seem to discern the thought that in the
attainment of the present cosmieal order the forces of
the shyss were limited Dy the influence of the higher
elements.! DBut the expression of all this is mythieal,
and in accordanee with the older cogmologrical mytho-
logy. The world is not formed by the natural operation
of originul matfer and forces; it is wronght by Zens
with the mysterious power of a god; the reduction of
phenomena to natnral causes, which is the first real
commencement of Philosophy, is not here to be found.
Tt would thereforc be of little importance to the
history of Philosophy to know that Pherecydes took
certain details of his theory, such as the personality
of Ophioneus, from Phoenician or Egyptian mytho-
logy; but whether important or not, the statement
cannot be adequately proved by the festimony of so
untrustworthy a writer as Philo of Byblus;? and the
distinetion between the destroying serpent god of
Phereeydes and the serpent-shaped Agathedaemon is so

' The serpent is a chthonic log off, and ANy, Encyels, p. 244,
animal, probably signifying Ophi- % Ir Euseh. loc, cit.
oneus. Yide Preller, Rhcin. Mus. E
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apparent, that we might as well identify the former
with the serpent form of Alriman, or even, like Origen
{loc. ¢it.), with the serpent of the Mosaic paradise, if so
obvious, and among the Ghrezks so comumon, a symbel
required & foreign derivation to account for it. The
impossibility of referring the whole cosmogony of Phe-
recydes, in its essential features,' to the Egyptians, will
at once appear on an intelligent comparison of his pre-
sentutions with the Egyptian myths.? The assertions
of certain later apd untrustwoerthy writers?® ag to his
Oriental teachers are of little importance as evidence.
If our knowledge is imperfeet in regard to Phere-
cydes, it is still more so in respect to some others, who
contemporaneously, or nearly contemporaneously, with
him set up various cosmological theories. Of Epimen-
ides, the well-known hierophant of Solon’s time,® we

V Zimmermann, loc. ¢it.

* Another doctrine attributed
to Phereeydes, 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
the Fgyptianand Chaldaan schools.
Cedren., Synops. I 04 B, represents
himas ravelimginto Egypt. Snidaz
(deper.) says he used  the seeret
woitings of the Phenflcians; the
Gnaostie Isidorus in Clemcns, Sérom.
vi. 642 A, vepresents him as in-
spired Ly the propheey of Cham ;
by whieh, however, 13 probably in-
iended, not the Egyptianand Phe-
nicisn wisdom a¢ a whole, but a
Grnostic work bearing that title.

3 We are, in the first place,
entircely ignorant on what fradition
these staterpents are based; and

next, it was easy and obsious o
eonnect the tencher of Pythagoras
{who wae kaown to have held the
Egyptian doetrine of Transmigra.
tien), as well as Pythaporas him-
gelf, with the Feyptians, Ths
Chaldzeans, in what ¢oncerns Phe-
recydes, were perhaps first added
by Joscphus; whilo 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. i 109
sqq.;  Swuidny, ‘Empewlfns ;. Plo-
taveh's Sodon, 12; 8. Sap. Conn. 14;
Asp senia ger resp 112, p, T84 Hof|
erac. 1.1, p. 409 ; De fac. fun. 24,
25, p. 940; Flate, Laws, 1. €47 D
(el also my treatise on the /. aa-
ehronisms of Plaio, Abkawdﬂznﬁgﬂb
der Merlintschen Akademie, 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, net 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
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Night is represented as the first of all things. Beside
Night are placed the Earth and the sky,' both of which
apparently 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 Hesiodie tradition. A second
theogony (perhaps an imitation, or possibly the foun-
dation of Pherecydes’ story of the battle of the gods)
scems 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 monntaing, rivers and animals came into
being ; how Ophion and Eurynome, daughter of Queanus,
ruled in Olympus, how they were afterwards hurled into

of Hesiod). It is no argument
azainst it (as Schuster shows), that
it the verses quoted by Cratvlus,
the murringe of Oceunus and The-
tys 18 deseribed as the first mar-
riage, whereas they themsclves are
the children of Uranus and Gza;
and because the Timeus begins the
sketeh of the Theogony with the
words, Tis 7€ kal Odpavov wailes
‘Orccawds T¢ kod Tnlhs Eyeréicnr, it
docs naot follow that Plato denies
Nightto be thefirst principle. T{ the
prssagerelated tothe HesiodieTheo-
gony (whieh dees not, Iike Plate,
make Cronos and Bhea children of
Qeeanus and Thetys), Chaos and
Night would still Lave been passed
over; but Plito could as woll
lenve out Night in thig passage as
Aristotle, Matapk. ziv. 4, the earth;
and Metaph, i. 8, 88D a, 10 (guai
¥¢ kai ‘Heiodos The iy wpdraw

LV vy
yerégbur viir cwudrwr), Chaos. e
beging with those gods who, as
parents, open the series of gods
springing {row sexual union; what
was prior to the earth and the
heavens he docs not enquire,

! Euderaus, {00, ¢t ; Joannes
Lydns, De mensibus, ii. 7, p. 19,
Sedow. His words, rpels mpdtac war’
Dpgiée éfePAdarymar apyal, vif Kol
¥3 Kol odpasds, are rightly applied
to this Endemie ‘Theology of Qr-
pheus ' by T.abeck, 1. 494.

2 In favour of this theory, vide
Avist. Motaph. xil. 6 (supre, 08, 41},
and especially Damascing, p. 382:
7 B¢ wape 7 UepararhTcg Ebffue
drayeypopruéry by Toi 'Opplws odon
BeoAoyia way 7O voqrby foubwnoer

. &md 3t riiv punrds érofoare
THe &xpiy.

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

4 drgoneut. 3. 494 sqq.

"2
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the ocean by Cronos and Rhea, and these in their turn
were overthrown by Zeus. Traces of this theogony are
also to be met with elsewhere;! but philosophic concep-
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.
From these two s dragon arises, winged, and with the
face of o god: on one side he has the head of a liom,
snd on the other that of a bull. He is ealled by the
mytheologists, Heracles und Chyonos, the never-aging
one ; with bim is united Necessity, or Adrastea (accord-
ing to Damascius, in a hermaphrodite form), who is
gaid to be spread abroad incorporeally throughout the
Chronos-Heracles pro-
duces a gigantic cgg,® which, dividing in the midst,
forms with its upper half the sky, and with itz lower, the
earth, There seems to have been further mentiont 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-



QRPITIC COSMOGONIES, 101

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



104 INTRODUCTION.

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.



ORPHIC COSMOGONIES, 105

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

! Lohecl, however, advanees it is rather carlier. Vareo In Au-
{p. 611) very cautiously. wt sfefim  gustinc's Civid, Dei, vii. 9, pives us
cemnurus, 8 quia Theogowiwin (rphi-  two verses of his, which seem to
cam Platone avt recenfioresn aut  refer to the Drphie theogony, and
eerte mom mulie mutiguioron esse porhaps to the partieular passage
denmonstraverit, quoted from wepi sdouov. Yet he

5 0. 75 aecording bo Tobeck (i, was only & laker contemporary of
522 and elgewlers) we mmst anp-  Cicers,
posa this to be un interpolation, 4 Mataph. xiv 4;of supra, p.98,4,

8 The date of Valerius Soranus 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 to Hihics.

If the externai world roused the Gurecks 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 nztion so intelligent and versa-
tile, so full of freedons and capability in practical life.
Tt was inevitable, however, that reflection shonld take
a different course in regard to Ethies from that which
it followed in regard to cosmology. The external
world presents itself even to sensnous 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 unpructised glance sees nolhing at
first but a confused mass of individuals or small ag-
gregates moving ahont capricionsly and promiscuously.
In the one case, attention is chicfly fixed upon the
costuog, the grand movements of the heavenly bodies,
the varying conditions of the carth, 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
imaginaticn is required to fill up tbe lacune in man’s
knowledge of nature by means of cosmological inven-
tions; hers we require the understanding to set rules
for practical conduct in speeific cases.  While thercfore,
cosmologieal reflection is from the outset employed
upon the whole, and seeks to elucidate its origin,
ethical reflection restricts itself {o particular cbserva-
tions and rules of life, which are indeed founded on a



110 INTRODUCTION,

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
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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,

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

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-

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. I

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 About 700 n.o.
Greck lyries, to which the follow- 9 Refors 650 n.0,
ing quotations relats. Tyrtaous * About 600 B.C.
lived about 685 B.C. = Ahout 610 B.C.
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of Greck Philosophy, that the didaectic element in
poetry appears to have again attained greater import-
ance. To that period belong the Gnomie poets —Solon,
Phocylides, and Theoepnis; their sayings, however, even
irrespective of what we know to 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 animals, in conncetion 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 Gmomic poets of the
sixth centucy had before their eyes un agitated political
‘existence, in which the manifold inclinatiors and pas-
siong of men found ample seope, but in which also the
vanity and evil of immoderate aims and inlemperate
conduct had been demonstrated on a grand scale.
Their reflections, therefore, are no longsr conccrned
merely with the simple affairs of the hongehold, the
village, or the aneient monarchy; the condition of man
as to his political eireumstances 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 instahility 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 preabest happiness
in the maintenance of just measure, in the order ol
12
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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-
thentic fragments that remain to us of the writings of
Phocylides (about 540 n.c.), Noble descent is of no
avail to individuals, nor power and greatness to the
state, unless in the one case wisdom i3 superadded, and
in the other order (Fr. 4, 5). Medioerity is best; the
middle rank is the happiest (Fr. 12); justice is the
ideal sum of all virbues.! With these ideas Theognis?
also substantially agrees; but in this writer we find
sometimes his aristocratic view of politics, and some-
times his dissatisfaction with his lot (a conscquence
of his own personal and political experiences), brought
into undue prominence. Brave and trustworthy people
are rare, Theognis thinks, in the world (v. 77 sqq.
857 sqq.). DMistrustful circumspection is the more to
be recommended in our interconrse with our fellow
men {v. 309, 1163), the hurder it is to fathom their
sentiments (v. 119 sqq.). ‘Truth, he complaing (v.
1185 sqq.), and virtue, sineerity 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 virtue
(v. 128, 653); foclish conduct often brings happiness,
and wise conduet, misery (v, 13, 161 sqq.); sons
suffer for their fathers’ crimes; the eriminals them-

! Fr, 18, according to others, Plato remurks in the Meno, 95 D)
of Thesgnis, or perhaps taken from it is not very consistent that The-

some unknown writer, ognis should say in v. 27, 31 sqq.
¢ A native of Mepara, contem- ¢f passim, that from the good we
porary of lhocylides. 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 koowledge leads him to doubt their justice.
«The thoughts of men,” he says, ‘are vain (v. 141, 402) ;
the gods hring to pass all things as seemeth them good,
and vain are all a man’s efforts it the dsmon has
destined him to adversitv, The gods Jmow the mind
and deeds of the just and of the wnjust’ {v. 887).
'This consideration is somctimes connected (as in v.
445, 591, 1029 sqq.) with exhortations to resignation,
buk 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 inmocent children.!
If we may suppose such reflections to have heen at all
frequent in those tirucs, we can the more easily under-
gtand that some of the anciemt philosophers should
contemporaneously have opposed to the anthropomor-
phic notions of polytheism an essentially different
conception of God. This conception, indeed, could
only have come from Thilosophy s unphilosophic reflec-
tion did mo more than prepare the way for it, without
actually quitting the soil of the popular faith.

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

VY, 578, v Tavry poipy Tér ve Sluaiov E’xem.,‘
Zet pine, !ﬂa’ulurifw oe @b yap whv- ote.

TETUWY BrdagEls . . . L
ffpdmay ¥ b oloba vdor kal fopde  Similarly 721 sqq., whers bhe ques
Endaron , ., tion is likewiss asked:
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man from his experience of their actual separation,
from beholding the eorpse out of which the animating
breath has departed. Therefore the notion of the sonl
at first contains nothing but what may be immediately
The soul is represented
as 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 1), but without the
completeness and power of the living man. In regard
to the soul after its separation from the body and de-
parture to the other world, we know from the Homeric
representutions what was thought on the subject;* the
substance of the man is his body ;* the bodiless souls in
Hades are like shadows and shapes of mist, or like forms
which appear in dreams to the living, but cannot be
grasped ; vital power, speech, and memory have deserted
them ; * the sacrificial blood of offerings restores their
speech and conseiousness, but only for a little time. A
few favoured ones, indeed, enjoy a happier fate ;° while

derived from that experience.

! The soul of & murdered per-
son, for instance, escapes through
the wound. Cf JL xvi. 505, 856 ;
xxii. 362, and many other pas-
sages in Homer.

? (. =, 490 sqq.; =i 34 sqq.
151 sqgq. 215 sqq. 586 sqg.; 466
sqg.; xxiv. sub dngf.; ML L 3
=X, 89 sqq.

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

¢ This is the usual deseription,
with which Od. xi. 540 sqq. 567
agq. 1s eertainly at varianee,

s eg. Tiresing, who by the
favour of Persephone retuined his
conseigusnces 1o Hades ; the Tyn-
daridoe, who alternately lived above

and bensath the earth (04, =xi.
297 sqq-); DMenclans and Rhada-
manthus, who, the cone as the son-
in-law, the other nyg the son ot Zeus,
were tuken to Elysium instead of
dying. (04, iv. 561 sqq.) The
strange statement that [lercules
wag Limself in Olympus, while
his shadow remained in Hades
{ Od. xi. 600)—a mnotion in which
later allegurists have sought so
many profound meanings—is to
o oxplained simply from the fact
that vy, 601-603 are un intsrpola-
tion of a later period, when the hero
had been deified, 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).



126 INTRODUCTION,

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; Erinna (Fr. 1)
says the glory of great deeds is silent with the dead;
and Theogois (567 sqq. 973 sqq.) encourages himself
in the crjoyment of life by the reflection that after
death he will lie dumb, like a stone, and that in Hades
there Is an end of all life’s pleasures, There is no
evidenee in any Greek poet before Pindar, of the hope
of a future life.

We find (hen, ag the result of our engniry 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
institutions, and moral conditions of the Grecks, Lhere
was abundant maferial, and varied stimulos for selen-
tific thought : refleclion already began to appropriate
this material ; cosmogonic theories were propounded :
human life was contemplated in its different aspeots
from the standpoeint of religions faith, of morality, and
of worldly prudence. Many rules of wclion were set
up, and in all these ways the keen observation, open
mind and clear judgment of the Hellenie race asserted
and formed themselves. But there was as yet no at-
tempt to reduce phenomena to their ultimate ground,
or to explain them maturally 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 parficular. Philosophy learned indecd mueh
from these predecessors, in regard both to its form and
matter ; but Thilosophy did not itzelf exist until the
moment when the question 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 other philosophers, not a few were
quite independent of the mythological tradition—for
example, the Jonian physicists, the Eleatics, Atomists,
and Sophists, Soerates and the Seeratic Schools, Epi-
curns and his successors, the New Academy, and the
Sceptics; others, with the freedom of a Plato, made
use of mythology merely as an artistic ornament, or
sought, likc the Stoies and Plotinus, to support it
by a philosophic interpretation, without allowing their
philosophic system to be 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
timeg it has certainly been no less great.  IL xmay be
urged that the Christian religion has a different origin
and a different cowtent; but this is a secondary con-
. sideration in regard to the general attitude of P’hiloso-
phy to Religion. In both cases, unseientifie notions are
presupposed by thought withont any previous demon-
stration of their trath. But, in fact, no such decisive:
contrast in scientific procedure i3 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 resulfs on eath
side bear out such a distinetion. We find ameng the
Greeks, Hylozoistic and Atomistic systems, and these
are alzo to he found among the moderns ; in Plaio 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-
3
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sualism of the Stoics and Epicureans reproduced in
Fnglish 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 Spinoza; the Neo-Platonie spivitualism with Christian
mysticism and Schelling’s theory of identity ; in many
respects also with the idealism of Leibnitz: sven in
Kant and Jacobi, in Fichte and Hepel, many analogies
with Greek doctrines can be shown ; and in the ethics
of the Christian period there are few propositions which
have not parallels in the sphere of Gireek Philosophy.
Supposing, however, that in all cases parallels were not
fortheoming, shill the features pecnliar on the one hand
1o Gruck, and on the other to modern Phijosophy, could
only be regarded as generally distinetive of each, if
they existed in all the Greek systems, and were absent
from all the modern.  And of how many characteristics
conld this be asseried ?  Here again, Ltherefore, we have
failed to discover any true mark of distinetion.
Nevertheless, an unmistakable family likeness
binds together the remotest branches of Greek seience.
But as the countenances of men and women, old people
and children, often resembie one another, though their
individual featureg ave not alike, so is i with the
. epiritual afiinity of phenomena that are connected his-
torically. It is pof this or thut particular characteristie
whice is the same; 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-
logous relation; or if this is no longer the case, in our
being able to connect 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 Greek Philo-
sophy from the systems and researches of the Orientuls;
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 heen able neither to explain phe-
nomena logieally from their natural cuuses, nor to attain
liberty in civil life, nor purely human eulture. The
Greek, on the contrary, by virtue of his liberty, can per-
ceive in nature a regnlar order, and in human life can
strive to produce a morality at once free and beautiful.

The same characteristics distinguish Greek Philo-
sophy from that of the Christians and Mohammedans
in the Middle Ages. ¥ere, again, we find no free en-
quiry ¢ science is feltered by a double anthority—hby
the theological authority of positive religion, snd by
the philosophical authority of ancient authors who had
haen the instructors of the Arablans and of the Chris-
4ian nations. This dependence upon authority would
of Itsellf heve sufficed to caunse a development of
thought quite different from that of the Greeks, even
‘had the dogmatic content of Christianity and Moham-
medanism borne greater resemblance 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 all right to existence in the thought
of the omnipotence wnd Infinity of the Creator; and
natwre 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
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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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wtimate aim which it proposes to itself ecomsists far

more in the consummation of the religious life and the

attainment of mystic abstraction and supernatural illu-

mination, than 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 modern. For modem Philosophy
itself arose essentially under Gireek influence, and by
means of a partlal return to Greek intuitions; it 1s,
therefors, in its whole spirit, fur more sllicd to Hellenic
Philosophy than the Philosophy of the Middle Ages,in
gpite of jts dependence on (ireck authorities, ever was,
This similarity is beightened, and the difficulty of
differentiating them increased, 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 science) and
paved the way for that conception. The doctrines
which were the preparation for Chyistianity are often very
like Christian doctrine modified by classical studies; the
orjginal Greck doctrines resemble in many respects the
modern doctrines which subsequently developed them-
selves under the influence of the ancients; so that it seems
hardly possible to assign distinetive characteristios that
are generally epplieehle. Butthere appears at the outset.
this fundamental difference hetween the two Philoso-
phics—viz. that the one is the earlier, the other the Iater;
the one is original, the other derived. Greek Philosophy‘f
sprang from the soil of Greek 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 Geseh. der FPRil. 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 eannot be unrestrainedly ponred
forth in the form as a whole. The spiritual is not ap-
‘prehended as opposed to the sensible phenomenon, but
in and with it; consequently, the spiritual attains to
artietic representation only so far as it iz capable of
direct expression in the sensible form. A Greek work
of art hears the character of simple, satisfled beauty,
of plastic calm; the idea realises itself in the pheno-
menon, as the soul in the body with which it clothes
itself by virtue of its crcating force; therc is as yet no
spiritual content which resists this plastic treatment,
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 o it which eould not be com-
pletety accomplished in the way we have just described.
In plastic art, in the epic, in eclassic architecture, the
Greeks have remained unrivalled modele for all time;
on the other band, in music they seem to have heen far
behind the modems; because this art, more than any
other, by its very nature leads us back from the fugitive
external elements of tane to the inmer 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. TEvén Greek lyrie
poetry, great and perfect as it is of its kind, differs no
less from the more cmotional and subjective modern
Tyric poetry than the metrieal verse of the ancients from
the rhymed verse of ihe 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,



COHARACTER OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY, 145

Plato, an Aristotle handle the most difficult questions,
is 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
malke abstraction of his own thoughts and interests that
he may attain to a purely philesophic mood ; he is in
-such a mood from the very beginning. In the treat-
ment, therefors, of scientific questions he docs not
allow himself to be disturbed by other opinions, nor by
his own wishes ; he goes straight to the malter in hand,
desiring te absorb himself in it, to give free scope to its
warking within lim ; he is at peace us to the results of
his thonght, because ready to accept 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 hefore it neither ".
a previous scientific development nor a fixed religions;
systom, could grapple with sclentific problems from their
very commenceraent with complete freedom.  Such ob-
jectivity, furthermors, constitutes not only the strenpth,
hut alse the weakness of this Philosophy; for it Is
essentially conditional on man’s having unot yet becomo
mistrustful of his thought, on his being but partially

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

known utterances of the Protagoras:
© ¢ Man is the measure af all things,
of Being how it is, of non-Being how
< it iy wot” “Of tho gods T bave
" nothing to say; neither 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 were in the
highest degree offensive at that
periods thera was in them a de-
mand for a complete revolution of
all hitherto received ideas, Yet
how statucsgne is the style! With
what classical calmpess ara they
enuneiated !
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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



150 INTRODUCTION.

contented themselves with such simple materialistic
explanations as were set up by many of the pre-Socratic
physicists, after them by the Stoies and Kpicureaus,
and also by individual Peripatetics; yet cven in the
spiritualistic psychology of a Plato, an Aristotle, or a
Plotinus we are surprised to find that the difference
between conscious and unconseious foress is almosh 1g-
nored, and that hardly any attempl is made to conceive
the different sides of human nature in their personal
unity. Hence it was easy to these philosophers to
expluin the soul as compounded of distinet and radi-
cally hetorogeneous elements; and henee, too, in their
eonceptions relating to God, the world-soul, the spirits
of the stars, and similar subjects, the question of the
persomality of these beings is generally so little con-
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 confusion of
personal and impersonal characteristics so frequently met
with in ancient philosophy heneeforward impossible,
The difference between Greek ethies and our own has
been already touched upon ; and it need scarcely 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 conception of
moral life into a stricter, tmors abstract, more general
morality, 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 unjon
of morals with politics, so inherent in the Greeks, diz-
golved ; and down to the time of T’lotinus, we can still
clearly recogumise the smsthetic treatment of ethies,
which wag 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 Greek
spiritual life was gradually melting away; when the
human mind was inereasingly withdrawing itself from
the outer world, to be conecenfrated with exclusive energy
upon itself—and when the transition from the classicto
the Chrigtian 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 be uneonditionally aseribed to
the whole of Greek Philosophy; yet the early character
of that Philosophy essentially intluenced its entire sub-
sequent course, We gee, indeed, in the whole of itg
development, the original unity of spirit with nature.
gradually dicappearing; but as long as we contine on
Iellenic 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 eanses ; and the
answer is attempted withoot any preliminary enquiry
into the human faculty of cognition; the reasons of
phenomens 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 no exact
discrimination is made between the external world and
the world of consciousness, gualities are ascribed to cor-
poreal forms and substances, and effecls are expected
from them, which could only in truth belong tospiritual
beings. Such are the chavacteristics of Greek Philo-
sophy up to the time of Anaxagoras. During this
period, philesophie 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 recognised or investigated as .
special phenomena.

This Philosophy of nature was opposed by Sophistie,
which denied mwan’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, thongh
at first this was not formulated into a system. The
lesser Sccratic schools, indeed, 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-



CHARACTER OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 155

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 -humayp nature, in the
game menner as the earlier Greeks regarded political
life. While in Stofeism man breaks with the outer
~ world in order to fortify himself in the energy. of his
inner life against external infiuences, he yet at the
same time entirely rests upon the order of the universs,
gpirit fecls still too muoch bound 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 Stoicism goes so far that the dis-
tinetion between spiritual and corporeal, which Plato
“and Aristotle so elearly recognised, again disappears,
.matter hecomnes directly animate, spirit is represented
‘as a material breath, or asan organising fire ; and, on the
other hand, all human aires and thoughts are transferred
to nature by the most externsl teleology possible.

In Epicureanism the specific character of the Greek
genius is otherwise manifested. MHylozoism and teleo-
logy are now abandoned for an entirely mechanical
explanation of nature; the vindication of popular re-
ligion is exchanged for an enlightened opposition to it,
and the Individual seeks his happiness, not in sub-
migsion to the law of the whole, but in the undisturbed
gecurity 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 much the more
does he endeavour to establish in human life that
beauntiful harmony of the egoistic and benevolent im-
pulses, of sensuous enjoyment and spiritual activity,



CHARACTER OF GRELK PHILOSOPHY. 150

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 apology. 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 Nelure, bock 1 * (f. Iepel's remarks on the

‘part iv. section 1, 309 sqg.; subjeet. Gewh. der Phid. 1. 12
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. {freek Philosophy finally results in a dualism,
which it finds impossible to overcome scieatifically; and
even in its most flourishing period the development of
this dualism ean be traccd. Sophisticism breaks with
simple faith in the veracity of the senses and of
thought. Socrates breaks with unreflecting obedience
to existing custom. Plato opposes to the empirical
world an ideal world, but is unable to find in this ideal
world any explanabion of the other; he can only expluin
matter as something non-existent, and can only subject
human life to the idea by the arbitrary measures of
his Btate. Even Aristotle keeps pure spirit entirely
distinet from the world, and thinks that man’s reason
is infused inte him from without. In the lesser Socratie
sehools and the post-Aristotelian Philosophy this dualism
ig still more evident. But we have ulready seen thut,
in spite of this tendency, the original presupposition of
Greek thought asserts itsel? in decigive fraits; and we
shall find that the true cause of ifs incapacify to re-
concile these coniradietions satisfactorily lies in its
refusal to abandon that presupposition. The wnity of
gpiritnal and natural, which Greek thought demands
and presupposes, is the direct unbroken unity of the
classic theory of the world; when that is esneelled,
there remains to it no possible way of filling np a
chasm which, according to its own stand-point, cannot
exist. The Hellenic 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 it became gradually blended with foreign
elements,  Nevertheless, directly or indirectly, this
character may plainly be recognised 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
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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 some othor
course. It is this wnity 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 distribution of rivers and mountains on
that of the geographer, or the delermination 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 ;—though it is true that the old custom of
making the history of Philosophy begin with Hesiod is
not even in our days, wholly discarded.! Soecrates is
generally considered as the inaugurator of the next
great movement, and for this reason the gecond period
is usually said to open with him. Some historians,
however, would hring the first period to a close before
the time of Soerates; for sxample, Ast,? Rixner,® and
Braniss, Others, again, like Hegel, would prolong it
heyond him.

' Tt is still followed by Fries, ? (Frundriss ciner Gesch, der
Gosch. der PRI, and Deutinger, PR, 1 A § 43,
Giesch, der Phil., Vol 1. B Clesch. der PR, 1, 14 sq.
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Ast and Rixper distinguish in the history of Greek
Philosophy the three periods of Ionian Realism, Italian
Idealism, and the Attic eombination of these two ten-
dencies.  Braniss * sbarts with the same fundamental dis-
tinetion of Realism and Idealism, only he attributes
bolh these tendencies to each of the first two periods.
According to him, therefore, Greek thought, like Greek
life, is determined by the original opposition of the
Ionic and Doric elements.  Absorption in the objective
world is the characteristic of the Ionmic; absorption in
gelf, of the Dorie race. In the first period, then, this
opposition develops itsclf in two parallel directions of
Philosophy, the one realistic, the other idealistic; in
the second, this opposition Is caneelled, and lost in
the consciousness of the universal spirvit; and in the
third, the spirit, deprived of its content through So-
phistie, seeks in itself a new and more lasting content.
Acoording 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 Anaximander, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus ; and on
the other by Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Parmenides ;
a Doric antithesis beiug opposed at cach stage of thig
period to the Iomnie 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 i3 recognised that Becoming presupposes
Being, that Being expands itself into Becoming, that
the inner and outer, formn and matter, unite in the con-
geiousness of the universal spirit; the percipicnt spirit

Y Gesch, dar Phil, 5. Kaui, 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 wedis; in-
the second part, veds is apprehended by the Sophists,
Soerates, and the imperfect Socratics, as subjectivity ;-
and tu the thivd part, vods 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 inaugurator of 2 new movement.

The first thing that strikes ms in this division is
the grcat disproportion in the content of the three
periods.  While the first is extracrdinarily rich in re-
markahle personages and phenomena, and meludes the
noblest and most perfect forms of classic philosophy,
the second and third are limited to & few systerns which
are unqueslionably inferior in scientific content to
those of Plato and Aristotle. This at once mukes us
gugpect that too much of a heterogeneous character is
ineluded jun this first period. And, in point of fact,
the differcnee between the Soeratic and pre-Socratic
philosephy is in no respect less than that between the
post-Aristotelian and the Aristotelian, Soerates 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 ohject, --while the
guestion concerning the essence and causes of natural
phenomena had been the main question on which all
others depsnded,—Socrates first gave utterance to the
conviction that nothing could be known about any
object until itse universal essomee, its coneept, was
determined ; and that, therefore, the testing of our
presentations by the standard of the concept—phils-
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sophic knowledge of self—is the beginning and the
condition of all trnc knowledge. Whereas the earlier
philosophers first arrived at the discrimination of pre-
sentation from knowledge through the consideration
of things themselves; he, on the contrary, makes all
knowledge of things dependent on a right view as to
the nature of knowledge. With Lim, conscquently,
there begins o nes form of scienee, Philosephy based
upon eoncepts 3 dialectic takes the place of the earlier
dogmatic; and in counection with this, Fhilosophy
makes new and extensive conquests in hitherto unex-
plored domains, Scerates is himsel{ the founder of
Ethics; Plato and Aristotle separate Metaphysies from
Physiecs; the philosophy of nature—until then, the
whole of philosophy—now becomes a part of the whole;
a part which Socrates entirely ncglects, ou which Plato
bestows hardly any attention, and even Aristotle ranks
below the ¢firat philosophy.” These changes are =0
penctraling, and so greatly affect the gemeral con-
dition and character of Philosophy, that it certainly
appears justifiable to begin a new period of its develep-
ment with Soerates. The only question that might
arisc iz whether to make this beginning with Socrates,
or hig precurdors the Sophists. But althongh the latter
course has been adopted by distinguished suthors,! it
does not seem legitimate. Sophistic is doubtless the

' In addition to Hegel, ef K. 7. of the first great poriod with the
Hermann, Gesok. d. Platonisiws, Sophists; Hermann and TUeberweg
i, 217 sqq.  Ast {Fesch. der Phil., wmake them the commencement of
™ %6} Ueberweg { Grundriss der  their eecond period ; and Ast of his
Gloseh, der Phil, 1. § 9). Hegel, third.
hewever, opens the seeond seetion
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end of the old philosophy of nature, bat it is not as
yet the creation or begimning of a new philosophy :
it destroys faifh in the possibility of lkmowing the
Real, and thereby discourages thought from the in-
vestigation of nature; but it has nmo new conbent to
offer as a substitute for what it destroys; it declares
man in his actions, #nd in his presentations, to be the
weazure of all things, but it understands by man,
merely the individual in all the contingency of his
opiniong and endeavours; not the universal essential
naturc of man, which must he songht ont setentificully.
Though it is true, therefore, thut the Sophists share
with Socrates the general characier of subjectivity, yet
they cannot be said to have inangurated, in the same
sense that he did,a new scientific tendeney. The clozer
definition of the two stand-points proves them to be
very distinct. The sahjectivity of tho Sophists isonlya
consequence of that in which their philosophic achicve-
ment mainly consists—viz., the destruetion of the earlicr
dogmatizm : in itsclf this subjectivity is the end of all
Philosophy ; it leads to no new knowledge, nor even,
like later soepticism, to a philosophic temper of mind ;
it destroys all philosophie efiert, in adiitting no other
eriterion than the advantuge and caprice of the indi-
vidnal. Sophistic is an indircet preparation, not the
positive foundation of the new system, which was intro-
dueed by Socrates. Now it is usual, generally speaking,
to commence a new period where the prineiple which
.domivates it begins to manifest itself positively with
creative encrgy, and with a definite consciousness of its
goal. We open such a period in the history of religion
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with Christ, and not with the dscay of naturalistic re-
ligions and Judaisro ; in Church history, with Tuther
and Zwinglius, not with the Babylonian exile, and the
schism of the Popes; in political history, with the
Freach Revolntion, not with Louis XV. The history
of Philosophy 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 enunciate in a positive manner,
and to introduce into actual life.

With Soerates then the second great period of Greek
Philogophy hegins. On the subject 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 Carneades;? a third
class of historians, with the first century before Christ ;4
while a fourth is disposed to include in it the whole
course of Greck Dhilosophy after Scerates, including
the neo-Platonists.® In this case, again, our decision
must depend on the answer to the guestion, how long
the same main tendency governed the development of
Philosophy 7 In the first place the close interconnection
of the Soeratie, Tlatonic, and Aristotelian philosophy
is unmistakeable. Soccrates first demanded that all
knowledge and all moral action should start from
knowledge of conceptions, and he tried to satisfy this
demand by means of the epagogic method, which he
introduced. The same conviction forms the starting-

U Brandis, Fries, and others. 4 Tennemaun{ Grendriagy, Ast,
2 Tennemann, in hislargerwork.  Reinhold, Schleiermacher, Kitter,
3 Tiedemann, (Feisi. dor Spek. Uslwrwag, 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 detsrmined by that of their Ethics,
In o similar manner, the question of a exiterion of truth
is answered from a practical point of view by the Stoies
and Tpicureans. Tastly, the Sceptics deny all possi-
bility of knowledge, in order to restrict Philosophy
eutirely to practical matiess. Even this practical philo-
sophy, however, has changed its character. The earlier
combination of Ethies with politics has ceased ; in place
of the commonwealth in which the individual lives for
the whole, we find the moral ideal of the wise man who
is self-suflicient, self~satisGed, and self-absorbed, The
introduetion 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 harriers of
natiouality 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 periocd.  Tn a word,
the post-Aristotelian philosophy bears the stamp 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
Aristotle.

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. it
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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 comparatively
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, is less than it
appears on a superficial glance. Sophistic has not the
same historical significance as the laber scepticism ; it
did not arise oat of a general lassitude of scientifie
energy, but primarily out of an aversion to the pre-
vailing paturalistic philogephv; and it did not, like
scepticism, find ifs positive completion in an unscien-
tific eclecticism or a mystic speculation, but in the
Soeratiec philosophy of the concept. The Megaric
philosophers are rather offshoots of the HKl:atics than
preeursors of the sceptics; their doubts are originally
directed against sense-knowledze, not against reason-
knowledge. A universal scepticism is not required by
them, nor do they aspire to dvapafie 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, as o permanent condition, Aris-
tippus seeks the enjoyment of that which the external
world offers; Kpicnrus sceks man’s independence in
regard to the external world,  Cyaicism, indeed, pushes
indifference to the outward, contempt of custom, and
repudiation of all theorstic enquiry further than the
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Stoa, but the isolated paosition of this school, and the
erude form of its doectrine, suffieiently prove how Tittle
can Dbe argued from it as to the whole contemporary
mode of thought. This remark applies to all these im-
perfect Boerutic schools?  Their influence is not to be
compared with that of the Platomie and Aristotelian
doctrinez ; and they themseclves prevent the possibility
of their more iivportant action, by disdaining to develop
the principle of intellectual 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, closes with Aristotle, and
the third begpins with Zeno, Epicurus, and the contem-
porary zcepticism. Whether or wot it should extend
to the conclugion of Greek Philesophy is a doubtfid
question. We shall find later on,! that in the post-
Aristotelian philosophy three divisions may be dis-
tinguished : the first, including the blocm of Stoicism,
of Epicureanizm, and of the older Seepticism; the
second, the period of Eclecticiam, the later S:epticism,
and the precursors of neo-Platonism; the third, neo-
Platonisme in its various phases. If we count these
three divisions as the third, fourth, or ffth veriods 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
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century from the appearance of Socrates te the death
of Aristotle embraces an amount of scientitic achieve-
ment equal to the eight or nine following centurvies put
together. And, what is here mest egsentiznl, Philosophy
in these 900 years moves in the same uniform direetion.
it is governed by an exclusive subjectivity, which is
estrangred from the purely speculative interest in things,
and reduees all science fo practical culture and the
happiness of man. This character is displayed (as we
have just obscrved), by Stoicism, Epicurcanism, and
Scepticism. It 1s seen in the Eclecticism of the
Roman period, which seleots what i probable out of the
différent sysbems entirely from practical points of view,
and aceording to. the standard of subjective feeling and
interest. Finally,itis an essential part of neo-Platonism.
This will be shown more in detail hereafter ; at present
it is emough to notice that the attitude of the nco-
Platonists to natural selence iy exnctly the same as that
of the other schools posterior to Aristotle; and that
their physies tend in the same direction as the Stoical
teleology, only more exclusively. Their ethical doctrine
is also very closely allicd %o that of the Stoics, being in-
deed the lagt outcome of that ethical dvualista which
developed itself after the time of Zeno; and the dualism
contained in their anthropology had already been pre-
pared by Steicisma.  In regavd to rcligion, the position
originally adopted by neo-Tlatonism was precisely that
of the Stoa, and even its metaphysic, including the
doctrine of the intuition of the Deity approaches much
neurer to the cther Aristotelian systems than might at
first sight be supposed. The neo-Platonie 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 hetween the Ionic and Dorie fribes !
some writers? making this the basis of their whole theory
of ancient Philosophy, and deriving from the particular
traits of the Tonic and Doric character, the philosophic
opposition of a realistic and an idealistic theory of the
world. How the further divigion of our period is then
conmected with this point of view has been shown already.
These differences, however, are by no means so reul
or so deeply seated as iz Lere presupposed.  Whether
the Pythagorean doctrine was essentially ethical, and
the TFleatic, dialactical in character, or whether these
elements can be regarded as defermining the two
systerns, we shull presently enguire; and we shall find
that they, a8 mueh as any part of the pre-Socratic
Philosophy, arose from the inclination of natural.
science to investigate {he essence of things, and
especially of natural phenomena. Aristotle makes the ™
general assertion that with Bocrates, dialectical and
ethical enquiries began, and physical enquiries were
diseontinued.? Hermann is, therefore, quite justified

1 Of. Sehleiermucher, Ioo, eif.,
p. 18 89, ‘Amongthe Ionians,’ he
rays, ‘the Being of things in man
18 the predeminant inverest, and
ealm eontemplation finds jts ex-
vegsion in Lipie postry. Among
the Doriapg the Being of man in
things predominates ; man strives
against things, nsserts his inde-
pendence in regard to them, and
proclyims himeelf as a unity in
Lyrie pootry. Henes the develop-
ment of Physies by the fouians,
aud of Ethics by the Pythagoreans.
As Dinlectie, is equally opposed o
the two branches of Philosophy,
g0 the Eleaties are neither Iomans

nor Dorians, but a union of the
two; they are Tonian by birch, and
Dorian by language.” Ritter ex-
presses similar opinions, foe. e,
Ritter shares them to some extent
{p. 47), and in a less degree,
Brandis, p. 47.

2 A:t, Rizner, DBraniss (vids
aupra, p. 166 syq.) Petevsen, Phi-
{ologisen, Ristor, Studien, p. 1 sqy, ;
Heemann, Fesakickie und System des
Hlato, 1. 141 sq., 160; of. Bockh's
excellont remarks on this subjeet,
Philolaus, p. 39 sqq.

8 Part, Amim. 1.1, 642 &,
24: among the earlier philoso-
phers there are only seattered 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 