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TEAKSLATOR'S PREFACE, 

T~f-r< pxeseut, ~ o r k  ir a tr ;~i~slation of the far~rt,l~ and 
last edition of the first part of Dr. Zeller's :Philo- 
sophic der Griechen.' That this part., containing t,he 

General Int~orlnction ko the entire subject aud the his- 
tory of the enriieet pbiiosophess, should appear aft.er 
athars dealing with tbc later periods, is in mme mea- 
sure to  he regrel;ted, becalise Greek Philosophy i r  les t  

treatccl as a rhole, and gains immensely hy heing 
st,~idied in the order of development ; get those .ev-ho 
fire acquainterl with the previonsly translated portions 

of Dr. Zet ler's work will be thc more ready to ~ ~ e i e o r n s  
the introductory volume, without which, indeed, many 
tl-kings in the later ptlilosophy, and in Dr. Ze11er7s treat- 
ment of it, would have remained comparatively obscure. 

There is no need to speak highly of a work so well 
known. The t , r ; ~ n ~ l i ~ t ~ r  has entleavonrcd to  make her 
version as literal ag possible, c.onsidering t.he require- 
rncnts of the Eugliuh language and its de6ciency in 
precise equivalents for German philosophical terms-a 



rlefiuiency giving r iae t o  many difficulties which she 
oanl~oi, hope t,o have always si~ccessfully overcome, 

#he desires to  express her hearty thanks t,o Mr. 
P!l:v~~ra A ~ ~ Q T T ,  Fellow and Tutor of Balliol. Collegt!, 
Oxford, for his valual~le assista,nce in reading over the 
proof sheets, especia.lly in regard to  the Greek notea. 

It is, perhaps, necessary to add, respecting the 
numerous references, that Vol. I. and XI. stand for the 

volumes of the present translation, and Part I .  11. and 
IT%, for the divisions of the German work. 



TIT~~XTP YZARS AGO, when I pl.~blisherl in its later form 
the first volume of this  work, originally designed on 
ib different plan, and 21 more limited scale, I ex- 
plained in the following wordy the principles ~vllich 

had guided me in its compo~it~ion: ' I n  the  trcatrnebnt 

of lny subject I have constantIyv kept in vieiv t h e  task 
~ h i c h  1 proposed to  myself in my first approaehcs to  it ; 
viz. to maintain x middle corwse hetween erudite en- 
q l ~ i r y  and the sj)cculative stpr~dy of hist,org : neitlle~*, on 

the one hand, to  collcct- fzcts in a ~nerely empirir!;~l 
manner; nor, on t h e  othcr, to cnnstnict cc ps.lot>,i theories ; 
but throngh the traditions themselves, by means of cri- 

tical sifbing and histnrieal cornbination, to a r r i ~ c  st a 
knowledge of their importalice m d  interdependence. 
This t;tsk, however, in regard to the pre-Socrc~tie philo- 
soplly mas rendered pecrrliarly difficult by the :haractcr 

of the sources and the divergencies of modem opinions 
re~pecting them : i t  mas irnpoasib1d sdcqnnicly t o  fuliil 
it without a number of critioal C ~ ~ S C L I J S ~ O ~ S ,  often 

deecendiag to tdte minutest details. l 'hat  the clearnees 



of the historical exposition, however, might not he 

thereby impaired, 1 have consigned these discussions 
as ~rruch as possible to the notes, where alou the t,esti.- 

- monies and references respecting the authorities f i r d  
,;i. fittirig place. But the writings frorn which these :ire 

taken are many, and some of them dificult to obtain, 
so lbat i t  has often bccn necefisarg tc, give the  qnota- 
tions a t  length to make it possible for the reader to  test 
the aut.henticity of my exposit,ion withunt an unwarrant- 
able expenditure of time. Thus the amormt of rtotes, 
md consequex~tly the size o f  the whole volume, have 

increased to  II, considerable extent ; but I hope I havc 
choscn riglltly in atteuding before all things to the 
scicnt,ific requirements of the  reader, and in doubtfhl 
cases preferring to economist his time rather than the 
printer's paper.' 

I have kept to the same poirita of view in the pre- 
paration of  he following volumes, and of the new 
editions which ht~ve  since bccomc necessary. The hope 
that I have therein adopted the proper course has heen 

fully justified by thc reecption given to my mijrk ; and 
though the principle (not previously quite nnkno~vn tu 

me) has recently beefi pressed upon my attention, that the  
ancicnt philosophers must be treated philosophically, 
I havc never yet been able to  convince myself that the 
rnetllud hit,herto p~rsued  I>y me has been a mistake. I 
still hold, mure strongly than ever? thal the philosophic 
appr~hensian of systems of philosophy (r~hich, however, 
must be distinguished from pl~ilosophic wificismj cn- 



A VTNOR'S PREFACE. 1x 

tirely coincides with tlic historic apprehension of them, 
can never indeed consider that  a groper history has 

keen written if the  tillthor has stopped short a t  the bare 
ellurneration of idorated doctrims and btalements without  

enrluiriny as t o  their ceutre of gravity, examining their 
interconnection, or tracing out their exact moaning; 
without determining their relation ant1 importance 
.to tltc various ~yaterns  coll~ctively. But, on t he  othrr 
Laud, I rn 11st protest against the misusc of the iroble 
name of philosophy for the purpose of depriving his- 

toric:J phenomena of their distincti~e character, of 
forciug upon the ~ncient philosophers inferences wlrieh 
they expressly repudiate, of effacing the contradictions 
i ~ud  supplying the laolrna of iheir systems with adjuncts 
that arc p11.i: inventions. The great pl~eaomena of the  

past are much too great in my eyes for me to  supposc 

that  I could do them any service by exalting thern above 
their historical condition4 and li~nitations. In my 
opinion, such a fitlsc idealisation makes them smaller 
irlstead of greater. At all events, nothing can lherebg 
he gninecl for historic trnth, before mhioh every predi- 
lection for particular persons and schoolsmust g ive  way. 

Whocvcr ~vould ~xpound a phllosopbic system must re- 
produce the tlic:uries held by it,s a11i bor in the cun~lection 
which they h id  in his mind. This we can only learn 

from the testimdiy of t h e  plilobnplers themselves, and 
from the statements of others corlcerrking their doetrinca; 
b11t, in comparing these testimonies, in examining tha i r  
authenticity and credibility, in completir~g them by in- 



ferences and combinations of various kinds, we must ?X 

careft11 t o  remember two things : in the  first p l i ~ ~ e ,  the 
inductions which cany us beyond direct testimony must 
in each case he founded on the totality of evidence in 
our possessiorr ; nncl rvhcu a philosophic theory mrns to 
us t o  require certain furthtlr throries, we must always 
examine whether other portions of the zutl~or's system, 
quite as important in his estimation, do not stand in the 
way. Secondly, wc mrlst enquire whether are justi- 
fied in supposing that the philosopher we are considering 
propounded to himself the questions which we are pro- 
po~~nd ing  t o  him, returned t o  himself the answers which 
z r ; ~  derive fion! other statrments of his, or himself drcw 
the inferences which t o  u8 appear pecessary. To pro- 
ceed in this spirit of scientific circumspeotion has been 
a t  any rate my own endeavour. To this end, as will be 
seen in the later no less Lhan in the earlier editions of my 
work, I have also tried to  learn from tliose writers who 
here ,and there, on points of greater or lesser importance, 
have differed from me. If I am indebtcd t o  these writers 
for many t h i n g  that have assisted in the completion 
and correction of  my ~~~~~~~~~~~I, it, will nevertheless be 
understood that, in all essential points, I cordd only re- 

main true t o  my own view of the pra-Soeratic philo- 
sophy, and have defended that ~ i e w  as persistently arid 
decidedly ns the interefit of the subject demanded, 
against objections n-hirh seemed to mc ur~convincing 

and untenahle. 
I dedicated the second edition of the present work 



t o  my father-in-lav, Dr. F. C'rra. BACR, of Tubingen. 
In t h e  third I loas obliged to  orrrit thc dcciicrttiur!, 
hecause he tro whom i t  was addressed was no longer 
among 11s. But 1 cannot refrain from recalling in tllis 

place, with itfreetion and gratitude, the rnern~r:~ of a 

man rvho rvas n o t  only t o  me in all personal relations 

a friend ancl fnt,lier, but also, in regard to my scientific 
labours, has left for tne and for a11 his disciples a sbjning 
example of incorruptible love uf truth, zintil.ing perse- 
Yrrance in research, inexhaustible dillgel-ice, pcnctrative 

crit.ic:ism, and width and cobereuce in the t.reat,n~ent of 
J~ist~orp. - 
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TEE PHTLOSOPHTT OF THE GREEKS 

CHAPTER I. 

A I X ,  SCOPE AND 3fIZTIIOD OF THE PRESENT WORK. 

T I ~ Z  terrr~ Philosopby, as in use amwg the Greeks, 
variccl gri!atly in its meaning mid con~pxss.~ Originally 
it denoted all mental culture: itrld all effort irr thc 
direction of cultuixe;' even as go+~'a, the word from 
which it is dcrived, mas ;l,pplied to every art a.nd every 
kind of knorvlcdge.3 A marc restricted significance 
seems f i r ~ t  to hare bcen given to it in the  time of the 
Sophists, when it bccame nsual t o  seek after a wider 
k~uwlcdgc hy means of more special and a.dequate 

i Cf. the yaluable eevidellce of pcr~arias. Tho samc va.guo use of 
H a p  in Xrsi!h xud Grubw'sA1Eys the wnrd is long after t u  be met 
meirce &;nryklopaedie, sect. i i i .  h.24, ~vitll cvcn among writers who are 
P. 3 3qY. n u t  unscquitir~ted with tllc stricter 

3 Thus Cmsus says to Solon sense. 
(Hcrodotua,i. 80)  that  he  Iradlioard 8 Ct Aristotlc's a h .  A-ic. ri. 7, 
I r  ~ ~ O F O ~ F ' U V  y$r nohh;lr B t u p i ~ s  sub inir,., and thc rersc quoted by 
~Tvilrrrcv 4nchhhdax. Si~nilal.ly, Y c -  him from the Homeric Narg.iLe6. 
riolcs (Thucydides, ii. i O ) ,  in the Gf. also iilfra, the section on the 
funeral nr;~tion : qrhosahoi;fl~u yhp Sophists. 
PET' C ; T € A C ~ ~ T  R I ~  $ ~ ~ O U O $ D ~ ~ C Y  ~ V E V  

TOL. I. B 



instruction than ordinary education and t,hc unmethodi- 
cal routine of practical life coulcl of t1lernselt.e~ afford.' 
By Philosophy was now understood the study of things 
of the mind, pursued not as fin accessory employr~~ent 
and matter of amusement, but exclosi~~eIy and as a 

separate vac;ition+ The rvord Philosophy, however, was 
not as yet limiter1 ta'pliilosophic science in i ts  present. 
acceptation, nor cven to science in gcncrd, for which 
other designations were muc.h more in vogue : to  philo- 
mphise was t o  study, t o  dcvntc oneself to any theoretic. 
aotivitym2 Philosophers in the narrower sense, domato 

the hime of Soerates, were o1"riiniirily dedignsted as wire 
men or Sophists,3 and, mow precisely, as  physicist.^.^ 

A more definite use of the word i s  firsl- met with in 
Plato. Plato c J l s  that man a philujopher who in his 
specnlatiorl and hi3 pract,ice has regitrd t v  essence, and 
not to appeatance ; Philosophy, as lkc apprehends it, i s  

Fj,thnguras indeod, according 
to n w ~ l  i-kuown anecdote, had pre- 
viously assumed the nalne oJ phi- 
~ o s u ~ J ~ W ;  but thc  tory it: in the 
fimt pIace uncertain; and in the 
sccond it keeps the indeterrainata 
sense of th word according to 
which philosophy signified all 
strir?jng nftcr wisdo~n. 

2 The exprcnsiun, for example, 
in Xenophon ( M m .  iv. 2, 23) has 
this some; for tho philosophy of 
Euthydcm~~s (according to section 
1) consists in his studyirrg the wri- 
tings of the poets and Sophists; 
and similarly i t 1  Cmu. I ,  5 ,  Socrates 
c o r n y e s  himself, as ab~aupybr s6o 
q~~oao i#~ fe s ,  with Callias, lhe disci- 
ple of the Sophists. Also in Cyrop. 
v ~ .  1 , 4 l ,  ~ r h o u o ~ ~ b n l e n ~ ~ s  geuerally 
to cogitate, to etudy. Xsocrates uses 

i t  in this wa.y(Paweg.c. 1 )  when he 
calls his own xctivitj T ~ Y  r e p i  T Q ~ S  

hd-rous @rhooo@~av, or cvcrl simply 
~ [ A O V O Q ~ U ,  -$rhwopsiv (Pnnrzth. c. 9, 
5, 8 ;  mpl  BwiSov, 181-180, 271, 
285 and elsewhere. PIato himself 
&opts thrs wider meaning i n  
Gorgins 484 G and 485 A sqq., 
p~otngora6 385 D, Lysis 213 I). 
Cf, also the comrnerloement of the 
Menmenan. 

* This name was givcn, for  in- 
stance, to  the s e ~ c n  v i s e  men, to 
Solon, Pythoms and Suwates; 
also t o  the pre-Socmtic natural 
philosophers. Vid o infra, Zoc. oiz. 
' Outrrrroi, guarohdyor, the rcc~g- 

n i v d  name for t h e  philosuphnrs 
especially of tile Ionian tnchools, 
and those conuccted with thorn. 



thc elerntic>rrl of the mind towards true IEeaiity,-the 
~oientific cognition irnd ~ n o ~ a i  expositton of the idea  
Finally, Aristvtle still ful-they lirnits the sphe~e of Pllilo- 
soplrly, b3; wholly excluding from it practic:izl i~ctivity ; 
but be flmct.uates between a. wider and a narrower 
definition. According t,o the ri7icle~, Pliilosopl.ly includes 
all scientific knowledge anti researcli ;. according t.a i,hc 
nitrrower, i t  it: restricted to  e~lq~~i r ies  c:onccn~ing- t.he ulti- 
mnte causes of things, tlie so-air.lled IGrsl Philosapl~q-.' 

Scareel y, homeve~, bad this beginning. been made 
towa.rds a p~ecise determination of 1'2iilosopl~y when 
tho idtempt mas again abandoned; Philosophy in the 
post-Aristot,elim schouls is soluctilrles exclusively de- 
fined as the pmctice of wisdorn, the art of happiness, 
the sciet~ce of  life ; sometimes it is llardly discriminated 
from the emyrirical hcicnces, ant1 sometimes ~ v i ~ f o u u d d  
with Inere erudition. This confusion was promoted, 
not only hy the learned tendencies <)f the Peripatetic 
school and of the wl~ole Alesanddnn pel-iod, but also 
and mure rspcciitily by S t,oicism, since Chrysippus ha.d 
includccl in the circle of his so-called phitusophical 
enquiries the arts of' grammar, music, &c., while his 
Yery definition of Philosoplly, i1.s l : k ~  science of things 
di\i.ine tmd human, ~nl-rst bai-e renciered difficult. any 
preaisc lir aitatir ni of its clorrfiin.? Aftex this periorl 
scicncc Ixcame more and more inrolred wit.h mythology 
and theological poetry, to  the iuc~etlving disturbance of 
the boundaries of both tbesc spheres ; and the conoep- 

AppeaIing t o  this definition, mathy, says ho, i s  the bnijinews of a 
StritLo, a t  tho opening of his work, Further authoritirms 
declares p o g n p h y  to be an tsscn- for thc nbor-e will bc given i n  tlzc 
L i d  part uf P1~ i l~s~Phy ;  f u r  p l y -  coume ai' this work, 

n 2 



tion of P l~ i l o~ap l~y  stwn Iost all distinctne~s. On the 
one hand, the Seo-l'l~tonists regarded Linus an11 
Qrpllcus as the first of philusopherr, t11e Chaldaan 
oracles as the primitive sources of the highest wisdor~i, 
and the sacred rites, axeticism and theurgic sllperstii.ion 
of their school as the true philosophy; on t,he other, the 
Christian theologi:tns, with equal right, glo~ified mo- 
nastic life as Christian philusrqdiy, and gave to the 
various sects of a~o-uki;, including even the Shepbad 
B O P R O ~  a ilanle which Plato and Aristcntle had reserved 
for tlie highest activity of the human i~itellect,' 

it is not mcrcly the name u-hich is wanting in 
acewatc linlitdi0~1 and fixity o f  import. Uncertainty 
of lan~ruage usuully implies ~~ncertainty of thought, a.nd 
t l~c  present case forms no excaption. I f  the extent of 
tlie t.rrrrl Pllilosophy was only gradually sett,led, Yhilo- 

. sophy itscif only gradually appeared as tt specific: form 
of intellectual life. If the w o ~ d  duc.tuatcs between a 

vider and a narrower sipificauct., Philo.3opEiy sirnilwly 
fluctuates; Feing smet,irne,.i rcst~icied .to a definite 
scientific sphere, and sarnctimes mingled with alien 
ingredients of various kinds. The pre-Socratic Philc- 
sophy iteveloped itself' partly in connection with mytho- 
logicd ideas. Et-m for PIato the mythns is a necessity, 

1 $~hoco+~?v and @ ~ i h w a $ l a  m e  
tho o~l inary  terms employed at 
that pe~ind to designxte t h e  ascetic 
life aud i t 6  various forms; so that,, 
for example, Sosonrenus, i n  tho  case 
al~ove rnel~tioned {Hid. Eccka. e. 
33 j, corirJudes his statement about 
the ~ o o u o f  w i l h  the words ~ a i  d 
F IP  $86 ~+~houd$ouv.  C h ~ l t i a r ~ i t , ~  
itself is not. 11nfraquont1.p called 
grhocru#iu; t h u  Mclito, in  Euse- 

Irius's C h ~ w h  History, iv. 26, 7, 
spaks  of the Judaic-Christian ro- 
ligior~ as 4 ~ a 8 '  $rhouo+[rr. 
Philn s i m i l ~ ~ l y  ( p d  0nti~fi pro- 
hus Ee6m-, 877 C, D;  u i h  contc>nplat. 
693 D) described tile theology of 
the E;sencs n r ~ d  T h e r s p o u t ~ ,  with 
its ~Ilcgaricnl interpretation of 
Scripture, as $uh~bo$tiu,  ~ ~ T ~ I O S  

$lho.ro$~a. 



and after the  period 04' Nee-Pythag,uoreii:~n, polyt.l~cistic 
theology acquires suclt an illflucnce over Plliloao@ll~ 
tlj>it ~ ~ h i l o s o p l ~ y  a t  last becomes merely t'he interpreter 
of theolrgieal traditions, With thc Py tli:tguore;~ris, 
t,lle Sophists, Socrates, the Cjnics ~ r ~ d  thi: Cyrcnnics, 
scientific speclllatinn was connected wii.11 practical en- . . 
q:une2, T T ~ I ~ C ~  thew ~ ~ h i l v s o ~ ~ l l e r ~  did not themselves 
discri~riirltlte f r u ~ n  their science. P l d o  ~~wkons  moral 
condlzt!t, a': r r k u i ? l ~  a part of  Pbilosophy as knowledge ; 
wl~ile after Aristolle, P l ~ i l o s o ~ L ~  was so increasing1 y 
regarded from thc practical p i n t  of view, that it ulti- 
111i~teLy became identifiecl with moral cdture and h n e  
1.eligion. Lastly, among the  Greeks, t h e  sciences {in 
the modern aeceptk~tian of t,he terrri) were only hy slow 
degrees, m c I  at. no tilric: wry  acc~~rately, discriminated 
f ~ o ~ n  Philosoplly. Philosophy in Greece is not merely 
the centrd  point towards which a31 s(:ie~ltific cfforts 
con\-erge ; i t  is, arigir~allq-, t.lie nholc which includes 
thcrn i~1. itself. The sellfie of f01.m peculiar t o  the Greek 
cannot let him rest in any partial 01. isolated view of 
things ; moreover, his knowledge was at first so  limited 
ib:tt he nras far less occupiecl t11mt w e  are lvilh the study 
of tlle partic:nl:w. From t.he oui,set, therefore, his glance 
was directed t n  t.he totality clf things, and i.t was ,only 

---- - - -- --." ,&.... -. .- . .. 
by little gud little that particular scieuces xc:parltted 
t11ernseIvt.s horn this collective scicnce. Plat,o himself, 
excluding the mecbnnical and p~actical m t s ,  r~cogrzisrs 
only PPhilo~opEly and the various Ir~ranches of mathematics 
its sciences proper ; indeed, the trei~trr~ent Ile t:lairils for 
mathematics rvould mnkc i t  silnpIy .I part of I'ltila- 
sophy. Aristotle includes under Philosophy, besicks 



mathematics, a11 I t i  s physical mrtuiries, cteeply as these 
enter int,o thc s t~ldy of t h e  pxrticolnr. It was only in 
tlir, hlexwtrldrinn period tlii~t the special scienccs attained 
t,o inrlepei~deat c!~~ltivat~ion. lvc find, however, anlong 
the Stoics, as well as the  peripatetic:^, tl~itt pl~ilosophic 
enquiry was lzlentIcc1 -rvit,h, and often hair~pererl hy, a 

grcat: mass of erudition and empirical observations, In 
the eclectirisrrl of t,he Itoman period, th i s  erudite 
elenlent wijs still more prominent ; and though the 
foi~r~der  of Keo-Plntronisrn confined himself si].ictly t o  
questions of pure philosophy, his school, in i t s  reliance 
on the a ~ ~ t l ~ o r i t i c s  of antiquity, was apt to  orerladc 
its pl~ilosophic expositio*ls with  a ~npernbund:tnct: of 
leal-nirig. 

If, thca, are to include in the history OF Greek 
Philosophy all tlwt was called Phil.ohop1ly hy the 
Greeks, 01' that is brought forward in philosophic writ- 
ings, and exclude all that does not expressly bear the 
name, it is avidan.t that the boundaries of our exposition 
w i l  be in part too narrow, and i n  part, and for the most 
pnrt, muck too wide. If, on the ot.her hand, vre arc t,o 
t.reat of Philosapl~y in itself, as we find jt in Greece, 
whetheu called Pl~iIosaphy or not, the question itrises 

how it is t o  be I-ecognised and how we arc to  distinguish 
it from mhitt iu not Philosophy. It is dear t-hat such  a 
test can only lic in the conception formed of  P1.1ilosopIq. 
This conreption, however, c:F~m~ges wit11 the philosophic 
standpoint of individuals r~nd of whole periods ; and 
thus it rvoulcl appcar that t,Iie sphere of the history of 
Philosophy r n ~ ~ s t  corlstantly change in like rnnnncr and 
in the same proportion. The dilemrrla lies in the 



nature of things and i s  in 110 way to be avoided ; least 
of all hy basing oirr proced~ue, not on fixed conceptions, 
but on confused irnpre~aions, and indefinite, perhaps 
contmdic,tory, idem; or liy truzti~ig, edeii writer for 
himeelf, to n,n oliscure historical sensc to dctcrmino 
horn much he shall include in his exposition or rejeob 
from it. For if philosopl-iic caneeptiona alter, subjective 
impressions alter yet more, and the only resource that  
woidd a t  last remain to  us in this uncertain method- 
namely, a rcfcrcncc to leal-ncd usage-would not improve 
matters from il a:icntific point, of view. Oiie thing, at, 
any  rat,^, follon~s from these reflections. We  nus st have, 
iia the basis of QIW exposition, us t i ~ e  and exha~rstive s . 

t h e o y  as we can of tlie esscncc of Philosophy. That 
this is not altogt:tther imprttcticakle, and that some 
degree of ullanin1it.y is attainable on the subject, t,here 
is all tbc more reason t o  lrope, because we are here 
cuncei-ned not with the terms imd cor~stit,ueent of any 
one pl~ilosopl~ic system, hut wi th  the general and formal 
conception of Philosophy, as it is assumed, taoit.ly, or 
in express terms, in every system. Different opinions 
arr: possible, to  sume extent, evcn here ; but this diffi- 
culty is common to all walks of kna~ledge.  We can 
only, each one of us according to his ability, seek out 
the trut.h, and leave what n7e find to be corrected, if 
necessary, by advancing scicnuc. 

Horn Philosophy is to he rlefined, is therefore a 
qucstion which philo5ophic scicncc alone can nnmer. I 
must here confine myself to a btatement of the results 
at rrhich I havc arrived in regard to the m;tt,ter, so far 
as t h i s  i s  rleceseary for t.he task I have in hand. I con- 



+sider Ph"ilosi,phy, first, as a ~llrely theoretic activity; 
that is, an activity which is d e l y  concerned wit11 t.11e 
asce~tmin,me?zt of ~ca l i ty  ; and from this point of view, 
I exclude from the conception and Iiistory of PI~iIosophy 
a11 plhnat.ical or arlistic efforts as such, irrsspective of 

thcir possible connection mit.h any particular thcory of 
the world. I next define Philosophy ]nore precisely as 

scicnce, I see in it riot merely tl~oughb bnt tliought 
that is methodical, and diret:ted in il. co~~sciou.i iilanner 
to the cognition uf tliirlgs in their interdepcndence. 
By t,his c1l:tl-:tr:t.cristic!, I dist.inguish it as well frorn the 
unscicntihc reflcci.ion of daily life i1.5 frorrr the religioos 
and poetical view of the world. Lastly, I find the clis- 
tinction between I'hilosophy :tnd ot,hsr ~ c i e ~ ~ c e s  is t.his :- 
that all other scien[:~s aim aL ~h~ explornt,ion of some 
specific sphere, ivllercas Philosophy has in vicw the 
sun1 total of existence as s wholc, sceks to  krlow the 
individual i.n its relntiori t.o thi: whole, and by the laws 
of the whole, and so to attain t l ~ c  coi~clation o f  all 
Iruondedge. So far, thclxfore, as this aim ca.n be d l o w r ~  
t o  exist, so far and no farther 1 should extend tllc do- 
main of the history of Philosnpl~y, That such an aim 
was r ~ o t  clearly evident from the beginning, and was at 
first abttndantly intermingled with foreign elemrrrts, mi: 
hare a.lready seen, nor can we wonder at ,tit: Rut this 
ueed not prevent our abstmcting f m  the aggregate of 
Greck inlellecttlal life all that bears the character of 
Philosophy, sad considering i t  in and for itself, in its 
historical mar~ifestat,itm. Thcre is, indeed, sonlc danger, 
in this mude of proccdulre, of doing violence to the 
actual historical cu~~nection; but this danger we lnay 



escape by allowing full weight to snch condide?a,tions 
the follcnving : the constant interrninglclrient of philo- 
so$ic with other elements ; the gl.adanl nature of the 
de~relopmcnt by whic,li science u-011 for itself : ~ n  in&- 
p u ~ d e n i  existence ; the pecj~liar chnractcr of the h e r  

~ ~ a c r e t i s m ;  the importance of Philosophy for culture 
in, general, and its clepenclcnec: on existing conditioaj. 
If duc accuuut. lie t,:~keu of these r.iroumstances, if in 
the several systems wc are ca,reful to clistirlgnish what 
is pliilosop~~jcal frorn w1w.t is rnemly ilecesscjry, and tc, 
measure tllc irriportance of the individ~rd, in regard to 
thr, dcrrelopment of pl~iloaophic thought,, by the precise 
standard rind concept of l'hilosophg, the elGtrms of 
historic completeness and scientific exs:titude will h 
etlna.liy sa.tjisfierl. 

The object of our expasitYan having been thus 
dete~mined 011 one of its sides, and the YhilosopEly of 
the Greeks clcarly diatinpishcd from the phenomena 
akin to it and connected with it, there rernnins t.he 
f i ~ ~ t h c ~  question as t o  the extent and bounrlaries of 
&eek Philosop1:ly ; whetllcr u7e nrc t o  seek it only 
among the members of the Ci reek race, or in the whole 
field of Hcllcnic culture ; and, in the latter case, how 
tbc area of that field i s  t o  be rletmmirted. Tlki~ i s ,  of 
1~(\111'se, m o x  or leas opt,iolial; i d  it would in it,solf be 
perfectly Iegitiruatc either t o  close the history of Greek 
science wit,h i t s  passage into the Roman and Oriental 
sorIcl, or, 01) tjhe other I-~arrd, to  trace. i ts  effects down 
t.o our own time. It, seerrls, honcvcr, ~ r ~ o s t  r ~ i ~ t ~ l r a l  f,o 

ca1.I Phjlosoplv Greek, so low as there is in i t  a pre- 
ponderance of the Hcllenie elemlent over the foreign, 



and rvlienever tlmt ppmportion is lavcrscd to abandon 
the narne. As tlre former i s  the case not orlly with the 
Greco-Roman Philosophy, but also with the Xeo- 
Platonisfs and their predecesso~s ; as evcn t.ho Judaic- 
Alexaidrian school is ~nuch more closcly rclahd to' the 
c~nbemporary Greek PhilosopE~y, and had much more 
influeuce on its develupmcnt, than any phenon~encrn of 
the Chsistian world, I inch~dc! this ~cilool in the compass 
of the present expiisitiori . On the  other hanci, I exclude 
from it the Cllritrtinn specriltltian of the 6rst centuries, 
for therr: n-c see Hellenic science overpowcl-cd by a,. new 
principle in which il; hmceforth lost i ts  specific character. 

The scientific! treat,mer,t of thig historical matterial 
must necessarily follow the same laws as the. writing of 

historg in general. OLIT task is to ascertain and to  
expound what has happened ; tt philosophic const~uct~ion 
of it., even if this were pos~iWe,  WOU~CI not be t-he affttir 

of the historian. But such a co*lstruction is not 
possible, fo~' two reason?, First, hci~use no one will 
ever ixttair~ to  so exhaustive a conception of humanity, 
and so csact a knowledge of all the conditions of i ts  
historical development,, as t o  just,ify his dcrlucing from 
thence the particuls~ra of its axnpiricd circ:~~rnatances, 
and the cliwges undcrgonc hy these in time : and nest, 
because the course o f  history is not of such a nature 
that it can be made the object of an & p ~ i o r i  con- 
strlzction. For histnrj- is esserttidly the prodx~ct of the 
free activity of inditiduds, xrirl t,hough in t,his very 
activi ty all universal law is working, md through this 
activity fulfilling itself, yet none of i ts  special effects, 
nnd not  even the most important phenomena of histmy 



in all their pnrtic~dar features, can be fully explained 
from the  point. of view of ic prlwri necessity. The 
actions of ilidividuals are subject to  that c ~ n t i n g ~ a c y  
mhii:ll is the heritage of the finite will and under- 
&nding ; and if from the corlcurrenee, the collisitrr~, 
and the friction of these individ~ii~l iil.ct:ions, i l  regular 
course uf evcnts as a rcfholc is fillally produced, neither 
the particular in this course, tlor CVHU the rvlaole, is a t  
any poil~t. absohtc!ly r1ecesewu.y. All is necessary in , G o  

hr only as it belongs to the general progress, tbe logieal 
f~ameworlr a3 it were of hi3tory; while as to  its chrono- 
logical rnanifesta,tion, all i s  more or less contingent. So 
closely are the two elements int,erwoven wi th  each 
other t,hat, it is impossible, even in our reflections, 
w l r~~ l l y  t o  sepasate them. The necessary accomplishes 
itaelf by a numhcr of interrnedi:wies, any one of which 
might be eo~lceived other tha11 i t  is ; but, at, thc samr, 

time, the pmctiserl glance can cleletect the tiuead of 
hisLosiea1 necessity in notions and actions apparently 
the most fortuito~is ; 2nd from the arbitrmy conduct of 
men who lived l~rnlcl~~ecls a d  thousa-rids of years  go, 
circumsttmt:es may have misen wltich work cm uu wit,h 
all t.he strength of such a necessity.' The sphere of 
t~istory, tl~e~efore, is distinct in its nature frorn that of 
Philosophy. Plliloaophy has t o  seek ant the essence of 
things, and the ge-ene~al. IWTS of events; h is toq Ilas to  , 

exhibit definite given phcviomcna of a certain datc, 
and t o  rspIain t l ~ c r n ,  by their empiricl~l conditions. 

1 A more parliculxr discussion morn1 order of the  ~+orltl .Thoolo- 
of these questions will be fouud glsde3 JuLrbuch, r. vi, (l84tj :~nd 
in my dissertatirm on the  freodo~n 1847); of. cspccially ri. 220 sqq.; 
of the human will, on mil, and the 253 sqq. 



Each of thcsc sciences rcqriires the other, but neither 
can be supplanted by or snhstitutcd for tlse other ; nor 
in it$ procedure can the Elist,ory of Yhilosnphy take the 
same course t h t  would be applicable t.o the folmat'ion 
of n yhilosopl-~ir: sj-stlem. To say t.hat t l ~ e  Ilistorical 
sequence of the philosophic systems is iclezltical r r i t l~ 
the logical aequcrLcc of the conccpts which cl~sracterisc 
them,' is t o  confonud t,wn very different things. Logic, 
'i& Hegel canucived it, has to cxpo~.mtl the pure cnte- 

gories of thought as such; the history uf Philoscq~hy is 
concelued with the chronological development of  human 
thought. If  the course of the one meye t o  coirlcide with 
that of the other, t,his would presuppose that 1logir:al 
or, more precisely, ontolugicitl ~onceptions form Lhe 

essential content of all systems of Philosopl.~y; and illat 
thcsr: conceptkms hwe heen akfainccl in the progress 
of history from the same sttll.t,ing-point, and in the 
stme order as in the! 10pii!zl construction of pure con- 
cepts. But this is not the case. Ylliluscrphy is not 
rr~erely Logic: or Ontology ; its object is, in a general 
ssnsc, t,hc Real. The various philosophic sjstems show 
us ihe snm tot.al of the attempts hit,hcrto made t o  gain 
i t scientific view of the worlci. Their content., tl~ereforc., 
ckinnot be reduced t,o incre logical categories without 

Hegel'a Gesclrii.kts drr Philo- 
sophic, i .  43. Acainsl; t,his assor- 
t ibn objectiuna were rnlacd 17y me 
i n  the JoIIrbiicker r l ~ r  G~gejpr~rt;a:d, 
1843, p. 209, sq. ; x1d by Ychwag- 
ler in his Gwchich/r: dm P/ziloso- 
pht ,  p. 3 sq. ; which ol>jcct,jjonrt 
1 repeated i n  thr: firountl d i t iou  of 
the present rno1.k. Tlds gxre o:cn- 
sion t o  Herr BIonrad, pmfcsvor nt 

Ghristi~lni:~. in :t I~tter ddrcs,+cd 
tho me, bearing t h e  title Be vi logicrr 
.miiort.is I?II drsrv~lrt!arla phil~~u~rhiil,  
historia (Gli~is~innitr, 18 60), tu de- 
fend tho prnpuvition of Rogrl. In  
cnrlseqtience of this Lrrat~sc, which 
I c s o n o ~  hcrc nxanline io detail, T 
hare nlndb some change8 i r ~  i h ~  
form of my  discussion, sncl also 
some additious. 



deprivi~lg it of its specific! character and me~ging it. 
in the universal. Mowovcr, while spet:ulat,ive Ilogic 
bcgins wit11 the most, abstract couceptions, in order 
tJ~ellre to  attain to  others more concrete, t h ~  I~istmical 
development of philosophic thought p tarts with the 
consideration of the concrete, first in eu1,emal nature, 
then in man, and lesds only by degrees to  logieal and 
metaphysical abstractions. The law of development 
also is different in Logic and in EIistory. Logic is 
nceu~pied merely with the iniernd reliltion of concepts, 
irrespective of any cl~ronologica3 relation ; H i s t ~ l - ~  tl-eats 
of the changes effected iu course of time in the notions 
of mankind. Progress, from anterior to posterior con- 
cepts, is regulated, in the former case, exclusively 
according td logical points of view ; each concl~ision is 
t.l~errfore linked to the ncxt t,hat is properly ded~tcil~lt? 
from it by tllought. In the ldter  case, progression 
titkcs place according to p~ycholopjcal motivcs; each 
philosopher constr,ructs out of the iloctrine inherited 
from his predecessors, and each pcriod out, of klvat 
harided down to it  by tradition, whatever their own 
apprehension of the doct.rine, their inodes of  thought, 
experiences, knowledge, ncecssitics, and scientific re- 
sources enable thern to  constrnct ; but this may possibly 
be something quite other t.han what we, from our s t a n w  
point, should i?onstruct out of it. Logical consequence 
can only regulate the I~i~torical progress of YhiIosophy 
to the extent that it i s  reoognised by the philosophers, and 
the necessity of fr~llowing it acknowledged ; how far that 
i s  the cast: depends on all the cirt:~~rnutances by which 
scieni.ifie convictions are conditioned. Over and ahol-e 



what may be dit.ertIy or indirectly derived frorri the earlier 
Philosophy, either by inferentar or polemic, u dccisiie in- 
fluence is crft,,ni excrciacd i n  this respect by thr conditions 
and necessities of practical life. by religious interests, and 
by the state of empirical kno-rvledgc and gcncral culture. 
It is impossihl<~ to  regard a11 syst,crns as r~lrrrly the 
corlseqilerices of their immediate predecessors, and no 
8y;yatem which contribtltes speoial t l~oughts of i ts  owl 
can in its origin 2nd cotltents be thus restricted. What 
is new in those thoughts i~rives from new expcricnce.+ 
h a ~ i u g  been made, or ncu7 puiw~t~s of  view gained for 
such a.s had been previously made ; aspects and elements 
of thew which before were unnoticed are now taker] 
into account, and some pa~ticular moment is invested 
wit.h anotht?r mea~~ing tluwl hcrctofore. Far, then, from 
assenting to t,lie Hegelian position, we must rather 
ir~aintain thatt no system of Philosophy is  so conskik,ttted , 
thzt its ~rinciple may he expressed by a purely logical 
conccptio~l; not one has for~ncd itgelf out of its pi-e- 
decessors simply according t o  the law of logical progress. 
Any survey of the past -will show us IIOW impujsihle it is to  
recopise, eve11 :ipproximat.ely, the order of the Hcgelisn 
or any other speculatiye logic in the order of the pllila- 
sopl~ic syst,ema, unlcss wc ma.ke out of t.hle something 
quite different fro~n what they really arc. This att.ernpt 
is, therefore, a failure both priueiple and pr;zctict?, and 
the trrlkh it contains is only the lmiversal conviction 
that,tlle developmeul; of history is intcrnnlly governed 
by regular 1a- r~~ .  

This conviction, indeed, the hivtvry of Philosophy 
oug11t on no ,zccount t o  renounce; we need not confine 



oitrselt-e:ea to the Inere amasfiing and nritjcnl testing of 
traditiuns, or to that unsatisfactory przgmatic pro- 
ceclwe which is content to exphiu pti.rticu'lars seve~ally 
in rcfererlce to individual pcraonalilics, cirmmstanccs 
and irlfl~icnces, but  attempt,^ no explanation of the 
w l p ~ I e  as such. Om exposition must, of course, Le 
polmded t~pon histories1 trsdition, and all that it treats 
of must cither be directly contained in tradition: or 
dcrived from it by stridest deductiori. But it is impou- 
sible even to establish our facts, so long as we regard 
them mcrely in an isolated manner. Tradition is rrot  
itself fact ; we shall never succeed in proving its trust- 
~vorthiness, in solving i t g  cori~adii:tiu~~s, in suppljyin,a its 
Inom=, if we do not kcep in view tile connttctio~z of 
single facts, the conc~tcaxtion of causes and effects, t.lie 
place of tlw individual in the whole. Still less, haw- 
ever, i s  it possible to  understand facts, apart from $hit: 
inte~.!l.oonnect.ion, or t,o >nrive at a knowledge of their 
esselltid nlzt,urc and historical importance. Where, 
lastly, our cxpositioll is co~~lcerned w i t h  scientific sys- 
tems, ;md not nierelj with opinions and events, there 
the very nature of the sl~bjeet demarids, more urgently 
than in other cases, that the particular shall be studied 
in reiation t o  t,Ile aggregate ; and this demavld can only 
be satisfie.d by the concat.cmtion of every particular 
known to us through tradition: or deducible from 
tradition, into one grctit whole. 

The first poilit of unity is euristituted by indi. 
viduals. Every philosophic opinion is primarily the 
thought of some particular man, and is, therefore, to  
bt! explained by his intellectual character and the cir- 



cumstances under which it was formed. Our firat task, 
then, will be to u n i h  the opinioils of each philosopher 
int.0 a coIlective wholt:, to show the ronric{:tion of those 
opinions with his philosophic chxmcter, and to  enquire 
into the causes and il-~flt~e~ices by which they \r.crc 
origirrnlly conditioned. That iis to say, we llrrust first 
asccl-tain t.he principle of each system, and explain how 
it, arose; and then consider liom the system was t,he out- 
come of t J~c  principle : for the principle of a system is 
the thought which most clearly and f u ~ ~ d a m e r i t ~ i l l ~  ex- 

prc?sse.s the specific philosophie character of its a,uthor, 
and forms the focus of union for all his views. Every 
individaal thing in a system cannot,, of course, be es- 

plainecl by i t s  principle ; all the knowledge vhich a 
philosopher possesses, all the convictions xvl-iiel~ hc forms 
(oReu long lxfore his scientific tlioughts become 
~ n ~ t u m d ) ,  all the conceptions n~bich he has derived 
from uiultifarious experiences, are not hrougl~t~ even by 
hilnself into connection with his philosophic principle5 ; 
accider~tsll influences, tlrbitrwy incidents, errors and 
faults of reasoning are constantly interposing them- 
selves, while tlte gaps in the records :ind nccourit,s 0fte.n 
prevent; o w  pronuu~i~dug with certainty on the origjnal 
r!onnection of the various constituents of a doctrine. All 
this lies in the nature of things ; but our problem must 
i l k  any rate he kept in view until we have exhausted a11 
tEle means in our power for it,s solution. 

The individual, hnwevcr, wikh the mode of thought 
pcculidr to him, does not stand alone ; others ally them- 
selves with him, and he allies llinltjelf with others ; 
others cvnle into collisio~~ with him, and lie comes into 



collision with others ; schools of phiIosophy formed - 
hating with ench other rsl~ious relations of depcnilenee, 
agrecme~~t~, and aontradictiork. As the histo~y of I'hilo- 
sophy traces nut these rel8,tions, the forms with rvhioh 
it is concerned divide t,hemsclvcs into largcr or smaller 
group?. We perceive t.hat, it is only in this definite 
connection with ot1lel.a that, itlie individual becartje and 
effected that, ~ ~ h i c h  hi: dirl hcome and effect; and 
hencc arises thc necessity of explaining the specific 
climacter and importance of the i~ldividual by reference 
to  the group which includes him. But even such an 
explanation as this will not in all respects sufice; for 
each inilir~id~va1, besides the characteristics common to 
his class, ~ I J ~ b e b b C 3  much that is  peculiar irfo himself. 
He not ouily continues the  work of his predetaessors, but, 
adds sumet,l~ing new t,o it, or clhe disputcs their pre- 
srlpyositions and concli~sions. The more itnport,ant, 
however, a pe-rso~inlitg has been, and t.he farther its 
historical inflllrvlce has extended, the more will its ' 
individual character, even while vpcning out new paths, 
disappear and lose itself iu i  the universal and necessary 
colrrse of history. For thc hi3torical importance of the 
individlral depends upon Liu accomplishing that which 
is required hy an universal ~ l e e d  ; and so far only as this 
is the case, does his work becomc pa.d of the gtineral 
possession. T11e rncrely iutiividutl in man is sulso the 
tra-usit.ory ; t,hc indi~idual cay1 arlly work in an abjdjng 
xnanne~l a.nd on a grartd scalc when he yields himself 
and his personnlity t c ~  the service of the universal, and 
exet:ott..s with his pwtic,ular act,i.ivity a part of thc 
common work. 



But if this llold good of tl-la relation of indiriduals 
to the spheres to which thcy belong, is it not, equa,lly 
tme of the relation of these spheres to t,he greater 
wEivles in which they are comprehended ? Each nat,ion 
and, generally ~per~kiking, each bistowically coherent por- 
tion of mankind, has the memure itrd direction 01 i ts  
spiritual life traced out for it, partly by the inherent 
specific qualihes of i ts  members, and padly by the 
physical and liistorical condit.ions that determine its 
de~wloprnent. No indivick~al, even if he desires it, can 
withdraw himself from this common cha,r~oter; and he 
who is called to a great sphere of historical action will 
not desire it;, for he has no ground for his wtivit,f to 
work on except in the whole of which he is a member ; 
and from t,his whole, and thence oilly, there f lot~s t o  him 
1)y oumberless channels, for tlle most part, unnoticed, 
the supplies by the free uti l i~at~ion of which his own 
spiritual personality is formed a.nd maint,ained. Butt, 
for the same reason all individuals are dependent on the 
past. Each i~ a child of ltis age as well as of his nation, 
and as he will never achielc anything great if he does 
not work in the spirit, of his nation,' so surely will he fail 
unless be stands on t l ~ e  gwund of all previous historical 
acquirement. If, therefore, the spiritual store of man- 
kind, aa the work of ~elf- i~cfi~c beings, is always subject 
to change, this change i s  of necessity coutinuous ; and 
the same law of historical continuity holds good also of 
sac11 ~ r r l ~ l l c r  sphe~e, so far a s  its nat,ural development is 
not hindered by external influences. In this process of 

Or of the whole t o  which he belonga-his church, school, or what- 
ever it m%y be. 



development each period has the advantage of the cul- 
ture and experience of the previous pcriods; the hisioric 
development of mankind, therefore, is upon the whole a 
development towartls ever h i g l ~ e ~  culture-a pl*ogression. 
Bnt p~rtieulnr nations, and entire groups of natiolls, 
rnay nevertheless be thrown back into Iower stages by 
extc?rnal misfortunes, or their own internal exhaustion ; 
important tracts of human cu1t~u.e may long l i t  fallow ; 
progess itself may a t  first be accomplished in an in- 
direct manner, through the bre;tking up of some impey- 
frct form of civilisaliou~. I n  cicfining, then, the law 
of historical progress in its application to particular 
phenonlena, we must be carcful t o  explain progress 
merely as the Iogical development, of tllosc qualities ' 

and couditions which are originally inherent in thc 
cha~acter aud circumsta~~ces of a nation, or field of 
culture, This developi~lent in every individual case is 
not necessarily an improvement; there rrmy come dis- 
turbances and seasons of decay, in which a nat.ion or a 

form of c.ivilisalion ceases to exist., and other forms 
work their way forivard, perhaps painfully and by long 
axid circuitous pqths, to cwry on i,he development of 
history. Here, too, a law is present in the historic 
evolution, inasmuch as its general course is determined 
by the nat,urc of things ; but thi j  l ik \ r  is not so simple, 
nor this course so direct, as we might have anticipated. 
Moreover, as the character and sequence of the historic 
pei<ocls are the result of law and not aE chance, the 
same may be said of the order and clmracher of the 
various des~elopments contained in them. Xot thit 
these dewlopments can be constrllcted ic prioii in 
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refbreace to  the general concept of the sphere in qnes- 
tion; that of the State, for instance, or Religion, or 
Philosoplly. But for each historic whole, or fur each of 
its periods of dcv~lnprnent, a dcfinite course i s  marked 
out hg its own firndamental chasaetw, hy its extenld 
circumstances, by its place in history. That the c o m e  
th1.4~ prescrihcd by eesi~t~ing conditions should be a:- 
tualiy foIlmed, i s  not rnnre wonderfnl than t,he fulfil- 
rnent of m y  ot.her ealcu1;ltiox~ of probabilities. For, 
though accidental circu~nsta.nces &en give an iinpttise 
and n direction to the acti~ity of inclividna.ls, it is 
natural and necessary that among a p a t  number of 
men there sliould be .a variety of di3pirsititrlia-of cul- 
t.ure, of chzlract.er, of fo i~ns  of activity, of cxtcrnal con- 
ditions-snfficient to furnish ,represent.;~lives of all the 
different tenderrcies possible under t:hc givcn circnm- 
stances. It is natural and necessary that each l~istorical 
phenomenon sbould either, hy attraction or repulsion, 
evoke others which serve to  supplement it, ; that the 
various dispc~sitions :md forces shoulcl display themselves 
in action ; that all the different' views of a c~iieetion 
that may be t &en should he stated, and aB thc diffcreni 
methods of w)lving given problemu sbonld be tried. I n  
n word, thc regular course and orgarlic articulat.ion of 
history are not an k prim< postu1at.c ; but the nature 
of historic corltlitions a d  the cunstitution of the human 
miid ir~vnlvc tkat the historic developrnoxit shol~ld, not- 
withstanding all the contingency of thc individual, 
follow, on the whole ,and in the main, a fixed law ; and 
to rccognizc the workirlg of sl~r?h regularity in any 
given case, we need not ahandon the teu.ra Jlrrfia of 



fiLc:ts, we need only exanline the facts t'horoughly, an(] 
draw t& conclusions i.0 which t.hey tllemselves cont;tirl 
tile pi-emiscs. 

%'hat TVC ask, t.herefore, is brlt tl~c complete applictl- 
t,ion of a. purely historic ru~etkod. We would have no 
theoretie c:c>nstl-utltiun of  history, proceediug frcm theory 
to fact; our histoly must be hiilt up from below, out 
of thc matcdals thai  are act,u.u"liy given. It- stands to 
reason, however, that ihese mate~ials cannot be made 
use of in their 1.ough st%.te ; we m~rst. <!all in the d d  of 
a ecarching historical analysis to  determint! the essence 
and iutel~ia1 cuunect?uil vf all the phenurnena concerned. 

This conception of our problem will not, 1 t ~us t ,  be 
open to tbe c b q e s  raised against- the Hegeli,m constrnt:- 
t.ion of history. Rightly understood, it cml never lead 
to t,l~c distortion of hcts, or the sacrifice of t , l~e  free 
movement of history to  :in abstract fonulalisal, since it 
is upon historical facts mid tr;tditiou~, arid U ~ O U  t,hese 
alone, that we propose t,o base ~ I U  re;isaliing as t o  tlie 
relatior1 of pad  plteuiurncna: onIy in what has hrcn 
freely pw'duced shall we ~ e e k  for llistorical neccsaity. 
If this he thought impoabib1e and parzdoxicd, w e  might 
appeal t.o the unive~sa.1 conviction of the rule of ;t 

Divine Provider~ce-a coric:eptialz which before i ~ l l  tliirig~ 
implies t.lmt tlic cause  of hislory is i ~ o t  fo~l,uutous, hut 
i s  deterrninccl by a highcj- nec~ss i t~y ,  111 case, Bowcr~e~, 
we arc cliss:i.tisfied (as we may reasona1,ly Ire) with 
an argurnaiit, rcsling solely on faith, we hzre only to  
cxamino Inore closel~ t.he concept of liberty to cuntiince 
otwsclves that lil~erty is son~cthing o t l u ~  than caprirtr 
or chaulre, that the free actir-ity of man has i i s  inborn 



measure in the primitive essence of spirit-, and in the  
laws of human n a t ~ ~ ~ e  ; and that by virtue of this 
intetml subjection to  law, even %-hat is redly fort:uitons 
in t.hc iudivillual act becomes necessity in the @and 
course of historic evolution. To fc~llow this course in 
det'zil is the mttin problern of history. 

Whet,her in regard t o  the history of Philosophy it 
i s  necessary or even irdvantageous for the writer to 
prjsscss any philosophic conviction of his own, is a 
y~:estion that ivonld scarcely have been raiser1 had not 
the dread of a philosc,phir: cnnstructiol~ of histcry 
caused some minds to overloulc the most sirnple and 
obvious truths. Few vould maintain that, the 1iisl;ory 
of law, for instance, mould find i t s  best, exponent :TI a 
person who 1ia.d no opinions on the subject uf jlu-is- 
prudenee ; or politicirl history, in one who embraced no 
theory of polit,ics. Jt is hard to see why it should be 
otherwise with the histal-y of Philosophy. How can 
t,he histurii~n even under~t~and the cloctrines of the 
philosophers ; by what standard is he t u  judge of their 
importance ; how can hc discern the internal connec!tion 
of t h e  systems, or forrrl any opinion respecting their 
reciprocal relations, unless he is guided in his labours 
by fixcd pl~ilosopl~ic principles? But the more de- 
veloped and rn utu>~lly c0~1sistent these principles are, 
the more must we ascribe to hirn tt definite system ; and 
since cleslrly developed ancl eonsisknt principka are 
undoubtedly to  be desired in a writer of history, we 
cannot avoid the concluuion tlmt it is necessary and 
good that he should bring with kirn to  the study of t,hc 
earlier Philosophy a philosophic fiystem of his own. 



I t  is possible, indecrl, that, his system may be too 
cunt.mct,ed to interpret for him the meaning of his 
predecessors ; it ia  i i 1 ~ ~  pvssikle that he may apply it tu 
history in a perverse manner, by introducing his own 
Tinions into the doctrines of previous pl~ilosophcrs, 
md const,~ucting out of his own sygtcm that which he 
should have hied to ~mde~s tand  by- it:, help. But we 
must not ~n rzke the general principle answerable for 
these fitu1t.i; of inilividuals; and still less can we hope 
to escape them by entering on the history of Philosophy 
devoid of my pbiluuvphic cuubctiun. The human mind 
h not like a. ta212cla easn, the facts of history are nut 
simply reflected in it like it pictlxe on a photographic 
plate, but every view of a given occurrence is arrived at 
by indepcndcnt observation, combination, and judgment 
of the facts. Philosophic impartiality, therefore, does 
not consist in the absence of a11 presl~ppositions, hut in 
})ringing to the study of pnst events presuppositions 
that a.rc trm. The man who is ~ v i t h o ~ ~ t  any philo- 
sophic stand-point is not on that account without any 
stand-point wl~a,tever ; he who has formed no scientific 
opinion on philusophic questions lias an unscientific 
opinion about them. To say that we sholild Iring Go 
the histmy of Philosophy no philosophy of  our own, 
really means that in rIr,i~ljng with it we should give the 
preference t o  unscicntific notions as cornpa~ecl wit,h 
scientific ideas. And thc same reasoning would apply 
t o  the assertion that the historian ought to  form his 
syst,em in the course of writing his histmy, frorn history 
itself; that by means of history he i s  to emancipate 

By Wirth i i ~  tho Juh~&ichcr der Gegenrm+i, 1844, TO9 s4. 



himself from a.ng preconceived system, in order ihus t.o 
att,ain the universal and the true. Froln what point of 
view then is he t o  regarc1 histury, t'hat it may do him 
this jer\;ice ? Fro111 thc falsc and narrow point of view 
which he must quit that hc may rightly comprchmd 
hisiory ? or from t,he universal pnint, of view which 
history &elf must first enable him t.o nt;tain? The 
one is niauifest,ly as impracticable a.s the other, and we 

r I  olle are 1l1timat.ely confined within this circle : that he 4 1 
complctcly understands thc history of Ph i losop l~~  who 
possesses t i l e  and complete philosophy; and that, he 
only arrives at true philosophy who is led t.o i t  bl  
under.~t~nding history. Xnr can this circle eyer be 
entirely escaped: t8he history of Philosophy is the test 
of the t r u t l ~  of systems; and tto have a philosophic. 
s y ~ t c ~ n  is the condition of a man's ~lnderst~anding history. 
The truer :ind the more cornprehensice a pl~ilost~phy is, 
the better will it. teach us t l ~ e  impcrrtant:e of previous 
philosophies; and the  more unintelligjblc we find the 
history of Philosophy, t,lle greater re:tson have we to  
doubt the truth of our own philo.sophic cor~eeptions. 
But the oxly conclusion t,u be ~lrax~u from this i s  tha-t 
v-e ought nevw to regard the work of scienr!~. a< finished 
iu the historic any more than in the philosophic domaill. 
As in a general manner, Philosophy and Experiment'td 
Science mutually require and conditio~i one canotl~er, so 
it is here. Bxch forward movemtwt of p'r~ilosophic 
knowledge offers new poiut,fi {if view t o  hi~t.oric ~ f i e c -  
tinn, fwilit,ate+i [.he cornpl~e'ncauion of the earlier syetexns, 
of their inte~connection 2nd relat.ions; while, our 1 . h ~  
other hand, each newly s~ttaiued perception of the 



manner in which t,llc problems uf Pbilosupl~y have been 
eolvcd or regarcled by othcrs, and of the interniid con- 
nection and r.onsequrnccs of their theories, i-ustnlcts US 

afresh eonceruing the questions which Plzilosopl~y has 
t o  answer, the different courscs it- may pursue in all- 

smering them, and the consequences which may be 
arlticipl~ted fkum t,he adoption of e x h  course. 

nut it i s  time that we should approach our subjcct 
sornetvlzat more closely. 



CHAPTER TI. 

ORIEIK OF OHEEK PHILOSOPHY. 

IN order to  cxplaia t,he growth of Greek Philosophy, we 
must first enqlhe out of what historical conditions it 
arose ; whcthcr it evolved itself as a native product) 
from the spirit and cult,rlrt: of the Greek people, or m7as 
t,rausplanted from without into HeIlenie mil, and grew 
up u d e r  foreign influences. The Greeks, we know, 
were early inclined to i ~ s i : r i ~  to the Eastern nations 
(the only nations whose cnlture preceded their own) a 
share in the orig-in of  their philosophy ; b a t  irk the most 
ancient period, certain igoIat,ed tloet.rinev ~rlerely were 
thus derived from the Kitst.' As far as our information 
cxknds, not the  Greeks, but the Orientals, were the 
fjrst t o  attribute such an origin to  {+reek Philosophy 
geuerally. The Jews of the A1ex;tnclrian school, edu- 
cated under Greek influences, sought by means of this 
theory t o  explain the ettpposed harmony of their sacred 
rvrit,ings with the doctrines of the Hellenes, agreeably 
to  their own stand-point and inlel-ests ;? and in the same 
manner the Egyptian priests, after they had become 

' Cf. infra, the chapters on j ec t  will  he found i n  tho  c h n p t ~ r  
Py~hagoi-aa and I'lato. relating to the Judaic Alexandrian 

"urt,her details on this sub- Philosopbg. 



acquainted, under the Ftolemies, wit,h Greek Philosophy, 
g c a t  boast of the wisdom, which m)t, only PI-o- 

pheta and poets, biit, also philosophels wrre said t o  ha\-e 
acquired .t"i.oln them.' Somewbitt later, the theory gained 
admittance among the Greeks themselx~es. When Grt:ck 
Philosophy, despairing of i t s  awn powers, began to ex- 
pect i ts  salvation frtrrn solric: higher reieldion, and to  

srck for such a rcvclafion in religious traditions, it was 
natural that the doctrine4 of thc ancient thinkers qhould 

' We find n o t h i n ~ i n  Herodotni: by repeated o~quirics. AS the 
:is to any F-gptim origin of Greek priests then represented t h e n ~ s e l ~ ~ s  
Pliitosophy. I n  regartitoreligion, tu be the fuunders uf the G1.c-k TG- 
1111 the other hand, he not 0111~ Zi,gim~, so a t  a later period they 
mzintins that certnin Greek ccr~lrs clanne~l to 110 thc fuonders uf Greek 
nrid dod~ ines  (ospecinlly the wor- Philosophy. Thus Crrntor (xp. 
&hip of Dionysus m d  the doctrin- Procius <?a Y ~ I ~ Z .  24 R) mys, in ~ e f e r -  
of 'L'ransrnigmtion, ii.  49, 12;) -were enca t,a tho I'!at,onic myth of rho 
irnportcd from Egypt to Greece, ~1the11i;tns wad btlantideh: p.p.ru- 
I ~ u t  says in a goue1%1 lnaonrr po;ur 6; &a1 oi rpoqijral r r j v  Aiyu- 
(ii. 81) that Ihr Pclarrgi at firsc xrbii E'v u~4hais~ccTs o m { o ~ i v a ~ s  
adored their deities simply urlder .raGra ycypdq8ar h i ~ o v + e ~  there- 
the name of the gods, and after- with giriug a valuable hint for es-. 
wards recoired t,ho pm.ticclarnsm~s ~ilunting the rrorth of such statc- 
of these gnds (with the few oxcep- tnel~ts ; nnd 1)idurus asscrt.~, i. D(i : 
iions ennmersted i n  c. 50) from the Egyptian priests relatcp, $K 
Xgypt. That this assertion is .rGv dvaypn+Gv 7 . 4 ~  I v  TQTS repars 
cliiefly fonndod 01) t h o  st&emen\s p$Aois, tllal: Orpl~eus, Nusnus, 
of the Q y p t i u ~ i  priest nppcars pro- Lyc~lrgns, solon, k c . ,  had corno to 
hahle from c, 50 ; a n d  still more t.ha~n ; and moreover, Plnto, Py. 
fromc. 34, where Herodotus relates thrtguras, Endoxus, Ucrnuctrit~~s, 
fmm the month of these priests a rand 03nopidesfrorn Ghios, and that 
&tory of trro women who, exrried rot jcsof t l~pscmcnn~ere  stil: shown 
off hy Phnnicians from the &yp i l l  Fgypt. These phiiosopherahnd 
tian Thebes, fonnded the firat oni- borrowed from the Egyptians tho 
cleti-one i ~ r  Hells?, the other in ductrines, arts. and institutions 
Libya. This story rnat~i~eslly arose wllieh t11ey transmitted tu the  Eel- 
frum :% rxtionalistio i n t e ~ l ~ r r t n -  1r:nes; P~thagoras, for exxnlpie, 
tion of the Dodonaic legend of tlie his geometry, his theory of nnm- 
two doT.?& (c. 951, nnd was imposed bws, and transmi,criition ; Demo- 
on  thr: crfduloi~s stranger rh~uugh eritus, his ~ l~ t~vn~rn ica l  k r~u~ le r lge  ; 
the assnrances of the  priests, t ha t  Id~rurgus, PI;tto and Solnn, tbair 
lvhat they told ahout the  fate of laws. 
them norncn they had ~lscertsillecf 



Ix ascribed t o  the same sowee ; and the rrlore difficulty 
thctre was in explaining these doctrines from native 
tradition, the mvre readily was their origin atkrihuted 
to  races, long since revered as t,he teachers of the - 
Greeks, and whoae wisdom enjoyed fliie trighest repr~ta- 
tion, because the w k n o ~ n  has generally a charm for 
the imagination, a.nd seen, as it must be, thror~gh u 
mysterious haze, is wont to look greatcr t h n  it rt:ally 
is. Thus, after the perivd of Keu-l'ythagorcism there 
sprcnd, chiefly from Alcxand~ia, t,lkc belief that the most 
important of the ancient pl~ilosopbar~ had been in- 
structed by Eastern priests and sage-s, arrd that their 
most charnrteriutic cloetrines had been taken fi-inn i'his 
source, This opinion in t,he following centulles he- 
came more ancl rnore general, arrd the later Neo- 
Platoxiistv especially exriecl it to such an ext,ent that, 
aecordirlg t,o thcm, the philonophe~s hid been acmcely 

more than the  promulga,tors of doctrines perfect,ed ages 
before in the traditions of &'Asiatic races. No wonder 
that Christian a,ut,horc;, cven after the time of the Refur- 
rnai.,ion, continued the same strain, dorlbt,ing neither the 
Jewish sta,tements as t o  the depertdmce of Greek Philo 
sophy on the religion of the Old Testament, nor the 
stories -which made Ph~nic.ians, Egyptin-ns, I'ersians, 
Babylonians and Hindoos the i u s t~~~i : to ra  of the ancicnt 
philos~pkers.~ Moder~i sr:ience has long ago discarded 
the fables of the ,Je\rs respccling the intercourse of the 

' Among Ulesr tlre A k ~ a n r l r i -  t h e  Hellrriic p)~i loso~hers  gonerally 
ans wcrr ngain praeminent. Cle- art reyce+ented as ]la!-ijig h o ~ r o w ~ d  
Inens rlwclla with ~ s ~ e c i r t l  predilec portions of tile trukh from t h e  He- 
tioo un this ~herui! in hifi Strmjrnta. brow prophets, and given them ullt 
Plate to him iu sirx~pbg d f ' [  (EBpairnr as their own (ibl(1, 312 C, 330 A). 
@1h6uo@os (St~onr. i. 274 B); and 



Greek sages with Xrosas and the prophets ; b ~ r t  the idea 
that Greek Philosophy pltly or entirely originated in 

the Pagan East hn.s more facts t'o urge in its behalf. 
, ~t has also found support in  t l~e  high opinion of Orientst1 

induced by our ketter xcquaintltnce wit,h t.hc ' 

Chinese, Persian ;md Inclian sacl.cd records, and by our 
researches iutu Egyptian antiquity ; an opinion which 
ha.mn~onizes vith certain ph ilosapldcal spec r ~lations con- 
cerning a. prirnitil-c ~~cvelation and a golden age. 3,Iore 
soher philosophy, indeed, qucst,ionetl the t.rutIl of 1,hcst: 
spec~llations, and thoughtful students of hist.ory sought, 
vsinly for traces of that high culture which was said 

t o  have adorned the childhood of the world. Our,: 
admir;rt,ion, too, for the Clriental Philosophy, of which, 
according to  its ent,hhusiast.ic admirers, only some frag- 
ments had ~rea.ahed the Greeks,  ha.^ been considerably 
modified by o w  growing knowledge of its true content. 
and character. When, in addition to this, tbc 0l.d uu- 
critical rnanne~ of confusing separate modes of thoulght 
had been abandmied, and cr cry notion began to hc: 
studied in its bist.orica1 connection, and in relatior1 with 
t,he pi:culiar chwa.cit.er and circuln~stances of the people 
among; whom it appcarcd, it was natural that. the. differ- 
ences of Greek aud Oriental cultivatiou, and t4ic self- 
depencient:e of t.he Grcck, sllonld a~gaiu be more strongly 
cmpbusizcd by those best acqltainled with classical anti- 
quity. Still, there haw not been wanting, even quite 
rece~itly, some b maintain that the Enst had a decisive 
inf uence un the earliest Greek Pllilnaophy ; and thc whcrlt! 
qucst,ion scclns hy no means so ent i r~ ly  settIed that the 
History of PhiIost~~ihy can avoid its repeated discussion. 



One point, bowever, is to be noted, the neglect of 
whioh has not uufweque~~t~ly brought co.jfuuion into this 
cnqr~iry. ln a cextairi eerise, the inflllericc of OrientaI 
conceptions on Greck Philosophy maj- well be admitted 
even by those ~ h o  consider that Philosophy to be purely 
a (!+reek creation. Thc Greeks, like the other Zado- 
Gcrrna~lic races, arose out vf Asia,, and from this theb 
earliest home t h y  rrlust origindly 11ave brought with 
them, toget.her with their Iangua.ge, the general ground- 
~ o r k  of t.).icir religion t~nd manners. After they liad 
reached *,heir later aborlcs, they w w e  still open to in- 
fluences which reached them from the Oriental nations, 
partly hhong+h Thra.i:e and the Bospho~.us, psrt,ly by 
way of the  A3gean and its idaads. The national 
c h ~ a c l c r  of Greece, therefore, was even in its origin 
under t.he influence of the Orientd spirit, and Greek 
religion, especially, ca.n onlp be under;itoori on the sup- 
position that fiireign rites and religious ideits from the 
Xorth and Sot~th-east were supc~added to the faith of 
Greek antiquity, and, in a lesser d e ~ ~ e e ,  even t o  that of 
the Homeric age. The latest of these immigraut gods, 
such as Dionysu~, Cyhle, and the Phcenician Heracleu, 
can now with sufficient, certainty he proved alien in 
their origin ; while in the case of others, in the present 
stage of the enquiry, we have still to be content wit11 
doubtful conjectures. In considering the Orielltld.1 
origin of Greek philosophy, however, we can only take 
into account tliose Eastern influences, the entsanci! of 
which had not,hing to do with the early religion of 
Greece, or the develvpme~lt :~f the Greck character 
generally; for the scope of our work involves our re- 
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prd ing  the pl~ilosaph~ of the Greeks, at any rate 
primarlI~r, ad a product of the Greek spirit ; and ko 

how that spirit was formed would be bedde the 
pulpuse of the History of Philo~ophy. Orily in so far 
as the Orierltttl element maintailled itself in its specific 
character, side by side wiib the Hellenic elerapnr, are 
wr: now concerned with it. If, indeed, Both were cop 
rect in asserldng, as ke does,' that Philosophy did aot 
spring from the ci~vilisation and spiritual life of the 
Greeks, but vas transplanted among them as something 
foreign, and that the whole circle of notio~~e lying at 
i ts  root came ready made from without,, Clien, and then 
only, we might derive Greek l'hilosophy absolutely 
froin i l ~ e  East, Rut if, on the ot.her hand, it was the 
immediate product of the Greek philouophers' o m  re- 
flection, in that case it has essentiully a native origin, 
and the-question car* no longer be wl~ethcr, as a whole, it 
c a t :  from the East, but whethcr Orlenti~l doctriues bad 
any share iu its formation, how fx this foreign influence 
extended, and to  what exten we can still recognize in 
it the Oriental dement proper, as di~tinct from the 
Helllcnic element. These different eases llt~ve not 
always hitherto been sufficiently discximinaled ; and 
the dvucates of oriental influence especially have fre- 
qneuUy neglected t o  explain whether the fore@ 
element came into Philosophy directly ur  through the 
medium of the Greek religion. There i s  a wide di9er- 
ence between the h f o  alternatives, and it is with the 
former alone that we are here concerned. 

Those who maintain that Greek Yhilouuphy origiu- 
Qesckickte wzderer uh~rdliadbchs~a Philostrphk, i. 74, 241. 



ally came from the East, support, their ripinioi~ partly 
on the statements of the ancients, and prtrtly tril t.he 
supposed ir~terr~al nf i r~ i ty  1,utwccn Greek and Oriental 
dncf,rines. Tllc first of these proofs i s  very uasatisfac- 
tol-y. Later u-riters, it i a  true, pu-ticuIarly the adher- 
ents of the Neo-Pythagorem and Seo-Plalonir: Schools, 
speak rnucl~ of the misdoln which Tkales, Pbe~ecydes and 
Pythagmae, Demoeritus and Plato, o>i,red to t,hc 1,e~~cliirig 
of Egyptian priests, Chaldeans, J,lr~gi, and even Erali- 
mans. But this e.~~idencc coultl only be valid if wc rverc 
assured that it rested on a triist.~vvorth tradit)ion, reaching 
back to  the time of these pl~ilosophcrs themselves. And 
wliu can guarantee us such an assurance ? The nsaertior~s 
nf these comparat~vely recent aut,horv respcctirlg the 
nncient philosophers rrlust  be cautiou~ly received even 
x~hen they mentiion their referellces ; for tllcir historical 
sense aiid r:ritical facnlt-y ttre almost invariably so dull, 
;tnd thc dogmatic p~esuppositions of subsequent philo- 
sophy are so intrusively apparent in their lmguage, that 
we o;tri trust very few of the111 twen fur a correct version 
of their rtuthoritie;+, iind in no single instmrce (:a11 we 
hope for a suur~cl jadgment concerning the worth and 
origin of  thosc arlthorities, or ;m accw.at.e diswirnination 
of Llw genuine from the spmious, t.he fabulous from the 
historic. Indeed, when anything, o Wlerwise unknown to 
us, i s  related by thcm of Plato, PFh:.goras, or any of the 
ancient pbiIosophers ~vitIiout any scference to  il.ut!iori- 
ties, we rr1s.y take for granted that t,he slory is founded, 
in thc great majority of cases, neit,her 011 fttct nor on 
respectable tra.dition, bnt at bcst 011 some una.uthenii- 
ested rmnour, and st.iil oftener, perhaps, un  I* misunder- 



st;Lnrling, an :~~13it~ri~r? cotl,ject~lr~, a dogn~atir: presuppo- 
sition, or even a clelibera,k invcntiorl. This is true in 
an epl~ecial rnarlner of thc  qnest,inn as to the relaLiorh of 
Greek Yhilusuyhy with t , l ~  Exst, ; .ft~r,, on the une hand, 
t he  Orientals had the strongest iud~xccrnents of vanity 
lLn.nd self-interest to invent a,n east en^ origin for Greek 
scie,n.lli:e and c u l l ~ ~ ~ q e  ; ;m(l, on i,hc ol.llcr, i.lx Greeks were 
orlly too rearly to  allow the claim. It is prcciscly wit,h 
such ~ ~ n a n t l ~ e ~ ~ t i c d e d  stat.ements that wc havc bcrc tu 
tlo, FJI~ t l~esc ~tat~eru~enta :we Ka s~~.;pir!iously ccclwiaccted 
with the peculiar stalld$oint of the autllors who mdce 
them, thitt it would be very rash t u  build hypoiheses of 
k ~ e i t t  importance iu history on a fu~~~wl t~ , t ion  so iasecu1.e. 
If w ~ '  put aside, then, thesc untrustworLhy witnesses, 
and 11;tve recourse l o  older ttut81~orit,ies, the result, is no 
hatt,cr ; \rre find cither that they assert, muoh less than 
t,he later jvliters, or tb8.t their assertions are based far 
more upon con ject~rre tdlan lliet oricsl blow-l edge. Tha.las 
may have Fren in Egypt: we hxl--c no certain cvident:e 
of the fact, ; ,but it is uot likely that he there Icarncrl 
more ihna the first rudirncnts of rnat.hernatic~. T l ~ a t  
Pyt,hagnms visited t h a t  country, and that his ~.holr: 
philnsophj- originated t h e ~ c e ,  was first avswted by 
Isoc.~atea, in a pitssrige vrliich i e  marc than suspected of 
k~eing a. rl~eturical 1ict.inn. Herodotus says nothing 
ahot~t, his having c!nrae .to Hgypt,, and ri:prcscntd him 
as hsvilig derived froin the Egyptians only a re ly  frw 
doctrilzcs and customs, ancl these at: thirrl lxanrl. The 
distant journeys of Derulclcritus are better ,zttest,ecd bnt 
what he Ir,;u.~lt in the eainse of thcm from t'hc Irar- 
I)nrinns mc are not cwtainlj~ informed, for the st.ory of 
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the Phmnieia~~ Atclmist Mochus descrvcs no c!rerlit,l 
Plato's travels in Egypt 8.1~0 seem to  be historical, nrd 
have at any rate much more evidence in t,l~eir f inro~~r  
than the subscqncnt and improbable st;at.ements ag t,n 
his intercourse with Yhcenicinns, JPWB, Chaldeuns and 
Persir~ns. Whatever later authors rnny have said, or 
rat.her surmised, ~b,bout, the fruits of t , h l ~ ~  tyavels, Plato 
himself c lc~r ly  expresses his own opinion of t,lie wisdom 
of the Egyptians, vhen he asc!~ibes to  the Greeks, as 
their special characteristic, a taste for knowlerlge, and 
t o  the Egyptialla, RR t.0 the Phenicians, a love of gd-in." 
As n fu.ct, he praises t,ht:nl in various pasfage+ not, for 
pl~ilosophic diecoveries, but for t.echnion1 arts :LIII-J pnli- 
Ucnl institutions; ",hew is not a tln,zce, either in his 
own writings or in credible tradition, of his hitvii~g 
taken his philosophy from them. Thus the assertions 
a.s t,o t,tlc dependence o f  Greek on Orientdl Philosoph;l., 
when we exclude those that are wholly ~mtrus.tworthy, 
;tnd righ.tly understand the yest., dvindlt: down to a \very 
small nr~mber ; even thcve ilre not alt,ogethcr bcyond 
quest,ion, and at most o~lly prove that the G~.ccks in 
pa,~-ticula~ c ~ w j :  may have ~eceived certain irnpulses 
Gorrl the East,, not illat their rihoIc phi1asoyrhy wa,s 

imported from t,heuce. 
A more import.ant rc.suit is supposed t o  be derived 

from the intrrl~al affinity of t.lle Greek systems with  
Oriental doctrines. But e\ cn t11c 2,~-o rr~ost reecnt advo- 

' Fnrt.11~ tietails, infra. - GescE, rkr PkiZ. i, 133 sqq. 
Rtp. iv. 435 E. Apassqe or, ' Cf. Zeller, Phil. d 2 ~  GT. Tart, 

whichRittcl-, in his careful enquiry ii. a, p. 358. ngte 2 ;  also Bnndis, 
into the  crienral origi~l of Creelr Gf,soh. dmb G?.-r&n. Phil, i. 143. 
philcsopbq-, rightlylarsmuch stress, 



r:a,i,ea of the theory a m  not agrced as to t.he precise 
uf t.his t~ffinity. C-ladisch, on the one hand,l 

thillks it, ecidt:nt that the princijx~l pre-Socratic systems 
rtsI~roduc:<:d wi t l~out  any ~naiel.ial. alteration the theorir:~ - 
of imiverse of the five chief Oriental nations. The 
Philofiophy of t,he (Ihinesc, hc  eonsider~, reappsa.rti in 
Pj-tI~ago1.eis111 ; that of the Hinrloos iu the Eleiitics; 
that, uf t h e  Persians in Hemcleitns; that' o f  thc Egyp- 
tia.ns in Empedot:lea ; that. of the Jews in Anax:~.gorxs. 
Rijth, or1 tlhe okllcr l1wd,2 no less distinctly affirms 
that a~wient. Greek speclllation arose uut of Egyptian 
creeds, intermingled, t i lu~~gh  wiit to any great extent 
czcept in the cascs of Deniocritus and Etato, with t.he 
ideas of Xol.naster. 111 iiristotle, he says, &cek Yhilo- 
sophy first freed iteelf horn these influences; but in 
Neu-Platonism Egyptian speculatiour. once more renewecl 

youtl11, while, at the same tirni:, thc Xart~t~,st,ritln doc- 
t.rines, with a ccrt,ain rzdulixtwe of Eg~;pt,ian notions, 
produced Christ;iani t,y. 

lf wc cxs~xnirle imp.zrt,ially the historical facts, we 
shall find ourselves compelled t o  reject, both these 
theories, and the improbability of  an Ettutern origin 
and charsct,cr in regard to Grecli Philosophy geucrally 
wi l l  more and more zppew. The phenomont~ri which 

1 Ei$alcitzrny i r ~  dm Vorufu>sdiziss IZypwburscr (17)d d k  0 t h ~  S c h l f f ~ ~ ~ ~ a ,  
dtr Ip>lfy~scIickte, 2 Th. 1541,1444. 18 ti6. Ji '~ l$ in~ und dir Phtlo- 
.Dm ibft//sfm-imn b r  Bgypfischta swpiiie i o ~  ihrw WellgeeAich#ith~~~ 
&,rami&n w~cd Obdisben, 1816. B z t w ~ ~ b h m ~ ,  11852. In wh;rt ful- 
& Rnmcleitlis, Zlritsch~vt fur AdG lows I keep priIItipdly t o  this last 
io.lh~ans-JV<u.~r~zscbaft, 1Y46, h-o. trenlise. 
121 sq., 1848 ; h70. 28 q q .  Dip: " Gesclr, zn~s. Abciadl. Phil. 
vbruc.lilci(<rie Ibis,  1849. Ernpedfiklcs i. 74 sgq., 228 sq., 459 sq. I n  
und ( f i e  -sagp?w, 1858. l l e~u-  the B I C O ~ ~  part of' t h i ~  vork 118 

c.?E~~o.v t c~hdZo~~onsfm:  1859. A P I ~ X -  ascribes to tho doctrines of xor%,- 
nyurnsptnrZdia IsraeEitm, 1864. Die hater n shnre in Pythagoreiarn. 
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Gladisch 1,hinks he pexceives, even sqpoaing it to exist, 
wouId admit, of a twofold explanat,ioa. W e  might 
either ascribe it, t o  an actunl eonnect.ion ket~vcen the 
Pythagorean Phi1oi;ophy and the Chinex, between the 
E1eat.i~ and t,he Hindoo, &I:. ; or we nlight rzgiud the 
coincidellce uf t l ~ e ~ c  d ~ n t ~ r i i ~ ~  as uaturally rcsu!ting, 
without arly esternaI connection, fron~ the u1ziversalit.y 
of  the Greelr genius, or. sorrtc vther cause. In the 
latter care the phenomenv~i w o ~ ~ l d  give rrlo clue to the 
origin of C;~.e~!li Phi10scq)hj-, nor, however st,riking slzr?h 
a fact might appear l,o ~rs, rvolrld it. a.dd much to our 
liivtorical kuuwledge of Greek science. If, on the 
other band, therc? were really sucll im external historical 
eouirlei:tion :IS Gladijch assumes ' between these Greek 
syste~ris i~nd i,heir 3hster.n prototypes, w e  ought to  be 
able in some way or other ttr prove the possi1,ility of 
such a. c o n l ~ e c t i o ~  to  show, from a sul-vey of the actaal 
circun~stances, that tiliere m3.s a probability of such 
~ c - u a t e  intelligence co~~ceuming Chinese and Ri l~doo  
doctrines having reached Pytliagcrras and Yar~r~enidca ; 

we must explain the inconceivable pl~enornenon i.,hat the 
different Oriental iclea,s did ant h c o m c  intermingled 
on their way t.o Greece. nor in Greece itself, but 
arrivcd there and. nhilintained themselves sepli~iely,  
side by side, so as t,o produce cxacUy the same m~mher 
of Greek systems, and t l ~ t  in the very order eorre- 
sponding t,o the geog~aphic:d iai~d historic:iil position 
of thc peoples amvng whom they arose. LastIq-, we 
m ~ i s t  girre sornc! kind of answer to  t,he question how 
theories, so evidcndy borro~qiecl from Pamzer~ides by 

CE. especially, in reference to this, d$raxugorn:: ?tnd diriirrtcls'tcn, x. sq. 



Empedoeles ancI an ax agora.^, :j.rid SO dceply rootcd in 
their own doctrines that t1ie.y must be considered their 
~cientific points of departure (e.g. the impossihilit,~ of 

absolute origir~i~tion nr clsce;ise), c!ould be derived in 
the case of one pllilosopher from India, in that of a 
isecoud from Egypt,  in thtlf uf a third from Palcstinc. 
,411 t,lkis appears equally impossible, whether wc: supposc 
the idusnee of Orier~tal doctrines on Greek Philosophy 
t o  have h e n  indireel; or direct. That it i s  irrrpossible 
to bel ie~c i n  a direct influence of the kind Gladisch 
himsclf adrnit .~; '  appealing, xith justice, to illc ut- 
terances of Arist.otIe and of the ol.ller ancient authors 
conc:cming the origin of the systems a.nt.erior tto Plato, 
and urging the rcciprornl ii>tcrdepcpcndeuee of tllcse 
syst.erns. Bnt docs the tlienry beaorute more probable if 
ye assume that t h  Oriental cleirieut entered Philo- 
sophy tllrougl~ t,lic instrument,ality of Greek religion ? ' 
\\'hcrc do we find in Ct1,eek religion, especially in thc 
rcligiuus tradition of the centtwies which gave birth 
t o  the pre-Soeratic P1-ijlrrst1phy {except., indeed, in the 
dogma. uf trdn smiglat.ion), i~ I swe  of all1 t,he doetrines 
t,u which tile pLi1osopbel.s n1.c said to have been led by 
it ? How is it crcditrle t-hat :L spectu1at.i~~ syst,em like 
the Vedmt,a Philosophy should be cnmrnarricated by 
me,anu of Greek mythology tu  Parmeuides; and Jutluic 
mouot,l~cism, Isy means of Itlellenic polythcisn~, t,o 

~In~xiigoras ? How co111d the Oriental doctxines after 
their converhgence in the Greek religion have issued 
from it nuchanged in this definite order ? And 

1 Ehkitung in daa P' i~s tu~d-  die i sr .  xi. sq. 
niss, k c .  ii. 376 sq. Anas, ilad " A ? ~ x .  mwd dic Isr. riii. 



if they had done so, how can that. which t,he various 
philosophies produced from t,hc same sv~rrce (their nit- 
tionnl religion), even when they ~~ncloubtedly horrorved 
it one from the other, be 1-eferre:l t o  utterly diEercat 
Oriental anrlrccs? It is easy t o  meet these object.ions, 
which might be greatly milt,iplied, hy sayiug,' whet,he~ 
all this bc possible, ~ l d  1 1 0 ~  it may have come about, 
we will not here enquire, bit content ourselves at, 
present with simply establishing t,he facts. Such an 
answer might; suffice if t,he evidence for the facts ol~ly  
incluried t.he hearing :.of unimpeachable rvitnesses, and 
k comparison of their testirr~on~. Krl t  tJtn,t is by no 
nlcans the ease. The pruufg uf tlte pitlitllelism between 
Greek and Oriental cloctrines which GIadisr?h c!laims 
to have rliscovewed? would, uildcr :~ny circumstanccs, 

demand invevtirations much too cuniplicat.ed t u  lcare 
the questiim of its possibility a,ud reslsonahleness wholly 
unt,o~ich~rl .  If we consider his own representikion of 
this pa~allelism, we arc met, at; decisivc points by iuch 
mlr:rit,ici~l reliance on inteq~olnted writings and untrust- 
worthy st.atement.s, such confusion of earlier and later 
authorities, snc'r~ iirhitmry int.crprctatiou of the theuriex 
concerned, t,hat i t is plain we have t o  do not merely 
with the proof of the historical fact, but with a. connec- 
tion a,nd intel-prct,ation i:xt,ending much filrtl~er.~ We 

h e .  cil. xjv. p. 29 sq. j This1 do not rcpcwt I I P I ~ ~ ,  
? Cf. u-Lat, is cxid, Infra: of not because GIadiscll's conr~ter- 

IIcl-acleirus, of En~pcdoclcu, anti arbmrne~ts seam to me ullannwer- 
of Anaxagoray ; sJsn in t11c tost of able, but bwilusc a thorough refutn- 
this passage, .as it allpenred in rho tion of his hypothesis ~ o n l d  require 
sertlnd r t i l r i  third editions, about more apace than 1 cau devote t o  it, 
t he  ?ythngorcsn a n d  Elwtic Phifo- arid because tfle derivation of  FJ- 
sophy (Zeller, Phil. rlcr G,?. $rctorl, thagoreism from Cllina, and the 



becotne involved, as d~lfcady renmrked, in the ftrllawing 
contradictions : t.h;tt characteristics equally to be found 
irk several Greek philosophers m u ~ t  hava had an errtirely 
(Iifferevlt oligiri in cvcry cuse ; thal doctriucs cvidcnt,ly 
borrowed by one philo~opher from mother must have 
hecn comm~mic;~ted it~dependent,ly t,o b t h  f ~ o m  an 
Eastern aowcc, and to  e a c h  man from a scparat~ Easterir 
sonrec; ' tillat systems which evoll-ed themselves u u t  uf 
one t~nokhor, in a. historic sequence u-hich is indisputable, 
must, each have .merely reproducecl what it had already 
r.eeeivi:d, iuespectively of that. scqut:nce, from this or 
that Oriental predecessor. IIow little this constructiou 
of Gla.disch comports with actual facts may also be 
seen from t.he impossibility%f bringing into connectiorl 
~ i t l  i t  two such radical and impvrt ' i~.~t phertomena in 
the history of Greek l'hilouuphy as t-he lunic: Physics 
bcfore XIeracleitns, and the Atomistic Philosophy. 

As t o  Both, his view call only be properly cnvlsiilered 
in the examination of the sep~ra.tc Grcck systems. 
So far 8.5 it. is cart*icd out., I a.m, however, unable t o  
agTeC with it, h~cause 1 fail  t o  see in his exposition of 
I'gyptian theology a faithfml historical pict,ure. I can- 

doctrines of Pi~rmcnidcs frorlr lndia 
i s  re;~ily iacrinceiralhe, R I I ~  has 
never been elsewhcrts elitertnined. 

CL SIIPIH, TI. 38. 'rhrh ac- 
rnrding t . ~  i;l~liscB, Pytlingorns 
got Itis drrrtriue uf T~mernigratinn 
from Chinx [where, lloiverer, i t  did 
r:oi originate), al~d  h y c d o ~ . l e s  his 
from Egypt. 
' In rrgarrl t r r  the dt~imi,,t~r: 

~hiloaol)lrg, Gladinch attempts to 
j ~ ~ s t i r y d ~ i s  (A7~1x.  I U Z ~  diclsr .  \ iv.) 
Ijy sa~i11g that it was del-eloppd 

from t h e  Eleatic doctrine. au t  the 
i l a C ~ ~ l d c l ~ c e  is in this case 110 otllcr 
and uo pyator than in the case of 
r\nmagorai and Ji.n~yetloclcr; ; and 
Atomistic hits an equsl right with 
Ll~eir doctrir~es k~ ije cr,nsidered a11 
indepandrl~t system. The omis- 
sion of ThaIe6. . inaxi~l~sndrr, and 
Antiximcnes, Gltidisch (lot .  tit.) 
le~tres t ~ n ~ x ~ l s i i ~ e d .  Y e t  Thnles is 
the fuul~dar u f  [;reel< Philosophy, 
and An:mimandnr tTrn immediate 
prc~leccssor of Licraclcitus. 
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not aow eni.,t?r into a disr:uspion of the philosopll?; of 
~.eliginn, nor atop t'o refutc t . 1 ~  tlteory t.Iint ;tbst.ract 
concepts, such 8s spirit, mattcr, tirrie anrl space, 2l-d 

not presentatio~~s uf pi:rsonal heings, formed thc nrigin:kl 
cont.ent of t,he Egj-ptial-I religion, and nt,h.her religions trf 

antiquity. J must aha 1r:xve the task of rxmnining tbc 
results which R6l.h derives from Orienti~I. text.3 and 
hicloglyphic monuments to  t,hnse bett,e~ acquainted 
with tEie subject. For the pul-posesoof the preasnt, 
enquirj-, i t  is cnough to notice that t,he afirrity ~ L P S U I I ~ ~ : ~  

by RRiith b e t ~ ~ e e n  the Xgypt.ian awld Persib111 dnct,r.rinea, 
a~lcl the myths and philosopl~ic systems of the Greeks, 
can only be p~oved, evei-1 on t h e  autlior's own showing, 
if we consc:nt to repose unlimited confidcncr: in untmst- 
worthy n~iti~esses, uncertain couljeat.ureu and gl.uur~clless 
etymologies. If, jr~d>ed, each tmnsfi:rencc of thc niuncs 
of Greek g:.oda:to foreign deities were an adequate p~.oof 
of the identity of these gods, the Greek religion ~ ~ o u l d  
hardly be distjnguishable frurr~ t,hc Egy~tiitrj ; if i t  weye 
perrniseible t o  seek uut bnrba1,ia.n etymoologies, ec-ea 
mllcre the Greek signification of a word is ready to 
hand: we inight. pcshaps suppowthe  wholc u~~iliolog-j, 
together with the nnmes of the  gods, t o  have emigratctl 
frr)ni t.lle East to Ctrecoc ; if I:j.rnbl ichrls ancl Herlnes 

Luc. cit,. p. 50 sq., 2 9 ,  131 
?TI.,, - e,g. p. 131 ~ q q . ,  378 sqq. 
h, for inshnce, vhen RBtR 

dcrircs Pin11 i l r l d  i'el~sepl~one from 
the Egyptiarl la~lgllage t,rauulnting 
Pan as U e t t ~  P,YTPRRZIS, the emnijated 
crontivo spirit {lac. tit. 1.40, 26-11, 
n11d Yeracphone (p. 1817) as the 
slayer of PBTSBE, i.e. of Bore-Snt'h 
or Tjptlw ; rvlieircns i t  i ~ ;  clct i~  

t l i ~ t  t.he root of nhv is r d w ,  Ion. 
m.rdoauar, Lnt. p 3 i j ~ o ;  ; ~ n d  t h ; t t  
IIcpoc@6vq, as n-ell :IS n<prmr uud 
nepuc6s, comes fmm ~ 6 p O m ;  and 
[bat Greek m y t l o l o p  .rr~ys 1x)thing 
~ P ~ ~ r e a t o r s y i r i t  T'an,oroi"~ ~ ~ L . R O S  

in the S ~ I I Y L !  of TYPIIOII (if evt l t  
one of the llesiodic Titans he 5 0  
r~xnlerl), or of RIIY SIHYIII~ of th15 

Peruej: by Persephone. 
+ Scarcely, howeyer, cpo~ l  i n  



Trismegistus were ctlaseical authorities for Egyptian an- 
tiquity, rve might congratu1;ite ourseIvea 011 the ancient 
rccord~ wit11 which they acq~laint us:. and t,hc Greek 
philosojphical s:xytyings which t,hcy profess to have clis- 
eovcred iwl old Egyptia~h writ,ings; if the dtomist,ic doc- 
trine of  3loi;chus the Phieuiixia~x w:re a historic:;-~l fact, 
we might, like Riith: at,tcmpt to firid in the tl~eories of 
Phcenician cosmology, respecting the primitive slims: 
the sout~ces of a doctrine hitherto believed to hnva been 
derived froin t.Ile met~physic of t.he Eleaticg. i3ut if 
t,lle uriivc~sid principle of erikicism be applicable to  
t,his, as to  other cases-via. tha t  bistury accepts 
rltrthing aa-: true the truth nf which is not guaranteed 
by credible testirnony, or b y  legitimate conclusions 
fro111 such tcstinlony- then this attempt of Xiith will  
only show that the most indefat,igable efforts arc iu- 
~ufiicierrt to prove a foreign origin ill regard to trhe 
r!ssentittl content. of so indigenous a, procluetion as 
Cl;r.e~.l: scieacp.4 

tlr~it [ x s e :  x-i Lh kl~e facility of R b ~ ,  
who nli rile atrengfh of t l ~  above 
etyn~ologirx, and without citing any 
authority, transfe~s the aholc mg- 
t .hs  of the  rape of Persephoae 
;11ir1 the  whndrrings of Uennt~sv t o  
t h o  Xgptaau m?thology, in order 
t.lzen FL) assert t h ~ t  i t  fiwt ccLnle 
from Egypt to tlre (+reel;s (lnc. nt. 
p. 162). 

6.p. thc book orBilys, M-Iiich 
ILuth (p. PI  1 sgq.) (or1 thr; gmund 
u i  a rery suspiciuus pwss;igf i n  tlw 
work o f  the Pseudo-liirnlriichus ou 

i\.ly?i.r~~.ics) places in tlie eight- 
eenth century1)atnre Cl~rist. If titic; 
bcolc evcr exir~ed, it wan p!,olvaf,ly 
a lata i~ivention of kt! 11ario3 of 

Alexandpiurr syncrtetisrrl, rind worth 
ab~mt. an n11lc.11, in the light ut' 
E g ~ p t i ~ ~ i ~  1:kturieal tn i lence ,  as 
the book of Monnoa is in regard 
t o  Jewish. 

"or example, t h e  distinction 
oT voisand 9~x6. Cf. liEt11's A?Ln&rr- 
/ ;~ngs$~ ,  p. azu sq. 

I.uc, t i t ,  2 ' j r  s(]q. 
A rilora detailed examination 

of Ruth's l~ypotl~csrf i  w ~ l l  iinti :t  

fitmng p l ~ c c  in the  chapter on rh6 
Yyth:gor~.ans : fdr, accurditig to 
him, i t  was I'jthagoru who trrtns- 
plzntad the whole kgypt~:ln s:;rnce 
&nil tl~calogy i11t.o crresce. Cf. 
also \vhnt 1s said of A~~nxirnmldcr,  
infro. 



A proof of t,his kind is, generally spealciiig, very 
clificult to csta.hli& -il-heo it, is bxsed solely or1 inicrnal 
evidence. It way happen that not only parkicular 
notions and customs, btrt whole series of them may be3.r 

u resemblance to a.notLer. series i n  solne other sphere of 
civilisatjor~ ; it may alsc~ l~ttppcll that ffundamentiil c:tru- 

ceptirms may seem tv repeat themselves without thus 
affording adequate proof that they are historically inter- 
conneckd. Under anrtlugo~ls conditions of clevelop- 
ment, and especially htnreeu races originilly relat,ed 
to each other, many points of contact iarctrial>ly arise, 
even when these races haye rro mtual intercourse; 
cthance oRen brings out surprising similarities ia d e  
tails ; and among thc more higldy civilised ~ c e s  scarccly 
any twu could be named between which striking paral- 
lels c,oudd no t  be drawn. But though it may be natural 
i r ~  that ,tc:asr, to conjet:ture an external eonnection, the 
existence of this connection is only probable if the 
similarities are so grcat that they cannot be explained 
hy the above more gencral causcs, T i  must h a w  hcen 
very astonishing t o  the followers of Alexander t u  fiud 
among the Brahmans not  only thcjr nionysr~s nnrl 
IJeracles, but also t.hlcir Hcllenic pltilosophy ; t o  h e x  
of watcr bcilig the origin of t'he world, as wit.h Thales ; 
of Deity permeating all things, as with Ileracleitus ; of 
a transmigrat,ion of souls, as with Pythagorau wd Plato; 
of five elemefits, as with Arist:tot,Ir.; of the prtbibition. 
of flesh diet, as 'with Empedocles and the Orphics ; 
and no doubt Herodotus a.nd his succelsors must have 

Cf. thc . z ~ r n ~ ~ n t ~  of Mw- ant1 Eritrehnu i n  Ftrabo a?-. 1, 58 
stlienes, Aristobulue, Onesicrituv sqq., p. 712 ~ q q .  



often inclined t o  derive Greck doctxines and i lsages 

fn,m Egwvt. Rilt for us, dl Lhis is not sufficient pmof 
that Herac:leitua, Plato, Thnles a d  Arjrt'otl~! horrowcd 
their tk~r?orems from the IIindoos or Egyptians, 

It is not merely, however, the waut of historical 
evidence which prevents our believing in the Oriental 
0rig.i~ of Greek Philosophy ; there are sevclal positive 
reasons against the theory. One of the most cleckive ' 

lies in the gencrnl chartrac.t,er of that philosophy. The 
cloct.~itzes of the most ancient Greelr philoeopl.~crs have, 
as Rittcf well obscn.es,] all thc simpliciilg. a ~ l d  indepen- 
denc:~ of first - ---- ntlc~npts .. ; and their ulteriolt development 
iu sd c ~ n t i ~ ~ w u s  thiit. the hypothe~is of alien infir~enccs 
is ncvel- required t o  explain it. b78 see here no c:onflict 
of the original Hellenic spirit with foreign eleinent.~, no 
adaptation of n~isappreile~n~ied forrriule ancl conceptions, 
J I O  rctttrn to scient.ific txditionj: of the p ~ s t ,  in s1101-k~ 
none of the phenomena by which, for exainple, in the 
&liddlr: Ages, thc dependence of philosophy on foreign 
sources is evinced. All developea i t se l f  qnite aatwdly 
from the condit,ions of Greek nat,innal life, ;~ncl tre shall 
find that even thore ry3twns which have bee11 supposed 
t o  be most deeply infltrcnced by rloctrines from ~vit,hout~, 
are in a11 essent:inl respects to be exylaiaed by the inter- 
nd c:i\.ilisat,iioa and spiritual horizon sf the l'lellenes, 
Such a feature u~onld certainly he inexplicable if Grcck 
Philosophy were redly  so rriuctl i~ldebtecl to other 
cor~ut~rics as some writers both ancient and modcrn 
ham belicred. On this theory there woulrl hc another 
strange a i d  unaccountable circam~titnce,-l.ha the 

- 1 GeadA, dr i  Pkii. i .  172. 



t,heological character of Oriental speculation should be 
entirely absent from Greek philosophy. Whateve.r 
scicllct: there was in Egj-pt, Babylauiu or Pcrsin, was in 
possession of the priestly caste, and had 'grown up in 
onc Itlass with the religious doctriilcs a1111 institutions. 
In  regard to  mat,hematics and aetronotny, it i u  quite 
conceivable that Oriental science should have been de- 
tached horn this its religious basis, and iransplanted 
scparatcly into foreign lands ; but it is most improbable 
that tlie priests shoald have held t,heories :t'uout the 
primitive cnnstitmnts arid origin of the world, capahlc 
of being t,~ansmittcd and adopted u.part from their doc- 
trines concerning the gods and mythology. Kolv in the 
most ancient Greek Philosophy we find no trace of 
Ngyptian, Persian or Chalrlzan mythology, and its con- 
nection even with Greek rnytlts is rcry slight. Even 
the  Pyt,ltagorcaus and Empedocles only hcl~~ou-ed from 
the rrlyst,eries such doctlines as had no intirnatc relatition 
rvit,h their pbiloso~~hy (that is, their att,cmpt at a scien- 
t i t i c  csplanat,ion of nature) : neither the I'ytha,gin.can 
doctrine of numbers, nor the  Pythagorean :~ulitl Hmpe- 
doclean cosmology, can be connected with itrly t.heologi- 
(:a1 tradition as their bource. The rest of the pre- 
Soeratic philosophy does, indeed, rernind us in certain 
isolated ilotions of t11c ~ r ~ y t ~ ~ i c  c~smoguny, hut in thc 
main it develnped itself either quiie independently of 
the reiigious belief, or in express opposit'ion t o  it. I-Tow 
could this possibly be i f  Greelr science were an offshoot 
of the sa,cerdotal wixdun~ of t,ltr: Enst ? 

Wc must furtllel. enquirc whether the Greeks a t  the 
time of their first attempts a t  i'hilosophy could have 



bee11 t,autgllt> anything coneiderable in this sphere try 
Orientals. There i e  no hisl.oricd iir ever) probable 
cvidenci? to show t l ~ t  either of the AsiaiJe nations with 
which they camc in contact possessed any philosophic 
st:ience. WE: hear, indeed, of theological a d  cosmo- 
logical notions: but all these, so far as they really appear 
t o  go back to antiquity, are so rude and fiinciful t k a t  
t h c  Cheeks cvuld scmeIy have received fi-oru thcm any 
irnpuIse towards philosophic thought vhich their own 
~nytlis could not just a.s ~veli have afforded. The sacred 
books of Egypt prob:~l)lj- eontnirletl only ~)ri?s(:ripts for 
ritlml, ecclesio.si;ical and civil laws, interspcrscd perl~aps 
with religiuus m y t h s ;  in t.he sctxnty iiot,ices remaining- 
of their contcnts there is no trace of the sr.ient.ific!, 
do,matic t,httologg which modwn writers ha\;e sought t o  
discover.' To the Eg-ypt,ian priests i-.hemselves, in  thc 
time of Rr:rodotw, the  thoog-llt of an Egyptian origin 
in rcgard t,o (ireek Pbilosiy~hy never seems t.o haw 
occ1~~1-ed, eagerly as t l q  si:rovc, even t,hen, t o  derive 
Greek myths, laws, and religious ceremoi~ies from 

121it11, loe. cit. p. 113 srlq., 
an11 p. 122. He ~ppsnls  to Cla- 
mms, SIrm?n. T?. 6.78 B sqq. Syih., 
~ h s ~ c  tltc Hennetic booIis bring 
mentioucrl it. is sirid : t-hern m e  ten 
books. 7ZT tis T ~ Y  T ~ ~ U ~ V  ~ ~ A I L O V T O T ~ U  
rap' ah~oir @C&V XU) T+Y A ; ~ ~ T ; R V  

fto4&',, ?r~plixov.ra - orov rr€?l 
Ou~cirwv: i r ~ a p ~ M v .  %~.VOJP,  i irxGvl 
~ o ~ w u i v ,  Z o p ~ w v  .a1 TGY 706701s 

iipoiwu, and ten other book? ntp i  
TE vdPwv HVJ O ~ i v  KU\ .re$ 3hqs 
ru16eius rCju icP;mu. But Lhat thc 
contcnts of tllese books acrc 
crtn i n  part scieutific, c:mout be 
rledncedfrom the words of Clernel~u; 

el-en the Ia.rt.-menrioned ten proba- 
bly t r w t c r l ,  nut  of thc nature OF 
the gods, but of religious wo~tship, 
xnd perhaps, in cwi111ectio11 midi 
this, of' ~u?tl~oJogy : when Clemetls 
sriys that thobc 1witing6 eont~illed 
the whole 'Philosophy' of t l ~ a  
Egyptianr. the word must he talzcn 
i r l  tl~e indrterminnta sews or ~v l~ i c l l  
I l~:t.;c spokcr~ abovc, p. l sq. More- 
nror, we do not  know in the least, 
Ilom old these books were, nr 
ullether i l ~ e y  continuer1 11p t.o the 
l i r r ~ e  01 Clemnls withont a l t e r a i i o ~ ~ , ~  
and rtdditions . 



Egypt, alld little as they shrank fiom the inost trans- 
parent inventions1 in purwenee of this  end. The 
scientific rliscovrriat: which they cIairn to have given Go 
the Greekssars confined t o  itstronom~cal deterrnir~t~tioxis 
of time. That, t h e  doctrii~e of transmigration originated 
in Egypt i s  only a con,jecture of H~rodotus ; "nd ~vheir 
he says (ii. 109) that the Cirecks appear to bare Learnt 
geo~nehsy there, he fmmd.: the it~sevtion uot ou Egyptian 
statements, ns Diodorus does, lint on 111s o m  observa- 
tion. This justifies the supposition that in the fifth 
century the Egjplians had not, trc~ubled the~ns~lws 
rnueli about Greek or any other Philosupl~y, Even 
Platn, judging from the prc~riously quoted pasage in 
the fonrth boali of  tilt! ' Republ;hr,' must hiwe bee11 
i g n o r a ~ ~ t  of the existener of >L Phmnicim or Egjpti"; 
Phi1oa)phy. Nur  does Aristotle eeem t o  havc bcen 
aware of t h e  philoeophic efforts of the Kgypt1;tn-, will- 
ing as he was to  ticknowledge illem as forelunrierv of 
the Grcclrs in inathematlcs and astrono~ny,~ Demo- 

Tllxs' {ii. 1 7 7 )  Solon js raid b 26; and in  Netaph. i. 1 ,  981, b 23 
t,o lra7-e l_lonvn~ed oltc of hi6 1 8 . ~ 8  Ile s q s  : Brb T E P ~  hfywrrov ai 

from dma.sis, who can!? t o  t he  pa6?l@a?.trtril vp&rov ~ i ~ v a r  CUP& 
throne twenty gears later than the GTVGUIJ. ?JC&' ydp dtpei8q u ~ u h c i ~ m ~  
date of Polon'ti code ; anti (c. fin) ~b TL~Y ~ ~ F ' w Y  ~ U V S S .  This vary 
t l : epr i~s t sa~s ,~re t l i c  historian t':at pass%gc. horverer, ln~kes  i t p ~ u -  
w h ~  they related to hi\n xl>out 1)ablr that A~is to t l e  knev nothing 
Helen thoy had I~ei~ril from 3Irlelle.- of :illy l;ihilosuphir. enqnily l>itruued 
!ans3ort.n moutl~. Wr 11nre alr~rrrlg in Egypt. Ile contends lor. ,,,it. 
seen emnrplea nf this p~uiccdure, thilt kno~~Icclgc  is on a higherl\:vnL 
supra, p. 27, 11n:e I. rhsn it is pnrsned only for the erld 

Horod. ii. 4. of knuwing., thm  hen i t  seleves the 
a ii. 123. p!:rl~o&es of pr;tctical uetrsiity, ~11(1 
"0 the a~tror;oi:~icnl ohan-v* o b s c ~ ~ c s ,  in connrctlol~ wi f t~  this, 

tions of Zlte Egyptidnh (On the that purely theo~etic scier~crs 
col?iunctions of the planets with t l ~ e ~ e f u r ~  &L arose in p l a ~ c s  W ~ P P R  

ei~ch other :trd xitll fixed stars) prrrple were wfficinn:,l~ frer fmn, 
he a .ppca l~  in :Vcteorol. i. 6. 343, ;~nxrt:ty al~olt. : l~c  ncc~s;i:~+ies rjf 



crit,us assures t,l~t~t hc hirnself, in geometric;~,l know- 
ledge, was quite a rnilt.ch for tlte Egyptian sages wllose 
acqui~inta~i~e IN: made.' So Iatc as the  time of Diodorus, 
when heck scie~zce had long heen nat.walised in Rgypt, 
and tlie X~pt ia . r i s  in conscquencc elaimed for tl~cmsclves 
t,tir. vis i ts  of Platu, Pyth:~goraa, ant1 Demacritus,2 that 
whic,h ilie Greeks rt1.c mid to have derived from Egypt 
is confined tBu mathernatioal and t;echnicnl knowledge,, 
civil Iaws, religi~ms instdt,u$.ions, and myths ; these 
only arc referred to  i l k  t,he a's~ertjon of thc T11i:b;tns 
ti. 50) that. Philosopby and the nccwate knolr~ledge of 
t;kc stins rvas first invented among them,' for the  ryord 
Philosophy is hcrc equivalent to  Xstrononiy. 

Admitting, then, t.httt the Egyptian mythologists 
referred to  by Diodol-us may have given to the con- 
ceptions of the gods a naturalistic int.erprctation in 
t:l~e spirit o f  the Sl,oics ; tlrtvt Iater spcret>ists (like the 

life t o  Lr! nlile t o  deruto tllclnselrca 
L O  such scicnccs. T l ~ e  ubovu-qr~ut~ctl 
v o d s  indiroc:tly coufirmthis ;isscr 
tion. Bn*l Aristnrle c!r,~~siciuz.cd 
yhilusophy ;IS s e l l  ;is 1Mathe111s.t.i~~~ 
t o  be ur~ Egyptit~~' p ~ o ( h ~ e t ,  hr  
um~li l  Ilt~vr: hrcn pnrtirnlnriy 1111- 

likely to  olnit i t  in t,llin coltnectiou, 
since it i s  Phi1osol,lly of which he 
;3sbel'rS th&t ;tS H I)IIPCIY L ~ C U P C ~ I C ~ ~  
scieimc it ste.nds higher than all 
mlnrely teehllical I;n~,!~lr.dge. 'I'llat, 
t h c  rut l inrc~~ts  r ~ f  astrouonrg mino 
t u  t!le (-;TFC~S fro111 t.11e birrlinr~ans, 
z i l ~ i l  mnr3 piirtialilin.ly from the 
S~:IRILS :tnd Egypt.rans, v c  ;Ire t,uld 
i n  the Eplli?lnnris of Plalo 9Bti Bsq. 
987 F) aq. fii1nikir1.y ,St~ktbo xvji. 
1, 3, p 787, :j~cl.i!~r.s t,!ir. inrelition 
I:< ~Cieov~letay LO ~ l r ~  Egyptirmrr, ~ n r i  
t!l;lt of  IlritIrmetiL: to t h ~ !  I1l:woi- 

ciiins; pnrhap~ Eutlsmus ll;~il nl- 
~ X ~ P C Y S . C ~  the aalne opinion, 

if indeed Pror:lu$ in  Enclid. 19, u 
(64 f. &it.c!l.) t.onlr this ~Ltttement 
from him. 

I n  tlre fragment, in Cl~rnr.lks, 
SPrm. i. 304 A,  wl~ere  he s;i\s or 
l ~ i ~ n s e l f  t~fter r n ~ n r ~ o l ~ i ~ l g  his distant 
journ.sgs : ral hoyiov b u 8 p L ~ a r  
~Ar i rrrwr  ~u$~uu i ra  nai ypapu;wv 
{vveiuror perit &rj?r(l8;&0s O G S E ~ Y  K ~ S  
f l €  r t l~ f ihh*~ ,  0b8' 01 A ~ Y I I ~ B ; W Y  
rrahrdprvnr 'Ap?r~8o~Qmai.  'l'l~c I n -  

telyretsiion of thc l d s t  wi~nd is 
qi~est.innabli., l ~ n t  the tcrm ~nrrst in 
any rase jncluda those of the 
EgyFt.ia~l sagcs \rho ~~ossessed thc 
most geolnetriciil knoirleil~e. 

? i. 96, 98.  
Cf. c. 16, 69, 81, 96 qg. 

4 Mivd. i. t 1 sq 



aulho~. of the book orr the rn~st~eries of the Egypt,ilmc;, 
and t,h c k1,'ncologians cluoted by Dnmascius ) ' may have 
imported their own spec,~rlstions jnto Egyptian mytllu; 
that there may have existed in t,hc time of Pvsidonius ;L 

Yhanieim man~~script reputed t o  be of  great at'hiquity, 
slid ptlssing undc~  the name of the phiJoeopller 3.loecbu.; 
or nlochns ; that Philo of Ryblus, under thc  mark of. 
Snnr:hinli;~(bo~i, may have constructecl ,z rude co~nlolog-y 
fr-~rl Phenician and Gxek rnytl~s, from the Mosaic 
history of creation, itnd from cflnfusetl reminisce nee,^ of 
Pliilorophy-suc,h questionable witnesses eat1 in no way 

~wovt? t,he real existence of an Egyptian and l'hwnician 
Philosophy. 

St~pposiing, llowever, that nrnong t8hese riations, a.t 

the t,irnc that the Greeks bectaine ~cyuainted with tlicrn, 
philosophic doctrines had'been fo i~nd ,  thc t~.ausrnissjon 
of these doctrines t o  Greece was aoi, a;t 211 so  easy as 

may perhemps be imagined. llhiIosophic: cunccy)t.ions, 
especially in the childhood of I'hilosophy, arc closely 
bound up with t.heir expression in langlmge, and t.he 
1;no~r.Ii:dge of foreign languagtis was rarely to he met 
wjt.11 among the Grceks. On the other hand, t f ir  iat,ex- 
pl.etert;, edacafed as a rille for nothing hut r>ommercia,l 
ilztercorirsr, ai~il the esplm~at.ion of curiosities, wc1.c of 
littlc use i r i  enallling people to  unrlewtmd in~truction 
in philosophy. Mmeover, there is not, a single allizsion, 
on which we can 1.~1y: t o  the use of Ori~llt&l i v ~ & ~  by 
Greek y~llilosophers, or to any t~srtslat.ions of suc.h works. 

1 Dp l'rioc. c. 122. Ilemasc,iius \vol'thY source f ir  the history of 
crpressly mils illen1 ni I\;y;rrrror Eg?ptttn antiqujty. 
1 c a 8 ' $ ~ ~ s + r h 6 a u q ~ o ~  Y ~ Y ~ u d ~ ~ ~ .  They ' 1 ldr. ilrfims, the c.ll:ipter on 
are Lherefore thc most untrust- Demucrirus. 



If we ask owsclves, laztly, hg- what ineans the doetrine-; 
of tile Ilindoos and the othcr nations of  Eastern Asia 
coulrl have beell carried into Greece before the Lin~c 
of Aleui~nder, we sha,ll find that t,he matter presents 
nulucl.nus difficulties. All s ~ ~ c h  considerations as thcde 
~ y o ~ ~ l r l ,  of course, yield t o  well-attested facts; but it i s  
a. diEcrent matter where wc are c?once~necl, not with 
1listoried facts, but, for the ~)~ t?sen t .  with mere conjec- 
tures. If the Eastelm origin of Greek Philosophy were 
to  be maint,ained by kustworthy evidence, or by its own 
internal c.haracteri.sties, oilr conception of the scienti tic 
co~~di t ion of the Nastant r~a.tiuns and of the relat,i,iun in 
w1iich the Qrecks stood Lo them must be formed in 
acco~dance with that  f;tct, ; but since the fact in itself 
is n&her rlcmnn3trable nor probable, it is renrlcretl 
still more ir-npxobable by its want of harrnnlly with what 
we know from other sources on tbcsc two poiiks. 

F17g have no need, however, t o  seek for foreign ante- 
cedents : the philosophic scienee of the Greeks is frilly 
explained by i he genius, resources, and state of dvili- 
sation of the IIellenic tribes. If ever there vas a, 

people capable of creating i ts  own science, the Greeks 
were that people. In the   no st ancicut records of their 
cu~Itllre, the Homeric Poems, we aIready meet with that; 
freedom and olea~ness of spirit, that  sobriety and mode- 
ration, that  feeling for the  b c a ~ l t i f ~ ~ l  and Ilarmonious, 
wltieh place tllesc pocms so distinctly aloovc the heroic 
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Isgends of all other nations without exception. Of 
scientific endeavour, there i s  r:othing as yet ; no aecea- 
sity i s  felt.. t o  iizvestigate the  r~tlt,rird causes of t,hinga ; 
the writer is content to refer them to authors 

and divine powers, the esphn,ztion that comes nppcr- 
most in the childhood of mankind. The techoicd art: 
too, which support scierbce, are in a very elerncntary 
stage ; in the Homeric period even writing is unknown. 
But, when xe consider the glorious heroes of the Homeric 
Pocms-when we gee how e~ergt~hing, each phenomenoll 
of n a t u ~ e ,  and C ~ ~ C I I  eveilt of human life, is set forth in 
pictures which are as true as they are artistically per- 
fect-mlicn we st~idy the sirnpk and beautiful develop- 
ment of thest: uastcrpicccs, the grandeur of their plan, 
and tlze harmonious accornpliskment of their purposes, 
we can no longer wonder thaC a nation capa,bl,le of ap- 
prehending the world with an eye so open, a.~lrl a spirit 
so unclonded, of dominating the confrised msxs of phe- 
norneua with so admirable a senso of form, of moving 
in life su frccly and snrelg-that snrrh a nation should 
soon tnrn its attention to  science: md in that field 
should not hc satisfied merely with amassing kuowledge 
and observations, but should strive t o  combine purticu- 
Iars into a whole, t o  find all intellectual focus for 
isolated phenomena, to fonn a theory of the ~inhrree  
base2 on (:1ei~r conccptio~l~,  2nd possessing internal 

- unity ; t o  produce, in short, a Philosophy. How natural 
is thc flow of events even in the Homeric world of gods! 
Wc find ourseIvee, illdeed, in the nonderland of imagi- 
nation, 111it how s~'l(lorn arc we rcrninded by anything 
fantastic or ~nonc-trow ($0 frequent and disturbing an 
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elerneat in Orienixl and xorthern mythologv) that  t,hir 
hhled work1 is wanting in the conditioris of reality 
Amidst, all the poetxy how clearly we recognise ;that, 
sane anti v i g o r o ~ ~ s  realism, +,hat 'fine perception OF what. 
is ha,monioui: and nat.ural, t o  which, in later t,irnc.-, 

deeper stuclg of the universe and of man, this 
same Romrric heave11 necessnrily proved such a sturn- 
bling-lll~ck. Thus, althongh the intellect,ual culture , 
of tne Homeric period is separated hg a wide inter- 
val f r o m  the rise of philosophy, we  can already trace 
in it thc peculiar genius out of  which Philosophy 
sprang. 

lt is the farther development of this gerlins as 
manifested in the sphere of religion, of ruort~l and c i r~i l  
life, and in the general cult.i~*ation of taste md of the 
i~ltellec,t, which cowlstitut,es the historical preparation for 
Greek l'llilosophy- 

The religion of the Greeks, like every positive 
religio~i: stands to the philosophy of that people in a 
relation partly of affinity and partly of opposition, 
What distinguishes il from the religions of- all other 
races however, is the @reedom which from the  r e l y  I 

' 5 
beginning it allowed to  the evolutiorr of philosophio 
thought. , If we tnlm our attention first to the public 
ritual and popr~lar faith of the Hellenes, as it is repre- 
sented' to  us in it,s nldest and most authentic records, 
the poems of Homer and Hesiod, its impmtancc in the 
dcvelnpment of philosophy cannot be mietaken. The 
religiou~ presentahion is always, and so also among the 
Greeks, the  form in mhich the interdependence of all 
phenomena and the ride of invisible power3 and uni-, 

9 2 



versa1 laws first attains to con~ciousness. lIan7ever 
great may be the distance between fait,t in a divine 
government of the worId, and the ecient,ific knowledge 
and explanation of thc iiniveree as a c,onnsctcd whole, 
they have at a,ny rate something in common. l<eligioils 
faith, even under t,he polytheietic form it aseumed in 
Greece, implies that what exists and happens in the 
world depends on certain causes concealed from sensu- 
ous perception. Tor is this all. The power of the 
gods milst, necessarily extend owr  all parts of tho  world, 
and the plmdity of the gods is reducer1 to  ~mity by 
the domjnion of Zeus and the irresistible power of 

,Fate. Thus the interdependeuce of the universe is 
:!proc!lairncd ; all pllenomenn are CD-nrrlinated under the 
same general carisas ; by degrees fear of thc power of 
the  gods and of relentless Fate yields t o  confidence in 
the divine goodness and wisdom, and a fresh problem 
presents itself to reflection-viz. t o  pursrli: t,he t r a c ~ s  of 
this wisdom in the lslvs of thc universe. Philosophy, 
indeed, has itself been at work in this  purification of 
the  popular faith, brlt, the religions not.ion first con- 
tained the germs from which the pnrer conception3 of 
Philosophy were afterwards deveIopcd. 

The peolzliar nature of Greek religiaus belief; also, 
ivas not without influence on Greek Philosophy. The 
Greek religion helongs in its general character to  the 
cldss of natural religions ; the  Divine, as is snfficient,ly 
proved by the pluraIitg of gods, is represented under 
a na'tural figure essentially of the. Fame kind as the 
Finite, and only exalted above it in degree. Man, 
therefore, does not nesd to raise himself above t,he 



world tllat surrounds him, ant1 a l~ove  his own actual 
nature, t h a t  he may enter into communioxl wit.h t h e  
Deity; hc feels Ijirnself rektterl t o  Cod from t,he very 
outset. Nu internal chsnge of his moJe of thought, 
no w i t h  his nat,~n.nl impulses t~ud inelinat,ione, 
is demanded of him ; on the ooutrary, all that  is in 
human nature is legitimate in the sight of God-t.he 
most godlike man is he who cultivates his human powers 
most effectually, and rcligiorls duty esaerltialIg r:onsists 
is man's doing t o  the glory of God that which i s  a!:- 
cording to  his own nature, The sainc stand-point is 
evident in t,he Philosophy of the Greeks, as will be 
shown filrt,her on;  >mid, th~llg.11 the pl~ilosophcrs ns a 

rule, took fern uf their dociriues dircctly frum religious 
tradition, and wcrc often openly at variance with the 
popular faith, still i t  i s  clear that tllc mode o f  t h o r ~ g l ~ t  
to  which the Hellenes had become accustomed in their 
religion was not without influence on their scientific 
tendencies. It was inevitable that from the nsturalistio 
religion of Greece there should arise, in the first in- 
stance, a nrttumlistic philosophy. 

The Greek religion, fill.thsrrnore, is clistingrrished 
from other naturalistic religious i n  that it assigns the 
l~igllest place in existerree 11eitIler to  external nature, 
nor to the sensuous nature of man, as such, but to Lu- 
man nature that i s  Iieatltifrrl and transfigured by spirit. 
Jhri is  not, iLs in thc  Gas(, so entirely the  s1o.v~ of 
external irnprcssions tllslt he loses his owu independence 
in the forccs of nature, and feels that he is but a 
part of wture, irresistibly involved in its vicissitu~les. 
hTeitlier docs he ccclr his satisfaction in t h o  urrbridled 



freedom of rude and haIf-~avnge races. But, while 
liring and acting with the full sense of liberty, he con- 
siders that the highest exercise tB that  liberty is t o  
obey the universal order as thc law of his own oatwe. 
Although, tliercforc, i n  this religion, h i t y  is conecivcd 
as similar to man, i t  is not  common human nature that 
is ascrihed to it. Xot only is the outer form of the 
gods idealised as tbc  image of the purest beauty, but 
their essential naturc, especially in thc ease of the 
Hellenic god3 propel; is formed by ideals of human 
activities, The relation of the Greek to  his gods was 
t.herei'ore free and happy to  an extent that we find in no 
other nation, because his own nature u)as reflected and 
idm~lllised iu them; so titat., i r ~  eor~terriplating them, hc 
found himbelg at  once attraded 13y affinity, and elecaterl 
above the limits of his own existence, withotrt haviug 
to purchase this hoon by the paiir and trouble of no in- 
ternal conflict. Tkcs, the sensuous and nati~ral become 
the immediate embodiment of the spiritual ; the  vhole 
religion assumes an esthetic eharactsr, religious ideas 
ttlke the firm of poetry ; divine worship and t he  
object of t,hat worship are made material for 111%; and 
though we are still, speaking gencr.alIj, on the l c ~ e l  of 
naturalistic religion, nature is only regarded as the 
manifestation of Deity, because of the  spirit which re- 
veals itself in nature. This idcaliatic chamcter of the 
Greek religion was no doubt of the highest importance 
in the origin and formation of Greek philosophy. The 
cxcrcise of the imagintttiun, which gives lmiversal 
significance to the particulars of sense, is the prepara- 
tory stage for the exercise of the intellect, which, nk- 



stracting from the particular as such, sccks for the 
general essence and universal causes of phenomena. 
\$'liiIc, thercfore, the Greek religion was based upon an 
ideal a ~ d  ;esthetic view of thc world, and encouraged to  
t,he utmost a11 artistic activity in setting forth this vicw, 
it m ~ ~ s k  have had indirectly -a sl.inulatjng 2nd emaacipa- 
tjng effect upon tl~ctught, and have prepared the w;ty 
for t h e  scientific study.of things. From a m [ ~ t c r i a Z  

y i n L  of view, t,his idealistic: tendency of religion was 
beneficial principally to Et,hies; hut from a formal 
point of viaw, the influence of religion extended t,o all 
~ ~ a r t n f  f'hilosophg ; for Pl~iloaophy presupposes and 
rc:cliiircs an endeiivour to  treat t,Fie serisiWe as a manifcs- 
t:~t,ion of spirit,, and to trace it back to spiritu, C% 1 causes. 
Some of the Greck philosophers rnny possiT.11~ havc been 
t o o  rash in their procedure in that respect ; bnt this 
me shall not  at present con~ider. The more readily we 
admit that their d~ct.~ines often give us the impression 
of a pllilosopliic poem full of hoId in~ent~ions, rather 
than a work of science, the more clearly we sl1d1 see 

t,lle corlneetion of those doctrines with the artistic 
gcnius of tho (ircek nation, and with the tcsthelic 
character uf i t s  religion. 

But although Greek Philosophy may owe much t.o 
reli~.ion, it ourcs more t o  the circumstslllee that it-s de- 
peudcnee on religion never vent so far as to prevent, or 
essentially t o  restrict, the free rnovemerlt of science, 
The Greeks had no hierarchy, and no inviolable dog- 
matic code. The sacerdotal functiorts were not with 
them the exclusive properly of a, class, nor were the priests 
the only rnediatoxs between the gods and men; but 



each individunl for himself, and each community for 
itself, hi~d a. right to offer up sacrifices and prayers. In 
Homer, we find kings and chiefs saclificing for their 
subjects, fktthers for their fmilics, pach persnn for hirn- 
self, witltoot the ~ntcrverktion of pric~sts. Eveu at a later 
period, when t h r  develnpment of a public, cult in temples 
gave more importance t o  the sacerdotal order, the fimc- 
tions of the prirsts were always lirnlted t o  certain off'er- 
ings ancl ceremonial ohservar~ces in their particular 
localities ; prayers and sacrifices were still offcred hy the 
laity. nild a whole class of matters relating to religious 
ce~*ernonial mere left, not to priests, but to public f n ~ l c -  
tiouaries designated by election, or by lot-in part in 
combination with of firer^ of the ~01omuni1,y or state- 
to  indi~iduals and heads of f;?m~lies. The priejts, 
therefore, as a c l : ~ ,  could never acquire an influential 
position irr Greece at all corn~iarahle wil h t h a t  mtrich 
they enjoyed among the Oriental nations.' Pliestu of 
certain temples, i t is true, did attain to considerable 
importance on acco~lnt. of t he  oracleq connected with 
those temples, but: on the wl~olr, the priestly oEce con- 
ferred far mure horluur than inflr~ence; it w t l i  a puliti- 
cal dignity, in respcof ta which repntation and external 
qua,lifications were more regarded 1,llan any particular 
mental capability; and I'lato'l is quite in I~armony 

Tlris, by the w:ty, is one c~f 
themost striking ~rguments,+gainai 
tho 11ypoihesik of 3~1~' C O ~ S ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ J ~ C  

tra~lsmission of cults and myths 
in to  Greece from the Ena t ;  fur 
dlese Oriental cults: are so closel.7 
bor~nd tip with t,hc 11ir:rarrhical 
system that they coilld only hnve 

been tran smittpd incnnnect.irr~l~vith 
it. I f  t l i id  had anyvhere bccn the 
w ~ c ,  ~vr :  shnuld find t h e  inlpo~*tenr.a' 
of thr: p~lcsts b ~ r o m e  p x t c r  the 
farthrr wewentb~ckintu arltirlnity, 
mE~erew In point of k c t  it i s  ex- 
artlg t h c  contrnry. 

" iJa l i l .  290 C. 



with the spifit of his country when he  makes the 
priests, in spitc of al l  the honol~rs accordc:d t o  them, 
merely servants of the commonrvealth.' Hut where 
t,l~cre is no bierar.chy, a dogmatic code, in the sense of a 

law of faith, i s  rnau~ifestjy impossible ; for t,here 
arc n o  orglms t o  frame and mxin.tain it. Even initself, 

h o ~ ~ ~ r e r ,  it rvuuld have hecn contrary t o  the essence of 
Greek religion. Tlnt religion is not  a finished and per- 
fected system that  had grown up from one particular spot. 
The ider~s i111d t r d i t i o n s  whicIl the Cheek races brouglrt; 
with t h e ~ n  from their vriginal %bodes mere carried by 
each individual tribe, comlnunity and family into dif- 
ferent .s~lrrounding::s, and subjected to influences of t l ~ c  
most T ~ ~ ~ ~ O L I S  kiuds. Thus, thcre arose a mulliplicity 
of local rites and legends ; and from these, a common 
Hellenic faith gmdually developed itself, not by t.hu 
systematising of theologg, bul; by a free convergcncc 
of minds; in rvliicl~ conrTergellce the most important 
factor, beside thc pcrsonal intercourse and religious 
ceremonies of t h e  national gatncs and festi\.:tlz, mas Art, 
aud above ail, Poptry. This explains thc fact, tlmt in 
Greece therc was never, properly apciking, a system uf 
religions doctrinc generally ndrnif,ted, but only a mytll- 
ology ; and that the conception of orthodoxy was abeo- 
loteIy uaknouq. Every one was indeed reqlrired t o  
Iiorronr t h e  gods of t.he 8t.atc; and thosc who were 

convicted of withholding the preacrilcd ho~ouru, or o f  

trjing to o~~er th rom the religion of the State, were 
often visited with the severest pnnislments. , But 

CF H~rmann .  LeArliucis d o  44 ey. for more detailed plrooh o f  
GrLiecla. A?ttipl~iliile7z, ii. 138 bqq. ,  the d ~ o v e  b h t c m e i f i a  



thnl~gh Philosophy itself was thus hasdly dealt with, 
in tlli! person of some of its representatives, on the 
whole, the relation of indivirlunlv to the faith of the 
cownmullily was fiir freer t,han among nat,joni who 
possessed a defiqitc oonfession of faith guarded ly 
a p i ~ w e r f ~ i l  prlcstl~ood. The severity of the Grecks 
agiii~ist religions inuovation had irnrrtediatc reference 
not to  doctrines, but to c u l t ;  only so far as a doctrine 
,serrned t o  invalve curlsequelices prejudicial tto p ~ ~ l ~ l i c  
worship did it Become the object of attack. As to 
theological opinions, properly so cdled, they mere lefk 
uiimolestsci. Thc Grcelr raIigion possesst!d ncither a 
body of theological doctrine nor rnit,t-ea aacred recorrls. 
It rvas foundcd entirely upon tradif.ions respectring 
thc temples, descriptions of t h e  poets, arid notions o f  
the people: mureover, tt~cr-e was scarcely any tradition 
which was not, contradickd by ot,hers, and il-1 that 
lost much of its a ~ ~ i h o r i t ~ .  Thus, irr Cheece, hit11 was 
T.OO il-~tiefinitc mid elastic in iLs form to arlrnit of  it.$ 
exercising upon reason either an internal supremacy, 
or an external restraint, t o  the extent that we find l o  
have been the case iu ot.her countries. 

This free attitude of Greclr scicncc in  respect t o  
rcligion was fill1 of irnportarlt resillts, as rill be evi- 
dent if me consider w l l ; ~ t  ruould have liecome of Greek 
Philosophy, and indircct.1~ of our own, witbout this 
freedom, All the historical andogies that we can adduce 
will  give us but one answer ; r~amely, that the Grcelrs 
would then have heen as little able as tllc Oriental na- 
tions Go attain an independent philosophic science. 
Tile spccu1:htis~e impulse might indeed have been arvske, 



but,jedonsly watched as it wo~zld have been by t,hcelogy, 
internally cramped by religions presnppo~itions, and 
shnclrled in its fi-ec mnrcment, thought could scarcely 
haye p~-odueed anything more than a religious sjwcrila- 
tion &kin t,c, t he  ancient thcologic cosmologies ; and 
even supposing that a t  a much later period it had 
turned to  other questions, i t  could ncrrer have had tlie 
acut.eness, f~eshness, and freedom by mhich the Philo- 
sophy of Grc-cec!e became tlre teacher of all the ;~gr.s. 
The Hirldoos werc the  most speculative nation of the 
East,, find their cirrilisation mas of thc highest antiquity, 
yet Ilow greatly inferior wfre they, as rcgards philoso- 
phic a.cl~ievernent, t o  the Greeks ! The same must be 
said of the Christian and 31nharnmcdan Philosophy in 
the SIiddie Ages, though ibis  had the advantage of heing 
prweded by the Greek. In 1~1th cases, the principal, 
cablse of the inferiority manifestly lay in tJre depen- 
dence of scie~ice ilpon positive dogma? ; and the  Greeks, 1 
tire l o  be considered as s i n g ~ ~ l i ~ ~ l y  furtt;nate jn having\ 
escaped &is dependence tlirough the force uf their \ 
peculiar genius, and the favourd~lc: course of their his- / 

.r 
torioal development?. 

It has beca usnally snpposed that between Yhilo- 
sophy t~nd the religion of the mysteries a closer bond 
exists. I n  the myst.eries, according t o  this view, a 
ptlrer, or at any rate n more speculi~tive, theology was 
imparted to the  initiated ; and, by means of t.he mgs- 
t e ~ i e 5  t h e  secret doctrines of Rastern priests mere trans- 
mit,ted to  the Greek philosophers, and through them to 
tbc Greek ycople in gcaeral. Bat this t h c o r ~  has no 
better foundation than the one we have jdst been die- 



cussing in segmd to Oriental Scie~~ce. i:, proreil 
beyoucl a doubt, Ly t,he mast recent and thorough 
inv~strg;ltions of the subject, that originally no philo- 

Y I O I I ~  cele- sophic doctrines conbeyed in these r e l i ~ '  
~nonies ; and that at a late1 period, when such doctrines 
began to be connected with the  mysteries, this occurred 
under the influence of scientific researches, Pliilosophy, 
therefore, should be regarded rather as having imparted 
wisdom to the  mysteries than as having received it from 
them. The mysierie~ were originally, as we have every 
reason to believe, ritualistic tolemnities, which, in their 
religious import and character, differed nuthing from 
Lhe public worship of thc gads, and were only carried on 
in secret beoausc thcy wcre designer1 for some particular 
community, sex, o r  class, l o  thc exclusion of ltny other, 
or because the  nature of the di~ini t ies  to whom t l ~ y  
were sacred demanded this form of urllt. The first, for 
example, applies to thc mysteries of the Idzan Zeus ancl 
thc Argive Here, the second to the Elensinian mgstexies, 
and especially t o  the seerct rit-es of the  Chthonian 
deities. Mysteries first .appeared in a certaiu opposition 
t o  public religion, because elder cults anrl forms 
of worship which had gradually disappeared from the 
one were maintained in the other, and part.ly because 
foreign rites like those of the Th1-aciarr Uiouyslls aricl 

1 Among which the following 
h a w  hcen chiefly consn l~ed :  Lo- 
back's fundamental work (Aglno- 
pAa;nh?m, I82D), and L ~ I E  short but, 
thorongh expnsitio~l of llermann 
(GTWCJI. A?bLiy. ii. 148 sqq.), wpe- 
c:alIy Preller's Dcmeter wnd Ikr- 
srphov~, RS well :la his investign- 
tions in Panly's ir" nJ-E?iqklopieilie 

rEer XErrss. AltertL. (nuder the 
headi~~gs iWy iltologiP, 2STysie~iaj 
EJ'laa~sBin, Urpiai%sj ; hstly, tIic 
GrLecFsuch~ ;yylholug~e u f  same 
author. 011 the mysterie~ i o  
general, cf. xlm Hsgsl's Phil. dm 
liesr8ielstc. 301 aq.; &sthctik, ii. 
37 7q. ; PLd. der lh!. i i .  1 f i O  sqq. 



thc Phrygian Cyhel~  11-ere inti-oduced as private clilts 
under the farm of mysteries, and blcaded themselves, in 
course of time, more or less with the ancient secret 
rites. B11t in neither ease can the mysteries have con- 
tained pl~ilnsophic theorems, or dor:trines of a purer 
theology essent.ially transcending the  popaliw. faith.' 
This is sufficiently proved by the circumstance that tlie 
mvsteries most frequently oelebmted were accessible to  
all t he  Greeks. For even Had the prie~ts possessed any 
higher wisclom, 11 ow could they h a ~ e  imparted it to  
such a mixed maltitndc: ? And wlmt arc we to thinlr of 
a secret philosophic doctrine into which a whole nation 
corlld be initiai:cri without  a long coursc of prcvjous in- 
etrr~c:t,inn, and milhout having its fa i th  shaken in the 
traditional mythology? Speaking gcnerdIy, if, is not at 
a11 in keeping mit.h the habits of .the ancients to take 
adva .n tqe  of ccrclrlanizl observauces for the purpose of 
iustructil~g the people by means of religious disconrees. 
A Sulian might rnslke the attempt in imit'ation of 
Christim customs ; hut in classical times there is not. a 
single instance of it, nor does any tmstworthy mit,nesa 
ever assert that the mysteries weye designed for the rn- 
st~uction of those milo took plirt in them. 'I'heir parti- 
cular end appears far more in those sacred rites, the 
witnessing of whiah was t11e privilege of the initiated 
(Epoptg) ; whatever oral communication was comhined 
with thcar ceremonies seems t o  have been restrietecl trr 
short liturgical formill a+ dii.eetions for thc performance 
of the  h d y  rites, and skrored traditions { i ~ ~ o l  ~ & y o e ) ,  like 

' A s  Lnbeck, loc. tit. i ,  ci sqq., which distirlpishes him. txprcsses 
hnr rxh:~ustively sl~own. Leibniz, himself t u  the  wine erect ill thc 
with the sound historical judgment Preface to tho Thsodicce, ecction 2. 



those mhicl~ were elsewhere connected w i t h  particular 
acts of worship; tales about t,he firnuding of cuIts and 
holy places, about the rbames, origiu, and history of the 
gods to  wliorn this worship was sacred ; in n word, 1177- 
tliologicd explanations o f  the crrlt given by the priests, 
or even by laymen, t o  those who asked for them. Tbcse 
liturgical and mythological elements -were afterwards 
made. iwe of to combine philosophical and theologic;!l 
duct rilles with  tho mysteries, but ~hai .  ruch was the case 
from the  bcginni~lg is  a theory without foundat.ion. 
There is no trustworthy a~~t l lo r i ty  for it, and on general 
grounds it i a  unlikely that the mytllopeic iruaginat-ion 
shoulcl evcr 11al.e been domina.ted thy philosophic points 
of view or t h a t  at a later period there should have heen 
introduced into mystic: usages a.nd t;raditions ideas and 
hypotheses w11ic:h U r t :  scientitic reRcct.ion of the Greeks 
hiid not as yet at,tajned. In course of time, indeed, with 
t]ze deepc~lirig of the rnol-a1 conscionsnesu, the rnysta~-ies 
gradually acquired a higher signification. lJTltcn t he  
school of the .O,rphics, whose doc,trincs Ernm the G ~ s t  
are pa~.allcl t o  Greelr Pl~ilosophy,~ was fi~~raded in the 

1 Thc first certain Lrace of t.he 
Qrphic writings, ant1 uf the  Or- 
pl , l i~ .~~-Dion~sjn~ con~cer;itiuns, is 
to be for~url in t h e  well-nttcstcd 
s th tsmrnt  (vide Lvbeek, loc. cir. i. 
381 sqq., 307sqq, GY2sqq. ; cf  Ger- 
hard, Lrchcr Orpheris ztwd rt ic Or- 
philiw, Ahhandknymt JOT Bwi. 
Amd. 1861 ; Hkt. PiLLl. XL. p. 29, 
75;  Schuster, De v e t .  O~pfiirrc 
ihcqqonir~ itrdole, 1869, p. 48 sqq.) 
i h : ~ t  0 1 1 ~ i i l i ~ ~ r i t ~ i ~  ( ~ 1 1 0  r e s i d ~ d  atl 
t.hc conrt oC Pivistratus a ~ i r l  his 
sonu, a113 vi1.h tmo o r  thrnr ot11r.r 
peruor~s, undertook the collection 

of t,hc Holrieric poems) published, 
nr~dc;r t.hc names of O ~ ~ I I U I I S  itud 
Nwl-eas, oracular sayings rrnd 
hymns ( r f h ~ r a l )  whicli ha l i d  
hintself compsed. This forgery 
fxlla ~orn~wltcre  Xletm-ee11 540 :tnd 
5211 n.c. It i s  prohd11,ie. Iiowerer, 
nol or~ly thrrt Orphic hymns and 
oracle$ Iiad been in circubation pre- 
~ i n l ~ s l y  to this, bnt thd the  mio on 
bf thc Uion~sinc myscrries mith 
the Orphie poet,ry had lnng age 
Leer1 uecurnylish ed. Two or tlireb 
generatioits In te r ,  t he  names of thc 
Orphicv and B ~ ~ l l h i ~ s  ve~e used 



ckntrtry before Christ, o r  even earlier, the in- 
fluence of the pl~ilosophers upon this mystic theology 
seems to  kme been far greater than the reaction of tbc 
.thco]ngians upon Philosophy ; and the marc we con- 
sider pa,~bicular detail, the lrrore doubtfit1 i t  becomes 
whet.her on the whoIc Philosophy ever borrumed any- 
thing eonsidenihle from the mysteries or rngt;.t.ic doc- 
trines. 

T11r:rc are t,wo points especially, in regard to wliich 
the mysteries are t;ulpposed t o  have exercised an im- 
portant influence 011 Pl~ilosophy : these are JIonotileism 
and the  hope of a fiiture life. A spet:ulative interpre- 
tation has also heen given to some ot.hcr doctrines, T~ut 

they appear to  contain nothing beyond the ccilnmon 

Hmlud.ur (ii. 31) as ide.otim1, 
and Philoi~~as a p p ~ ~ ! ~ i i n  suplwrt 
of tllc c!oclrinc uf tmnsmigr;iticm 
(ride i$z,i'ca, py'ytbfly.) to the utter- 
ances of tltc ancieut tli~?oIologians rind 
hout,hs:t.rrrs, b~ whom we milst 
chic@ [~~lde,rhti~ili! O I P ~ C U R  itnil 

the rjthcr fountleru cd the Orphic 
mystmrv. dristoile's Lrstiillony 
ci.rt:linly cnnnot, I'd addoc~tl in 
f ;~ronr of tbc highrr nntirluity uf 
I hr Orpilie theology. Philopo~~us 
indeed o!)~cr\-es ( D L ~  an. I?, 5, ill re- 
fercnrtr t n  a pztssngn fro111 Aristotle, 
f i ~  nn. i. 5, 410, h. 28) that Al.is- 
totle, trpe&illg r ~ f  tho Orphicpocms, 
.cays tile porIns 'called' Orpl~ie- 
$?cFLS;I P ? j  8 0 ~ 6 ;  'u~$;ws ~k Rn, 
Lr ~ p . 1  ajrbs f'v r o i s  acp! @rhuao$6s 
h&ya . a h o ;  piu yip €;a4 7 b  86y- 
paTa . .ra<re BC $qa~r [for which 
we ougllL, luost likrly, to read 
,parrlv) t ; v u ~ a  ~cp~frsor ,  k C a ~ a c  Kara- 
~ e i v l t r  (r-rn.8 ' O P D ~ ~ K ~ L T V P  ;Y &TECI 

~a~a0;Tvar) .  But tht: vorijs ~ J T O ;  

$rr ?dp .rb Sdy,uura rihov, 1 , ~  

t11i:ir form  hat t lrevai-e nut. a quo- 
tation from ~ r i s b t i i ? ,  but n rem~rlr  
of P1liloponus; unrl he is proh:btjly 
only repeatir~g a S eo-ria tonic tx -  
p~:dir:nt, 11y >r.hi\!l~ tlke A7:ihtotelian 
criticism of the Orphic poems wan 
i u  lie renilsrril hnrn~lcxr; th;t t  
Arictotlc never so expressed hiin- 
sclC is rlctir, f ~ * u r r ~  rhe pnsrlyt! in 
Gicc~o,  A'. D. i 35, 107 ,  rvhizl~ pro- 
b;tblg refers tc rhc snlni: rvvitjng nf 
bristotle : 0rplnsu.m PoElnm docet 
As.istoLl8.s esnrcnqumr~~ , fr~isse. The 
Orphic thtogong; i s  not 2s:~ihed to 
Onnmacrit,ns ; orher Orphrr wri- 
L iuy~  are said to IIRPIC been torn- 
poser1 by Cercops, the P y t L ~ g u r c ~ ~ n  
Umntinus, %opyvus of Her;l~lea 
(thr same who worJicd wit11 Oao- 
macritus at the edition of Horner), 
ProtZicns of S:irr~or, : i d  ollieri;. 
(Snidas, 'Op* CIv.mcns, Stmnz. i. 
333 A : cf Schnst.cr lor. cit. a1111 
p. .55 sq. For furt l~er  remarks 
viJe ixJra.) 



arrd ordinary thoughts of all ~nankiud.' Even, however, 
i n  tl~eue t w o  cases, the influence seems ueitl~er so 
certain nor so canderable aaa has commonly been 
believed. Jn regard t o  the  unity of God, the theistic 
cor~ccption proper is as Lit,t,le to  he found in the rr~ystie 
as in t l ~  popular t,hcoIogy. It is impossible to  ilnagine 
how the unity of God in the Jewish or Chrislian senses 
ct,uld be inculcated at the feasts of the Xleusinian 
d&t,iej, or of t h e  Citbiri, or of Dionysus. I t  is a 
different matter, certainly, iu respect l o  the panLheisrn 
which appears in a fragment of the Orphic theogong," 
 here Zeus is described as the  beginning, middle, md 
end of all things, the m o t  of the euth and sky, the 
snhsta.nce and essence of air ant1 of fire, the sun and 
moon, male and female; where the sky is called his 
hcrtd, the srm and moon are his eyes, t he  air i s  his 
breast, the ea.rt11 his body, the lower world his foot, 
the ether his infallible, royal, omniscient reason. ;_Such 
a. panth&srn wils not it~compstiblc with polytheism, 
a mil which the  mysteries never cluitted. As thi: 
gods of polytheism were in truth only the various 

For example. the mythus o f  
the slt~ying of Zagreus hg the Titans 
(fnrfi~rtherdetail~ef, Lobeck, i. 6 16 
sqq.), to which thr  Neo-Mntonists, 
and before them em11 the Stoics, 
had given a philu?opl~ir.interpreta- 
tion. b u t  which in its original 
menniug w w  prolrrl>ly only a 
rat,Illc crude variation of the 
wcll-worn theme of t h e  d e ~ t l l  of 
Xature in wint,er, with which the 
thvught of tho decay of ~ o n t h  and 
its Ixauty -mas eonnect,ed. This 
myth hail no influence on the ear- 
lier pllilnsopl~j., even if r e  suppose 

Enlpedoclcv t o  linve made n.lll~sion 
to it-v. 70 (143). 

We find the unity of God in 
this scnhn xffimed in so-c:xlled 
Orphic fragments (OlpAiza, ed. 
Bermann, Fr. 1-a), of u.llirl~ f i o l u ~  
were pruhblg, and others certainly: 
composed ov a l t e~ed  by Alsxan- 
drim Jews. 

Vide Lobeck, p. 520 sqq. : 
x11d Hermann, Fr. 6. Similarly the 
fragment from thc  Aiafl$~al (in 
Lobeclg p. 440; i n  Hcrmnnll, FI. 4 )  
WLGS EFS z&,, ETS 'A'Bvs, ~ T s  "HAIOS, 
&S nrdri~uor, 4 s  OEBS Cv X ~ Y T E ~ U ~ ,  



parts and forces of the world, the different spheres of 
nature and of burnan life, it is natural that the rela- 
t.ions of these spheres arriang tlte~nselve,i, a n d  t,he 
prcpiladerance of one of them over others, should in 
time be bror~gbt to light; and, therefore, in  all highly 
deveioperl nah~ridistic religious, we see tlial; kindred 
deities become blended togcthcr, and the whole poly- 
tIieistlc Olyrnp'118 is resolved into the general coacep- 
tion of an all-embracing dirine essence (Beiov). But 
the Greek religion, b~cau;;e of its plastic character, is 
just one of t,hose which most resists this fusion trf 
dcfinit,e forms of deity. 3u Greece, oonsep~~eutly, the 
idea of the divine unity mas arrived at less by way of 
spcretisrn th;m of criticism ; not by blending the 
many gods into one, but  by combating the  principle of 
polytl~eism. The Stoics and their successors were the 
first who ~011ght to reconcik polgtlleisru wi t,h their 
philosophic pantheism, by giving a syncretic interpreta- 
tion to polytIleism ; the olcler pantheism of Xenophaaes 
was, on t.he cont,rary, bitterly and openly hostile t o  the 
doct,riin of the plura.lity of gods. The pant.heism of 
.the Orphic pocrn?,, in thc  folm above described, i s  
probably much later than the  first beginnings of O~.phio 
literntrrre, Thc AbaB;jmc are cc?it,aialy not  anterior to 
the Alexandrian Syncl.etisln; nor can the passage re- 
~pei:ting the theogony, as it now stands, date from the 
time of Onomacritua, t o  which Lobeck ' assigns the 
greater part of the poem. For this passage was in 
close conl~ection with the story of Phane~-b:ricap~t13, 
devoured by Zcus. Zcus includes all things in 



hintwlf, because Ire swallowed the already created 
world, or l'haues, that Ire might t h ~ n  j~roduce all 
things from himself, Mrc drsll preserltly sl~orr that 
the sa~dlowing of Phanesl  origir~allp fmrned no part 
of the Orphic theogony. We must, therefore, in all 
cases distingui~h the original text of thr Orphic passage 
from the modificaLions it may afterwards have under- 
gone. AS wart of the original tcxf, we rnay apparently 
claim the verse so frcquent.1~ q ~ o t e r l , ~  and which is 
pruhbly referred t o  by YIato : 

The idea in Lhi~ verse, however, and other similar ideas 
to be found in those portions of the Orphic writings 
supposcd to  be ancient, contail1 nothing essentially in 
advance of a cirnoepticm familiar Lo Greek religion, and 
the gist of mbirh was alrcady expressed bj Homer uvlen 
he calls Zeus I t e  Yslthel. of gads and ~ ~ l e n . ~  The unity 
of the divjne elcmant which polytheism itself recog- 
nises, was made conercte in Zwls as king of the gods ; 
and so far, all thnt  exists and all that happens i s  ulti- 
mately referred t o  Zeus. This idea may perhaps be 
expressed by calling Zeus the beginning, middle, and 
end of all things ; but the expression certainly does not 

I n  t h e  enquiry intg Lhc Or- 
$ie cosnlogorly, iuf ra  

Ap. P Y O ~ I I S  i n  S'iw.azrs, 95 I?, 
and the Platoi~ic sclloliast, p 451, 
Bekk. 

* hirl~;s, ir. 7 1 5  E Further 
refercnrcs RS to tho ernplnvmclit of 
this verso by the Stoics, Pletunists, 
Neo-Pythagwenns xriri 01 hem, nro 
give11 Try l;ol>cc!:, p 529 sq. 

This th~ory is supported by 

the  rircnmsta~~cc that, the words 
qiiot.ed fi-rn Orptler~s by Prnclus 
in Tiarcus, 310 D ;  I'lol. 2hoE.  17, 
5,p. 3 6 3 :  ~ 6 8 ;  A i ~ n  1roA6*orvbs 
dge:m+o,  eoincidc with the  PIa- 
t.ollic passaqc. n iq  is d s o  called 
~ o h h o ~ w u s  i rr  Parr~~ei~ldes, F. 14. 

Cf. also Tt,rpander (about 
630 R c.j, Pr. 4 : Zcii ?r&rtur &pxb 
ndv-rer ay+rwp. 



imply that, Za l~s  is himself the irkal complex(F&ep=ifl) 
of things,' There is conseqllen!l_v 110 evidence that 
the sta~~dpoir~t  of the  ~.eligioui riotion, which conceives 
the gods 3s personal beings: side hg side with the world, 
has here been exchanged .for that of philoaophie specu- 
htinn, which ~egards tkarvl as representing the general 
essence of the imivcrse. 

The case is sumcwhat different in regard t o  t,he 
second point in question, belief ill immortality. The 
doctrine of metempsychosis seems re all^ to  have passed 
from the theology of the mysteries into Philosophy. 
Even th is  ~Ioctrine, however, was in ail probahiliiy 
originally counected, not with all, but only with the 
Bacchic and Orphic mysteries. Those of Eleusis, being 
sacred t o  the Chthonian divinities, were regarded as 

specially important in their influence npon man's future 
lifc. Thc IIomeric hymn to Demet,er already speaks of 
the great difference in the other world beheen the lots 
of the initiated and uninitiated ; and there are later 
e~llogies of these mysteries, from wllich it is clear that 
they guaranteed happir~esa nut only in this life, but in 
the life to  come3 There is nothing Iiel-e, howelrer, t o  
imply that thc souls of the initiated arc t o  come t o  life 
again, or that t.hey are immortal in any other sense 
than was admitted by the ordinary 'faith of the Greeks. 

1  ere^ monothei~m 11110~s ex- 
pressious ~ n c h  aa: <€ ajrol eal 
61' aha; ~ a l  ris a h b v  7.h U ~ U T ~  

(tlomtns xi. 36)---dv [Girpfr 
xa1 I C ~ V O & ~ E @ ~  K U ~  ;up& (Apg. 
17, 29) wit.l~out meaning by them 
t.lmt, the Finite is actually merged 
in Deity. 

r. 480 sqq. 

:AB;OS, ss 7&8' Y T W T E Y  ; T L X ~ O Y ; W Y  

a ~ e ~ & , ~ , .  
8r 6' &TEA$$ kpiu, t s  7' <p,uopa~, 

O ~ T O ~ '  ~ , U O L ~ P  

~ U E V  +i, $OLir~vds ?rep, hb [dqy 
f ~ ~ ( S E L V T I .  

Cf. the references in Lobeck, 
i. 69 sq5. 



In this world wealth and frititful fields' were expected 
from Demeier and her daughters in return for worship 
rendered t o  them ; and in a sirnilar mnnoer, after death, 
the partakers of the m~starics mere assured that they 
should dwell in Hades, in closest proximity to the di- 
vinities they had- honoured, whilc the  uninititteted were 
th-eatened wi th  being cast iuto a m a r s h . V I  these 
rude notions, at s later period, and among the more 
educated, received a. spiritrtal interpretatio~,~ there is 
no reason to  suppose t h a t  this was so originally, or 
that the initiated were promised anything in the 
future except the favour of the infernal gods; the 
popular opirlions ahout Hades repained quite un- 
nEectcd by them. Even Pindar's celebrated utterances 
carry us no farther. For in  saying that the partakers 
of the Eleusinirtn mysteries know the heginriing and 
end of their life,4 he does nut assert the doctrinc of 
tran~rnigratioa,~ and though in other passages this 
doctrine is undoubtedly brought forward,6 it is still 

' Ejmn t o  Geres, 486 sqq. 
a dristides, Elm~in .  p. 421 Dind. 

The same is asi;erkd of the Dinny 
nittn myst,cries (tn which perh~ps 
this beliefitselfmay originally have 
l ~ e e n  peculiar) in hic;tophancs, 
Frog$, 145 sqq. ; P1r~t.0, PhcPdD, 89 
C ;  Gwgios, 49.3 "1 ; R P ~ ~ ~ L C ,  i i .  
363 (: ; cf. Diop. via 4. 

VTlins Plato in the PJLaJo and 
GOT ins, and, in a Iesser dcprcc, 
~ o ~ f w l e a ,  in the WOTJR (ill Flu- 
tarcl~, a%d. ~ $ 8 .  c. 4 p. 21 F) : 

15s rprudAfi~ar 
~ s b o r  fipu~&v, 00 7~1ih"l E E I X ~ ~ P T E T  

poAoin' ;r q $ o ~ '  'r o k 8 6  yhp &b~i§ 
Z K ? ~  

m4m. Fr.' 8 (1 I4 Bqqrl-): 
dh&or, 8 m r s  iB&v K E ~ U '  ETU' fir& 
~ B d u '  o?Te p& Biuu rrhlvrirv,  cT8~r 
6; 6rdr6orov +xdv. 

For t h e  words can only pro- 
perly meall thot 11e who has re- 
c e i ~ ~ l  the co11sec~&tin11 ~~egr.rds 
life ns a gift of God, a n d  dent11 au 
the t r~ns i t inn  to  a happier state. 
Prellcr'.s explzmation (Da~z~tsr 7tsd 

Pursephone, p. 236) aeems to  me Iess 
naturnl. 

* 01. ii. 6R sqq. Thrsn. Fr. 4, 
vnd infi.rr, p, 70,  nota 4. 



qnestionaWe rvlrether the  pilet borrowed it from the 
Elensinian theology; and even if he did a p p l ~  the 
Eleuriniall myths and symbols in this sensc, it would not 
certainly fuIlow thab sucll was their original meaning.' 
In the Orphic theology, on the contrary, transmigra- 
tion is clearly to be found, and the probabilities are 
very strongly dagainst its having come there tkrollgh 
the medium of thc philosophers. Sereral writers 
mention Pherecydes Ete the first who taught immor- 
tality: or more precisely, transmigration ; 3  but the  
testimony of Clicero and other later ar~thors is not SUE- 
eient, in the absence of elder evidence,= to  prove this 
statement. Even if we admit the probability thilC 
Phercaydes spoke of transmigiation, the assertion of his 
l lav~ng been the first t o  do so rests only C I I  the fact 
thal no previous writings are known t o  contain that 

' The reviral of deid nntnre ci@~ruo;v.rcsr ~ a l  y lyvo~rar  k . r i p  

in tho spring was consiilersd in the ~ e 0 u e i ; ~ r n a .  
cnlt uf Dernettir us thc return of Cic. rn.sc. i. 16, 38, and ~ f t o r  
youis fi.on1 tho under world, aid him Lackntius, Arttit. ~ i l .  7. 8. 
I ~ r r r e s t  wns looketl upun :w the AugurLino.'Acad. iii. 37 jlTj, hpisk.  
~ Z C F C ~ I I ~  of the soul# t . l~i t l~er  (vide 137, p. 407, n. Maw. 
Yrdcr,  ,&/,z. 'td/id P w ~ .  228 q q .  ; Suida~;  + F ~ F E C ~ & ~ S  ; Hti~~chii~s,  
&kcH :Wythokgi8,i.25.L, 493); and fie his yui wad, c b r .  p. 56, Ore111 ; 
this dues nos apply ~ o l e l y  to  the T a t i ~ n  c. G r m .  c.  3, 25, according 
souls of plants, to which i t  prima- to  the obvie~nb corr~c ion  in the 
rily rclxtei, but  to tllo souls of erlition of M a u n ~ .  cf. Porphyry, 
men. At thcsc scstsons also de- dntr. Nynyh. c. 31. Prelltr also 
parted ijyirits n p p w  in rEe upper (RI~ira. Mus. iv. 388) referr; with 
aocid. It was szlsy to  interpret some appearance of probability 
these notions ari implying tlre en- what is qqoted by Origen (c. Ccls. 
trance u f  humin souls into the ri. p. 304) frnm Pherecyde~, and 
visible world froin the invisible, Themist. Or. ~ i .  38. a, to the doc- 
and their return into the iuviaibla trine of Transmigration. 
%din. Cf, I'lrto, PAhub, 70 G :  ' Cf. Arisloxe~~us, Duris and 
naharbr pi# u8v ia~r  . r r s  hdydr, . . Hormippus--so fw as they bare 
Bs sicrlv La; JluxalJ Z#Bdvss d$r- been quoted i n  Uiog. i. 118 sqq., 
tcdPrvar ~ K B  ~d rrihrv ye Ecipo and viii. 1 bqq.  



doctrine. Still more unce~tain is tbc theory1 that 
Yythagoras was the first t o  introduce it. Heracleitus 

clearly presupposes tlli;. ; Pliilolaus expressly appeals to  
the ancient theologians ~ n d  soothsayersz for t l l ~  tl ieo~y 
that souls vere fettered to tlic hody, nnd ;is it were 
buried in it, as a punishment. 1'lato3 Jcrives t h e  same 
t,heory from the mysteries, and more particularly from 
the Orphic mysteries; and Pindar traches that certain 
favourit,cs of the  gods are to be permitted tn return 
t o  the upper world, and that those who thrice hare 
led a bl~meless life ~ 1 1 1  be sent to  the islands of 
tlic blest in the  kingdom of Cronosm4 In this last 
rcpresentntion, mr perceive an alteration in t h e  doc- 
trine ; for whereas the return to corporeal life ia  else- 

31nxim11s Tpr. x ~ i .  2 ;  Dirr 
genes, riii. 1 4 ;  Yox-ph. r.; Pyth 
3 ,L 
17. 

a Ap. Clemens, S ~ T O ? ~ .  iii. 430 
A, and pel-ioubly ap. Ciecro, IIvr- 
tens. Fr. 85 ( i ~ .  6, 483 U r . )  Tttis 
pstswge, as me11 as othara from 
Pldo, \r,ilI he q ~ ~ o k d  a t  1cagt.h in 
the section on the Fytlugorcsn 
Metenu uychnnis, int'rd. 

~ S e d o ,  62 B;  Cmt. 400 B. 
Cf. PPdaedo, 69 C, 70 C ; ~ L W S ,  ix. 
870 1); and Lohsck, Aglaoph. ii. 
795 sqq. 

* Pjndar'r's eschatology follovs 
nn fixcd t,ype (cf. Prellc~'6 .Demtrr 
swrd Parsephone, p. 239), rphile, in 
many places, he adopts the nsual 
notions about Hades, in  Thrms. 2 
it, is m i i 1  that after thi: dcath of 
the. body, the eoul, which done 
spplngs fmm the goda, remains 
alive : and in two places t r a~~s rn l -  
gration is alluded tn, viz. in Thren. 
Yr. 4 (110), qnoted by Mato, ~ c l z o ,  
81 U: 

O:UI 8 i  $~pnegd~a  noivAv nu.h2~o7 
1 h 6 ~ o s  

Ri[rrar, i s  ~ b u  G K E ~ B E Y  ~ L O V  KBIYWV 
2vDL7y <T€L 

&u6r8o; SuxAv T ~ A I U ,  

;K T ~ V  ~aarhijcr kraunl sd rO6ver 
~ p a i ~ v a l  co+ia FI+~LUTO~ 

~ P B P E S  afi.$~~'. 2s 8: ~ b v  h a ~ u b u  
xpdvov $pats & y o i  ~ p b +  bvOp~awv 
~ahcGvrat. 

Ancl 01. ii, 65, aftm mrntion of t , h ~  
rewards and punishmcntsin Uadcs 

$UOL 8' hdhparaw 2wrpls 
& K C ~ T ~ W ~ L  ~ehamrs inb n d p ~ a v  

&sbt&'&' sxfW 

+vXdu, kerhav Arbs b8bflxaph ~ p d ~ o v  
T + N I V  rysa p a ~ f i p ~ ~  

~ P n o ~ , [ v P ~ o r ]  i r r ~ a v ; k s  T F P L -  

5TYtOl,TLY. 

Then.  Fr. 3 (log),  where the 
wicked have thr lower world, and 
the righteons, haaTen, :rssignpd RR 

thoir dwdling-place, cannot bc nc- 
ceptod a& genuinc. 



~lu.nya regarded as a pnnishment and a means 
of i m p l ~ ~ ~ ~ f i " l l t ,  i n  Pindar it appears as a privilege 
accorded only to the hest, giving them an opportunity 
of earning higher happiness in the ivli~r~ds of the blest, 
i n v t c d  of the inferior li~ppiness of Ha(le8. But this 
use of the doctrine presupposes the doctrine itself, and 
accol,di~ig to  the qnotations from Plsto and Philolaus, 
rve must assume that biniizr derived it from Ihe Orphic 
mysteries. II; is certainly conceivable that it might 
still have reached the mysteries through I'ythagnreism, 
which must early have been connected with the Orphic 
cult.' Bat the most ancient testimonies, and the  Py- 
thagoresns themselves, refer i t  solely t o  the mysteries ; 
rind it is besides very do~rl)tful whethcr the Pythagorean 
doctrines colild have been prevalent in Thcbes, in the 
Lime of L'indrl.r,2 whereas tha t  city is, on the otller hand, 
known t o  have been an ancient seat of the Bacchic and 
Orphic religion. Lastly, the dat:t~iiie of meterr~psychosis 
is aacril)ed t o  Yhcrccj~dcs, and regarded us anterior to 
I'gthngoras, nut arjly by the writers we have quoted, 
hut indirectly by dl those who make Pherecydes the 
keaclraer of Pythagoras. 5Yi: have, therefore, every 
reason t o  believe that it rvss taught in thc Orphic 
~~lysturics prior to the date of Pythsgoras. According 
to Herodotus, the Orpbics ohtaincd it from Egypt :" 

number of Urphic writ.inp 
are said i o  havs Lee11 invented by 
the Pythagurwns; vide Lobeck, 
ligiwph. i. 347 sqq., anrl supra, 
p. 63,  note. 

6 C f ~  uh:tt ~ i l I  hereafter be 
said in t he  history of the Pj~lkego- 
rean philosupl-g, of the propagation 
of  that philosophy. 

On whicll vide infm, Pytha- 
goras and the Py t.lrago~eana. 

' ji. 123 : apGruu 5; #a! roG+ov 
T ~ P  hdjov A i ~ 6 u ~ r o L  E ~ U :  oi  ~ ~ T ~ Y T F S ,  
&S dv8p$rov $UX$ d e d ~ ~ ~ d ~  ZUTI. 
7 0 ;  U ~ ~ R ' T O S  8; K O , T R ~ ~ [ Y O P T O ~  ;S 
dhho @ov .;el - y i v d @ ~ u ~ v  ho8bc~ar' 
2rrbv 6; .rrsp~iA$i .rrdv.rrr 78 ~ € p b a k  
ual 18 bahda~ra ~ a l  a~setvh ,  a 3 ~ t s  
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h1,rrt this theory eit.her rests upon a mere conjecture 
of his o m ,  or a still more untrustworthy statement of 
t-he Xgyptian priests ; as historical evidence, it is of 
no value rvhi~tever. AS to the seal stttte of the  case, 
history tells us nothing, and no guess that we czn 
make eveh approximxtes to certainty. It is p s ~ i t d e  
tha t  Herodotris may be right in the main, and that 
the helief in transmigration was really transplanted 
from Egypt into Greece, eit,l~er directly, or through 
certain intcrrnediaries which cannot precisely be rle- 
terrnined. Hut m that case, we can scarcely agree with 
him in supposing thc Grecks t o  have bccorne acquainted 
with it in the first beginnings of their culture, still less 
can we conncct. this acquaintanceship with the mythical 
personalities of Cadmus and Alelampus : the most pro- 
bable assumption would then be, that t,he doctrine had 
been introduced into Greece not very lorig befvre the 
date when me first meet with it in Greek writings- 
perhap, therefore, about the savei~teenth cmtnrg. 
Bot it i~ also conceivable that this belief, the aEnity 
of which with Iiindoo and Egyptian doctrines indicates 
an Eastern source, may have originally immigrated 
from khe East wikh thc Greeks themselves, and have  
been a t  first confined to a mrrow cirrle, becoming after- 
wards more important and more widely diffused. It 

Hcrodotus thought (according to 
ch, 40) that Melampus had intro- 
duced the cult of Dionysus, which 
Ile had learned from Cadnrus nnd 
h i s  fnllowerk.into Greece ; but, on 
tho orhcr hand, in C. 58, he inti-  
matea Lhat he considera the Orphic 
poems more recent than Homer 
end Hcsiod. 



might be urged, in support of th i s  view, that  similar 
notions have been foi~nrl among xaces whicb never in 
any way came under Egyptian infl~~ence.' Nor can we 
altogether djspi~te the possibility of different nations, 
rvithont any llistoricnl connection, havicg arrived at 
t?le same opiniolls concerning a future state. Even so 
strange a theory as transmigration seems t o  us may 
t,llus have been resoher1 in several onaes ilzdepeildently 
one of the other. Fur if the natural desire to escape 
death cngcnders a universid lielief in immortalit?, a 
bolder fiincy, i n  nations not yet capable of spiritual ab- 
straction, might well shape th i6  desire and lrreIief into 
the hope and expe~t~ation of a return t o  earthly life. a 

' liecording tn Heruchtns, ir.. 14, in primia Bnr: lrolto~t pcrsun&rcl 
'34 sq., the Tl~mcian Geta  believed (lkzsuZm) non 6ntcvirc nwb.zus, s d  
tlmt t h ~  dead came to the god %a[- ab ulik p.9t mqrtem truiasirc ad 
~nusis or Gebeliiziii ; and every anlios. Diodor. v. 28, snb fin.: ~ P L W X ~ C I  

l i ve  yeam they sent n mcscuger to y&p rap' a ; r o ? ~  d n v 0 a y d p o ~  hhyos, 
this god hy means of a spceid hn- i;ri .rdr $uxbs s i iu  duRsc$?r~v &@a- 
mitn sttcrifice, sntru.;tscI wit11 tom- vd-rows elvar dvp,dCBqrte ~ a l  61' d ~ &  
manicalionn to their departed Lyiup~vwv *dhrv BtoGv, 6;s i'7cpov 
friends. That hha tlirory of t r ~ n s -  oirpa ~ i j s  $u,y?s ~ ~ o 8 v o ~ ~ v l r s .  Or1 
migration was involved in this thisaccountmengpcrsons,ntld~Dio- 
otnnot he dcdu~ced from the  s k t e  dorus, plxuc lethrs to their friends 
ment of the Greeks of the Hellbg- on the fu11cm.l plle. So Ammisu. 
pont, that Zalmoxis w m  R scholar M ~ P .  x v .  9, sub fin. 
of Pychhgorns, who had taught the VX tllc soul i s  conceived as a 
Lclisf ln immo~t.:ility tu the Thra  bre;l,th-likeuscnce which dwells in 
cixns. IIaadotus ssya tlrrt it mas the body, and leaves i t  after death 
the custi.rn of ~tiuther Tiiraci~n :tc!mrding to tllo opinion of tho 
tribe (Her. Y. 4) to bewail the ancients, and espotialiy of t he  
ncvly born, and t n  pmiss the dead GreAs, t he  qnrstion inevitebly 
a s  happy ; Iles~utuae the former &re arises uf11ence this esseiice comes, 
about to eacuunter the ills of life, and whithcr it goos. For a n a w r r  
while the h e r  have escaped from t o  this question, a child-like imagi- 
them. But this custom prnves niLti11n is movt easily ~ ~ t i h f i d  with 
eren less than t he  other in  regard ta the simple notion that tthero is a 
metempsychwis. The Gaulr,how- place, inrisible to u5, in wliicl~ tlla 
erw, w e  said to have beliered, not departed souls remain, and frnm 
only in immortalitv, but ;tho in abicli the  nawly born come forth. 
transmigration : ~ & a r ,  B. Galh vi. A d  we rlo, in fact, flud in many 



Hiiwever this may bc, it, appears certain, that 
among the  Greeks the iioctrinc of tranbrnigrat,iun came 
not f rom tIhc philosophers t o  the priests, 1)ut from the 
priests t o  the philo~ophers. Meantime i t  is a question 
whether its philosophic importancc in antiquity was 
very grertt. It is found, iudced, with Pytlhagoras and 
his school, and E~npedocles 1s In this respect tlllicd with 
them; a higher life after deat l~ 1s zlqo spoken of by 
IIeracleit~~s. But none of thrse philosopl~ers brought 
the doctrine illto such a conncetinn with their scientific 
tlleorirs as t o  make it an essential constituent o f  their 
philosophic t;ybtem : it stands w i t l ~  them all for s self- 
dependent rlogma side by sidc with their scientific 
theory, i n  which no lac~rna would be discoverable if it  
were rpmovcd. A pbilosnphic btrsis was first given to 
ilie hrlirf in immortality by Mato ; and it wonld he 
hard t o  maintaiu thdt he mould not have arrived at it 
without t h e  assistance of t h e  myths which he employed 
for its exposition. 

From all that has now been said, it wollld appcar 
that Grceli Philosophy in regard to i ts  origin was no 
more indehted t o  the religion of the  mysteries than to 
the public religion. The views of nature which were 
corrtained in the mysteries map hwe given an impulse 
to thought ; the  idea that all men nccd religions con- 
secrat,lon and purification may have led to  deeper s'tndy 
of the moral nature and character of man; bnt as 

differcnt ilation3, not. merely the this there is hut x, step to the 
hrlief in :L kingdom of the dead, theory that the same souls which 
bat the ~der tbdt souls rcturn to prev~ousIy inl~nbjted a body should 
the body from the lower regiona of afterw,jrds euter another body. 
the enrch or from hearen. From 



TXiT RELIGION OF 7'1115 MYXTZRIBX. 75 

scientific instruction was not originally co~~templated 
in the tales and practices of the mystic cult, any 
pllilosophic exposition of t-hose presupposed that, the 
exposit,or had already attained the philosophie stand- 
point; and as the mysteries wcrc after all only made 
up of gencrnl perceptions mrl  expcrieacea aocessiblc to  
evcryonl:, a hundred other things could really perform 
for Philosophy the same ser7. i~~ that they did. Philo- 
sophy did not require tlie myth of Kore and Demel.er 
to  reveal t,Le alternation of natural canditiou~, the 
passage from death to life and from life to  death; daily 
observation sufficed for the  acquisition of rhia Imon7- 
ledge. The necessity of moral purity, aud the sdvan- 
tnges of piety and virtue, necded not to bc proclaimed 
b j ~  the &wing descriptions of the priests concerning 
the happiness of the initiated and the miseFy of the 
profane, Theac conceptions mere immediately con- 
tained in the moral consciousness of t,he Cheeks. 
Nevertheless, the mysteries were by no means wjthout 
importance in regard t o  Plailosophy, a8 tthc results of 
orlr enquiry have sliown. But t.heir importance ia  nub 
so grea.t, nor their influence so direct, as llas often bcen 
imtgincd. 

111.-TJ~s 3 T ~ ~ ' t k e  Soztrcerr of Greek Philosop7ty cmtittv,edcE. 

J I O B I I >  LIE%, CIVIL AYD POLITICAL C0NZ)ITIDKS. 

TRB idrality of the Greek religion finds its connter- 
part in the freedom and beauty of Creek life; it is 
impossible to  regard either of these churactcristics, 
strictly spedking, as the ground or conseqilencc of the 
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other; they grew up side hy side, rnulually requiring 
and sustaining one another, out of  the same natural 
ternperarneut and under the sttme favourable conditions. 
AS the Greek reverenced in his gods the natuml and 
moral order of the world, wi t l~out  therefore renouncing 
in regard t o  thcm his own value and freedom, FO Greek 
morality stands in a happy meal1 between the lawless 
license of ba.rbarons ant1 semi-barbarous races and the 
slavish obedience which subjects the peoples of tlie 
East t o  the will of another and to  a temporal and 
spiritrml despotism. A strong feeling of liberty, alzd 
at the same time a rare srrsceptibility to  meawre, form, 
and order; a lively fiense of community in existence 
and action ; a social impulse which made it an absolute 
necessity for the individwl t o  ally himself to  others, 
t o  subordinate himself to the common ~111, t o  follow 
the tradition of hie family and Iris col1nf;ry-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 antiquity 
can exhibit. The very narrowness of the sphere in 
which their mom1 perceptions moved was in itself 
favomable to  this result. As the individual knew that 
he was free and had a right to protection only as being 
a citizen of this or that state, and aa, in the Eame way, 
his relation to others aas dktermined by their relation 
t o  the state to which he I-A~nged, every one from the 
beginning had his probIem clearly marked out for him. 
The maintaining and extension of his civil importance, 
the fulfilment of his civil duties, work for .the freedom 
and greatness of his people, obedience to the laws,- 



tlle~e constituted the  simple end which the  re& 
defiuitcly proposed to  Ilimself, and ia the pursuit of 
which he was all t he  Less disturbed l~ecause his g l i~nce~ 
and endeavours selrlorn strayed beyond the timita of 
hia home, because he excluded the idea of seeking the 
role of Itis act,ionu eIse~vhere than in t h e  lairs and 
customs of bis skdte, hecause he dispenser1 with all the 
reflections by -which the man of modem times Libours 
t o  reconcile, on the one side, his individual. interests 
and nat,ural rights wit11 the  interest and Iawd of tl:e 
commonwealth, and, on tile othcr, his patriotism wi th  
the claims of a cosmopolitan morality md religion. 
\?*e cannot, indeed, ~rgarr l  this narrow coviception of 
moral problems as .the liighest possible conception, nor 
can we conceal f i o ~ ~ i  ourselves how closely the dismem- 
berment of Gsccce, the cansuming disquiet of it.s oivil 
Tars and party strngglcs, not t o  speak of slavery and 
the neglect of female educdion, were conriected with 
this narrowness; but our eyes must not therefore be 
closed t o  the fact that on this soil and from these 
presuppositions a freedom and culture arose which 
give to the Greelrs tl-reir unique place in history. I t  is 
casy also to  see how deeply and euse~itztially Pllilosophy 
was rooted in the freedom and ordcr of the Greek state. 

There was riot, indeed, any immediate connection be- 
tween them. Philosophy in Greece was always the 
private concern of individuals, states only troubled 
themsclses about it in so far as they interfered with 
all doctrines morally and politically dangerous ; it 
receired no positrive eucouragement or support from 
cities and princes until a late period, when it had long 



pa~sed beyond the highest point of its development. 
&'or wafi public education concerned with philosophy, 
or science of any kind. At Athens, cvrn in t,he t i m e  

of Perieles, i t  scllrcelg inclttded the first rudiments of 
what we should c d l  scientrfic culture ; nothijig was 
attempted bcpond reading, writing, and a certain 
aaonnt  of arithmetic : history, mathematics, phjsics, 
the ~ t u d y  of foreign languages, and so forth, were 
altngeth~r ignored, The philosophers ~hernselve~, and 
especially the Sophists, were the first to induce certain 
indirlduals to s e ~ k  for vider instruction, which, how- 
erex, vas even then restricted almost elrc~l~~sively t o  
rhetoric. Besides the above-mentioned clementilry 
arts, ordinary education consisted entirely of music and 
gymnastics ; and music mas primarily concerned, not 
so mnch with intellectual training as with  proficiency 
in the Homeric and Hrsiodic poems, and the popular 
songs, singing, playing on stringed instruments, and 
dancing. Hrlt this ediication formed complete and 
vigorous men, and the subsequent discipline of public 
life eng-endercd suoh self-confidence, demanded such 
an exercise of all the powers, such acutc observation 
and intelligent judgment of persons and circumstances, 
above all, such energy and worldly prudence, as muvt 
necessarily have borne important fruit to science mhen- 
ever the scientific need arose. That it could not fail 
t o  arise mas certain ; for i n  the harmonious many- 
sidedness of the Greek character, the development of 
moral and political rdection carled forth a correspond- 
ing and natural development of specdative thought ; 
and not a few of the Greek cities had attained, hg 



means of civil  liberty, a degree of prosperity which 
envlrretl leisilre for sr,ientifir. act.ivity to some at least 
of their citizens. Al tho~~gh;  t,l~erefore, in ancjerrt, times, 
tile political life n . 1 ~ 1  edi~cation of t he  Grccks had 
no direct concern with PhiIosoph y ; and altliougl~, 
00 the othrr hand, the earliest Philosophy, aa a rule: 
neglected ethicitl and. political qni:stio-us, get tlie train- 
i n g  of men and the fact that circumstances took the 
form required for the production of Philnsophy weye 

i m p o ~ t a r ~ t  element;: in its history. Freedom and 
severity of thought were the natural fruits of n free 
and law-directed life ; and the so111-td and sterling 
characters -which grew up on the cl~ssii! i..ciil of Greece 
oollld not fail: even in science, to adopt their standpoint 
wit.h decision, and to  maintain it clearly and definitely, 
with full and uawa~~ering pulrposc.' 

Lastly, it was one of the cl~ilief exccl1enc~s of Greek 
education that it did not split up hrnman nature: hut, 
hg the even development of all the powers of man, 
so:igl~t to  mu.ke of him a bear~tif~tl  whole, a moral work - 

of art. This trait we may venture t o  connect wi th  t h c  
fact that Greck science, especially in i ts  commencement, 
chose the path that; is indeed generally taken bythought 
in its infancy-the path downward from above ; that  it 
did not form a theory of the whole from the aggega- 

This intimate connection of 
politics with pliilosoplly is strik- 
ingly sboim by the fact that many 
of ~ thc anincicnt phjlosuFhers were 
distinguished as statsumen, legis- 
lators, yolitical reforn~urs and 
~enerals. The poIi tien1 n c t i v i t ~  ?f 
l'hnlcs and uf t h e  Pythagoreans 1s 
tell  known. We are told tkdt 

Parmc~iidrs p ~ c  laws to his native 
city, and t h t  Ze~ru perishod i n  his 
attempt to free his countrymen. 
Enipedoclcs rcwtorcd dcmocmcy in 
Agrigcn~um; Arct~gtas ~vas no less 
great as a genrr:rI than as s states- 
man ; auil 3Iilelissus is probably 
the earne person ~r-ho vanqr~isbed 
the Atheninn fiect. 



tion of individuals, but nought t,o gain a standard for 
the iadividuzl frvrn the study of the whole, and at once 

t,o shape a collective representation from the existing 
fragments of cosmical knowledge ; that  phiIosoph y in 
Greece pr~oeded the particulitr sciences. 

If we examine somewhat more closely the circum- 
stances which condjtiorted the progress of Greek cirlture 
before the appearance of philosophy, two phenomena 
especially claim our attention : these are $he rep~xhlican 
form of the government, and the apread of the Greek 
races by colonisation. The centuries which immedi- 
ately preceded the  earliest Greek PhiIosophy, and those 
which partIy coincided with it, are the times of the 
legislators and of the tyrants, of the transition to  those 
constitutional forms of pvernmerrf, w the soil of which 
Greek political life attained its highest pelfectiun. 
When the patriarchal monarchy of the Homeric period, 
in consequence of the Trojan u i i ~  and the Doric migra- 
tion, and through the extinction, disqualificatioa or 
banishment of the ancient royal houses, had entirely 
given place to  oligarchy, the  aistocracy became the 
means of spreading freedom and higher culture through- 
out the smaller ciri:le of the luling familie$. After- 
wards when the oppressions and internal deterioration 
of these families had evoked the  resista~~ce of the 
masses, the popular Zcaders came mostly from the ranks 
of thcir hitherto masters, and these demagogues almost 
everywhere eventually became tyrants. But as the 
guvcrnment by a single person, because o f  its very 
origin, fouud its chief adversary i n  the aristocracy, and, 
as a counterpoise, was forced to fd1 back for s~~ppor t  
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rlpon the people, it became itself a means of training 
and educating the people to freedom. The courts of' 
the tyrants were centres of art and culture ; ' and when 
their rule was overthrown, wli~rdl generally happened in 
the cuuree of one or two gcncrations, their inheritance 
of power did not revelt to  the callier aristocracy, but t o  
moderate constitr~tions founded on fixed ]anis. This 
cwirse of things ~vas as: fax-omable t o  the scientific as to 
tlle political training of the Greeks. In the eflorts and 
strlrggles of this political movement, a11 the power;; 
which public hf'e brought t o  sriencc must have been 
aroused and employed, and the feeling of youthfui 
liberty imparted t u  the spirit of the  Greek people a 

stimulus which must needs have affected lheir specula- 
tire activity, Thus the laying of the  foundations of 
the scieritific and artiktic glory of Greece ~vus  eagerly 
carricd on side by side wit11 t l~c  transformation of her 
political circumstanc~s ; a counectiun of phenomena 
which is very strikmg, and which shorvs that among the 
Greeks, as among all hcalthy nations, culture has bden 
tile fruit of liberty. 

This general revolution was effected morc qniokly 
in rhe colonies than in the  motl~eer country; and the 
existence of these eolonics was of the highest importance 
in regard to it. Dmiag the 500 ycars which elapsed 
between the Doric conquests and the rise of G.reelr 
Philosophy, the Greeli races had spreacl themselves, by 
meaus of urgitnisbd emigration, un all sides. The isla~lds 

' For oxamplc, those of P ~ r i -  a j b e  men, t l~ere is no trxdition of 
ander, Polycratcs, Pisistmtus, and rhc philosnphers baing connec fd  
his sons. 'But, excepting the ctury w i th  tyrants hcfore the appearance 
of I'eriander'tl relation t o  the wren of the Sopllists. 

TOL. I. Q 



of the Archipelago, as far as &te and Rhodes; the 
western and northern coasts of Asia Minor; the shores 
of the Black Sea, and the Prnpontis; the coasts of 
Thrace, Macedonia and Illyria ; of 3Cagna Grecia and 
Sicily, were co~cercd vith Inindreds of  settlements ; 
Greek colonists had penetrated even to distaut Gaul, 
t o  Cyrenc, and t o  Egypt. Most of these settlements 
attained t o  prosperity, culturc, and free constitutions, 
sooner than the st.at,es from which they emanated. Not 
only did t,he very disruption from their native soil pro- 
duce'a freer mnovement, and a different orginisation of 
civil society, h u t  their whole situation mas xnut:h more 
convenient for trade and commerce, for enterprising 
activity, and for all Binds of iutercoursc rcith strangers 
than was the ca,se wit.h the cities of Greece proper; it 
was therefore natural that in many respects they slroulci 
oxistrip the older stittes. Hum greiltly they did so, and 
how important. the rapid growth of tl~c colonies was in 
regard t o  the development of Gwek Philosophy, is best 
seen from the fact that all the Greek philosophers of 
note before Socrrttes, one or two Sop1li~t"~nIy cxccpted, 
belonged either to the Ianiaa and Thmcian colonies, or 
to those in Italy and Sicily. Here at the limits of the 
Hellenic world were the chief settlements of a higher 
culture, and as thc immortal, poems of Homer were a 
gift from the Greeks of Asia Minor to  their native 
co~rr~try, so also Philosophy cmlc from the east and west 
t o  the centre of Greek life ; there t u  &thin, its highest 
perfection, .fa.voured by a happy combination of all 
forces, and a coincidence of a11 necessaxy conditions, 
at  an epoch when, for mod; of the colonies, the 



blightest period of their history had passed away be- 
goad recall. 

How thoi~ght gradually developed itself under these 
c i rcumstanc~~ up to the  point a t  which the earliest 
scicntifie eude:t~ours, in the strict scnsc of the word, 
were made, we lcarn to some eatcnl from the still 
exiding records of early cosmolugy a11d ethics, though 
our information from these sources 1s far from bein: 
cornplcte. 

COSY OLOGT. 

In  a. people so richly endowed as the Greeks, and so 

eminently favo~lred by circumstances in legard to their 
intellectual ile~clopment, reflection mast soon hale 
been awakened, and attrntion directed t o  the pheno- 
mena of nature and of h ~ m a n  life ; and attempts must 
early hare been made, not nrerely t o  explain the external 
rvorld in refereace to  i t s  origin and csnses, but also to  
consider the aotivikies and oollditions of mankind from 
more general points of view. This reflection was not, 
indeed, at  5rat of a specifically scientific kind, for it 
mas not as yet regulat~d by the  thought of any general 
interdependence of things according t o  fixed Isw. / Cos- 
mology, ~nnlil the time of Thalcs, and, so far as it alIierI 
itself with religion, even longer, retained thc form of 
a mythological narrative $ Ethics, until the t ime of 
Socrates and Flato, that of' aphoristic reflection. ~l ' l ie  
fortuitous, and sometimes c w n  mirilculous, interfkrence 
of imaginary beings took the place of the interdepen- 

a 2 



deuce of nature ; instead of one centlal theory of human 
life, we find s number of m o r d  sayings and prudential 
maxims, which, abstracted from vitl-ious experiences, not 
unfrequently contradicted one another, and, at the hest, 
wcre reduced t o  no general priuoiplea awl brought into 
no connection with any theory of human 
nature. Though it would be it mistake to orerlook this 
distinction, and t o  place either the mythic cos~nologists 
or the gnomic poets in the number of the philosophers,1 
as has been done by some writers, both ancient and 
modern, yeet we ought not, on tile other hand, to under- 
rate the importznce of these early attempts, fur tlisy 
wero at least useful in calling attention to  the questions 
rvhich science had first t o  consider, and in accustoming 
thought t o  combine particular phenomena under general 
points of view ; and thus a good dcnl was clone to~arcls  
a beginning of science. 

The most ancient recold of rnjthic cosmology 
among the Greeks is the Theogony of Hesiod. How 
much of tbjs work is derived from stilI more ancient 
tradition, and how much is invented by the poet him- 
sr1f and his later revisers, cannot now be discovered 
l ~ i t h  ccrtaintg, nor is this t h e  place to  enquile. It is 

1 A s  was certainly done in t h e  
most flourishing poriod of Greek 
Philosophy by the Enphists and. by 
tile adherents of uystems of natural. 
Philosophy. Plato is evideuce of 
the former in &ol. 31 6 13, d ih id .  
338 R sqq. ; and nf thelatter there 
is mention ill Cmt. 4D2 B; and 
also in Aristotls, ilfctapd. i. 3,983 b, 
27 jcf. Schccgler on thispassago). 
The Stoics afterwards were especi- 

ally addicted to repreccnting t hc  
ancient pcis  nr tlre earliest phil* 
sophers, by thc nllcgorical Inter- 
pcetaliori of their writii~gs ; and in 
the Ren-Platonists this practice 
passed dl bouildu. Tredemann was 
the first to doclnro Tlislss the 
starting-pint of Pl~ilo~uphy, rido 
his GtM drlsr bpcrulntinan Ph,$oso- 
phis, i. Preface, p. xriii. 



enough for oitr purpose to observe that the Theogony, 
with the exception o f  a few subsequent interpolations, 
was unrlotlbkeclly l ~ ~ o w n  t o  the earliest philosophers in 
its present form.'/ We find in it nothing approaching 
t o  a scientific apprehension or solution of the cosmo- 
].ogical problem. The poet. p r o s e s  to himself the 

from which ail cosmogonies :mil histories of 
creation start,, and ~vhich, indccil, obviously soggest ,~ 
itself even t o  the most undisciplined intellect,-the 
question as to the origin and causes of all things. ,, But 
in t,he Theogony this que.stion bas not the scientific 
irnport:tuce of an euquiry into thc esxnce and reasons 
uf phcaomena. TVith childlike curios it.^ t he  poet asks : 
V'ho made all things? and how did He make them :i 
and the answer simply consists in positing as the first 
bring something that cannot bc esplaincd away by 
thought, and making t,he rest originate from this by 
means sf sorne a.r~a1og.y drawn from experience. Now 
esperieuee points out two kinds of origin. All that 
we see either forms itself naturally, or else is rnrtdc 
wit,h a desi,gn by definite individuals. In the former 
case production takes place 11-j the action a l  the cle- 
mer~t.s, by growth, or  hy generat.iat~; in the latter, 
cithcr mecl~rtiicallg by tllc elaboration of some given 
material, or dynamically, as we work upon other men 

' Cf. Petersen ( 17rqwmg rind 
Abtrr deer Nc8,otl: Tl,.#og. (I'rrjgr.der 
IXt~inlu~~%scJ~ss C+ylnr?.j, 1862 j ,  mllo 
secms to me t o  hare prored xt ally 
rarc this much, ~-;jl;itever wc nl,iy 
think of h i s  other theo~ies. Thc 
polemic ol' Xenoplrnncs :ind iicm- 
cloitns a ~ i n s t  Hrsiod (alliclx we 

shn!l hereoftcr consi~ler) and tile 
remarkable utteratice of  Herodotus, 
li. 53, :Ire decided evidoirce against 
the suppoait,irr, that the  Thcogony 
i s  no uldcr t.hi~n thr: sixth cent ,~~xy ; 
r,he generd character of its cou- 
repticlns und l:~ngnage, howfirer, 
attesr. this even more strongl.ly. 



"by the mere eypression of our m ~ l l .  All thew analogies 
are applied, in the cosmogonies of difFercnt nations, 
t o  the origin uf the world and of the gods ; as a rule, 
several of thcm a t  once, accorcliilg to  the ndture of 
the objcitt m question. To the Greeks the analogy 
of generation must h,tvc been the most obvious, be- 
cts,lsc, in  accordance with the particular bent of their 
imaginatjon, they had personified the various parts of 
the world 3s bcings akin to humanity, ml~nse origin 
conld Lo represented in no othcr way. In ituv case 
they must h>~ve kept t o  an analogy drawn from nature, 
for Greek thought mas too naturalistic and polytheistic 
t,o maintain, like the Zoroa6triil.n and Judaic religions, 
that eve~gtbing bad hcen called into exislenee by the 
mere fiat of a crcator. In Grerlr mythology the gods 
themselves were created, and the  dcitics molshipped by 
the people belong altogether t o  a younger lace of gods ; 
there is, therefore, no divinity who call be regarded as 

the first canse of all things, wiil~crut b~ginning, and who 
possesses absolute power over nature. So in Hesiod it 
is the genesis of the gods on which hi; whole cosmogony 
turns. Most of these genealogies, and the myths corr- 
nected with t,hrm, itre nothiog more &an thc exprsssio~~ 
of ~irnplc perceptions, or picture-thoughts, of the kind 
that imagination everyahere produces when the know- 
I ~ d g e  of natnre is i n  i1.s inhncy. Erebus and Ngx are 
the parents of Bther  and Hemera, for day in i ts  
brightness is the son of night and darkaes~. The earth 
1~iing.s forth the: sea of 'heraelf alone, and rivers in her 
union ,with the sky ; for the sources of dreams are fed 
by the rain, while the ocean appears to be a mass of 



water wlrich has been from the beginning in the depths 
of the earth. IJranus is emasculated by Cronos, for the 
sun-heat of hwvcst time puts an end t o  khe fertilisir~g 

of the sky. Aphrodite springs from the seed 
of Uranus, for the rain in spring awakens the genera- 
tive impulse of nature. 'l'he Cyclopes, Hecatonchires 
;tnd giants, the Echidna and Typhceus are children of 
&a; other monsters are the progeny of night or of 
t h e  waters, partly because of their originally physical 
rmport, partly because what is monstrous cannot spring 
from t h c  bright heavenly gods, but only from darkness 
smd the unhthomable deep. The sons of Gza, the 
'I'itans, were ovel.thrnwn by tho Olympians ; for as the 
light of heaven subdues the mists of earth, so the all- 
ordering Deity has bound the wild forces of naturc, 
The thought contained in these myths is very limited ; 
whatever in them transcends the most obvinus per- 

ceptions is the result, not of reflection concerning the 
nnkural causes of things, but of an activity of fancy 
from which, even when it produccs something really 
siguificant, me must, be carcful not to  expect too milch. 
Even in the combination of these myths, which is 
~jrincipally, no dauht, the work of the poet, me fail t o  
discover a.ny leading thouglrt of deeper irnport.I The 

1 Blandis (Gssu7~icl~fo rEer 
GriecA-Aoiii. PJ'i(. i ,  75) flnda n o t  
merely irl thc bcginuing of the 
Tlleugouy, ~ I I L  a150 in the myths 
uP the  dnthronerue~il.uf Urallua, all2 
t h e  conflict of the sons of Croilos 
with their ht l icr  and the Titms, 
the doctrine that the rletermin,ite 
proceeds from the ~ indeterminals, 
md that there is e piiduul erolu- 

tion of the higher principle. B u t  
tbcsc ti~oughtn are much ton all- 
stract to adlait of our seeking in 
them tile ~rtoLir-e of the m y t h o p ~ i c  
fancy. The poet does not aeom to 
have hefin influcncerI tiy any specu- 
lative idea even in the anaugement 
of these m y k ;  t h o  thrco genera- 
tions of the gods mcrcly form tho  
thl'cild on which he &rings his 



passage in the Thcogany which sounds most like a 
philosophic conception of nature, and was almost the 
only passage employed by the ancient philosophers iu 
that senee,l is the commenccment of the poem (v. 116 
sqq.). Chaos was the first Lo exist, then came Earth 
(with the abyss, or Tartarus) and Eros. Of Chaos were 
born Erehus and Night;  Eartli first brought forth of 
herself the sky, the mountains, and the sea; then in 
marriage with the sky she produced the progenitors of 
the different families of gods, except the few tha t  are 
derived from Erebus and Night. This represenbtion 
ceriaid? attempts to get a t  some notion of the world's 
origin, and we may so &I' consider it as t h e  beginning 
of cosmology among the Greeks; but as a whole it is  
very crude and imperfect, The poet asks l~imvelf what 
was really the first of all things, and he finally abides by 
the Xarth as the immovable basis o f  the  Cosmos. Out- 
side the Earth was nothing but gloomy night, for the 
luminaries of heaven were not as yet in existence. 
Erebus and Night are therefore as old as the Earth. I n  
order that another should be produced from this first one, 
tllc generative impullse or Eras must have existed from 
the beginning. Such then are the causes of all things. 
If are exclude all thcse beings from our thought, there 
remains for the imagination orily t he  idea of infinite 
space, which at this ~ t i ~ g e  of cultare it does not con- 
ceive in &n ~hstract manner as empty mathematical 
space, but concretely as an immeasurable, waste and 

genealogies, and by ml~ich hc con- the edition of Hebiod of Gaisford- 
nects tlkrrn together sxtsrndly. Mciz, rersc 116. 

Proof of this  will be found in 



formless mass. The first of all things, t l~crefo~e, in 
is Chaos. In some such ma-y as this perhaps the 

foregoiug theory of the beginning of the world may 
]lavr: arisen in the mind of its autbur.' ' It is founded, 
indeed, upon n desire for enquiry, an endeavour to 
attain clear and coherent notions, but the interest 
which rules it is that of the imagination rather than 
t,hat of thought. Pu'o question is asked concerning the 
essence and geaeral causes of things, the problem is 
merely horr t o  learn something about the actual facts 
relating to  the primitive c o ~ ~ d i t i o n  o f  tlie world and to 
its ulterior developments ; and in the  soliltion of this 
problem, we ilaturtllly find that the poet is guided by 
the intuitions of his imagination, and not by intelli- 
gent reflection. The commencement of the Thcogony 
is, consideririg i t s  [late, a ttrougI~t.ful ~ n d  pregnant 
myth, but it is not as yet a philosophy. 

The next writer after Hcsiod of wl~ose cosmology we 
know anything a t  all definite is Phe~ecydcs of Syros,P 

Whether t.his 2~nthor or some 
older poet viu Lhu eolr~poser of' the 
TLeugony is, as has ~lready been 
uIiszrvrd, of little imptrrt:tnre. 
Brandis (Gcsch. dw Gi-.-Bb'm. PhiL. 
i. 74 )  supports thb latter theory. 
It is ~mlikclp, ho says, that t,he 
poet, had Ihe invented t h e  myth of 
Tar ta~us  as one of the first prir~ci- 
plcv of the world, o ~ u f  Eror as the 
creati\-e principla, wollld Ilavn inndc 
110 furlhor nse of t.hpn~ in his Gos. 
mology. I31it nuL to speak of the 
doubt,hl origin uf the J 19th vtne, 
which inciltiorra Tn,rt~nls, bl;t 
which is  rvutiting ia f lace (S'yinip, 
I 7 8  I$), and  Ariato~le (,W~tt~~lph. i .  4, 
96.4 b, 37). I shoidd rather cx- 

plain th is  circumetancc ns shovirlg 
that  thr iny the  s~ll~sequeritly intro- 
duced be16nEed to the older ttra- 
dition, :and   lit! oponing rerses 
to the autl~nr of thc Thccgony 
I t~01f .  

For his life, age, and vrEtingv, 
cf. S~nrz ,  Phewqyilis Prnqms~j~ta: p. 
1 kqq. Preller in the X k i w .  rW14s. 
ir. (1846) 377 sqq Allyma. ETA- 
cyclnp. of Erarh and Gruber, iii. 
23, 240 qq.  Art. Pl~erecrydes, Zim- 
msrrnar~n i11 Pichte's Zeit~eiiryt ,fiir 
Phabsoplair, kc ,  nxic. B, 2 R. S. I61  
sqq. (rcprintd in X i m m e r m ~ + n ~ ~ ' ~  
~Ttuctii:?a. Vienna, 1 S i 0 ,  p. 1 sqq.), 
This last, hu\ve~ar, credits thc dC1 
n~ylhogupl~sr  rsith much that is 



a confempo~ary of Anasimaader ; I  in later story u rnira- 
culoua pcrson like Pyt,hagaras.V~n a work, the title 
of which i s  vrtriously given, he  says that there existcd 
before dl things, and from eternity, Zens, Chronos, and 
Chthone3 By Chthoa he saeruls t o  have understood the 

dien to hirn. Conr~cl. Be Y l i o . ~ c ~ -  
&s 8yii C ~ U , ! C  atp?ic c o b n ~ l o r ~ i a .  
Coblwr, 1617. 

I El: i s  desc~ibed as such by 
Diugc~es ,  i. ,121, and Eascbius, 
C % T U ~ .  60 01. Thc forrucr, probably 
following Apolludocus, places his 
roost flouridii~lg penoci in the  69th 
Olympiad (340 n c.], tlnd the latter 
in  tht: 60th Olympiad. Suidlls 
( + ~ p e c . )  in a  VFTJ O ~ S C U P I :  p~ssag~ 
Ascs his birth it] 01. 45 (600-5!)6 
13.c.). 'tiis :ige iu given by the 
Pseudo-Lucian (JFun rib. 28, spas- 
sage where ha certainly see1118 to 
ire mcant) as S j .  Baither nft,hese 
strLements, Ilowver, is :~lrogether 
trustworthy, t L ~ u u ~ h ~ e r l ~ ~ r ~ s  neither 
is far from the t,rnth ; and there 
are besides othcr zrxsoits against 
our di-awiug any such tlsfiu~te con- 
dusion :IS Cnnri~d,  I ~ I O  thus &urns 
up (p. 14) his c a ~ ~ f u i  discussion of 
this rluestion : Pl~ereo~des was 
Imrn rn the 46111 Olyrnpiad or 
sllurtly l refor~,  and died, a ocfoyman- 
r i g s  f<!re,' towards tflc end of the 
62nd Olpn~pia,d. (Be:rvccn 01.45, 
I,  to 6'44, moreover, rhcrc IWQ only 
71-72 years.) Kor does the assw- 
tivn ttrat Pythugoraj tended h ~ m  in 
his last. illness I~c lp  u+ a t  all, partly 
hecausr i t  is itself r c r y  u n t ~ n s t -  
~vorthy, and pa~tly bemuse this  
occrlrrtlnce is l~lacad by eunle beforo 
Pjthagor~s' emigr,)tion t o  Italy, 
:mrl by utl~erv i n  the h v t  period of 
his life. Ct: I'orp11. Y?,ta fJythug. 
435 XI . ;  Iirmb. t-itct, PyIkny. 184, 
952  ; Diq. viii..4P. 

2 Cf, the anecdotes in Diog. i. 
116 bq. 

1 Thc conlmoncemeut of this 
work, ~ I I  Diog. i. 119 (cf. Prmas- 
cins, Da Print?. p 384 ; and Con- 
r;id, p. 17, 21 )  rvas as fnlloas : 
Z t b c  + ~ ; v   ah Xp6vos bs kt1 ~ a i  XB&v 
$v. XOurig 82 dvopa J y i u c r o  I'C, 
h c r 3 4  a h j i  i & s  yipas 81802 Ry 
yipas we cmnot ,  wi~.h Ticdernm~l 
( 8nccl~e~darzil.s i ~ s d c  Philoaopheg~. 
172), Gtarz (Em. cii. p. 46) and 
otherfi, u l ~ d e r u e i ~ d  nlnlion ; nor 
with l l r ~ ~ ~ d i s  t he  original qualita- 
tiuc rlcterminatitiu~~, for th is  l a t t e r  
is f :~ r  too abstract x cvnceptiun for 
P!leretydcs, a r ~ d  118 can hn~rily havo 
regarded the  earth ns nlo~cd.  
h'eithcr in terp~etat ion,  in fact, Tall 
be got put of the word; what i t  
mr.ans I S  : Since Zeus conierrcd 
liunuur upnn her. We mhy eit.11cr 
unclerstand by this honour, what 
nlnv~ys seems to me the most pro- 
~ H S I P ,  t he  : ~ i i u ~ n l n e n t  of her snrface, 
uiclntiu~ied immedin,t,elg afr er (the 
ga~mcnt  ,wit.l~ a lt ich Xeus corered 
the earth); or else, with Conrad?p. 
32, t l ~ e  hrmour uf her nnion with 
Zeus, by which t . 1 ~  Eiirth hecame 
thcrno:bc~ of nlany gods (p. 71, 3). 
Pherecydes means t o  deu i~e  ibe 
nanx  r; j  frora +pas .  This ci~'cum- 
;.t,znce of  ;%elf fnrbick thc bul)sti- 
t11tin11 of ~ C p a s  ior y;par, proposeti 
Ly Ituse. Dt! drist. tibr. ord. 7 4 ;  
but tire seme we sbonld get by th is  
change rs, in my opinion, >-cry un- 
satir-fitctory. 



earth; by Chronos, or Gronos,qhnt part of heaven 
nearest the earth, and the deity ruling it ;"by Zeus, the 
highest god, disposing and forming'the whole universe, 
and himself a t  the  same time the highest heaven.3 

1 So hc is called by H s r m i ~  
(rwisio, 0 .  Is), \r,l~o expressly says 
tllat ~ p d v n s  i s  the same as I;p6vos. 
I r r  Danlascius, un  he collhry,  
~ h e r e  Gunrad, p. 21, also vend:, 
~ p i v o v ,  I f iml  in tfic manuscripis 110 
ocher reading t l~au  xpdvov. 

By the Cxoaur of Pherecydcs 
i5 gtcnerally understood Time--yo 
Hermias luc. cit, alrrl Prolr~is un 
\ 11-pil's F C ~ O ~ I I C S ,  vi. 31. Phm- 
cydes hirnsclf in~iiciites this signifi- 
crtLiorl vlien he put;s X,~ilv:~s iu~ tead  
of ~ y i u o s .  Pet i t h  $mr~?ely credi- 
lili: that so ancicn~ atiiinkar s l~ol~ ld  
1 i ;~ue~lsced the  ubstrdet eo~ir-cption 
of Time anlong t l ~ e  prrirn~tir-e 
tibuses ; and !:l.onos, in fact, itp- 
pmrs &s B rn11cI1 more concrete Ira- 
t ~ l r ~  W ~ I ~ I I  it is told of him (ride 
ivJi'a) tllat he creatcd f rom his aced 
iirc, mind and mtter, and that he 
~ 1 1 s  t h e  leader of the gods in tho 
c?<mflict with Ophione~~s. Thatthis 
un1r means tlmat ik C O G T . ~ ~  qf time 
fire, wind and witerarose, and that 
i ~ k  coupse of time Op11iunt.u~ W H Y  

c ~ ~ n ~ n e w d ,  l callntlt believe. If the 
gods a t  strife w ~ t h  Uphiollcus re- 
present r,c.rt:iin powers of n;rtul'r;, 
Cronos, their 1e:ider. must be 
sou1ething more rsal than merely 
Time ; and if fire, wind nu<! water 
were fornicd from the, seed of Chro- 
~los, t h ~ s  sl.ei1 ~nnst, be cnncci~cd 
as it n1;iterial s ~ l ~ s ~ a n c e ,  and Chro- 
no:: must wnseqnently represent a 
c.o~t,zin part,, or cert.nin cnnstitucnts, 
of the u,orld. I f  W E  rnnslclc~' t h n ~  
iicr, wind and water are furuled in  
Llle atrposphere during tempests, 
and that the fert,ilisirig r&in iia re- 

presentetl in the mythnd o f  Urarlas 
sa the seed of tlle god of hcavcn ; 
that Chronos, accorriing to this 
origin81 iruport, wus riot thegud of 
Tirne BL c?bstraclo, but the g d  of 
the \usnil suxaon. of the time of 
hmrcst ,  of tho sun-heat (Prelier, 
G~icuh. ~Wytkol. i. 62 sq.), and, as 
such, n-as a g d  of hesvoli-that he 
WAS so regarded by thc Fythagn- 
renus w-l~r: i~ they identified the 
\-aulc of' Ileayen with Xpdror, and 
called tile 6tla tlie tears or C~ITOI~(IS 
(vide ij!.a, Yyti~ago'omau sgetcm)- 
~f we consider all his, the upinion 
gi~cl l  itbore, collcerning wliici~ even 
Cour~d ' s  (p. 32) and Brandis's 
adverse j tdgrn~i>r ( &wA. dtll. En'ntw. 
J w  i>ri/!eh. Phil. i. 59) have not 
shaken me, will appear to  ht~1-o f a r  
the rnovt proli;tbilit,y in its f~mur .  

To %*us, an rbe divine ureftto;. 
oftbc univc~~sc, the passage in hris- 
totlc's :V~lvphyslcs, xiv. 4, 1091 b, 
Y, rciers: 04 yt irt,urypiuur a;.rdv 
(bcil. T& B p ~ a i w v  rrriqsGr) rcal 7,; 

@+ I(UHLICGI drrav~a ~ ; ~ t l v ,  uTov 
+rpircu'Sqs ~ a l  Zrapoi ~ ~ v e s ,  ~b 
y~vv i jaav  7 i p G ~ a v  dP~fT~nv T . ~ ! ~ R L T L .  

-4s the ~ot io11  of Zeus as god of 
hraren is I~xrerl upon tho ir1e:t of 
the bky iitself: and AS t h c  gods of 
Pbewcydcs gcncrally repressnt at 
the s;xnle time certain parLs uf t h e  
world, we mag asinme lllat IIC [lid 
not diacritninate t,he world-crei~ting 
power, which hc calls Zeus, iron[ 
the  uppor portioil of the sky. Tho 
nsserciou of I te rn t ias  and Probas 
(lot. ccdd.) that by GUS ho under- 
stood Xther, alrd of ProLuu (loc. 
ci t . )  that he understood fire, $ 1 1 0 ~  



Chronos produces from his seed fire, mind and water; 
the three primal bcings then beget numerous other gods 
in five families.' When Zeus, in ordcr that he might 
fashion the world: ha.d changed himself into Eros ( F P ~ O ,  

according t-o the ancient thcory, must be the world- 

that  we are her? conrernexlrvithxn 
interpretation of the Stoics, find 
not wit11 an originrrt ant1 authentic 
Icxt. That 1Icmmias should reduce 
B t h c r  and Earth to  tile xvto;v and. 
rduXou is also elltircly in h~irmony 
wit,h the Stoic point of view. Cf. 
Bcller. I W .  dm Gr. Put 111. a, 119, 
second odition. 

Damnscius, lot. cit. : rbr 61 
~ ~ d u o v  aorjaer C'K 70; .i'dvov iauro; 
?rGp K U ~  T Y C G ~ U  *a; $Sup, . . . Z[ 
Gr Cv .A;VT~ ~ U X O T S  ~ I ~ ~ ~ & V W V  

xohhhv YGVF$V rur~?pu.c BfGv,  T$V 

T F U ~ ~ ~ U X O Y  K ~ A O U ~ ~ I I ~ V .  T O  tho 
same pvXoi (as Ur:\ndis chinks, p. 
81) rhe fit;itPmsl~t of PurPbyry 
perhaps refers (Ue a n i r ~  n,vrqjk. 
:. 311, according to  which Phere- 
q d e s  ~nnnt ions  p u ~ o h r  xai fidOpour 
~ a l  &wpa wal 86pas HU] nhhas; 
though Porphyry Ilirnself sees iu 
tllrm the y ~ u i a ~ i ~  ual & T O Y F V ~ ' E ~ ~ E L S  

+ u ~ i u .  Prcller (HR. Jfirs. 382, 
Encycl. 243) thinks that, Pherec>-deb 
here intends t o  ?peak of fire xdniix- 
trlrer, in rarjuus l>ropurtiuns, of the 
elemontaqsu bst,an~:es(Wther,Firc. 
A i r ,  W a t n ~ ,  Farlh),  ill rarh of 
which one of t,hese elcment3xj sub- 
stances predorninat ,~~.  1t.seems lo  
me, however, very haz,zrd~>iist~o as- 
cribe to t h e  ancjeuc philosopher nf 
Syra a tl~eoly of the EIements in 
:hr ficnse of Ernpedocles ur Aris- 
totle (a theopg which presuppo~e6 
a far triorn dcvelopnd atage o f  phi- 
losophic reflection). or to believe 
tlxit he anticipated PIi~IuIaus in 
fixing the number of these elements 

st five. Conrad's modification also 
of this ir~torprstetion, by urIlic!h 
the five ~ V X O ;  RTF: made to signiry 
thn tive laycrfi, circurnfoliling each 
other, of earth, miter, air, tire and 
zettier ((Eoc. eit. p. 351, attributes to  
Pherhcydes, as it xppmrs to me, a 
vicv of t h e  norld that is too sciea- 
tific and tnn similar to Ariutotlo's ; 
t.11~ thcory, cspccislly, uf a ficry 
spllere inrisiljle to ns, and the prc- 
oihe discrimination of ether h r n  
fire and hir, j ~ ,  accordii~g to all 
ot.licr traces of it, much biter. It: 
would be more reitsouable to s u y  
pose Lhxt PPherecyder distinguished 
Olympic gods, firc-gods, wind-gods: 
rvjrtcr-gods and earth-gods. Suulris 
s q s  that the wurk (d Fhcrecgdc!e 
wur named C m d r v ~ o r ,  from the 
p v ~ o ( .  Prel ler  (MB. Mw. 379) 
conjpcturss inatead T ~ V T ~ ~ U X O S .  

Conrad ( p  35) adds t.o tho aborc- 
mentioned f i i-c pvxoi the two diri- 
sious of the lower world, Hiides an11 
T~rtarus. It i s  aupposed(though this 
i s  not quite clear from *+en, 12. 
Ccfs. vi. 42) thnt  Phfirecydes him- 
self distinguished Hades and Tu- 
tarux. lothing certain, however, 
oa.n be ma.dc out on the silhject. 
Plato, in Xopk. 242 C : 6 ptv (+GOY 
61qy~~ral) dr rpia TA h a ,  nohtpei 
8; ihhiihots ; V L O T E  1167Gv t i 7 7 ~ 1  r q l  
70'11 hi  KE; $;ha Y ~ Y ~ d p ~ ~ ~  'yhpovs 
i-t K U ~  ~ d t o v s  ~ u l  ~ p u $ k $  r S v  
; ~ ~ d v w v  aapcxrrar, doubtless r~feru 
t o  the exposition se hava ireell 
cunsirlerirlg. 

Pi*oclus in Tim. 156 A. 



fo~rning force), he made, we are hold, a great robe, on 
which he embroidered the earth and Qgenos (Occanos), 
a l ~ d  the chambers of Ogenos; he spread this robe over 
an oak upborne by wings1 ( ~ T ~ T T S ~ O Q ) ,  that i s ,  he 
clothed the frameworlc of carth floating in space2 with 
the vnried smface of land and ocean.3 Ophioneus, with 

1 lZis words in Cierne~~s, fitra?ia. 
yi. fi81 A ,  rlin thus : E k s  m r s ;  
$+OX &u T E  XU? K U A ~ V -  xal <v 
atkg r r o r ~ h h t r  y:# kynvbv KLX; 

~h &y?7voJ Idpara. In reference 
this, Clernfns (042 A) s?.s.s: it 

f i l r d ~ ~ r ~ o s  6 p O ~  ~b {YT' a h ?  
r r r a o r r r r ~ ~ ~ v u u  @&po~.  

The w i n ~ s  in  this case dol~ote 
01Jy f r c ~  suspension, not swifr. 
motion. 

Conrad opposes the a!me 
ouphmtion on t,xo accounts. Firrt 
he agrees [p 40) wilh Stmz (p. Sl), 
tha t  tho  winged oak is r ~ o t  ruerely 
the framcwork of the ear& but of 
11x0 whole xnivorse, and t l l r t  tllc 
woof spresd oorr the ozk is t!re sky. 
Agr~.inst this, I can only repeilt, 
what I hart. already, in the ~csa~ud 
edition of this work, replied to 
Sturz, t h d  she tivsuo on W I I I B ~ L  
loi~rl mtd sf:% are embroidered (this 
;?lone can be meant by the words 
Z Y  d 7 5 j  T ~ J L K ~ A A ~ & ;  anil Cle~nuns 
also calls the  qdpns itself acrot-  
,rth@(uuv) C R P I ~ O L  signify the sky. 
11 would bc cavior to undrr6t:lnl-f 
i t  us the ~is ib l r ;  tlljtlgs that au- 
cnmpsts tlie tvnricl '  - thnrcfore 
the sr~rfitse nf  the e:wtll n~id sky 
( c f .  Prsllcr,Kh. r l f i .  387, E~cyBlo. 
244); ha t  since e~rt l l  and uceau 
&re mentioned ss rha orily oh,jacts 
cnlbl-uidercti on the woof, \TO ~ X G C  
IIU ground for thinking of :tngtliinz 
bes~drs the terrestrial surEice. 
Secondly, Conrnd (p. 2'L s+q.) sup- 

' 
poser that by  xe i rv  Phorecydcs in- 

tell& Cllaos, the primit-ive mattcr, 
vh ich  conlains a11 mattcrs, except 
ether, In ilself. Out o f  this, 
thlough thn working of Zeus or 
Xcher, thr eIernental m&tteril 
earth, vater, air, aorl fire wero 
made; and the earth itself when 
separated from the pimi t ive  m;ttber 
wuu called X O o u l ~ ,  hs disti~lguished 
from ,YO&#. Hut the  words quoted 
from Uiog. p. 72, 3, a1ro:rdy ex- 
clude such a tllcory ; for who would 
infer from the mcre ir;terchangp 
batween X84r a n d  XBuviq that  
in  Lha one case we are couceri~ed 
wlth the aiixt,ure of all hal~stancer, 
nnd in  t,he other with the earth 
which reanltad from this mis t ,u~e?  
D~mase~us,  w11om r e  havc no right 
t o  ~ l l ~ r g r :  with error in thi+ rniltbr, 
expressly rnrntionn Z~Ls,Xpdvos and 
~ % u v : a  as the throo first pinciples 
of  Pherccydes (Ue p r b c .  c. 124. p. 
334). rlgein, when Phereqdex, 
rrmrding to Damascius, says that 
fire, air and water were m ~ d e  by 
Uhronor i~ T O G  yo'vov ;au~oE, how 
car1 it be ~ueinta incd thd, Xoua 
~ie!~arat.sd them out of X04v? Oon- 
rarl, lastly, urges ~ l ~ : + t  hir i l~eory 
bcat erplainfi the statement (vide 
Ad~illeu Tatius in  Phrusom. c. 3, 
123 E ; SchoJ, irr Hcsiodi '1Loq. 
I I6  ; Teetz. i n  L~ycuph?.~?~, 1.15) t h i t  
Phcrccydes, like Tl~ales. made 
water 11;s first pliacrple ; 'Ja t thiy 
does nct help him much. For that; 
statcmcr~t rests upon suspicious 
tcriimon;., and ia beaides entirely 



his hosts, representing probably t h c  unregulated forces 
of nature, oppose8 this creation of the world, but the 
divine army under Cl~ronos hurls them into the deep of 
the sea, and kcepa possesvion of heaven.' As to  any 
further battle of the gods, between Zeus anrl Chronos, 
Ybcrecydes seems t o  h a ~ e  been silent.' This is the 

erroneous on the chief point, and 
a n t a i l  himself acknowledges ( ~ . 2 6 )  
t.hst in the ellnotic primal matter 
which he thinks is denoted by the 
nbme of XOdiu, Earth niust have 
preponderst~d. to occasion t-he 
chuice o f  t h i s  name. If there is 
any error, t he  caline of  it may l i o  
claornhr;~~!, either in the dootrine of 
Yberecydes himuelf, or in  R rnisap- 
pehended amount of the doctrine. 
E ~ c n  an antithetical compllrison of 
P h e r e ~ ~ d e s  and Thnlec, 6 ke thnr, in 
Sastus, Py~rh . .  iii. 30, ~Watlr. ir. $GO 
(Phcrecyd~s mnclr: cart,h, aud Tllalea 
w&r, the  principle of &I1 things), 
might,, by the cwtrcleks hand of a 
coggist or compiler, he tr~med i n t o  
a parallel betwren them ; or Fome- 
one who found I ' l~e~ t i cyd~s  danscd 
a i t h  Thnles, as our: nf the  oldest 
philosophers, may hare  asmibed to 
him Thales' doc,t,rine. Perliaps e-ren 
what Pherccy~lee said o f  OCC~J~~~US.  
nr his st;tternent ahnut the seed of 
Crones, or k ~ r r i i :  other definition 
that Itas not cnme doun t o  IIY, m y  
h a ~ e  been explained in  this way. 
Whcther Pherscydca thought thxt 
the sen vozed out, o f  the enrth con- 
ceived as  moist in its pri~netaI 
condition, or was filled by water 
from the atrnospl~ph~m (the m t e r  
arising from t l ~ c  yor4 of Crono~) ,  
is not clear from our dncu~nsn t s ;  
for i t  is certainly possible that the 
production u f  water By Cronos ]nay 
not apply to tlie water of tlic sea. 

1 Cclsus ap. O r i p n  s. Cek. ri. 

42 ; NAX. Tyr. s. 4 ; Phi10 of By- 
blris :~p .  Eus. p ~ ~ p .  EP. i. 10, 33 
(the latter represents I'herec?das 
as h a ~ i n g  homowcd tlu'fi trait from 
the Yhanicians) ; Tertullian, Do 
COT. nit1. c .  7. 

Preller (Xh.  17-1~s. 380) seeks 
to e.ita,hliuh the  contr;try, and I ful-  
lowed him i n  my second edition. 
Eut though we find truces, with 
ApolIn~~ins and others (v. i r s b ) ,  uf 
a theogony in which Ophiun, Kro- 
nn* and Xrus foIIow one aunther as 
r~rlcrs of t.he unircrse, we have no 
right to refer this  representation 
i.a Phc~ecydes hinlscIf. 95th him 
Opl~ioxeus fights indcpd for t h o  
possession of hrarcn, but that bo 
l~ad i t  to begin with is not s k t o c l ,  
and it is irrecor~cilnble with t he  
assertinn that %cus had boon thcro 
from ere~mity, and still moro with 
the utterance of Aristotle (sap-. p. 
93) ; Tor hedduces as a pecaIiltriry 
of Pherocydes that, ill cont.r~listinc- 
rion to the oldor Theogonirs hr had 
declared the first privciple t o  be 
Ihe most perfect, as they are blamed 
bemuse @ablh~;trl ~ a i  & p ~ ~ ~ ~  @sub 
06 T O ~ E  ~ ~ P ~ T I I U S ,  U ~ O Y  V ~ K T C I ,  K . T . ~ ,  

ihhA TXV ~ l a , : ~ n r l  did uot tllsrefore 
rrgard the world-rdinp power or 
%GUS as t,he ~ ~ G T u I .  Pherrr,ydes 
milst himself hxvc so rcgai-dcd him, 
Thir;, as Cunrad rightly ollrsrves, 
also excludes the theory that Zeus 
first became lord of hcdren and 
king of cho gods by ~ h c  ovtrillrow 
of Cronus. 



essential result t o  be giltbered from scal.tcrerl fra,gments 
and traditions +espect;ing the doctrine of' Pherecydes. 
If we compare it with the Hesjodic cosmogony, it, 
uadoul,tcdly evinces prngreas of t h o ~ g h t .  We find, 
even thus early, a (Iefinitc attempt to  discriminate, on 
the one hand, between the material constitiients of  the 
universe - the earth, and the atmospheric elements ; 
and, on the  other, between matter and plastic firrce. 
In what is said of the  couflict of Chronos with Uphi- 
oneus, we seem to discern the thought that in the 
attainme.nt of the prcsent cosmical ardei- the forces of 
the a.hyas were limited by thc influtncc elf thc higher 
elements.' But  the  expression of all this is mythical, 
ant1 in accordance with the older cnsmologicd mytho- 

logy. The world is not formed by the natural operation 
of origind matter and forces ; it is t ~ r o ~ ~ g h t  by Zens 
witti the mysterious power of a god; the reduction o f  

phenomena to natural ca,uses, wbich is the first real 
commencement, of Philosophy, is not hcre to  bc found. 
It would therefore be of litt,le importance to the 
history of I'hilosophy to know that Yherscydes t ~ o k  
certain details of his theory, such as the persol~alit~y 
of Ophioneus, from Phcenician or Egyptian mytho- 
logy; but whether important or not, the statement 
cannot be adequately proved by the testjmorly of so 
untrustworthy s writcr as Philo of Byblus ;2  and the 
distinction between the destroying serpent god of  
Pherecjdes and the serpent-shaped Agathodsmon is so 

1 The serpent is a cI)thonie Eoc. tit , and AIlg, Eu yc lo ,  p. 244. 
animal, probably signifying Ophi- 2 In Euseb log, cit. 
oneuh. Vido Preiler, Rheifi. Bm. 



apparent, tha t  we might its well identify the former 
with the serpent form of Ahriman, or even, like Origen 
(toe. cit.), with the scrpent of tlrc Mosaic paradi$e, if so 
obvicns, and among tbe G~eelrs bo common, a symbol 
required a. foreign derivstron to  aocount for r t .  The 
impossibility of  referling the whole cosmogony of Phe- 
recyde~, in its essential features,' t o  the Egyptians, mill 
a t  once appear on an intclligcut comparison of hiu pre- 
pcntations with t l~c  Egyptian rnjths." The assertions 
of certain later and untrustworthy writers3 as t o  l ~ i r  
Oriental teachera are of little importance as evid~nce.~ 

If urtr knowledge is  i m p ~ i f e c t  in regard to Phere- 
cydes, is ~b still more so iu respect to some others, who 
contemporaneously, or nearly contcmporaneouflp, with 
him set up vwions cosmological theories. Of Epimen- 
rdcs, thc well-known Rierophant of Solon's time," we 

L. Zjmmermann, loc. cit .  
"inorher ductrinc attributed 

tn Plterecydcc;, and which equally 
must hnvo come from thc East, 
l . 1 : ~  dogm:t of Tronsniigwtion, h ~ s  
alrcndy Been d~ecusscd, p. 68 sq. 

Josephus, Contr. dyicn. 1, 3, 
end, reckons him ns belonging to  
tbeFgztianatid Chaldwai~schools. 
Cedrcn., Synqv. i. 04 H, rspmsents 
himas Lr;tveliingintn Egypt. Suidaa 
(@<,O,QEK.] gays hc useti, the secret 
writings n f  the ~'kcelricinnb ; thn 
linostic Isidorus i n  Gle~ncns,Strom. 
vi. 842 A, represent$ him a5 in- 
spired by thc prnphcry of Cham : 
by ~ h i c h ,  h u ~ e v e r ,  is probaI>ly ill- 
; ~ndcd,  not the Egyptia~~anil Yhm- 
nician w~isdom as a whole, but a 
Gnostic work be r r i~ ig  that title. 

4 We are, in the first placd 
entirely ignorant on whut trndit>ion 
there skaternccts &re Lased; and 

next, it was easy and oli~iona to 
wrmtect &he teacliar nf Pythagogorlls: 
(who \<,as knorrn to  hare held the 
Fgyptinn doctdno of Tralis~nigr;~. 
tion), as ncl1 ns Pytbnpras. him- 
self, with the Egyptians. Ttlv 
Cl18ld~ans, in vhat concerns It'ha- 
~ y e c y d ~ s ,  were pcrhnpe first ~ddc t j  
by Joscyl~us; a h i l o  the stat,ement 
of Suidas prtibnbly originates wj;h 
Philo of  Bybl~~s. 

O n  t . l~e psrsontiliby of Epi- 
msnides, his act.ir;ity in Atliens, and 
the stnries that connected thcrrr- 
sslrcs ~ i t h  him, cf. U i g .  i. 109 
sqq. ; S~iiclau, 'E?ria~r~8q?lr ; E'III- 
t,inth's Solon,  12; S. Sap. Cons. 14; 
A t z s c 7 r z ~  gw. r ~ s ~ . i  12.p. 784; . f l$f:  
OMC, i. 1, p. 109; De Sac. h?z. 24, 
25, 1). YQO ; Platu, Lnws, i. 647 D 
(nrrrl also m y  treatise on the 1 .n~-  
clirunirrns nf Ylato, Ahhnl~dl?i?zyen 
dw Ueriinischtls Akctbtnie, 1873. 



are told by Dmnascins that,' according to Eudemus, he 
two first causes,-the Air and Sight ; and 

proct?cding frnm t i ~ cac  a third, Tartarus. From them 
yl'r+~ng two other beings, not precisely designated, whose 
Imion produced the egg of the universe ; a denotation 
of the celestial sphere which is found in several coy- 

rnogonieu, zucl whioh very naturally resulted from the 
representation of the wo~lcl's orjgiu as analogous to  the 
&+rclopment of anirnal life. Whether t,his notion was 

transplanted frum Western Asia to Gwccc, whether it 
was arrived at jjadepcndontly by Grcek mythology, or 
\Fl~et.her, l a s t l ~ ,  it had bccn prcscrved in ancient tra- 
dition horn the earliest sources of the Greek race,-are 
ii~icstions me must leave una~iswcred, From this egg 
other existences were produced. The bhou~ght contained 
in  this cosmogony, as f}ir as our rne:ip-e information 
enable6 us t o  criticise it, i s  unimportant, wliether we 
ronsider Epimenides himself to have made the  altera- 
tion in t h ~  Ilt?sicidic representation, or, in doing so, 
t o  hare fo l low~d the example of some more ancicnt 
predece.~sor. Tke same holds good of Acmilaos,%ho 
rras much more closely allled ti) I l~~s iod ,  for he repre- 
sents Chaos as 'trringmg forth a male and tt female 
being-Erebus iiud Night; Bther, Eros," Netis, and 

IYzslory of Pl~ilodo;~ii!/, p. 95  sq.) ciplc. 
TVIl.tt Da~nxscius qrlntes from hini 'Ap. Uan~nscirls ( loc.  c~t.):igain 
is tnken fronr Ilis own theogong-: :iccorciing to  Mademus ; Brandis, 
Uiog, i. 111. p, 83, also rightly refers t o  Ylato, 

1 DeP1.isc. c. 124, p,  3 8 4 ,  Kopp. Syiupooiurn, 175 0, ScAol. 2fict~cn'l. 
2 'l'lwse two principlcscridently ar.ygcm. Id.  xiil. Cllcrn. Al. Stmm. 

represent, after the tl~hnncr of t h c  ~i. 629 A. Jvscphus contra ,$,to- 
Hediodic Irb~ogonp, it bexl~il ncoa, i .  3. 
qzygy : the Air, d i f ip ,  ic  tile rrlalu ScAdl. Ilcocrit ,  classes him 
principle : Kight, the i c ~ ~ l a l o  prio- as the son oi' Hight and Zihcr.  



a nurnbcr of divinities being the result of their union. 
There are some otbcr traces of cosmogonio tradition ;I 
but we pass thcm over, iu order t o  proceed at once to 
the consideration of the Orphic c~smogonieu.~ 

Four versions o f  s~lch cosmologies are known to  us 
under the name of Orpheus. In one of these, the 
version used hy Eudemus t he  Peripatetic, and most 
probably before his time by Aristotle and Plato," 

i 1411uded to by Brat~dis. lot. possible for the tReuIogisns. ~ 1 1 0  
tit., p. 88. It is said that  Ibyrus, mnlrc all thir~gs nriut! o ~ i t  of Yigllt., 
Fr. 38 (IO), like Resiod, mnclc 1Sros and for the ultysici~tx, w l ~ o  com- 
spring from Chaos ; anrl that the mrnca with thc  mivtum n f  a11 
cornic poot dntiphanea, ap. Ire- things, to explain the begnning of 
nsn2  (crdv. am. ii. 14. I),  differed mntiun, Alsn the S H P O J I ~  passqe 
on somr points $rum Reeiod. agrees sa little wit11 thk  nrdiuhry 

For vha t  foLiuws. cf. Sclluster, Orphic cosmology, that Syri:mus, 
.DB we!.  OrpAicc Tj~eo,yi)?bk irsdokc. mmrucnting. on i t  (Schol. ia Aria. 
Leipzig, 1663. 93.5 a, IS), finds f ~ u l t  wit71 Aris- 

$ Dnamanclrrs, 17. 12 1, p. 863. tutla for misrepresentins thc Or- 
That by t,l~is Eudemus is i~rtenried phic dodrinc. This pxe'saFt must 
tho p11pi1 of Aristotlc, is plain from arlu~llypointto a, theoguny like Lhat 
Diogenes, Piowm. 9. Cf. Darnlts- qpokea of by Frrdennls; for barn 
cips, p. 384. Yight i s  made the first principle ; 

MtCnph. xii. 8, 1071 h, 36 : as with Hcsi~i ,  chaos. and with 
&r X d y o u o ~ v  oi O~oh6yor oi f'u v u ~ r b s  Homer, Oceanus; the ~jky it rer- 
ysuv6vres. Bid. xjv. 4, 1091 b. 4 :  tainly is not in eit,Ircr of t,Im rcpre- 
oi  6; x o t ~ r a l  o! Bpxaior .rabrp i ruuhs,  xentat.ions known t o  as ; but in the 
$ Baarhedtrv KU; B P X C L V  @arb oir Endemic nrphcus ,  the slrv occupies 
TOAS rrpd.rovs, oTov &wa uai ojpurbr the  second place, and in Hesiod the 
5 ~ 4 0 s  i) & w a v B u ,  &Ah& 7Bv Aia. third. A4 tho  Errrlcmic Orplleus 
TIiere words cannnt rel'ersimply to alone, as far as asc knov. -with t h e  
sybte~na in which Xjetlt,, though exccptinnnf Epimenides,puha Night 
placed amung tho oIdest deities, in the place of Clrsos as. the first o f  
occupies only a third ,or fuur~h al l  things, iL is very prob~l~ltl that 
plrcc (n.s i s  the  case i n  thp, Heeiodic Ar;stotle, KR well as hi$ scholar 
and ordinary O r ~ ~ h i n  thnngony!. Endcmn~:, may bl: referringtohim. 
They presuppose a cosmology in ' Bchaster (Ice. cit. 4 sqp.) 
vhich either Night alonp, or Night thinks this is prohnble Tmrn &at. 
i n  conj~mnetiun with other aq~ially 402 B, and Tim. 40 D sq. (where 
original principlee, h ~ s  tho firi;t liy thc pnots who affirm thekselvos 
place : for Jl~tfipla.  xii. 6 treats of tJo be the sons of the gods are 
the primic!ve state which preceded meant- OrpI~elis and Museis  ; tIl-e 
all Recoming; a n d  In reference t o  are mentioned by name. &p. 364 
this, Aristotls says it is ecpallg im- E, w h i l ~  nothing of the kind i s  said 



Night is represented as the first of all things. Reside 
Sight are placed the  Earth and the sky,' both of which 
appdren.tly proceeded from Kight, as with Hasiod the 
Earth came forth from Chaos; Kight being here sub- 
stituted for C h a ~ s . ~  The children of Urarlus and 
G%a are Occanus and Thetisi3 olivionsly a very slight 
departure from l he  Iiesiodiu tradition. A second 
theogony (pcrhaps an hi ta t ion ,  or possiliIy the foun- 
dation of Pherecydes' story of the hat,t,le of the gods) 
seems t o  be alluded to  by Apolionius,Vor he reprrsents 
his Orpheus aa singing how at firat earth and sky and 
water sep?xat,ed thernsclvcs out of thc cornmingling of 
all things, how sun and moon and  tars began their 
courses, and moantxins, rivers sad anima,ls came into 
being ; how Ophion and Eurynome, daughter of Oocanus, 
ruiled in Olgmpus, how they were afterwards hurler1 into 

iC/.C..L. 
of Hcsiotl). It is no a r p m s n t  .y<dir%ar TQP uwpd-rirwv), Chaos. IIe 
a,yainsl it (as Schustm- ~hcws), that begins with thnse g d f i  who. as 
i a  the verses quoted by Cirtylua? pitren~s, open the seriea of gods 
rhc rn~lrriage of Oceunus :~nd T h e  springh~gfrutl hertral union: WRILC 
t j a  i~ dencribed as the first mar- was prior to the enrt,h and the 
riage, w l ~ r c a s  thi:y t l~ernscl~~rs we heavcns lie docs nnt enquire. 
the children of Uranus and Gza ; ' Eudemus, loc. t i t .  ; Jonnnes 
and hecause tile nmmcs be~ir!s l.he L y h s ,  Be rmwh?ds, ii. 7, p 19, 
sketch of the Thaocony with t.hs ~ScSrhow. His rrords, T ~ C ? S  T @ T ~ L  KUT' 

words. rijs TF xal Oupavol ra78es 'op$G'a <&.8Ada~qirav ipyal?  r t t  cai 
'~2rr~avdr TE K U I  T q e h  ~ n i i u & f u ,  it yn K U ~  ~Gpavbs, are rightly applied 
docs n o t  follow t h x t  P1:tto der~ies t o  this Eutiemic ' T h c c ~ l o g  of 01- 
Nightto be thcifirstprirlcil>le. If the phet1.s ' Ly T.oheck, i. 491. 
pus~'dgerel%kd to t l~e  HesindicTheo- " In l n r o ~ ~ r  o f  this theory, ~ i d e  
gony (which rloes not, like PIatn, Arist. ilhtctph. xii. 6 (xtgric, 98, 4), 
make Ciuono.: nlul Rhcn children of and especially D:rmas,ius, p. 382 : 
Oceanus and Tht;t.~s), (3haaa arid $ 6; nuph 76 l T c p m a r q ~ ~ ~ $ i  E;S$K 
might would stilI have f ieell passed ~ C V ~ Y F Y P C L ~ , U ~ V V  hs TOG 'OP~CWS o h m  
over ; hut T'lato could as vcIL Bfohoyia air# -rh v o ~ r b v  i u r i ~ o c u  
l e ~ ~ v c o u t  Night in  this pmsnge as . . . hab 82 r$r v u ~ r b r  Irro~i]raro 
dristotle, Melllph, xiv. 4, the e;trtll; r+u &xp+v. 
and JTthpb,. i. 8, 989 a, 10 ($?a; According tlrPlato ; d.p.  98,5. 
62 ~ a i  'noio80s 7+v yfiv T ~ L T ~ Z J  4 Argonaat. 5 .  494 sqq. 
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the ocean ljy Cronas and Rhea, and these in their turn 
were overthrown by Zcns. Traces of t h i s  theogoily are 
also t o  be met with else-urhere;' but philosophic concep- 
tions are as little t o  be detected in it as in the poclns 
of Hedod, A third Orphic casmogonj3 places at t.he 
beginning of oosmieal clevelolbment watcr and primi- 
tive slime, which latter st~lidifics and forms t,hc earth. 
Prom these two a dragon a~ises, winged, and mjth the 
face of ;L god: on one side he has the head of a Eon, 
2nd o n  the other t.hat of a ljull. Hc is called by the 
mythologists, Herxtcles and Chrox~ou, the never-aging 
one :. wit11 him i s  united Secessity, or Adrastea (aceord- 
ing t o  D~mascius, in a hermaphrdite form), who is 
said t o  be spread abroad incoqo~eallg throughout t l ~ e  

universe t o  its re ln~t~est  ends. Cliroitou-HcracIcs pro- 
duces a gigantic which, dividing in tlze midst, 
forms with its upper half the sl;y, and with its lower, t11e 
aarth. There seems t o  haye been further mention4 of a 

Cf. what is cited '07 Preller. 
Hl~rin.. .W77ls. -5'. J'. i ~ .  3 S i  t iq, from 
LJ-cnphr. Ales. v. 1103 ; and Tset- 
rpa, in h. I., Sc?~ol. Aristoph. h b b .  
247  ; ~Scchnl. B~whyl.  Prom. 955 ; 
Z,rician, 'It.(~,oodopfid. 99. Tl~oqph 
OrpIteus is not named in these pss- 
s:iges, me fiud in t.hcin, as in t I ~ c  
Orplieuh of Apollnnius, that  O~hion ,  
Chronos and Zcils are regc~rdod as 
tile three kings u f  the gods, ol  
wltom the tuo first wore o~nr th rown  
by their bucccssor. Perhaps the 
sktement  of Nigidius Figulus re- 
lates to the .%me theogong (Sfrc. 
ad Eel. i ~ .  10). nnmclg, that ac- 
cording to Orphcur, Saturn and 
Jupiter were +,he first ru la~s  of t,ho 
world : the tradition which hc fol. 
lows, howerer, seems t o  have aet 

aside Ophion and Eury~lome. 
* Ap. Dsmascius, SRI. Al;he- 

n q .  .Szq~l$c. e, 1 5  (18). 
a lirmrding to Bctndis, i. 67. 

Chronos erst bogot B t l ~ e r ,  Cllaos 
and Erebus. and a f t c r \ ~ a r d f :  tho 
egg of d ~ e  world ; Lobcr1;'s vicw of 
t h e  pashaze (Aglylaopls. i. 48; sq.),  
however, seems to me undoubtedly 
correct; accortlirtg t o  t,his r iaw, 
ml~el. is skid o f  Ulc I)egcttil~g of 
Xt.her k c .  is referred, ]rot to tho 
cosmogony of Hellnnicus, hllL l o  
tbe abual Orptiicthoogr~i~y in ullloh 
it id ~eiilly to be fouuti. 

4 The canfused reprehcntntion 
of Damnscius leaves i t  solnowha1 
~mwrt.ain wl~arhcr  these feature6 
really lielong to this theogony. 



god who had golden vings an his shoulders, ?)ulls' ]leads 
on his harmcbes, znd a huge snake appesring among 
various animal forms on his head ; this god, described 

Damascius as incorporeal, i s  called Protogonos or 
Zeus, and also Pan, as bringing order into all things. 
He1.e not only is t.lle symbolism far more complicated 
than with Ertdern~ls, but the tl~oughts, too, arc irr 
advance of the cosmogonies we have been considering. 
Rehind Chronos and Adrastea are the abstract notio~ls 
of time and necessity ; tlie incorporeality of Adrastea 
and Zeus presupposes rt discrimination of corporeal and 
spiritltitl which mas unknown even to Philosophy until 
the appearance of Ana.xn.goras ; the spreading o u t  of 
hdrastex through the m~ivarse reminds n u  of tlla 
Platonic doctrine at' the Worlcl-~11111.; arid ir i  the con- 
ception of Zeus as Pun we rccogoise a pantheism, the 
germ of which lay, indeed, from t l ~ e  bixginrlirlg irl the 
natura,listic religion of the Grccks, hut which cannot 

be proved by aauthentic evidence t o  have actually 
existed before the period when t h e  individuality of the 
various gods had been destroyed by religious syn- 
cretism, and when Stoicism had done much to spread 
ahroad the pautheistic theory of the 1~niverc.e; for none 
of the older systems~ however panlheistic in tendency, 
had so great or so general an influence. The p:u~thcjstic 
clement comes out still more clearly in the story of the 
birth aud swallowing of Phanes (ir@n,, pp. 104, 106). 

1 That this trnit was pvcsont in mcutioning Phannrs fisom any other 
the 0rpli:c Ihcogot~y of Hcllrcnicus expsltinn t h : ~ !  that from u-hich 
is clpar from Athenag. c. 16 (20),  he had previously 111ade quo~ationu 
for it is must improhal~le thrL he exactly currrspnnding with ttlc 
should 11avt:hkon the Orphic rcrscs Hollsnicus theognny of Damascius. 



If, tllerefore, this cosmogony, as i s  usually S U P P O S P ~ , ~  

was known to  Hcllanicus of 1,eshos in the middle of 
the fifth century, wc must assign many ideas which ap- 
penred only in the later Greek Philosophy to an earlier 
period. Lobeck, hon~cvor (loc. &t.), and Miiller rightly 
question whether such could have bccn the case. 

Dmascins himself hi~its t r t  the  doubtful source of the 
account be follows ;3 i ts  conteut bears pretty evident 
internal tmces of an aflcr date, and as me certainly 
know that  spurious writings of a very late period mere 
circulated under the name of the Lesbian logographer, 

G f  Schuster, p. 32, whore other 
conjectures, however, p. 83, du not 
comme11cl themurlr~es Lo me. 

1 Which Brandis acccpts, Zoo. 
cit, p. 66. 

Frcgwmta hist. Gmc. i ,  a s .  
Bisvords ,  Iw,cii.,arc: ~ o r a 6 r q  

p8v $ muvSBrls 'Opdrtri$ 6rohoy~a .  6 
Bi ~ r r ~ i r  TSV c I ~ p d v v p o ~  qcpupdv 
~ a >  'EAhdvr~ou ,  d ~ t p  p+ KU: d n k d l  
1u71r*, o&ws ~ X ' X E I .  'Thy Apllear to 
me t o  eorlvey tha t  tlis work of 
which they ilrc trentiug was attri- 
buted to Hieronyrr~ue ~ t q  well as 
Hellanicus, and thnt U ~ n ~ x s c i u s  
himself. or his authority, wnn of 
opinioll t,l~at. undertlruc t x n  narnps 
one and tbe bamc author was con- 
ct~aled; who i n  t,hst case naturally 
could not, hitre been t.he ancient 
logographer of Lenbm. 

Vide BTullor, loo. [ i t .  Schu- 
ster, in his escursus on the theo- 
guny ut" Hellanict~s, lac, cif. pp. 80- 
100, cvnj~ct~ures with Ifilicck that 
~ L S  author was Eellanicus, other- 
wi.l se unknpwn to us. tlie father of 
the pl~i lono~ter Sdi~don (Suidns, 
2dr8wv), >vlvhose 8011 ( t h o  Stoic 
Xrhenodorus of Tars11s) was the 
il~stmctor of Augustus, and whom 

Schuster calls, I know 1101 why, 
Apc,llodorus. This conjcctnre has 
jn jtu favur~r that Slnrlon. according 
to Buidas, wrote i r r v 0 i a ~ r s  r;s 
'Op+Cs ; and if Heilallicus, l ike his 
g r i m d ~ ~ n ,  and probably aIso his 
.son, war a St.oic, this would agree 
with the fact that, the theogony (an 
Schustcr, Ioc. cit. 87 ~ q q .  pi-ores) 
has points of contact ~ i t h  the 
Stoic po the i sm and treaiinent of 
nlyths. The .mying of Uamhscius, 
f iove~er ,  quoted in note 3, nrcrns 
t o  me t o  contradict this xssump- 
tirm. If  Erlhnicus uf Tar~uus, i n  
the end of the  seeold centiiry before 
Chrint, published an Orpl~ic theo- 
gonjr under his own name, it is 
diffict~lt t41 see how t l~ig  wurkcould 
bear the n m e  of Hiernnjmus as 
wcll, and how Uamascius coulri 
lrnsgine that the same author was 
roncwiled u~liler these two names. 
Srhuster (p. 100 )  1,clieres that 
HelInnicus wrote thc t h~oguny ,  
but borrowed the material of tlie 
first, 1mrt f ro~rl  a work by Hiern- 
nynuls. Rut this t h e o ~ o n g  cannot 
l ~ n r a  been known the p r~~r~uc t iun  
of Hellsnicas, for Bthenagoras ex- 
pressly ascribes to Orplieus lhe 



Uiere is e7.et-y probability that the Orphic theology does 
not belong to him a t  all, whatever may be the truth 
as t o  its authorship and the time of its composition, 

17erses wlncll Schuster rightly cull- Epictet~rs, Ditd. ~ i .  19, 14 ; cf. Pho- 
qiJers as h ~ v ~ n g  l -rdo~$cd t o  this t,irrs, COG?. 161, p. 104 A, 13 sq., for 
wnrIi; bosides, i t  was natural thitt the type of a book of f%l>lcs, and 
a pot.111 prvfessing to sat forth an r:tnnnt, possibly h a ~ e  ernai~ated 
Orphio thsognny should unnounw from the Lcsbinn miter ,  if only 
irsclf as a work uf Orpher~s. Ua-  because MDSRS is mer~tii~ued in  i t  
mnscius does not edy that Hellani- (v. Justin, Cohwt.  9, p. 10 a). We 
ens anit Bie~,onyrnus wore d e s  hear, on the other hand (Joscph. 
r5rilrerl rts the atrthors of the theo- A d .  i .  3, 6, 9)) of an E ~ p t ~ h n  
~ W I Y  ; but  as he calls t he  thergony Hiernnyrnus, who \wok an bp,yayero- 
used by Eudemus, c. 134: 6 n q f f  ~ o y l u  @orvinrrri), but who cannot 
TG a c p m a ~ ? ] r ~ ~ $  E W p y  hvayqpap- pussil~lp (as Muller, LOG. cit., be- 

; $0 11)- jl KUT& T ~ P  'Iep&vulnvv lieves) be t h e  eame person as the 
pcpophu~, ~ a l  ' E A ~ ~ Y L K O Y ,  ho must Pcrlprketic of K h ~ l e s .  I t  seems 
mean n thcogony, the co~iteuts of a probable ca~\jecture (NuIler, ii. 
~d-liich k i l~ro l lpm~3 and HeIlanicus 450) that he was h e  person who, 
had expr>unrlerl: but  the avlhor of according t o  Dnm~scins, had trans- 
-r~hich, as of all t,lw other thengo- mjtt.ed this Orphic thengony ; and 
nieu, war Orphcos. A s  to the  f ~ e t  the ider gains considerable support 
that f.he divergcr~cks from the  corn- fmnl the observation (Scbuster, Em. 
monly mcei~cd Clrphic t l ieogo~i~ n'l. 90 sqq.) ihat  this t,hcogony in 
arc the s3me in bozhcw;im, aud t11.t its cnumtnncement, j u s t  where i t  
I)ams+cius co~ljccturcs t,hc two an- differs from the ordinary Urphic 
thurs to  bc one nnd t.11~ same, the theogony, coi~~cicles with the I'hct- 
~;rsiest expla~it iou seema to be nician cosmt~goniex. This Hierotly- 
that t , i~ is  exposition a1;iyhtlve been IIIUY way have affircd t h e  name of 
h o u d  in two manuscripts, of which Ilellai!icus to the  A?yUiT?bci~& nt the 
ulla how tho  nxair: of Hcllrrnicus, s;lmc tlme that  he  puhlidlled the 
anrl the other that  uf l l i ~ r u n ~ m u ,  Yh~nic ian  history under his own 
a11d t h ~  Ditmiiscius Lelieved one uamo, and may hacecxpresxcd him- 
uf Lhese t o  11;lvc haru falsely st:lf i n  both w o ~ h  to the  sanie 
a~cribed t o  its so-called natfior by c f k c t  concerning tlie Orphlc tlleo- 
tbc real authnr of the other.  Now gully. That he conipvsed such a 
i t  nppears fmnl Poryh. up. Jiuscb. ~ h c q o n y  is, as me havo said, un- 
prap  m. x. 5 ,  10, .S~iidns, Zdpoyrs,  likely. Hr; seems r:tther t o  hhare 
Athen. xio. 662 a, slid others (cf. conhncd himself to developing 
>Culler. Zoc. cit. and i. 66 sqq.), thrit what he twk from t h e  common 
in lntcr times ~xicings about fo- theogong by borrorving tho notion 
reign nations nero in circulation oC t i ~ t e r  ilnd primitire slime from 
n ~ l d e r  the Ilarnc of LIrll&~)ic~ls of the P b r e n ~ ~ i a n  ~osmolopy. I l i a  
Lcsbos, the authenticity nf w h i ~ h  expusition must have bean ilsed by 
thcre was pod reason t o  doubt ; Athenagoms as well as by I b m n s -  
in particalar, thc Aiyvrrr~aui iu  cia-, for a Nco-Pl~tonia t  can hardly 
meutioued as a work that stands in be suspected of dependonce on Lhe 



Lobeck considers that w r  havc a more ancient 
Orphie cosmogony in tha t  designated by Damascius 
(c. 123, p. 380) as the usual Orphlc theogony, or tllc 
one contained In the rhapsodics, artd of which Inally 
fingrnen.ts and notices' have been preserved. Here 
Chronos i a  represcntcd as the firat of ail existenc~s. Ire 
brings forth LXt,l~er m d  tllc dark immeas~irablc ahysr, 
or Chaos : from these he tlleu forms a silver egg, out of 
which, illuminating all things,  proceed^ Phi~ncs, tllc 
first-born god, called also Metis, Eros, and Ericaqans ;" 
he contains within himself the germs of dl gods, aulrl 

for t.liiu reason, as it wbuld appear, is described as her- 
maphrodite, and endowed with various animals' heads, 
and other attribntes of the kind. IJbanes donc begets 
Echldna, or N~ght ,  and, in marriage +with her, Urantrr 
and &a, the progenitors of the intermediate races of 
gods, ~ h o s r :  history and genealogy are essentially the 
same as with Hesiod. \fW'Vhen Zcns attains soverrigrlty 
he devours Yliimes, and consequentIj is himself (as in 
nlrr previous qnotation fiom Orpheus3) the ideal sum 
( 1 7 t b e g r ~ ~ )  of all things. After havlng thus uniterl all 

C111.istian npologist (Scliu?ter, p. 
81); and besides, thr; a ~ p o s i t ~ i o r ~  or 
Uan~ascius goes fnrthrtb than t h n ~  
of At,hcn:tqnras; what is s ~ i c l  in 
the fornler of Hellaicus and Hie- 
ronymus i s  wsnt.ingin tho latter. 

cr. 1 0 l ) c ~ k .  ~ O C .  ~d. 4051 9. 
2 There bar-e Lean rn:lny c o n j e r -  

turer as to the aiguiflcatiun of this 
immo. Cf. Gdttling, .I&! F~rMap. 
(.Jcnil, 1866), who dcrircs it from 
cup autI K ~ T O S  or K & T U S  (breitth), 
ermlorz~r~~ ~~v+rn(cliurfi nflolw ; Schus- 
ter, loc. cid. 97 sq. h'ith thc mu- 

jorjty of commenhtors, T con5idt.r 
am Enftcrn wigin proha,hle, t l ~ u g h  
I muur l f ~ v e  it xn opcn clnestioll 
u hcther Uelitzsch (uf. S u L u b t e r ,  

I O C .  cil.) hw most resaorl fur refer- 
ring i t  tn t,hc Cshbnlibt,ic dcsignu- 
tion of the f i ~ s t  of thc ten  Scphi- 
mth ,  jlg?y 7rlE (luug-visaged)! 
irr Schelling (Goith, v. Sumotiar. If7. 
W. i. Abth. riii. 402 sq.) for 
p ~ e f ~ r ~ i r ~ g  the Old Te~t~!nelit 
p3K 777 (long-suffering). 

3 Cf. sllpi-a, p, r.4 sq. 



things in himself, he again puts t k r n  fortli, producing 
t,he gods of the last generation, and forming thc world. 
Among (.he slories of the goumger gods (for the rcst of 
rrhicl~ I must, re.fer the reailer t o  Lobeck), t,he most 
Etriking is that  of r)ionyalis X;~pcus, son of Zeus ant1 
l'ersephone, ivllo, rent in pieces by the Titans, comes 
to life again iu t h e  second l)iouyslrs, aRer Zeus ha3 
swallowed his h e a ~ t ,  which was still en tirc. 

l'i~i: theory that this rvl~ole tlteogony dat,es from tllc 
period of Oaomacritns and the Pisistmtidze, since tllc 
time of Lobeck ' ha? found much f i ~ . v o ~ ~ r ,  but 1 alrt 

 ina able t o  support it.. The uttcranc.cs of ancient ii1lt11013 

which are suppvsed t o  contain allusions: t o  pueli n 
t.l~cogong, do not carry us beyond the theogoag which 
Eudemus made use of: I t s  existence is first distinctly 
at,test.ed in the  psrudo-Aristotelian treatise on the 
rvorld,%ubsequently thcreforc to the Ciiristian era, 01. 
at any mto not long hefore it. ;"or, as w e  have seen 
( s~cpm,  p. G:? sq.), the passage from the Platonic Larw 
( iv .  716 E) proves nothing, a ~ ~ c l  still less can he dr- 
&.~cer.l frarn tbc Aristotelian oitatinn,l on which Wrandis" 
relies SO much. Since Ylato it1 the Sjmposium ' (1  78 B) 
does not  ment'ivn Drpllcr~s among thosc who assert tltc: 
antiquity of Eros, we mny rarher indeed suppose tlthat 

Loherli, Irowcvc~*, :rrlr:moes it 
(p. (ill) mr,y c.iutioasly. zct sfcctivt 
c8s.Yaifn.s, .?A qwia TILCO~UILM~,L <Jlpl~i-  
c n n  Ylofulrc aut ~{+tei.errliorran nut 
c w t e  son m7dl0 ~ ~ L ~ ~ ~ B L ~ O T O I I A  BPSE 

demonsircru$rif. 
G. 7 ; i~~c111.~Iirigbo Lobeck (i. 

522 and e l d e ~ ! ~ r r e )  we n1usL .+tip- 
posi: this to IIC an iiltrrpnlrtion. 

The dclatc OF Valcrius Sor;mu3 

is ratIlar an~ l io r .  B~lrro in nu- 
gustinid Cicit. D E ~ ,  ~ i i .  9, gives 11s 
two 1-ereils of Illis, ~~flich seen1 ttr 
refer to the Drphjc theogor~y, a r~d 
pwhaps t r ~  thr: particul;~r pLsaagi! 
quoted from zrpl  ~durou. Yet he 
VBY 0 1 1 1 ~  a later conte~riporary of 
Cicero. 

4 ~If~!lr~j1h.xiv.4; cf, szcpyn, p. 9R;l. 
Loc. cil, p. 69. 



the doctrine of this theogony, in regard to Eros- 
Ybanes, was unknown to him ; and since Aristot,le's in- 
dications, as above noted, only correspond TI-ith the 
thcogony I ~ S F ? ~  by Eudemus, nTe cannot refer them to 
any other. If, however, Plato, Ariutotle, and Eudemus 
did not poesess that representation of the Orphic doc- 
trines, which was at  a later period in ordinary use, we 
must conclude with Zoi;,gal and Preller,z that it was 
nnt in circulation until after their i,irne. 2 agree like- 
wise with Zuega that 50 learned a mgtltographer as 
Apol lon ius~ould  scarcely haw made Orphcus sing of 
Ophiolz and Eurynome as thc first rulers of the world, 
and Cronas and Rhea as the second, if the Orphic tra- 
dition then current I-~ad recog]-rised Ph~nes  and the elder 
gods. Even snbscquently to this there are still traces 
t u  show t,h;,t Phanes, the illuminating one, the centre 
o f  thc subsequent Orpl~jc eoamogong, was cnrly another 
mxmit far Heliua, ~ 1 1 0 ,  according to the litter representa- 
tion, wnsa  rul~ch younger god.4 La.stly, if we consider 
the story of Pha.nea, with the description of Zeus that is 
involved in it, with reference t o  its internal character 
and purpose, we shall find that it is impossible to  assign 

Abltaiaulixgoa, edited by Wel- 
clier, p. 2 15 sqq. 

"11 Pau1fn flwl-E~zcyl. T. 999. 
Cf. .nyru, p. 99. 

' Diadorus, i. 11 : many ancient 
poets cull Osiris, or the sun, Diuny- 
aux : wv E6puh.nvs p;u . . . i r r r p o -  
Q I U V ~  ~ r 6 r u a o v  . . . 'Op$r&s 66. 
. T P G Y ~ K ~ .  FLY H L ~ A ~ P I ~ U ~  &r'?~'Td T6 YU; 
Ai~vuuuu, Nncrob. i. I8 : Orphe?ta 
a n l m  vr~lcsa ilstelliqi nit inter cctera : 
. . . Sv 6+ vCv uah~uuur + d v v d  I E  

&a; Atdrvrvv. Tlleb. Smj-rn. Be 

 is. e. 47, p. 184, Bull, from the 
Oyphic" apaoi : $&.rdr TE, $rG.riro 
fiiyar, K U ~  vv'fla pihcrtvav-+dvn~a 
piyav, standing h~re ,  as the want 
of a connecting particle shows, in 
uppu.sition t u  $ ~ A L o v :  IIelios the 
groat, illuminator. Iamhlichus, 
IkiraJ. A d h .  p. 60 I the Yythagw 
reanv crll the n ~ ~ m b e r  ten q d v v ~ e  
~ a i  fihcov. IIeIius is often n a ~ l l ~ d  
9 u ~ d w u ;  8.g. Jliud, xi. 735. Od. 
Y. 479 ; i n  t h ~  cp~tapli in Diog. ~ i i i .  
76, and elsevhere. 



this story to a very early period. Not only do we r:learly 
discover in it that pant,heism of which we have already 
spoken,' but the story car1 onlj~ bc accounted for by a 
ciesire t o  reconcile h e  later interpretation, according to 
which Zeus is t h e  ideal sum of all things, and the unity 
of the world, with the mythulogical tradition whiclk 
represents him as the  progenitor of the last generation 
of gods. To  this end the Hasiodic myth of the swal- 
lowing of Netis by Zeus (in i ts  origin most likely a 
rude symbolical expression for the intelligent nature of 
the god) is introduced, Metis being combined -with 
the ITelios-Dionysus of the earlier Orphic theology, 
with the creative Eros of' the cusrnogonics, and also 
perhaps with OrienLxl divinikies, to  form the personaliky 
of Yl~anes. S~rch an attempt, it is clear, could nnt 
have been made until the period of that religious and 
philosophic syucretisrn, which from the third century 
before Christ gradually gained ground, and was first 
reduced to a system b~ t h e  dlegoi-iesl interpretation o f  
wgtbs among t11c Strii~s.~ To Lhat period therefbre me 

Vide aprn ,  p. 69 sq. 
2 S~cbu>ter is of u different 

opiuion. Lhougll he xgrecs with me 
in placing thr: rhspm~i ic  theogony 
n n t  earlier rhan the  last centuvy, 
or tn.st lrut one, before Christ,. The 
verses, he ~ k j 8  (p. 42 ~ q . ) ,  which 
are qno t~d  ill t.he rvriti~lg ncyl 
rcduPvu, lot. cit., could very wr.all date 
from the  time of the  Fisktrat,id~, 
as they do not gu bgond  r hc  well- 
Iinurrr~ frxgmlcr~t of , E r ~ I 1 ~ 1  us 
(cited Part 11. a, 28, 2)  ; alrd the 
myth of f'hxnes~Brie~pzuh, Rs wall 
as that of Uiortysus Zngrcl~rr, ~lccd  
JIOL hare crrmn t o  Greece fro111 tbe 
E ~ s t  earlier than tlie sjxtll een- 

t n r y .  In  t,liis, howrvcr, ;ts ~t 
eeetns tn me, the peculiar charnctcr 
of the Or+ fragmeuts Itat; n o t  
been hnlIiciently artencletl to. Prtn- 
theislie conccptlons arc: ccrt;tinIy 
found ill the poets of the filth cen- 
tury, and even earlier : b u ~  i h  is 
orle tlli~ig to say genol-nlly, 'Xei~s 
is Hearerr rind Earth.' and q11it.c 
nli~,thor tn  identify %ells in detail, 
as t,hcsa verses do, ~ i t h  all the 
tiifrerent parts of the world, and 
alrioIlg other things to arlnhutc 
l i o t l ~  sexes to him (ztbs 6putp 
yirero, Zeus EIp/3poras Z T ~ E T U  
u ~ $ @ q ) .  No representation of t h e  
1,tttur kind can bt. pri~yed to luive 



must assign the elabcrration of the Orphic theogosy 
which we have now been consirlering. 

To  sum up, then, the results of our enquiry, the 
direct- gain wliir:?~ Philo~ophy has derived from the 
ar~cieut cosrnologi~s appears to be less than wc may 
have been disposed to believe. Firslly, beca~~sc  the  
conceptions on which they are founded are so simple 
that thor~ght coulci well hare attained to them without 
any wlch help, so soon 11s it began t o  apply itself to  
t h e  scientific investigation of 'things; and, seeorrdly, 
because these cosmologies iu their mythical syrnbc~lism 

, are so ambiguous, and intermingled with so many 
farltastic elemer~ts, that they afford a very uncertain 
folmda.tiom for intelligent  mef fleet ion. If, tlle~efore, the 
it~lcient theologians are to  hc eonsidcred the pnxnrsoss 
of the 1nt.cr phgsicists, their merit, as was asserted at 
the O I ~ ~ R C ~  of oilr enquiry, maizlly consisted in this:  
that they turned the current of reffcction t o ~ ~ a r d s  cus- 
mological y ~ ~ e s t i o n ~ ,  and l ~ f t  t o  thpir 6UCCeSSOrS the  
problem of explaining the totality of phenomena by 
the investigation of its ultimate cwses. 

cxisted in t11r more n ~ ~ c i e n t  period. 
We wlluot even nrgae directly 
from iEschylus, or 11i.i son Xu- 
phorinn (t,hr; prot~.~Sle author of 
thc  fragment), to Onomacril~us and 
t he  time uf the Pisistr~tiih. 
Iiartly, i n  the Orphil: vel.ses, Xeux 
in &aid t o  bc all, betilute h e  has 
conwalcd all things in himielf, aud 
hruugi~t them agairl to light ; and 
that jds :~lready sliown on  p. A5)  
is thr; truo mnnning of the stories 
about. Pbiancv in Lhe later Orplrie 

theogony. 'Fherc is notluug nunlo- 
gnus t o  this thought befuretllr! ap- 
pcnrnncc uf rhe Stoic phjlurophy. 
It seems the innst prob;~hlr; huppo- 
sition,  therefor^, t,hnr. this f c : ~ ~ u ~ o  
W58 really imported fro111 t l ~ e  
Stoics into the Orpliic theology, 
and was lneraly a lifclcsv imitation 
of the theory (Part 111. a, 139, 
hecat~d edition) that the Deity fi-orn 
Limo t-o time Look all tlli~rgs li;le!i 
i n t o  himself, and again put t l ~ e m  
fork.  



If the externai world roused the Grecks in their 
lively fceling for nat,nrc to attempt cos~urologic!al spccu- 
lation, the life and W ~ L ~ S  of nlen I ~ U J ~  no less have 

the mind of a nat,iou so intclligeut and ccrsa- 
tile, RU filI1 of freedom and capabilil-y in practical life. 
I t  mas inevitable, hoivever, that reflectinn should tnke 
a different, course in r s g ~ r d  t o  Ethics from that which 
i t  followed in  regard to coarnolog-y. cxternal 
mol-ld preseilts itself even to  sensilnrls perception as a 
wbole,--a bitilding, t.he floor of which is tlie earth, anrl 
the roof, the vault of h e a v ~ n  ; in  the moral ivorld, on' 
tile contl-ary, the unpractived glance sees nothing at 
first but a confused mass of iadividu;tls or small ag- 
grcptes moving ahout caprieion3l.y a ~ ~ c l  promiscuously. 
I n  the  one case, attentivu is  chicfly fixed upon the 
cos~uos, the grand movemertts of the hat~enly bodies, 
the varying co~di t ians  of the earth, and the influence 
of the seasons,-in short, upon uni.irersal. and regularly 
recurring phenomena; in the other case, the interest. 
centres on personal actions and experiences. There t.l~e 
imaginntiolz is required t o  fill up tbe l a c u n ~  in man's 
h-no~\-led,oe of nature by means of cosmological invea- 
tioris ; here m e  rcquire tbe  understanding to set rules 
for practical conduct in specific cibses. While thercforc, 
cosmologiezrl reflection is from tl-te outset employed 
upon the whole, and seeks t o  elucidate its origin, 
dhical reflection rest,ricts itself' t o  particular observa- 
tions and rules of life, which are ir~dccd founded on a 



llniforrn manner of regarding moral relations. but are 
not conacio~~sly and explicitly reduced to  general prin- 
ciples ; and are only oonneclcd with morc universal 
considerations r~spcciing the lot of luau, the future 
destiny of the ~ o u l ,  and t he  Di\ine government, in the 
indeterminate and imaginative mode of rel~ginus pre- 
smtation. Ethical reflection is  therefore much more 
barren t h a n  cosmological; starting from a sound and 
intelligent observation of what i s  ~ca l ,  it has certainly 
contxibntcd no t  a l i t t h  to thc firma] exercise of thought ; 
but having arisen from a practical rather than a scien- 
tific interest, and being concerned rather with particu- 
Isr cascs than with gcnrral laws and the essential nature 
of moral ac t ion, - - f ro  a material point of view i t s  

itlflirence on philosophic enqniry has breu far less iru- 
mediate than that of the old cosmology. Thr pre- 
Socratic Nature-Philosophy was directly conn~cted 
with cosmology, b ~ ~ t  it was only in the sequel that 
there arose a ecientific moral Philosophy, as the philo- 
sopliic counterpart of popular wisdom. 

Among the writings which show t.he gowth  of 
this ethical reflection, the Homeric poems must first 
he mentioned. The great moral impor tanc~  of these 
poems rests, howrver, far less on the maxims and moral 
c,bserr7ntions which occasionally apppnr in them, than on 
the characters ancl events which they depict. The tem- 
pestuous force of Achilles, the self-forgetful love of the 
hero for his dead friend, his humanity to  t he  suppliant 
Priam, Hector's courage ia death, Agamemnon's kingly 
presence, the ripe wisdom of Kestur, thc inexhaustible 
cunning, the restless enterprise, the rvaq persistence of 



Odysseas, his attachment t o  home and kindred, t.he 
sight of whom he prefers to  immortallt,~ with .the sca- 

goddess, the faithfulnc~s of Penelope, the Iionour every- 
where =corded in the poem t o  valour, prndpncc, 
fidelity, liberality, generohity to strangers and nerdy 
persons : arld, on the other hanrl, the woeswltich ensucd 
frorvl the outrage of Paris, from the crime of CIq-tern- 
ncetra, from the treachery of the Tlojans, from t he  
discord of the Greek princre, f ~ o r n  t I ~ e  arroRance of 
the suitors,-fhcse illld the like traits made the poems 
of Homer, in spite of all the  barba~ism and violerice 
that st111 prevailed i n  the s p ~ r i t  of that  time, a hand- 
book of wisdom for t he  Grerks and one of tlie prinripal 
instruments of their moral education. Philosophy, too, 
has profited more in an indirect manner from thest: 
pictrlrew of human life than directly from the reflections 
accompanying thcm. The latter are confined to short 
scattered moral saying4 like t11~ 11e;cutiful uiter:inec of 
IIcetor on fighting for one's country,' or tha t  of 
Alcinour on our duty to  cIesolate strangers: or exhort,a- 
tiona t o  courage, co~istant:y, reconciliation, and so forlh, 
which are given for the most part, not in s pnera l  
form, but poetically, in reference to the particular 
occasion observatio~~u on the acts and ways of Incn, 
and their conseyuenccs,4 reflect.ions on the folly of 

1 a. xi;. T43 : FYT U O ~ W V ~ P  dpl- 

FTOS, ;Cr*:v~uOai ?rrp; i ~ d ~ p l l l .  
2 Od. viii. 546: bud xaniyd- 

r o v  [Gv6s 8' i ~ k ~ a s  .re ~ i r u r r a t .  
Cf. Od. xvii. 685 it113 clsewl~ere. 

a Sncb ns the numerous speeche~ 
of the chiefs: iLriprs 2 m k  k c .  ; or 
t h o  discunrss uf Odvs~eus, 7 ; ~ h a ~ l  
6h ~ g u F i q ,  Od. xx. 18 ; n r  the ex- 

hortation o f  Phcenix, Ti. ix. 406. 
bnB sqq. ; or T f ~ e l i s '  in jnnc~ion to 
Achilles, ?I.  xsiv 1% sqa. 

' Such as the aen t~nces :  IZ. . . . 
XVIII. 107 sqq. on anger.. Il. 
xx. 248, on the use of the 
t.on~uc ; 12. xxiii. 31.5 sqq. 
praisc of prudence ; the obeerva- 
Lion in Od. xv. 309, and others. 



mortals, t l~e  wretchedness and uncertsinty of life, 
resignation to t h e  wil l  of the  gorls, s'ohorrcnce of in- 
justice.] Such utterances incoutestaliiy prove t lmt not 
only moral life, bnt also reflection on rrlnritl sul~jccts, 
bad made a cel.tain drgree of plogress in the time to 
which t l~e p w m s  of ITomcr helong, and \vllat has 
pre~iously bcen said on tile irnporlnncc of popular 
niqdom in rilgsrd i o  Philosophy applies with eql~al  
force I-me. We must not, however, on the other hand, 
#,rr~rlook the distinction bel.ween thrsc incidental and 
isolated ~eflections, anrl a methodical mom1 Philosophy, 
conscious of the end it is pursuing. 

Hesiod's rules of life and moral obcer~at,icms iirr 

of a similar chartcter ; b u t  it must be regarded as some 
;ipproxirnation to  the modes of scientific reflection, that 
be utters his tllougllts on human life, not  merely in- 
cidentally in the course of an epic narrstion, bct in a 
didactic poem designed for this express purpose, In 
other respects, even apart from the economic directions, 
aud the ~a r ious  si~pel-stitious prescripts, which oce~lpy 
the second part of the ' Works and Uhys,' the  thought,^ 
are as incoherelit, and as much derived from single 
experiences, as the muxilus iu thc ~iorncr ic  di~courses. 
The ~ ~ o e t  exhorts t o  justice, arid warns against in- 
justice, for the all-seeing eye of Zeus watches over 
the actions of Inen; well-doing alone bxillgs blcssirig ; 

1 T h ~ s  In Od. n i i i .  129 : obF;v sity i ~ s  Ile wills. Od. ~ i .  188 : bcnr 
; K L ~ Y ~ I E ~ I I Y  y a k  .r&er &vOphrro~o ivllat Zeus has ordiii~~ed. On the 
etc. 11. yi. 146 (cf. rd. 464): uttler holld, cf. Od. 132 : Man is 
.& ncp ~15hhwv S . c ~ ~ R  ~ o t h 8 r  ~ r t r l  vrorl:: t o  ca!l the ~ u d s  tlte authors 
kufipJv. IL, xriv, 525 : The fate of ev i l , '  whicli he himself has 
of mortals is to lira among ~ j g b  ; brought down upon hullself by 111s 
Zeus decrees prosperity or adl-er f&uIts. 



crime, on the contrary, will be punished by the gods.' 
He recommends frugality, diligence and contentment, 
and, wltrmly rebukes the opposite faults ;Z he says it 
is better to keep the toilsome path of virtue than to  
follow the more attractive road of vice; he couusels 
~rudence in business, fiiendliaess to neighhours, courtesy 
t , ~  all who are courteous t o  He complains of the 
troubles of life, the cause of which he seeks, like t h e  
mythologists, in wrong done t o  the gods by the pride 
and presumption of men."n the account of  the five 
nges of the world,6 he describes (it Iniky be under the 
influence of Idstorieal rerriirriscenccs ) the gradual de- 
.teliorttiun of rnm and hi3 circumst.ances. Though in 
this Hcsiod departs considerably, in rnany respects, fi-om 
the spirit of the Homeric puerus, yet the stage attained 
by moral refleetion is in both cases essentially the 
same. But in Hesiod it assumes a more independent 
attitude, for which reason only we recogniae in him, 
rather than in Homer, the precursor of the Gnomic 
poets. 

We should be )setter able to t,race the fa~thcr  de- 
velopment of this reflection if more remained to us of 
' 1 'lCP,cc ~d $pipol, 200-283, rontented with his originally happY 
318 sqq. and ch~ldlikc state, stmtched forch 

Itid.  369 aqq. 11 sqq. 296 his hand towards good things 
SqP- which God had forbidden him. 

a Ibid. 285 sqq. ~ a i  jpipw, 10s sqq. 
Ibid. 368 sgq. 704 sqq. 340 ' Cf. Prcllcr, U m t w  and Pm- 

sqq. s q ? ~ o a e ,  322 sqq. ; &iech. ~yylhol. 
In the myth of h m ~ t h e u a  i. 59 sq ; A m x l m ,  Ges. Abh. p. 

(%pya ual 5pkpa1, 42 sqq.: Thno- 306 sqq. and others. Wn must 
p i s .  507 sqq.), of which thegenerat not, howcver, be too minute in our 
significance is the same as  other conjectnrev eottceruing the hi&+ 
mythical explanations of the evils rical circumstltnces on which  his 
by which ma feel oar~elves o p  mythus is founded. 
pressed; namely, that man, djs- 
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the numerous poems written in the next three centu- 
ries. Very few of such fragments as we possess carv 
us beyond the beginning of t.he seventh century, and 
these contain sci~,~-cely anything reIevant t o  our present 
enquiry. Even from the fragments of thc seventh 
centmy wc can glean but very little. We mtty listen, 
indeed, t o  T y r t ~ a s ,  ' exitlting courage in battle, and 
death fur one's canntry ; or describing thc disgrace of 
tbe comarrl and the unhappiness of the conqliered ; we 
get from Ardiilochus (Fr. 8, 12-14, 51, GO, 65), from 
Sirnoaides of  Arnorg-ns (Fr. I sqq.), from J1iznnermuu4 
(FF- 2 et passim), complaintd of the tranaitoriness of 
youth, the burdens of old age, the uncertainty of the 
future, the fickleness: of  men; and, st the  same time, 
exhortations t o  limit our desires, t o  bear our fate man- 
frilly, to  commit the rc~ul ts  of our actions t o  the gods, 
t o  be moderate both in sorrow and in joy. ?Ve find in 
Siippho gnomic sentences, such as these : ' The beau- 
t i ful  i s  also good, the good is also beautifill ' (Fr. 102) ; 

Tnre:tlth without virtue does not PI-ofit, but in their 
union lies the acme of happiness.' Nor must we omit 
.to mention in this connectjon Simonides' elaborate 
satire on Tvomen (Fr. 6). On the whole, however, the 
older lyricists, as also the great poets in the end of the  
sclv~nt~h century, AIczus and Sappho, and long after 
them Anacreon, seem to  have dealt but sparingly in 
such general reflections. It was not until the sixth 
century, oontemporaneous!y, or nearly so, with the rise 

Fr. 7-9 in Beqk's edition of * About 700 n.c. 
Greek lyrics, 0 siiich the follow- Before 650 R.C. 
ing quotations relato. Tyrtaus ' About 600 B.G. 
lived abuut 683 B.C. ' About G 10 B.C. 



of Greek Philosophy, t-hat tkc didactic element in 
po&y appears to  have again attained greater import- 
ance. To that  period belong the Cmomic poets -Solon, 
Phocylides, and Theognis ; their sayings, however, even 
irrespective of what  we know to be interpolated, art 
rulostly of doubtfc~l anthenticity. During the  first half 
of t l ~ c  sixth centnry =sop also lived, whose legendary 
form seems ai. any rate t o  prore that instructive 
fkhles about animals, in eonncction with the general 
growth of  morn1 reflection, had then become greatly 
developed and popularised. In all these writers we 
tinil, as compt~red with, kthe alder poets, an advance 
clearly indicating that thought had ripened by the 
ilcquisitiun of more varied experience, and by the study 
of more complex situations. The Gnomic poets of thc 
sixth century had before their eyes 311 agitated polilical 
existence, in which the manifold inc1inatior.s and pas- 
sions of men found ample scope, lmt in which also the  
vanity and evil of immoderate aims and inl,empcrate 
conduct had been demonstrated on a grand scsle. 
Their reflections, therefore, are no longer conecrned 
merely with the simple affairs of the household, the  
villa.ge, or the :tnoient monarchy ; the conclition of man 
as to his political circllrnstances is the promirlent and 
determining elemenl, cvon in  their general moral pre- 
scripts and observations. They heap up 1amentaf;ions 
over the misery of life, the illusions and instability of 
men, and the vanity of all human endeavours; b~rt  it; 
is only to assert the more forcibly that the moral 
problem consists in seeking rrlsa's greatest happiness 
in the  maintenance of just measure, in the order ot 

a 



the commonwealth, in  the impartial distribr~tion of 
justice, in the rt:ttsonalL!e repression of his desires. 
This tone is already predominant in the elegics ascribed 
to Solon. No mortal, we are there told, is happy, all 
itre full of trouble (Fr. 14) ; each thinks t o  find the 
right, and yet no one knows what  will be the rcstllt (if 
his doings, and no one can escape his destiny (Fr. 12, 
33 sqq., E'r. 18);2  I~ardIy any can he trusted (cf. Fr, 
41), none keeps measure in  his effort6 ; the peopie by 
its own iqjustice destroys the  city, which the gods moirld 
have protected (Fr. 3, 12, 71 sqq.). As opposed to  
thesc evils, the first necessity is law and order for the 
state, contentment and moderation for the individual ; 
not wealth, bnt virtue, is the highest good ; superfluity 
o f  possessions begets only self-exaltation ; man can be 
happy with a moderate amount, and ought in no case 
t o  draw domn upon himself the certain pr~liisbment of 
God by unrighteous gains.3 The well-being of the  
state depends upon a similar disposition, Lawlessness 
anrl civi1 discord are the worst evils, order and law the 
great& good for a commonwealth ; right, and freedom 
for all, obedience t o  the government, just distribution 
of honour and influence-these are the poinCs which 
the legislator should keep in view, no matter what 
offence he may give by it/ 

I rr. 14. ohBi &up ohlrlr 
r d ~ m a r  Bpo.rbs, &hh& nompol 
rcivrer  ; haxe rrowpbs, i n  opposition 
to ~ d r a p ,  is not tfi be understood 
actively (rdws, causing eril), but 
ptt;rsivcly (vdvos, siiffedug evil. 
i d r o l i o s ) .  as in the well-known 
verfie of l3picharmui (vide k??fiu, 
chaptex on Qthngoroisrn, .mb$a.) 

in  Re~iod ,  FP. 43, J B . P  f nm'm. 
I n  Herodotus, 1, 31, Solnn 

distinctly says t.hal. deat,h is botter 
for mcn than lifc. 

Pr. 7, 12, 15, 16, and the 
well-known story of Eerodotus, i. 
30 sqq. 

4 Er. 3, SO hqq. 4-1, 34,55, 40. 



We meet with the same principles in the few ail- 

thentic fragments that remain to us of the writings of 
PhocyLidcs (about 540 B.c.). Noble descent is of no 
avail to individuals, nor power and greatness to the 
state, unless in the one case wisdom is superadded, and 
in the other order (Fr. 4, 5). 3lediocritj is  best ; the 
middle rank is the happiest (Fr. 32) ; justice is the 
ideal sum of all virtues.' With these ideas Theognis 
also subst,antiaIly agrees; but in this writer we find 
sometimes his aristocratic view of politics, and some- 
times his dissativfactlon with his lot (a  consequence 
of his own personal and political experiences), brought 
into undue prominence. Brave and trustworthy people 
are rare, Theognis thinks, in the world (v. 77 sqy. 
857 sqq.). Rlistrustful oiro~rmspection is the more to 
be recommended In uur intercourse with our fellow 
men (v. 309, 1163), the harder it is t o  fathorn their 
hentilnents (v. 119 sqq.). Truth, he complains (v. 
1135 sqq.), and virtue, siucenty and the fear of God 
have debcrtcd the earth ; hope alone remains. Vain is 
the attempt to instruct the wicked, instruction will not 
alter them3 Fate, however, i s  as unjust as mankind. 
The good and the  b d  fare alike in the world (v. 373 

- 

sqq,) ; good fortune does more for a m u  than virtue 
(v. 129, 6 5 3 ) ;  foolish conduct often brings happiness, 
and wise conduct, misery (v. 1.3, llil sqy.) ; sons 

- - 

suffer for their fatliers' crimes; the criminals them- 
' Fr. 18, eccwding t,o others, Plate remark8 in the Mcrno, 95 U) 

of Theognls, orporhilpb ti~lien from it is not rcry consistent that The- 
some u u k n o ~ ~ n  WPIGCT. ognis should bay in v. 27, 31 sqq. 

2 A irative uf Megara, contem- ~t pas~im, that from the good we 
porary of I'hocylides. Iemn good ; and fpum the evil, evil. 

9 V. 429 bqq., with whi& (its 



selves go unpunished (731 sqq.). Wealth is the only 
tJhing that men admire ; l  be who is poor, be he aever 
so virtr~ous, remains wretched (137 sqq. 649)- The 
best thing for man, therefore, i s  never to  be born ; t he  
next best t o  die as soon a.; possible (425 sqq. 1013) : a o  
one is truly happy. Rut though this sounds very dis- 
consolate, Theognis ultimately arrives at the same prac- 
tical result as Solon ; not indeed in reference to  politics, 
for he is a decided aristocrat-the not,ly born are with  
him the good ; tlie mas3 of  the people. the bad ( e  g. 
V. 31-68, 183 sqq. 893 d passirn). His gcncral moral 
standpoint, homcver, approacl~cs very nearly to  that, of 

Solon. Recau~e happiness i~ uncertain, and becausc 
our 1o.t does not  depend upon ourselves, he  tells us we 

have all the  greater need of patience and courage, of 
equability and  elf-posses~ion in good fortune and in 
evil (441 sqq. 591 sycl. 657). What is hest. for man i s  
prudence, what is worst is folly (895, 11 7 1 sqq. 1157 
sqq.) ; t o  guard against arrogance, not t o  overstep the 
right measure, t o  keep the  golden mean, is the height 
of wisdom (151 sqq. 331, 335, 401, 753, 1103 ~t 
passin&). Here, a philosophic moral principle is of 
course still wanting, for these scattered rules of life are 
not as yet based ilpoa general enquiries concerning the 
essence of moral activity, but thc variotts influenoes and 
experiences are already beginning t o  unite, much more 
consciously and definitely than with the older poets, to 
form a uniform and connerted theory of human life. 

I Y. 699 sqq. Cf., among tan, whu by borne authors is 
others, the Fragment of Alczus in reckoned one of the sewn wise 
Liiug. i .  31, and the saying there men. 
g u o t d  of Aristodeurus the Spar- 



Antiquity itself marked the import,ance of the epoch 
nrhen ethical reflection began to  be more decidedly 
developed, by the legend of the seven sages. Their 
names, as is well known, are variousIy given,' and 
svah dctails as have come dawn to us respecting their 
l i v ~ s a  sound so improbable that we must regard them 
as 'jcticm rather than history. The maxima, too, which 
arc sscrihed to them3 are intermingled to  such an extent 

3nIy four are mentio~~ed in mione, Annxagor~s; if we addPam- 
all ihe enu~oemtions : !I'h.zlre, phrlns and Pislstsatus, and tho 
Bias, 'ittncub and Solon. Besides three named by IIippobotas (sp. 
thlcsc, Flxto (IJrot. 343 -4) uuiinrei Uiog. lo t .  ( 1 2 t . ,  t u g e ~ l ~ e r  wi th  n ine  
also Ccobirlus. ~ X ~ s u  and Chilo; atllerfi), Linus, Orph~nn ,  and Epi- 
instead of MTSO, mvsL writcrs (3,s clra-rmus, u a  get in all t\r.cnty-t\\o 
Nemetrus F h a l a r e ~ ~  ap. fitob~us, persons of Fery j-ilrious periuds, 
Rori l .  3,  79 ; Pa~~sanlas, x. 24 : who were ccl~rnted arrloag tlrc serreix 
Diog. i. 18, 41 ; Plutarch, Cona. wise men. 
B AVO+) subsi;itute Peri:t~lder For iout;ruce, the anerdofs 
for EIys). $:LI~IIc)~.us ilp. Diog. i, 1~eI~tnr1 in liiug, i. 27 sqq., P 1 1 ~ n j x  
41, and the author montioncd in At.b~11. xi. 495, rind clscwtlere 
anonyrn+Iy ill $t.olra?us, E'loril, in diibrrnt,  rersic,ns, of t h c  tripud 
48, 47, h : ~ e  Anilchi~~sis .  Clcrncus, (ur, stl oll~ert: say, the goblet, cup, 
Sf.mm. 1. P99 3, s ; t ~ s  the iLccounts o r  dish) which w a s  fielied up out 
fluctuateSecveen Peria~ider, Ann- of tlic re:\ r h o 1 3  intended for the  
eharsis a.rd Epimcilides; tho  I:=t wisest, was first given to Thaier, 
is mentiwed by Lcandcr, who has piisred on hy h ~ m  to m u t h o r ,  and 
d s o  Leopantuu in  place o f  C l e o  so on, i ~ u t i l  at last it returned t o  
bulus (Dig. lac, t i t .)  ; Dicsearehus him nga.ln, and was dedicaicil l)y 
leal-cs tle cl~oico of t h e  three him to  Apoilo. Cf, the nccrrunt,s. 
doubtful ?ares t o  be decicicd be- of t h e  mcetlngu of tho four sage2 in 

klstodemus, Ps.mpliilus, Elutnuch ; Solon, 4 ; l)iog. i. 40. 
Chilo, CBobulus, hnxchari.ig, and (wlrerc twu desei-ipsons of m ~ c h  
Y~riande.. S o m ~  include also Py- m~et.ings: protahly annlogons to 
thagor~s,  Phcrsqdes, Acusilaas, those o f  Plutarch, are quotcil f rom 
and eve&isistratus, in the uuni Ephorub and a certain Arohetimus ; 
ber (DioQ and Clemens, loc. tit.). ef. also the statement of Pletu 
IIermiplys a?. Diog.(loe.cit.) men- {Pmtq.  343 A) aboul: the inrcrip- 
Lions sdvencccn names rtmorg tions thcy dedieaLer1 togctbrr at t,he 
which t l i  xceollnts a re  divided; temple of h l p h i  ; the interpolated 
viz. Solp, Thaies, Pittaeus, Bias, lcters, RI). D~ogeues, the amertion 
Chilo, Jgro, Cloubulus, Tcrinorlcr, in Plut,. Ue Ei. c. 3, p. 355, about, 
dmchn~iu, .4cusilaus, Epimcnides, Pcriander and Clwbulus. 
Leophaitns, Pherecydeu, Aristude- 3 Tide Diog. i. 30, 33 gqq. ; 
mu#, plthagoras, Lasus of Her- 38 q q .  68, 6 9  sqq. 8.5 sq. 97 



~ 6 t h  later ingredients, and with proverbial expresdons 
of unknown origin, that very few can be traced with 
any certainty to  eitmher of these men.' They are all. 
however, of the rame character, consisting of isolated 
nhscrvtttions, maxims of prudence, and rnork~l sentence3 
belonging cn.tireIy to the  sphere of popular and practical 
wistlom.2 This qtlitc accords with t,he circumstance 
that most of the seven sages were celebrated as stac~s- 
men and lawgivem3 We cannot but agree, t h e -  
fore, with Ilic~archus4 in reguding them as intellgent 
men, and capable legislators, but not as philoso$ers? 
or wise rnen in the sense of the Aristotelian Smool." 
They only represent the practical culture which, about 
the end of the seventh century, rcceived a new inpulse 
in connection with the political circumstancps ?f the 
Greek nation. Though they cannnf be reckoned phila- 

sqq. 103 sqq. 108; Clsmen#, 
Skorr~. 1. 300 A sq. ; tho collcctio~~s 
of Demstri~ls Phalercus and Susi- 
:tdes ap. St,nlmus; Glo.iiE. 3.79 sq. ; 
S t o h u s  himself ia ctifferel~t part8 
of lhe  sarntl wurk, and many odlc~s. 

For example, the lyric f 'rq- 
lnents i n  Iliog. i. 71, 78, 8 5 ;  the 
word of Pitracus, rrhicll Simvnides 
quotab ill X'hto, I ) ~ o f .  339 C; that 
of Cleobulua, also quotcd by Sj- 
mnnirles, sp. Diog. i. 90 ; that r~f 
brist~demus, quoted by Alctrus, 
Diog. i. 31. 

The remark~blc slntempnt nf 
Sext.us (l2-yn-h. li. O.5, X X, 4b)-  
which would presuppuiia phg5iciil 
enquiriesi~i others ot t h e  wise men 
hasides Thales; vix. thrzt Bias 
~ n n i n t ~ i n a r l  t h ~  rcnlity nf rnot.~on-- 
~tmdu quite done ,  aiid is probxbly 
only ao idle a d  i l l eeu io~~s  do- 
duction from one of his poems nr 

apophthe,mns. 
Srllon a~ld  Thnles Ters thus 

distiugiished.as isncll kbrvn; Pic- 
tacub was Aesymnetes of flybilene ; 
Periai~der,  tyrant ofCurii$~ ; Myso, 
according to Hipponax Fr. 34 11, 
Uiog. i. 107), had been dlcIared t)y 
Apullo the mnst  blameled of men ; 
the name d Bias was usb prorer- 
L i ~ l l v  for x wise jatlge (Iipponnx, 
~p.mbdicoe, and ~eracl!irus ap. 
Ding. i. 84, 88;  Straho, i v .  12, p.  
636 Ciru. ; Diodorus, Yxc. + vktziie 
et ui t .  p. 542 W"esa). Chln is said 
by Hewd. (i. 59) to hse inter- 
preted a. mil;l{:ulous portait. 

Djog. j. 40. Simil~rly Plo- 
tsrcb, Soios, c. 3 sllh j m . ,  The as- 
sertion to thc contrite in  tho  
Gicaler H~ppaas, 281 c, abibedto 
I'lk~co, is rt~anifesdy iricor~et.  

(:f. A&, i?fctnph. . 1, 2; 
Elh. AV. vvi. 7. 



XIIE SBVEX SAGES, 191 

sophe-1.3, in the stricter meaning of the term, they 
shnd on the t,hreshold of Philosophy, a relation which 
trsditinn has striking1:lp expressed by distinguishing as 
the wisest of Lbe seven, to whom the mythic tripod re- 
turns after completing its round, the formder of the 
first school of Natural Philosophy. 

In  order to acquaint ourbelveu thoroughly with t.hc 
soil from which Grcelr Philosophy sprang, we have 
$ti11 to consider how far the notions of the Cheeks ' 
ahout God and human nature, before the micldle of 
the sixth century, had been altered in the  course of 
advancing cultnre. That some change had occurred 
we may ttalze for granted, for ill proportion as the moral 
ennsciol~sness is purified and extended, the idea of 
Deity, from which is derived the m o ~ a l  law ~ n d  the moral 
govcmmcnt of the unive~se, must also hecome purified 
and extended; aud the more man realises his llbcrtp 
arid his superiority to  other natural existences, t h e  
more will  he be inclined to  distinguish the spiritual 
element. of his own nature in  its esaencc, origin and 
future destiny from the corporeal element. The pra- 
gress of morals and of ethical refleotian was therefore 
of great rna~nent to theology and anthropoIogy; but 
their influcncc was more broadly apparent when Philo- 
sophy had attained to an indcpcndent development. 
The older poets, snhrequ&t to Horncr and Hesiod, 
in their notions of Deity, do ant esserrtiully transcend 
the standpoint of their predecessors ; rve can only 
discor*er, by slight indicitions, t l~a t  a purer idea of 
God was gradually forming itself, and the  presupposed 
pl~rrality of gods more and mare gi~ing place to  the 



conception of Zeus a$ the mor,al n~ler of the universe. 
! Under this aspect Arohilochus celebrates him when he 
says (FI-. 79) t h i ~ t  hc he110Ids the works of men, both 
the evil and the good, and even watches over the doings 
of animals ; and the more the poet is convinced that 
fate and foi-tune order all things, that the mind of marl 
changes like the day which Zeus allut,s t o  I-~irn, that the 
 CIS raise those that are fallen, and cast down those 
that stznd (Fr. 14, 5.1, 69)-the more earnest are his 
exhortations to co~nrrl i t  all things to  God. So d s o  
Telpandcr consccrat~s the introduction of rt 113mn 

4) t o  Zeus, 3s thc beginning and dircctox* of all 
things ; and the ~ l d e r  Sintortrdr+s sings (Fr. 1) that Zeus 
has in his hand thc end of all t,haa cxirte, and orclers it 
as he wills. But similar pasmges are to  be found even 
in Homer; and in this respect the differenre hetween 
the two poets is, perliaps, only one of degree. S~dcn 
rno1.e decidedly passes hyt~rhd t?~e older anthropomorphic 
idea of God, when he (1 3, I t  sqq,) says, ' Zeus, indeed, 
matches over all things, and nothing is hidden from 
him, hut he is not, aroused t o  anger by individual acts 
as mortltls are ; when crirne ha3 accumulated, puni~h- 
merit brcaks in like the tempest which sweeps the 
clouc3s from tlie sky, and so, sooner or latcr, retuibution 
ord,aker; everyone.' Heye the iniluence of rnoral re- 

flection reacting upon the notion of Deity cannot be 
mistaken.? \lye see the same reffeetion in Tbeog-nis 

' A lntcr contemponry of 160, and other passages), but the 
Arehilochus, about &YO n.c. exprcse antithesis of Divine retri- 

2 That tile Uirine retribution but i re  justice, m r i  uf human pas- 
i? often loug withheM isa t,hought sion, tlhuws a purer co~lception of 
~ v h i r l ~  nrc cnnt.inually meet with, Dcit,y. 
cren as carly ns Homer (It.  iiv. 



with a different resrllt,; for the t,hought of  the g-ods' 
poq7cr and knowledge leads him to doubt tlreir justice, 
~Tllr: thoughts of ~nen,'he says, Lz,rrc vain jv. 141, 402) ; 
the gvds bring t o  pass all t,hings m seemeth them good, 
and vain1 are all a man's efforts if the dsmon has 
destined him t o  adversity. The gods hiaw tlre mind 
and deeds of the just and of the  unjust' (v. 88i),. 
This consideration is eomctirnw eonnct.t.ed (as in 17. 

445, 593, 1029 sqq.) with exhortations to  reai~mation, 
huh iu other places t,he p o d  irreverently accuses Zeus of' 
treatiwig good and wil alike, of bxcling sinners with 
wealth, of eor~de~nning ~ h c  righteous ko pove~ty, aud of 
.r;isitil*g the sins of fat,hers 013 t,heir innocent children.' 
If n e  may suppose such reflections to have been at. all 
freqmnt in thoiie t.irrlcs, jTe can the mole easily uddei-- 

stand .thd some of the ancient, phiIosophers bho~llrl 
contemporaneously 1121-e opposed t o  the anthropomor- 
phic notions of polyt h eisln iln essentially difl'erent 
conception of God. This conception, indeed, could. 
0111~ have come frown Philosophy ; unphiloa)phic? refl c?c:- 

tion did no more ihitn prepre the way for it, without, 
xctur~ll y quit;t,ing the soil of the papular faith. 

Thc same may be said of ~antluolmlogy, The history 
of this order of ideas is completely bound up with the 
tlwories about death a d  24 future stivte. The dis- 
crimination of 30d and h d y  originates in thc qrasuous 

T€UUIP ~ V & V U F I S .  . . 
& a O p h ~ ~  $ 6 5  oZn8a vdpv ~ a l  Bvwbr eimilnrly 731 rqq., where theques 

; K ~ U T ~ U ,  , t,ion is 1ikewis:r asked: 



man from his experienoe of their actual separation, 
from beholding the corpse out of which the animating 
breath l ~ t t v  departed. Therefore the notlon of the soul 
a t  first coutai~ls ncitl-ling hut what may be immediately 
derived froni that  experieuce. 'l'lic soul is representcd 
a9 an essence of thc n;tture nf breath or air; as oor- 
poreal (for it d ~ e l I s  in the body and quits it at  death 
in the manner of something extended I), but without the 
completeness and power of the living man. In regard 
t o  the soill after its s e p ~ r ~ t ~ i o n  from Llie hody and de- 
partnre t o  the other world, we Irnow from the Homcric 
representations what was thought on the subject, ; ' the 
substance of the man is his body ; ",he bodiless souls in 
Hades are like shadows and shapes of mist,, or Iike forms 
which appear in dreams to  the living, but cannot be 
grasped ; vital po-iver, speech, and memory have deserted 
t l~em;  ",he sacrificial blood of offerings restores their 
speech and consciousness, but only for a little time. A 
few favu~~red ,ones, indeed, enjoy a happier fate ; "hile 

The soul nf n m u r d r r ~ l  pw- 
iun,  for instance, escapes rltroug.11 
the ~vound. Cf. It?. sri. 505, 858 ; 
xxii. 362, and many other pits- 
edges in Homer. 

2 Od. x. 490 sgq. ; xi. 34 sqq. 
i a l  sqq. 215 sqq. 388 sqq. ; 406 

ariv. sz~d iniZ. ; 1E. i. 3 ; 
1x111. 60 "qq. 

Thc ahLs in opposition to  
the 9 ~ x 3 ,  n. i. 4. 

Thix is the usual descriptio~~, 
vith rvhich Od. xi, 540 6q$ 567 
q q .  is cerkinly at varirl.l~cr. 

e.g. Tiwsius> who l ~ y  the 
frrrour of Persephonc retained hiri 
consciousnceu i n  Hedeb ; tho Tyn- 
darids, who dteruataly lired abovo 

and beneath the earth (0d. xi. 
297 sqq.) ; fiTcnclails and ltliada- 
manthus, who, the otie an the son- 
ill-law, t.ha other as the sun 01 Zeus, 
were tiik~n to Ely$ium instead of 
dying. (Od iv. 501 sqq.) The 
btrange aiaterr~e~it that Uemules 
way l,iLimself in  Olyrnpas, while 
his shadox romkined in Hades 
( Od. xi. 600)-a notion in  which 
Iatar alleguris~s h r e  sought so 
Inany profou~ld nlcanings--is to 
bc oxp1;~inod simply from the fact 
tlmr rr. 601-603 xre an interpol&- 
tion of a later period, when the hero 
had been drrficd, nlld i t  was tliero- 
fore impo~sible to think of him as 
any longer i n  Hdeg 



the saying of dchilles that the life of the poorest la- 
bourer is hettcr thim dominitni aver shado~s ,  applies to 
all the rest. Birt as this privilege is limited t o  solitary 
cases, and is connectecl not with moral worth, but with 
some arbitrary favour of the gods, we cyan hardly seek 
i n  it the idea of future retriLutiorr. 'I'l~is idelt comes 

out, it i s  true, more strung1y in Homer, when he 
speaks of the p~tnishment~s undergone by swls after 
death ; but here again only marked and exceptioru~l 
offences against the gods incur these extraordinary 
penalties, which, therefore, have rather the cltaracter of 
personal revenge ; and the future state generally, so far 
as any pnrt of it: either for good or for evil, goes beyond 
an indistinct and shadowy exi~tence, is determined far 
more by the f a~our  or disfavonr of the gods than by 
the merits of mankind. 

A more important conception of the future life 
might be found in the honours accorded to the dead, and 
the idca of universal mmaral. retribution. From the 
former sprang the belief in dzmons, which we first 
meet with in H ~ s i o d . ~  This origin of d~ rnons  is 
shown, not  only by the hero-worship which aftmwiards 
sprang up, but by the  passage in Hesiod a which says 

The Odyssey, xi. 575 sqq., re- 
lates the pr~nlshment of Titym, 
Sisyphus and Tantalu~ ; and iu 11. 
jii. 278, ~erjnred persons %re 
threatened with punisbment here- 
8ft~t'. 

"Epya ~ a l    pi pa^, 120 sqq. 
130 eq. 250 sqq. 

Loc. cit. I65  sqq. Cf. rbycus 
Fr. 33 (Achilles we read rnll.rried 
Medeii in Elys~um). Tbs same 

port. ~ ~ p r e s c a t s  (Fr. 34) Diornrde, 
iikc the Homeric Nenelauu, as be- 
coming immortal. Findfir. -Wm. 
x .  7, saxe the same thing. Achillos 
is plarod by Plnm in t.he 1sl:tnds 
of the Elobt (Symp. 179 E ;  of. 
Pinrisr, Oi. ii. 143); Achillet: and 
Diumeds libwise-vide the Scolion 
of Ca1lii;trntt~s on Ilartm~dius 
(Btrgk L,y?. g. 1020, 10, from 
Atheu. xv. 695 B). 



that thc great chiefs of the heroic times were taken 
after their dent.h ta thc Islan~ls of the Bbst. The 
theory of opposite states, nut merely for individuals, 
but fir all the dead, i s  cont;tirled in the doct,rine wc Iatcly 

of the myet,ic theologiar~s, that in Hades the 
consecrated ones live wi th  the gods, the  unconscerated 
art! phmgd in night and a miry swamp. But this 
notion milst have a.cquired a moral significance later 
on ; a t  first, even w-hcn it was not so crudely appre- 
hended, it was still only a mcans of recommending the- 
ir~itidxry rites thmlgh the  nlvtives of hope and fear+ 
Transmigration took i t s  rise more directly from ethical 
consideratinrls ; hcre it, is precisely the thought of mori~l 
ret.ributior~ which ccnnects the present life of with 
his previous and fx~tltrc life. It. appears, however, that 
t,his doctrine in early ti~rles was r:onfincd to a somewhat 
narrow splierc, itrtd became moxe widely diffused first 
through thc Pythagorenns sncl then through Plato. 
Even the more general thol~glit on ~vliicli it is founded, 
the ethical conr:ep!ptiun of the other rvorId as a stat,e of 
u~liversal ret~iliution, seems to have been slow to receive 
recognition. Pindar, indeed, presuppvses this concep- 
. t i ~ n , ~  and in after writcrs, a6 in T'1at.0," it appears as an 
ancient tradition already set asidc by the enlightenment 
of their time. In the Epic pocts, on the other Eland, 
we find, ~vllen they speak of the life beyond, that t,hey 
still keep in all essential respects t o  the Homeric repre- 
sefifati~ns. Not only does Anacrcon ~ e c o i l  with hoirnr 
from the terrible pit, of Hades (Fr. 43), but; Tyrtkus 

%'ids mprffi, p. 67 sqq. " Rep. i. 330 B, ii. 383 C. 
2 Vide ~wpra, p. 70, note 4. 



too (9, 3) has no other irnrnr>rtality to  set lscforr the 
brave t k m  that of poztl~un~oi~s fame; Erinwa (Fr. I )  
;says the glory of gre:tt deeds is silent, ivilh the dcad; 
and Tlleognis (567 qq .  973 sqq.j encourages himself 
in the crijoyment of life by the reflection that after 
deat,li he wi l l  lie dumb, Like a stone, and that in Hades 
thcrc is an ella o f  all life6 pleawei.. Therc is no 

evidence in any Greek poet behre Pindu,  of the hope 
of a future hfe. 

We find thw, as the result of our enqi~iry up to this 
point, that in GI-CPCP, the path of pllilosophic reflection 
had beer1 in marly ways cleared and prepared, before 
the  advcnt of Thalcs and Pythagoms, bilk that it had 
never h e n  actually attcrnpted. In  the religion, rivjl  
institutions, and moral coudltions of the Greeks, tlicre 
was abundt.llt rnateiial, and varied ~ t i m u l u s  for srien- 
t,ififi thought: raflcction already begun to appropri~te 
this matmial ; cosmogu~runic theories were propounded : 
human life was contcmplatcd i n  its diferenl aspects 
finm the standpoint of relrgious faith, of morality, and 
of worldly pn~deucc. Xany rules of tiction were set 
UP, and in all t h s e  ways the keen observation, open 
mind and clear judgment of t.he Hellenic race asserted 
and fonned themselves. But there was as yet no at- 
terrlpt to  reduce plie~inrner~a to  their ultimate ground, 
or to explain them naturally from a uniform point of 
view from thi~ same general causes. The forrnatiorh 
of tlie world appears in the cosmogonic: poems as a 
fortuitous event, subject i o  no law of nature; and if 
cthical reflection pays more ,zttcrition to  the ~lat~lral  
comection of rau-;cs and sfYccts, an the other hand it 



confines itself far more than cosmology within the limits 
of the particular. Philoboplky learned indeed much 
frnrn these pledeccssors, in regard both to its form and 
m a t h  ; hut Philosophy did not itself exist unlil the 
moment when the ylrestion was propounded concerning 
the natural causes of things. 



CXARACTZR OF GRPEX PlkrlLOSOPIIl-. 139 

03' THE CHAndCTER OF GBEDilL PHILOSOPHY. 

Ix seclrillg t o  deter~r~ine the common ctharactaristic 
wElich :hrlistinguishes a long scries r,E historical pheno- 
mena from other series, we axe at once encountered by 
this difficulty:-that in the course of the historical 
clevelopmeut dl particular traits alter, and that conse- 
quently it appcars impossible to find any single feature 
which shall belong to  every membc!~ of the whole that 
wt. warit t o  describe. Such is the ease in regard to 
Greek Philosophy. Whether we fix our attention on 
thc object, method or results of Philosophy, the Greek 
systems display such important differences among 
tl~ernselves, and such nrimerolrs poir~t,s of contact with 
other systems, that, as it would seem, .rvc cannot rest 
Ilpon any one cb,utlcteristic as ~azisfactory for our 
pupose. Tbc object of Philosophy is in all ages the 
same-Reality as a whole ; but  this object may be ap- 
p~-(~ached from various sides and trcittcd with more or 
lcss comprehensiveness ; and the Greek philosophers 
differ in t h i s  respect, so grcatly among thcmsr:lves, that 
we cannot say wherrcin consists their common difference 
from otllers. lu  like manner, the form and method 
of seicntific procedure have so often altered both in 
Greek and other philosophies, that it seems hardly 

TOL. I. Ei 



possible to borrow any cllaracteristic distinctiw from 
thence. I cannot, at any rate, agree with Fries in liiv 
assertion t,hat ancient Philosophy proceeds cpctgcgioally, 
aud lnvdcrn epistematically ; that t , l~e oue advances f r r ~ r n  

facts t o  abstractions, from the particular to  the univer- 
fial, the other from the nnivcraa1,from principleq to  t l~e  
particlllar. For among the ancient philosophers, we 
find the pre-Socratics employing almost exclusively a 
du,gnatic, constructive method ; and the smne may be 
said of the Stoics, Epicureans, and, more espeiially, of 
the Nee-Platonistu. Even Ylato and Aristotle so litt.le 
confine t~hemselves to mere induction t.hat they make 
science: in the strict sense of the word, begin rvi t l )  
the derivation of the conditioned from first principles. 
On the other ha.nd, among the in(xie~ns, the whole o f  

the large and influential empiricd school declares the 
~pagogic ,method alone t o  be legitimate ; while most of 
t,he other schools unitc? induciion with construction. 
This disi;inctior~, therefore, cannot be carried out. Nor 
can we assent. t o  the  observation of Schleierrnacher,P tha.t 
the  intimate relation persistentIy maintained between 
poetry and ptlilosophy is characteristic of Hellenic, as 
compared with Indian Philouophy, where the two ele- 
ment,~ are so blended LS to be indistinguishable from 
each other, and with the Philosophy of nost,Imn nations, 
where they never entirely coincide ; and that, as soon 
as the mythologic form loses itself, with Aristotle, the 
higher character of Greek science is likewise lost. The 
last assertion is indeed untrue, for it was AristotIe who 
conceived the problem of science most clearly and defi- 

Gmchichte dm Phil, i. 49 sqq. 1Ld. p. 18. 



nitely; and of the utI~cr philosophers, not a few were 
cjuito independent of Lhe mytl~ological tradition-for 

hhhe Ionian physicists, the Eleittics, Atomists, 
and Sopl~ista, Socrsltes aud the Sucratie Schuols, Epi- 
curus and his suc?c!eKr;ors, the New Academy, and the 
Sccpt,ics; otl~ers, with tht? frc~dorn of  a Plato, rr~acie 
use of mythology lnerelg as sn artidtic ornarnclrt, or 
soilght, likc the Stoics and Plot.inus, to  support it 
by a philnsopllic interpretat.ion, withont allowing their 
philosophic sycfem to h i:ortditioned by it. On the 
othcr I-rmd, Christian Philosophy was always dcpcn- 
dcnt on pusitive religion. In the Middle Ages, this 
dependence was far greater than the deper~rlence of 
Philosophy upon religiolt in Greece, and in modern 
times it has certainly bccn no less great. 11 may be 
urged that the  Ch~istian religion has a different origin 
and a different content, ; but this is a s e c o n d q  cnn- 

sideration in +egard to the general itttitude of l'hiloso- 
phy to  Religion. In both cases, unsi!icntific notions are 

by thought without any previous demon- 
stra.tion of their truth. Rut, in fact, no such decisive ,: 
contrast in st:ien:ntific procedure i e  an7wbexe discoverable 
as would justify us in ascribing one definite method, 
universally and exclusively, to Greek, and another to 
modern Philosophy. As little do the ~esulta O I ~  each 
side bear out sucll a distinction. \Ye find among the 
Greeks, Hylozoistic and Atomistic systems, and these 
are also t o  be found among the morlerns ; in Ylato and 
Aristotle we see a dualistic idcalism opposed t o  ma- 
terialism, and i t  is this view of the world which has 
become predominant iu Christendom ; we see the sen- 

u 2 



szra1ism of the SLaic:., and Epicureans reproduced in 
I<r~gl;lish and French empiricism ; and the ~cept~icism of 
the New Academy in Hume; t,he panthaisrn of the 
Eleat,ics and St,oics may bc compared with the doctrine 
of Spinoza; the Neo-Platonic spiritualjsrn with Christian 
mysticism and Schelling's theory of identity ; in many 
respects also with the idealism of Leibnita: erren in 
Kant amd Jacobi, in Fichtc and I-Tegel, many analogies 
with Greek doctrines cam be shown ; imrl in the ethics 
d t,he Christian period there are few propositions w l~ i c l~  
l ~ s v e  not parallels in the sphere of Greek Philosophy. 
Xlippusirig, ~ O W B V B Y ,  tl~ttt in all cases pawllcls were not 
fort.hcorning, still t . 1 ~  featurcs pecuiiar oa the one hand 
to  Grock, and on thc other to  modern Philosophy, could 
only lx regarded aa generally distinctive of each, if 
they cwisLed in ;ill the Greek systems, and were absent 
from all the  modern. And of how many charwtcri~t~ics 
could this be asserted ? Here again, illerefore, we have 
failed to  discover any trnc mark of distinction. 

Xevext,helcss, an unmistakable family likeness 
binds together the reinotest hrariches of Greek scienec. 
Rut am tklc countenances af men ancl women, old people 
and e hildr-en, oft<= .I-escm ble one another, though their 
individnd features :,re not dike, so is it wit,h the 
spiritual x6nit:y of pheilomena .that are corinected his- 
torically. It is not this or t,hat particular charwteristic 
whicn is the same ; the similar it,^ lies in the expression 
of the whole, in t,hc formation of corresponding parts 
zfter thc same model, lull t.lleir combination in an ana- 
Icgous relation; or i f  this is no longer the case, in o w  
being able to  connect the later phase with the earlier, 
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as its natural consequence, according t,o the Iav of a 
continuous development. Thus the aspect of Greek 
PhiIosopEiy altered consitierably in the lapse.of pea7:s ; 
yet thc fe~t11rcs w l k h  suhseql~ently shol~ed themselves 
Tvere already present in its earliest shape ; and however 
stra,nge i ts  appearance in t , ? ~  1 : ~ s t  centuries of its his- 
t,oriettl existence, closer obscrvi~tiou will  show that the 
original tbrms are even then discernible, although time- 
~ v o ~ n  and deeompoaed. We must not, indeed, expect to 
find any pa r t i cu l ;~~  ~ ~ ~ l i i l i t ~ j  a~laltered throughout i ts  \&ole 
course, or equally preseut in caeh of t,he systerns ; the 
g ~ l e r a l  character of Greck I'bilosopbyv will hi-i: been': 
rightly dctcrmined if wc sr1i:reeil in indicating the pri- ' 

mitive t,ypc, in reference t o  ~11ic lz  t,he digerent systenla, 
iu  t,heir various declensions from it, arc infclIigiblr:. 

If, for this purpose, we compare Greek Philnsophy 
with the co~responding ~-,mduct,ions of c~ther n;ttions, 
what first at.rikes us is its marked difference from t,he 
more ancient Oriental sspeculatior~. 'Jbat specniation, 
the conceiT1 nlrnast solely of the pricsts, had wholly 
developed itself frim1 religion, on which it,s directinn 
2nd coutent co~lstilntly depcndctl ; it never, tilerefwe, 
attained EL strictly scientific form and mc~,llod, but rc- 
mained partly in tbe &ape of an external, grammatical, 
and logical ~clierna~tis~n, partly in that of aphorislic pre- 
scripts itnd rcflcct.ions, and part,ly in that of imaginat.ive 
and pwtical descript.icm. The Grceku were the first', 
who gained snficient fr.e~dorvl uf tllougllt t,o scck for the'. 
t,rlrth respecting the nat~lre of things, not in religious 
tradition, Isrk in the t.hings tl~iemselves ; among t,hern, 
first a strictly scientific method, a knowleclg~: thai ft~llows 



no laws except. its own, became possible. This fo~wzal 
charxtcr at once completely divtinguishes Greek I'hilo- 
sophy from the sptems and researches of +,he Orientals ; 
a.ud i t  is scarcely necessaxy to speak of the n~utc~ ia l  
opposit,inn prcsentcd by the two methds  of cu t~cc iv in~  
t.he world. The Oriental, in reg:i:;lrd to nature, is not frce, 
snrl h8s consequei~tly been alrle neither to  explain yhe- 
lzomena logieal.ly from their natural causes, nor t o  attain 
liberty ill civil life, nor purely human cultuw. The 
Greek, on the contrary, by virtue of his liberty, can per- 
ceive in ~~~~~~~e a regular order, and in hitman life can - 

strive t o  produce a, mordit.y at. once frcc and bea~diful. 
The xarne eharactcristies distinguish 0-reek Philo- 

sophy from that of the Chrivtiltris and Blol~a~mmedans 
in the  Jlirldle Ages. Ilerc, again, we find no free en- 
quiry : scierlce is fettered by a double authority-by 
tlte theological authority of positive religion, 8nrl by 
the philosophical authority of nl lc ie i t t  nt~tliors who had 
heen the instrt~cto~s of the Arabians and of the Chris- 
i iaa nations. This depcnrtencc up011 authority would 
uf it5elf have sufficed to caurc a development of 
thought qlli tp diff'eoerit fiaom that, of Lhe Greeks, even 
had Ihi! dogmatic: cantcnl of Christianity and ]\'Inham- 
~neda~~ i s rn  boxrlc greater 1~5ernblance to the EIcll~nic 
doctrines than was the case. But what il gulf is there 
h~tweerl Gxerk ancl Ch~istizn i r l  the scnse of the early 
and rnedimd Church! IVllilc the Greek seeks the 
Divine primarily ln nitture, for the Cl~ristittr~, nature 
loses all worth and all right to existence irr the thought. 
of the omnipotence and. iufinitj of the Creator; and 
nature cannot even be regarded as tbt! pure revelation 



of this omnipotence, for it i s  distorted and ruined by 
sin. While the Greek, relying on his reason, seeks to 
know the. laws of the  universe, the Christiin flees from 
t,he emrs  of reason, which to him is carnal, and 
darkened hy sin, t o  a revelativ~l khc? mays and mysteries 
of which he thinks himself all the marc bound tc 
reverence, the more they clash with reason and the. 
natural course of things. Wlile the Greek endeavours 
to attain in kurr~itn life the fair harmony of spirit and 
riature, which is the distinctive characteristic of Hellenic 
morality; the ideal of the Christian lies in an asceti- 
c i m ~  wE~ich breaks o f f  all alliance between reason and 
sense: instead of heroes, fighting and enjoying liko 
men, he has saint x displaying monkish apathy ; instead 
of Gods full of sensual desires, sexless angels ; instead 
of a Zeus who autr1>oriae and inddges in all earthly 
delights-a God who bccomcs Inan, in order by his 
death open1.y and practically t.o condemn them, So 
deeply rooted an opposition between the two theories of 
thc world necessit~ted an equal contrast in the ten- 
dcncies of Yhilosoplr~y : the PhiIosuphy of the Christian 
Middle Ages of coursc turned m a y  from the world and 
hunl;m lifc, as that of thc Cheeks inclined to them. It 
WRS, therefore, quite logicd aud natural that the one 
Yhilosophy should ncglcct the  investigations of nature 
which the other had curu~rrlenced ; that. the one should 
work for henve~i, the other for earth ; the urie fur the 
Church, t,h( dhc r  for the State ; tha,t the seicnce of the 
Middle Ages should lead to  faith in a divine revelation, 
and t o  the sanctity of the aeoetic 3s its end, and Greek 
science t o  the understanding of nature's laws, and to  the 



virtue which consists in the  confo~mity of hunian life 
t.o nature ; that, in short., thcrc should exist betmccn the 
two Philosophiev a radical opposition coming t,@ light 
er-n when they apparently harrnu~lise, and giving a n  

essentially different meaning to the very words of the 
a.ncients in the mouths of thcir Christian successors. 
Even the Mohammedan view of the ~clrld is in one re- 
spect nearer to the Greek than the Chxfstian is, for in 
the moral sphere i t  does not assume so hostil: an atti- 
tudc .to man's scnsrlotis life. The Xohammedan philoso- 
phers of the Middle Ages bestowed also greater att,cniion 
on natt~mal research, and restxicted themselves less ex- 
clusively t o  thecrlogical and theologico-metapl.lyeir!:~l 
questions than the  Christians. Btlt t.he Mohammedan 
nations were wa,nting in that rare gwiiua for t.hc intel- 
lwtual treatment, md lnnrnl ennt)l~ling of natt~ral in- 
stincts by which the Gwck was so favncrahly distin- 
guished from the Orier1ta.1, whcl w . s  <:areless of form, 
and carried both self-indulgence and self-rrjort..ific a t '  1011 

t o  excess. The abstract rnonothei~m, too, of the JCoran 
js cvcn more directly oppnaed to the deified worlci of t hc  
Greeks than the  Christian clockine is. The jL10h;lm- 
medan Philosophy, therefore, in regard to i t s  general 
tendcrmy, must,, like the Qlristiar~, be pronounced essen- 
tially different from thc Greek. In it we miss the free 
outlvok upon the actual world, and thcrewit,h the activil.y 
and iudependence of thought, so naturi~l to the 0rc:clis ; 
and though it starts from a zealous desire for the know- 
ledge u f nature, the tl~eologieal presuppositions of its 
dogmat.ic creed, and t,he magic:al conceptions nf the 
latest antiquity, are always in the way, Lastly, the 



~Iltimate aim wllich it prilyo,sea to itseIf consists far 
mare in the con~ummation of the religio~~s life and Olle 
attdnment of rnyst,ic abstraction avrd su~)ernaturlal illa- 
rninati0n, than in t,he clear and scientific uudcixtanding 

' uf Ihe world arlrl i t s  phenomena. 
On these points, however, there ern  ht: little etm- 

troversy. It i s  a far more difbcult task to det.ccmine 
the specific c:Etal.itcter of G~eclr Pl+ilosol~hy as distin-' 
guivhcd from the  modern. Fm modern P h h o p h y  
itself arose essentialky under Gfrrek influence, and by 
rneauv of a pwtial return to Gxek iirituit,ions ; it is, 
therefore, in its \i.hale spirit, f:u- Inore allied to Hellenic 
Philosoplty tEiart t , h ~  Philosophy of the Aliddle Agbs, i ~ r  
spite of i ts  depe~idenec 011 Greck rtxrthorities, ewr was, 

This sirriilwity is lejglitexletl, t~nd the clifljculIt,y of' 
diffc~~cntiating them increasctd, by the fact, that the old 
I'hilosnphy, in the course of its i i w n  development, 
approximated to t,he Christian conceptioa of the world 
(with u~hicll It- 11as been hlendeil in modern science) and 
paved the way for that conception. TIE 11ol:trines 
which were the preparation for Chvieti:inity are oflxn very 
liki: Christizn doctrine modified by (c:litssic.rtl studies ; the 
original Greck doctrines scsen~hlc: in many respects the 
modem doctrines which sul~s~c~urnt,ly developed them- 
selves imdcr the in0ucnec of the anriente; so tha,t i t  seems 

hardly possible to assigm dist.inctiw characteristics that 
are generally applicable. But, thwe appears a,t the  outset 
this f ~ ~ ~ d a ~ n e n t a l  differeuce hetween tile two Philnsn- 
yhics--vix. that t>l~c: one is the c;l.rliw, thc othcr the later ; 
the one is original, tthc ot-her derived. Greek YhilosophyI 
sprang from the soil of Greek nntiolzal life and of thi! 



Greek view nf the world ; cven when it passes beyond 
t.he original limits of Ohk Hellcnic sphere md prepares 
i,he transition frorn, the ancient pwiod to the Christian, 
i ts  essential &urltcnt can only be understood in relat,ion 
t o  t.he devcluprnent of the Greek spirit,. Even at that ' 

period we feel t,hat i t  is the ;hiding influence of 
classic ideas which binders it from rcally adopting the 
later standpoint. Conversely, with the modern philo- 
sophers, even when at first sight they seem wholly t o  
return to  t h o  ii~~r:im~.t rnocleu of thought,, we can aI.ways, 
on closer iuspection, dctect rrlnt,i\;es and c:mceptioas 
foreign tlo the ancient-.s. The only questiun is, therefore, 
where these rnnt.ives and c:on~ptiorrs a,re ~It~imately to 
be sought ? 

All humit11 culture results from the reciprocal 
actiou of  thc inrr-awd anii the outward, of spo~it.aneity 
and reciiptitii;y, of minrl and. ndure ;  its directmion is, 
therefore, principally determined by the relation t.hat 
exists between these two  sides, which relation, as we 
have a1rr:ady srr?n, was always more harnronious in the 
Greek race than in any other, by reason of i ts  peculiar 
chzrtrtlctcr and historical c~ndit~ions. The distinctive 
pecll1iaril;y of the Greeks lics, indeed, in this unbroken 
unity of the spirit,u~l and the natural, which is at once 
the  prerogative and the confining barrier of this classical 
nation. Not  that spirit and aature were as yet wl~olly 
~mdiscrirninated. On the cnntr3ry, t.he g~ra~t, superiority 
vf Greek civilisation, as compared with earlier or con- 
temporary civilisa+,ions, essentially deperrds on this  fnct 
-that in the light of the Hellenic cor~sciousne~s there 
disilppetrs, no t  only the irrational disorder of primitive 



and nat,ural life, but also t.ha(; f;lnt,astic eonfueion and 
interrniulglement of the ethical with t.he physical, which 
we t~lnlost cvc~.y~v,rliere iricet with jii  the East. The 
Grcek attains his indepentlcncc of t11e powem of nature 
by the free rxercisc of his mcfital niid rrinral activity; 
transcellcling merely natwai ends, he regards the sensiblc 
as an  instrument arld symbol of t l ~ e  spiritual. Thus 
the t ~ o  spheres are t o  him separdte ; i ~ d  as the ancirlit, 
gods of nature were uvel.puwered by the Olympian 
deities, so his own nx-trrral skate gives place to  t,hc 
l~igher ~ t i t c  of ii rrroral culture t1)a.t is free, hurrian, and 
bcaxllil~ul. Tlut this disccirninatiun of spirit and n a t u e  
docs not as yet involve the t,heory of radlaal oppodtiun 
and cot1 tradiction-thc systel~>i~i,ic hcach 'tletween them 
which was preparing in lile last centuries of tlie :tncieu?ut 
world, and lzas beou so fully w.complished in the Chris- 
tjm world. The spirit is always reg~rrled as the higtwr 
element in colnp:irison wi t,h rtaturc ; man iouks: upon 
his free moral activity as the essential aim and content 
of his existence; he is not sat,isfied t o  evljoy in a 

sensuous manner, or to work in servile depcndanee on 
the will of zi.i~othcr ; what he does lte will do freely, for 

llirnself; the happiness which he drives for he will. 
aMain hy t.Le use and developmer~t of his bodily and 
rnewital powers, by a T ~ ~ O T O I . O U S  social life, by doing his 
shart: of work fur t,Le \ ~ I ~ u k e ,  by the respect uf his fellow 
citizens ; and on this parsclnal capability and frcedom is 
founded that. proud self-confideace which re~isex the  
Hcllcne so far above all thc I-nrht~rians. The reason i 
that Greek life has not only a more beautiful farm, but 
also a higher content than that of  any other aacient 



race, is because no other wns able 1-0 rise with such 
freedom above mere nature, or with snt:l~ idealjsm to 
rnake sensilde c..sister:nce silrlply the sustainer of  spiritaa.1. 
If then this unity of +it wit,h na.ture were understood 
as a unity without difference, tilt? expression would ill 
serve to charat:terise it. Rightly :tpprchenrIed, on the  
other hand, it c.orrectl~ esprcsseh- the rlistinction of the 
Greek worlcl from t h e  Christian JcZiddle Ages and from 
rr~odem timus. The Greelr rizes above the world of 
out:rvard existence and absolute dependence on the forces 
of nature, but he does not. on that account hold wature 
to be either impl~re or not rlivine. On t h e  c!olit,rarg, Ile 
sees in it the ciii.eet maaifcsl.atinn of higher powers; 
his very gods are not, merely moral beings, t.hey are at 
the sa.mi: time, and originally, powers of nature;  +,hey 
have the form of nat,llral existenc.e, t,hey const i t~t~e a 
pluraIity of beings, created, and like unto men, restricted 
in their power af action, 1ta.ving t8he universa1 ibrce of 
rlxtirre as eternal chaos before them, and a,s pitiless 
fi~.tc: ;~borrc them ; far from denying himself and his 
nature for t,he sake of t,hc gods, the Greek knows no 
'better way of 1ior1011ri~1g t811p~r1 than by the cheelful eu- 
joyment of life, and the r~orthy cxcrrisc of the talents 
hc has acqnirerl in the devclapment of his nat.ura1 
powers of body and mind. Accordingly moral Ijfe also 
is througklorrt founded [yon nai.ura1 temperament aurl 
eircurnstttrrcee. From the sta.ndpoint, of ancirtnt Greecc 
it, is impossihlc that man ~huuld rrunsider his natme 
corrupt, and himself, as originally ~onetit~utrd, sinful. 
There is, cnnst,quently, no dernarrd t.htu.t hc should re- 
aounce his nntlrral inclina.tions, repress hi3 se*lsuaIity, 



and be radica!ly chwged by a lnortll new birth; no 
demand even for that struggle against sefisuslity whicli 
our mon11 law i s  accustomed to prescribe even when it is 
110 limger baser1 upon positive Christianity. 011 the con- 
t.i,aly, t h e  n d ~ ~ r a l  powers as such are assumed t o  be good, 
and, t,he rratural i~~cliiiations a.s such to Be legitimate ; 
=lor&. oonsist,~, according to the truly Greek concep- 
tin11 of Aristotle, in guiding these powers to the light 
eud, m d  maintaining these inclinations in right measure 
iind bala.nce : virtue i s  nothing more than the intelligent 
and erlergr?tic dcvt:loprrlent of ~ ~ t ~ r l t l  endowments, and 
the highest, lam of morals is to follow the course of 
nature freely and mtionully. This standpoint is not 
a rcsullt of reflection, it i s  not attained by a struggle 
vith the opjiosite d e m a ~ ~ d  for the rcllunciat,iort of nature, 
as i s  the ca.se with the moderns when LhcY prt?fess the 
sarrlc principle* ; it is, tberefol-C, qnite untrarnrriclled 
by doubt al;d iu~cc~-tainty. To the Greek it appears a.s 

rlstui-a1 and necessary t h d  he dlonld allow sensuality 
it6 rights it8 that he should cuntl-ul it by Lhe exe~cise of 
wil l  and rcflcotioil ; lie car1 regard the matter in no 
c~ther light,, aud he ihcrefore pursues his course with 
ful.1 security, honestly feeliug t,ilat he is justified in so 

iloing. But among tho natural presuppusitior~s of free 
activity mmust xlsn bc reckoned the social relatiuns in , 

which each individual is placed by his birth. Thc 
Greek allows these relations an amoilut of influence 
over hih n~orality, Lo which in modcrn tirr~rs we are riot 
accustomed. The trattion of his people is t o  him the 
highest moral authority, - life in and for the state the 
Iiigheht duty, fa]. uutwcighillg all others; beyond the 



limits of the national and politic.al cornmnnity, moral 
obligation is but imperfectly reeopisecl; t,hc validity of 
a frcc rocatiori deterinined bv personal coavict.ion, the 
idea of the r ixht~  and duties of man in the widel. sense, 
were not gener;llly scknoivledged until the tmnsitional 
period ~v1v1ijt:h coincide,< with the dissolution of the ancient 
Greek standpoint.. Xiow far thc classical epoch and 
view of human life are in this respect removed from 
ours, appears in the constant confusion of mords with 
politics, in fhc inferior position of women, especially 
among the 1oaia.n races, in the conception of marriage 
and sexual relations, but. above all in the abrupt, opposi- 
t.ion between Greeks and barba,r.rians, and the slal~ery 
which wits connected with it, iin<l was so indi~pcnsa1)lc 
an in!,tituitiuu in anrient states. Thew shadov-sdes of 
Grcck lifc mnst not he ove~looked. I n  one respect, 
however, things were easier for the Greek than for ria. 

,His rangc of vision, it is truc, uas  mole Iirnited, his 
relations were narrower, his moral prinriplcs mere less 
pure m d  strict and universal than ours ; but, perbapq, 
on that very acco~~nt, his life was the more fitted to 
form complete, harmoniously cultured men and cIassicaI 
charachrs.' 

The classic form of Greek a1.t was also essentially 
conditioned by the mental character we have been de- 
scribing. The classic ideal, as Vischer well remarks, 
is the ideal of a people that is moral without any break 

' Cf. Begel's Phil. dtr GcscR. (iw Phil. 8. Romt, i. 79 qq.; and 
p. 291 sq. 297 nqq. 805 sqq. ; B6- especially the  thouyhtf~~l and for- 
t h t i k ,  ii. 56 sqq. 73 sqq. 100 eqq. ; cible remarks of Yiscl~er in his 
Fesch. &r Phd. i. 170 sq. ; P.M. E6th~tik, ii. 237 ~ q q .  446 rqq. 
&rKoZ. ji. 99 sqq.; Braniss, Gescb. 9 flslh. ii. 459. 



nat,l~rc: t,hwe i s  consequently in t,hc spiritrral con- 
tent of its ideal, and therefore in the expression of tha t  
ideal, no surplus which cannot be unresf.~.;linedly poiired 
forth in the form as a wl~ole. The spiritual i s  not. :~,p- 
~sehended. afi opposed t o  the scnsible phenomenon, h r t  
jn %nd with i t ;  eonsequeni-ly, the spiritual at,taina to 
artistic repsentation rrnly so far as it is eapnble of 
direct expression in the sen~ible foim. A Greek work 
of art bwrs .the character of simple, ~at,isfied beauty, 
of p?astic calm; t,he iclca rcaIises itself in the pheno- 
menon, as the soul in the body with wliiclt i t  
itself by virtue of its crca.ting force : therc is as yet no 
spir.itual content which resists this plastic treatment, 
and which eiiuld not find its aclequnte and direct repre- 
sent,t~tion in the sensible form. Greek art C O I I S C ~ I I ~ I I ~ , ~ ~  

only attained to  perfection where, from the nature of the  
sub.ject,no task was proposed to it which cuuId rltit be caxll- 

plett.1~ acco~nplislled in the way we have just dc~crihed. 
In plastic w-t, in the epic, in classic architecf,nr.c, the 
Greeks haw rerurained unrivalled mudele for all t i m e  ; 
on the other hand, in music they sccm to have been far 
behind *,he moderns; henause this wt, more t l ~ a n  miy 

other, 11y its ve.ry nature len.ds us bar.k from the fitgit.ivt: 
external elements of tone to the inner region of feeIing 
and of subjective mood. Fur the same rcastlns their 
painting seems only to bwe bcen cornpacable wi th  that  
of tllc moderns in respect of drawing. Even Check lyric 
poetry, great. and perfect as it is of its kind, differs n o  
less from the more trnotional and subjective modern 
lyric, poetry than the metrical verse of tahe ancients from 
the rhymed verse of thc moderns ; and if, on the one 



hand, no later poet could hs.ve written a Sophoclean 
drama, 011 t.he other, tile ancieut tragedies of fate as 
compared wit,h n~adc r i~  iragerlies since Shakespedre, 
fail  in t h e  nat,ur-al er01ut:ion of events from t8he 
characters, from the t.ernperament of the ch~arrmtis 
permtux ; aid t,hus, like lyric poetry, insttend of fully 
dsvcluping its own particular fixm of art, trapcly has 
still in a col-tnin swse  the epic h.ype. In  all these traits 
one mid the s t m e  character is mitnifcuted : Greek i11-t 

i s  distiugui~~ied from modern by i ts  pure objectij~ity ; 
the ustisf, in liis creation does not remain within himself, 
in the inner reginn of his thoughts and feelings, and 
his work when accomplisl~ed suggests nothing int'ernal 
which it has not fully expressed. The form is :ts get 
absolutely filled wilh the content ; the cor~tent in its 
wllole compass atbair~s delelminatc cxibtcnce in the 
fbrm ; spirit is still in undisturbed union with nature, 
the idea IS not, yet separi~ted from the  pilenomenon. 

,, We must expect to find thc same chttrtlcter in Greek 
Philosophy, since it is the spirit of the frcllcnic people 
that created that  Pliilosophy, znd the ITellenic view of 
the world t h i ~ t  .t.hcre receives its seicnti6c cxpressiou. 
This eh;-~raeler fir-st shows i t s e l f  in a trait wllich indeed 
is  not easy to define in an exhaustwe and accurate 
manner, but wllicli rr~ilsi strike erwy student in the 
writings and fiagments of ancielli PhiIosopky: in the 
~ ~ h u l e  mode of treatment, the whole attitude which the 
author adopts in reference to his subject. That freedom 
and simplic:ity, w-liieh Hegel praises in the ancie11L phiio- 
sopherb, that plastic repow w ~ t h  which a Parmenides, a 



Plate, an AristotIe Ilanille kllc most difficult questions, 
is the same in the sphere of scientific thought as that 
vhich in the sphere of art we call thc classic ~tyle.  
The philosopher does not in the first place reflect upon 
himself and his personal condition: he has not to deal 
with a nua~ker of preliminary presuppositioi~~ and 
malre ahtraction of his own thoughts and interest$ that 
he may attain 1.0 il. purely pliilouopllic mood ; he is in 

. s u e l ~  a mood fioru the very beginning. I n  the treitt- 
rnent, tlter~fore, of scientific questions he does not 
allow himself to he disturbed by other opinions, nor by 
his own wishes ; he goes btriiight to the matter in hand, 
dc2ring to nbsorb himself i n  it, to give free scope t o  its 
walking vithin him ; Ilc is at peace as t o  the resillti; of 
111s tliought, because ready t o  accept whatcvcr approves 
iti;rlf to  him as true anrl real.' This objectivity was no 
doubt far Trlolu easily attainable for Greek l'hibeophy 
tlrtar~ for our own ; thought, having then before it neither 
a previous scientific development nor a fixed religiousi 
syfikrn, could grapple with scientific problems from their 
very commencement wit,h complete freedom. Such ob- ' 

jectivity, furt.herrnore, cclnst.itjutes not  on1.y the xtrcngt.h, 
hut niao the weakness of this Philosophy; fur it is 
ecsentially conditional on man's having not yet loecomc 
mistrustful of his thought, on his being bllt psrtislly 

1 Take, for esamp!~, ths well- 
know11 utterances of the Prbtagorit~: 
I Miin i~ the meabure of all tl)ic~ps, 
of J3eing';iov it is,of nun-Being how 
it is uot..' ' O f  ~ h o  god5 3 hare 
nothing tn shy ; ncithsr rhnt they 
are, nor that  the^ ;ire not; for 
there is much that hiudcrs me,- 
the ohbcnricy of the mattar and 
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t ! ~  shortrrsss of human life! 
Thebe p ~ w p ~ l L i o n e  were in the  
highvbt, dcgwo offensiw at t,h;h;it; 
pcrioit: t l~ero, ma% iu them n de- 
mand for a curnpfste +s~o lo~ ion  of 
a l l  hitherto receiyed idear. Yet 
how stabocbync is tho style! Wjth 
whnt classieirl calmucss aro they 
enunciated ! 
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conscious uf the sw~bjbjective activity through which his 
presentations a1 e forrnrd, and therefore of the share 
which tlna actlvity has in their content ; in a word, on 
his not having arrived at  self-rriticisrn. The difference, 
however, brtween ancient Philosophy and model- is 
here strikingly and unquestinnably displayrd. 

This elmacteribtic suggests further points for i e -  

flection. So simple a relation t o  its ohjeet was only 
pobsible to Greek thought, becduue, as cornpaled with 
modem thought, it started from a much marc incom- 
plete experience, a more lirnited knowledge of nature, 
a less activc development of inner life. The greater 
the mass of .facts ~ i t , h  which wc we acquainted, the 
more complic~tcd are thc problems which huvc to  he 
solvcd in attempting thelr ec~ientific explanat,ion The 
more accurately, an the one hand, we have come to  in- 
vestigate external e ~ e n t s  in their specific character ; the 
more, on the other, ILAS t~ur  Inner eye Become keen for 
introepwtlorl, through the intensifying of religiouci and 
moral lifc ; Ihe more our historical knowledge of human 
conditions widens, tbc less possible i s  it to apply the 
analogies of human spiritual life to  natural phenomena, 
and the andogies of the external world to the pheno- 
mena of consciousness ; t o  rcst satisfied with imperfect 
explanations abstracted from limited and one-sided ex- 
perience, or to  presuppose the truth of our w)nceptions 
without accurate enquiry. It naturally followed, there- 
fore, that the problems with which all Ph~losophy is 
concerned should in modern times partially change thcir 
scope and ~ignificance. Modern Philosophy begins with 
doubt ; h Bacon, with doubt of the previous science ; 



in Descartss, wit.h doubt of tlie truth of our concep- 
tions gerrrrally-abadute doubt. IIwing t l j i s  s t a ~ i n g -  
point, i t  is forced from the outset to keep stetldily in 
view i,he qmstion of the possibility and conditions of 
knowledgft, and for the linsmericg of 1,hal; qnestion it 
inst;it~~ies all those enquiries into the origin of our 

cor~ceptions, which at ew11 rlew t,mn that they have 
taken have gtined i n  profilndity, in importance, and in 
extent. These f i 1 1 q ~ i l - i ~ ~  were at first remote from 
Greek science, which, firmly believing in t,he veracity 
of thought, applied itself directly to  the sexch for t.he 
Real. But even after that faith h d  been shaken by 
Sophist.ic, and the rlecefisity of s methodical enquirt- had 

asserted by Socrates, this enquiry is still f a y  from 
being the aceurntc analysis of' the intellect undertaken 
by modelm Philosophy since Locke and Hime,  Aristotle 
himself, t,hough he describes how r:onceptions result from 
experience, inve~tigtltec; very incomplet,elj tlie conditions 
on which the  carrectncss of our conceptions depends; 
and t.he neccssihy of a di'scrirnilzatialz between their 
objective and subjective coristituents never seerns to 
occur t.o him. Xven thc scepticism posterior t o  Aristotle 
gave no impulse to  any more fimdm~cntal aud theoreiic 
invest,igations The empiricism of the Btdcs and t,he 
sensadism of die Epic~uems wcre based as little as the 
newPlatonic and neo-Pythagorean speculation on en- 
quiries tending to  supply the lacunz in the Aristotelian 
theory of knowledge. The criticism of the faculty' ~f 

cognit,ion, whieh has att!airied so great an importance 
for modern Philosophy, in ancient PhiIosophy was 
proportionally undevelvped. Where, however, a clear 
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recognition is wanting of the, conditions under which 
bcientific erlyuiry must he undertaken, there science 
must ncccsssrily itself bc wanting in t l i d  certainty of 
procedure which due ~egard  to those eorldil,ions alone 
earl give. Thus we find that t he  Grcck philosophers, 
even the peatcst  awl most careful observers among 

ithem, i~ave all more or leva thc failing with which 
I philoxophers have been so often reprowEied. They are 
y3t to cease tlieir enquiries premittmcly, and t o  found 
genera1 co11ccp.1~ and pril-tciples i*pou imperfect or in- 
sufficiently proved experience~, which a,re then treated 
as indisputable truths and rniide the basis of farther 
iutferewlces; to display, in short, that ddialcctical ex- 
clusir-eness rvfiieh is t,he res~llt of employitlg certain 
presentations universally aisurnccl, established by Ian- 
gunge, and recomm~uding themseli es by tkeii apparent 
accordance wit11 nature, wltllollt ful-tiler enquiring illto 
tlkeir origin and legitimacy, or keeping in ~ i r w  whilr, 
so employiug them their real foundation in fact, 
&rodern Philosophy has itself been sufficiently faulty 
in this respect; it is humiliating to  compare the 
speculai it c rashness of many a later philosopher with 
the circumspection displayed by Aristotle in testing the 
theories of others, and in e-namining the various poirits 
of view that arise out  of the que~t~ions he is discussing. 
But in the general course o f  modern science the demand 
for a, str iet  and exact rnetllod lzas  more and more made 
itself felt, and even where the philosophers themselves 
h a e  not adequately responded to this demand, the other 
bcie~ces have afforded them a B r  greater mass of facts 
and laws empirically establibhed; and f~uther, these 



hcts  have been much more carefully sifted and tested, 
and these laws much more accurately determined, than 
was possible at the period of ancient Philonophy. This 
higher development of the experimerrtiil sciences, ~ h i e h  
distinguishes modem times from arrtiqui ty, is closely 
connected with that critical method in which Greek 
Philosophy and Greek science generally were so greatly 
deficient,. 

The distinction of subjectire aurl objcct.ive in OILY 

conccptions is nearly allied t c r  the distinction of the 
int~lleetual and corporeal, of phcnoniena n-itl~in us md 
phenomena. without. This distinct,ion, lilie the other, 
is genertt'tly wanting in cleilrness xrld ~~recisicm wit11 the 
ancient philosophcre. .Anaxagaras, it is true, represents 
spirit as opposed to the material world ; :id in the 
Platonic School this orposition is developed to its 
fuIlest extent. Nevertheless, in Greek Philosophy, the 
two  splieres we ei>nstar~tiy overlapping one another. 
On the une Iiitfid, natural phenomena, which t;heology 
had consjderc?d t o  be immediately derived from beings 
akin ti) men, contin~ted to be explained by analogies 
derivcd from human life. On such an a r i i t l o ~  were 
based not only the Hylozoivm of many ancient physi- 
cists, and that belief in the animate n?+t~,true of t.he wr~l-ld 
which we find in Plate, the Stoics and ueo-l'latonists, 
but also t,ltc teleology which, in most of the philosophic 
schools since Socrates, has interfered with, and not un- 
frequently overpowered, the physi cd explanation of 
nature. On the other hwrd, the true essence of psychic 
phenvrnenit wits also not dcter~uincd with accuracy ; and 
if  only a certain number uf tbe a.ncient phiiofiophurs 



contented theinselves with suclr simple materialistic 
explanakions as were set up by many of the pre-Soeratic 
physicists, after them by the Stoics and Epicureans, 
and alfio l y  individual Peripatetics; yet wen in the 
spiritualistic psychology of a. Pldo, an Aristotle, or a 
PLotiuus we a m  snrprised to 6nd that the difference 
between conscious and u~~covlecious forces is almost ig- 
nored, and that hardly any attempt is made to conceive 
the different sides of 11urnan nature in their personal 
unity. Hence it was easy to  these pl~ilosophers to  
explain the soul as compounded of distinct and mdi- 
caily heterogeneous elements; and hence, too, in their 
courceptions relating to God, the world-soul, the spirits 
of the stars, and similar subjects, the question of the 
peraorrality of tllese beings is generally so little eon- 
sidered. It was ifi the Christian period that the feeling 
of the validity a~tlld irr~portmce of human peraonalif,y 
first attajncd its complete develop~r~ent, ; and so it is 
in rnodcrn science that we first find on this point con- 
ceptions sufficiently precise t o  rcndor the confusion of  
personal and irnperso~~a,l cl~aract.eristics so frequently met a 

with in ancient philosoph~ henceforward inlpossil>le. 
The difference between Greek ethics and our own has 

been already touched upon ; and it need sca~cely be sa.id 
that dl our previous remarks on this subject equally 
apply t,o philosopllit: ethics. 3Iueh as Philosophy itself 
contributed t o  trausform the old Grreek concept,ion of 
moral life into a stricter, mnre al)sl.rsct,, more general 
morality, the chari~ctcristic features of the ancient vicw 
were in Philosophy only paduai ly  effaced, and were 
always rnore or less present down to  the ltltcst period of: 



antiquity. Not until after Aristotle was the close union 
of rn0l-J~ with politics. so inllcrcnt in the Greeks, dia- 

; and down t o  the time of Plotinus, we can still 
clearly recognise the asthetic t r ~ a t ~ r r ~ e n t  of ethics, 

was also essentialIy distinckivc of the IIellenic 
spirit. 

The spkitual life of the Greeks in the  thousand 
ycilfs that cLtpsed between thc rise and close of their 
Philosoplly certainly underwent great and important 
chngcs, and Philosophy was itself one of the most 
efficient causes by which these changes were brought 
ahout. As Greek Philosoptty repres~nts generally the 
character of the Greek spirit, it must also reflcct the 
transformations which in course of  time that spirit bas 
undergone ; and the more so, because the gveater num- 
ber sad the most inRlierltial of the phllosvphic systems 
belong to  t h ~  period when the older form of Greek 
spi~itual life was gradually melting away; wl~en the 
humm rn ind mas increasing1 y mithdraiving itself from 
the outer world, to be cuncenkrated with exclusive energy 
upon ithelf-and when the tramition &om the classic t o  
the Christian and modern world was in, part preparing, 
and in part already accumplislled. Rrr this reasun, the 
cliaracterit.ties which appeared in the philosophy of the 
classical period cannot be unconditionally asoribcd to 
thc  whole of Greek Philosophy; yet the early character 
of that Philowphy esscn tially intiuenced its entire sub- 
srtp~cnt course. W e  see, indeed, in the whole of its 
development, the orlginaI u n ~ t y  of spirit with nature 
gradually disappearing. ; but ar long iis we contim~e on 
IXellenic g~ound, we never find thc abrupt separation 



between them, which was the starting-point of morlern 
scienoe. 

In the commencement of Greek Philosophy, it is 
before all things the external world which claims at- 
tention. The qucstion arises as t o  its causes ; and thcl 
answer is attempted withorit :my preliminary enquiry 
into the burnan faculty of cognition ; the Treasons of 
phenomena are sought in what is k u ~ \ ~ n  t o  us through 
the external perception, or is at any rate analogous t o  it. 
But, on the othcr hand, just because as yet no exact 

discrimination is made between the external world and 
thc world ofconsciousness, qualities are ascribed to  cor- 

poreal. forms aud suhstauces, and effects ttre expected 
from them, which could only in truth belong to spiri tltal 
beings. Such are the c:haracterist,ics of Greek Philo- 
sophy up t o  the time of  Anaxagnras. During this 
period, pllilosaphic interest chiefly confines itself to t h e  
consideration of nature, allrl t o  conjectures respecting 
the reasons of nabmu1 phenomena; the facts of  oon- 
aciousuess are not yet uecog-nised or investigated as . 
special phenomena. 

This Philosophy of nature was opposed by Sophistic, 
which denied man's capacity for the cognition of things, 
and directed his attention instead t o  his own pract,ical 
aims. But wi th  the advent of Socrates, Philosophy 
again inclined towards a search for the Keal, though 
at firat this was not formulated into a system. The 
lesser Soeratic 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 



principIe, culminated iu the vast and comprehensive 
c;gstms of Plat0 and Aristotle, the greatest achieve- 
ments of Greek science. These systems approximate 

more closely t o  modern Philo.;ophy, on whicl~  
they haw Lad an Important influence, than the  pre- 
Socm~c physics. Sature is with them neither the 
sole nor the principal object of enqni1.y; side by side 
with physics, metaphysics has a higher, and ethics 
an equal prominence, sncl the wbole is  placed on a 
firmer basis by thc enquiries conccming the origin 
of knowledge and the conditiuns o f  scientific mcthod. 
Rrloreover, the unsensuous form is distjnguibhed from 
the sensible phenomenon, as tlle esbential fro10 the acci- 
dental, the eternal from the transitory; only in the  
cogmition of this unsensrious es~encc-only in pm.e 
thought-is the bigllcst and purest, knowledge to be 
sought. Even in the explanation of nature, prefercncc 
i q  given to the investigation of forms and aims as corn- 
pared with the knowledge of ~ ~ h y s i c a l  causes ; in  man, 
the higher part of his nature in its essence and origin 
is discrirr~inated from the sensual part ; and the highest 
problem for mankind is accordingly found exc:usi\rely 
in the development of his spiritual life, and above all 
of his knowledge. Although, ho~vever, t he  Platonic 
and Aristoteliau systems show the~nselvcs thus akin in 
mrmy respects to modern systems, yet the peculiar 
stamp of the Greek spirit is ~mmistakably impressed 
on them both. Plato is  an idealist, but his idealism is 
not the modern sr~bjectivcidcalism : he does not hold with 
Fichtc, that the objective world i s  a mere phenumenua 
of consciousness ; he docs not, with Leibaiz, place per- 



cipient essences st the nrigln of all things ; the ideas 
thcmeelves arc not  derived by him from thonght, either 
hurnnn or divine, bnt thought i s  derived from partici- 
pslion in the  ideas. In the ideas the unirersal essence 
of thingr is reduccd to plastic forms, which are the 
oejcct of an intallecti~al intuition, in the same way 
that th ings  are the object of t h e  sensuous intuition. 
Kten t,I~c Platonic theory of knowledge has got the 
cht~racter of the corresponding enquiries of the mo- 
dcrrts. FJTith them, l , h ~  main point i s  the analysis 
of the subjectirre activity of cognition ; their attention 
is  primarily directed t o  the development of knowledge 
in man according t o  i t s  psychological conrsc :md i t s  
conditions. Plato, on the other hand, keeps almost 
cxclnsively to  the objtr~ti>e naturc of our presentations; 
he enquires fhr less about the  manner in which intui- 
tions and conceptions arise in rrs, than about the value 

a t t ~ c h i n g  to them in themselves ; the theory of know- 
ledge is therefore with him direct17 connected with 
metapliysics : tllc enqinry as t o  the truth of t h e  pre- 
sentation or conreption coincides with that respecting 
the rcality of thc sensibIe phenomenon and of tltr Idea. 
f la to ,  moreover, however low may be his estimalion of 
the phenomenal m r l d  in comparison with t , h ~  idea, is 
far  removed from t l ~ c  prosdic and mechanical modem 
vicw of natule ; the world is to him the visible god, 
the stars are living, happy beings, and his whole expla- 
nation of nature i s  dominated lly the teleology which 
plays so important a part in Greek Philosophy postelior 
to Socrates. Tl~oilgh in his ethics lie pwrjes hel-ofici tlie 
ancient Greek standpoint, 11y the dcmand for a philoso- 



phic virtuc founded on science, and prepares the 
for Christim morality by flight from the world of sense ;I 
yet in t l ~ c  dvct,rine of Emr? he maintitins the =sthetic, 
and i n  tha i n ~ t i t ~ x t i o n s  of his Republic the political 
&a.racter of Grcek morality in t.he mojt decided 
manner ; and despite hi: inoral idealiim, his ethics do 
not, disclaim tl-lnt inborn Hellenic sense of naturaIncss, 
pro~)ortion, and harmony which expresses itself in his 
successors 11y the principle of living according t o  nature, 
and the tl~coly of goods and of virtue founded on that 
principle, The Greek type, hovcver, cotnes out most 
clearly in Plato's mode of apprehending the whole 
problem of Philosophy. In liis inability to scparatc! 

science from morality and religion, in his conception of 
Philosophy as t,he complete ;ind nnirersal culture of 
mind and character, we clearly recognisc the  standpoint 
of the Greeks, who made far less distinction between 
the  diiferent spheres of life and culture than the mo- 
derns, because with them the iundamental opposition 
of spiritual and bodily perfection was mmh lcss de- 
veloped and insisted on. Hven in Aristotle this stand- 
point is clearly marked, althongh, in cnmpariwn wit11 
'that of Plato, his riystem looks modern in ~espect  of its 
purely scipr~tific form, it.s rigoroils conciseness, and i t s  
h a d  empirical btsis. He, too, regards the concep- 
tions in which thought sums up the qualities of things 
A S  ~ b j e c t i ~ e  tbrms t~ri tecedent  t o  our .thought ; not 
indeed distinct from indir~iduttl things as t o  their ex- 

istence, I~rlt as to their essential nature, hdependeat ; 
and in determining the manner in which these forms are 
represented in things, he is g l ided throughout b~ the 



analogy of mtistic creation. Althougll, therefore, he 
bestows much greater altention rm physied phenomena 
and their causes than Plato docs, his nbde theory of the 
world bea18 essentially the $:me tf;leologio ~ s t h e t i e  
tcharaoter as Plato's. Re removes the Divine spirit 
from all living contact with Lhc world, but in his con- 
ception uf nature as a uniform pon er working with f f~l l  
purpose and activity t o  an end, the poetic liveliness of 
the old Greek intuition of natnre is apparent; and 
when he attributes t o  matter as such a desire for form, 
and deduces from that desire all motion and life in the  
corporeal vorld, we are reminded of the Hj-lozoism mhjrh 
was so closely related to the view of nature wr are 
ronsidering. His notions about the sky and the hea- 
venly bodie~ wliieh he sharps wiih Plato an3 most of 
the ancients, are also entirely Greek. HIS ethics alto- 
gelher belong .to the sphere of Hellenic morality. Sen- 
sual instincts ilre recogaised by him as a basis for moral 
action, virtue is the fulfilment of natural activities. 
The sphere of ethics is distinguished from that of 
politics, but the union between them is still very closc. 
In politics itvelf we find all the distinctive features of 
the Hellenic theory of the state, with i t s  advantages and 
imperf~ctious : on the one hand, the doctrine of man's 
n;it,nral vocatioll for political community, of the moral 
object of the state, of the value of a free constitution ; 
on the other hand, the justlficatiw of slavery and con- 
tempt for martud laborlr. Thug, while spirit is still 
closeIy united to its natural basis, nature is directly 
related to spiritilal life. In l'lato and Aristotle we see 
neither the ab~tract epiritlmlirm, nor the pu~ely pl~ysieitl 



expIanation of nature o f  modern science; neither t h e  
strictness and universaIity of our moral consciousness, 
nor khe acknowledgment of material interest which so 
often chnshcs with it. The oppositions between which 
hnmsn life and thought move are lcss developed, their 
relation is more genial wd l~armonious, their adjust- 
ment easier, thougl~ ccrtiiirlly more superficial, than in 
the modern theory of the world, originating as it does 
from far more comprehensive experiences, more difficult 
struggles, and more co~nplex conditions. 

Not until afLer the time of Aristotle does the Grcek 
spirit begin t o  he so gre:ttIy estranged from nature that ,  
the clttssical view of tbc world disappears, a-nd tllc way; 
is being prepared fbr the Chriutiau. How areably this 
change in its consequences nflected also the aspect of 
Philosophy, will hereafter be shown. In this period of 
transition, however, it i s  all the marc striking to  observe 
that the old Greek st:andpoinl was still suftioiently 
influe~itial to divide the lJhilosnphy of that time vcry 
clearly from 0111~s. Stoicism nri longer carries on any 
independcut in~estigition of nature ; it withdraws itself 
entirely from objective enquiry and substitutes the 
interest of moral subjectivjtp. P e t  it continues to look 
u;>on nature aa the thing which is highest and most 
divine ; it dt:fends the old religion, inasmuch as it, Tau 

a worship of the porrcrs of  nature; sabje~t~ion to  natmal 
lawe, Iife according to nature, is its watchword; natur;tl 
t r i~ths (+ua~lca l2uvnrm)  are i ts  silpreme sut:hority ; anda 
tllnugh, in this rctrrrn to what is primitive ancI original, 
it evrkuedcs only a conrlitinnal v s l ~ ~ e  t o  civil institutio~~s, 
get it regards the mutual interdependence of all men, 



the extension of political cornmunity t o  the whoit: race, 
as an immediate requirement of human nature, in the 
same manner a3 the earlier Greeks regarded political 
life. T17hile in Stoicism man breaks with the outer 
world in order to fortifj himself in the energy of his 
inner lift against external infiuenceu, he yct a t  the 
same time entirely rests upon the order of the universe, 
spirit feels still too mudl hound to nature t o  know 
that it  is in i t s  self-conciousness independent of nature. 
But nature, consequently, appears as if 6lJecl with spirit, 
and in this direction Sloicisru goes so far that thc dis- 
tinction between spiritual and corporeal, which PIato 
and Arisloilc so clearly recogni~ed, again disappears, 
matter beavrncs directly animale, spirit is represented 
as a rr~aterial breath, or ns an organising fire ; and, on the 
other hand, all humslu aims and tl~oughta are transferred 
to natnre by the rrrtist external teleology possible, 

I n  Epicureanism the specific character o f  the Greek 
genius is otherwise manifebted. Hylozoism and teleo- 
logy are now abandoned for an entirely meclianical 
explanation of nature; thc  vindication of popular re- 
ligion is exchanged for an enlightened opposition t o  it, 
and the individual seeks his happiness, not in sub- 
mission t o  the law of the whole, but in the undisturbed 
security of his individual life. But that which is 
according to nature is: the highest, t o  the Epicurean as 
to the Stoic ; and if in theory he degrades his external 
nature into a spilitless mechanism, so much the more 
does he endeavour to  establish in human life that 
beautiful harmony of thc egoistic and benevolent im- 
pulses, of sensuous enjoyment and spiritual activity, 



which made the garden of Rpic~irus t h e  abude of Attic 
refinement and pleasant social intercourse. This h r m  

of oulture is as yet without the polemical asperit,iies 
which are inseparable from modern repei itions of it, on 
account of the contr-ust it presents t.o the strictness of 
Christian ethics; the jwtifieation of the sensud element 
appears as a natural presupposition whiclf does not 
require any preliminary or particular apology. However 
much then Epicureanism may remind us of certain 
modern opinions, the difference bet.ween that which is 
original and o f  natural g r o ~ t h ,  and that which is 

derived and the result of reflection, is unmistakable 
on closer examination. The same may be said of the 
scepticism of this period as compared with that of 
modern times, Modern scepticism has always snme- 
thing unsatisfied about it, an inner uncertainty, a secret 
wish to bclieve that which it is t y ing  to disprove. 
Ancient scepticism disphys uo such half-heartcdness, 
and knows nothing of the hypochondriacal unrest ~ l i i c l ~  
Hume himself so vividly deueribes; it reg~rds ignorarlce 
not as a misfortune, h~l t  as a natural ncccssity, in t,hc 
recognition o f  which man becorncs d m .  Even while 
despairing of howledge i t  maintains the attitude of 
compliance with the actual order of things, and from 
this very source e~olrcs the d~a~a&'a which is almost 
impossible t o  modern scepticism, governed as it is by 
subjective intcxests." 

Even neu-Platonism, far removed as it is  from the 

O n  1-n Xutztre, book i. Cf. Uegel's remarks on tba 
part IT. scctir~n 1, 509 sqq. ; subject. Gesch. a h  Phd, i. 134 
Jacobi'r translation. 69. 



ancient C$reelr spirit, and decidedly as it approaches that 
of the Middle Ages, has its centre of p ~ v i t y  still ir* the 
antique world. This is evident, not only from its close 
relation to the heathen religions, the last apologist 
fox which it ~ o u l d  certainly list have become had no 
essential arid internal affinity existed 'between them, but 

in its philosopl-lic doctrines. I t s  abstract spiritual- 
i ~ r n  contrasts, indeed, s trongl~ with the naturalism of 
the aneicnts; but we have only t o  compare its concep- 
tion of na,tt.ture ~ i t h  that of contemporary ~hr i s t ian  
writers, we need only hear haw warlnIy Plotinus defends 
t l ~ e  majesty of nature against the contcmpt of the 
Gnostics, how keenly I'roclus and Si~nplicius dispute 
the Ch~istian doctrine of the creation, in order t o  see 

in it an offshoot, of the Greek spirit. Matter itself is 
bror~ght nearer t o  mind by the neo-Platotonists than kry 
the majority of ~vlodern philosophers, who see in the 
t ,vo principles esse~ht~ially separate sllhstances ; for the 
neo-P1;ttonists appo.ied the theory of a self-dependent 
matter, and explained the corporeal as the result of the 
gradual tlegradatiorr of Ule spirit~lal essence. They 
thus  declared the vpposition of thc two principles to  
be noL orbig5nal and absohlte, but derived and merely 
qrm.rrtitative, Again, though the neo-Platonic meta- 
physics, e~pecially in their llzter folm, must appea 
to  us ve'ry abstruse, their origin was similar t o  that of 
Ylato's theory of Ideas; for the properties and cxnses 

of things arc here regarded as :~hsol i l t~  essential n:tturtts, 
over mil above t,he world and man, as objects of an 
intellsctual i*lt,uition. Moreover, these essences bear 
tu each other a definite relation of higher, lower, and 



co-ordinatme, and thus appear as the ~netaphysioal coun- 
terpart of the mytlrical gods, whom nco-Platonic alle- 
gory itself rewgnised in them, llecognising also in t,heir 
progressive emanation from the primitive essence the 
analogue of' those tl~eogoaies with which Greek specu- 
lation in the earliest times began. 

To sum up mhat we have been saying. In  the ' 

Philvsophg of the middle ages, spirit asserts itvelf as 
alien and opposed to nature : in modern PhiIosophy, it 
strives to regsin unity with nat,ure, without, however, 
losing- the deep consciousness of the difference between 
the spirit~ral and the natural : in Greelr Philosophy is 
represented Ibat phase of scientific thought in which 
the  cliscriminatioa and separation of t,he two elements 
are developed out of their urigiual equipoise and har- 
monioi~s co-exktence, thoilgh this separation was never 
aetlrally i~ccumplished in. tlie Hellenic period. While, 
t,herc£ore, in Greek, as in moderr1 Phibsophy, we find 
both the discrimination and thc rtnion of the el)iritila.l 
and the n:~,tnr;-ll, this is l j ~ ~ ~ g h t  %bout in each cass in  a 
different manner and by s different conaect.ion, Greck 
l'hilosophy starts from that hnrmonici~w relation of spirit 
to nature in rnllicl~ the distinguishing characteristic of 
ancicnt culture gencraliy consists; step by step, and 
lialf in\ir~lrmtar.ily, it sees itself compelled to discrimi- 
nate thela. mot fen^ Philo,sopbp, on the contrary, finds 
this separi~tion already acc.omplished jrl the most effec- 
tual manner in the middle a.gcr, and only succceds by 
an effort in discovering tlre unity of the two sides. 
This diil'crcnce of starting-point and of tendency de- 

VOk. I. PI 



termitles the whole cbitracter of these two great phe- 
nomena. Greek Philosophy finally res~dhs in a dualism, 
which it finds impossible to overcome scientifically; and 
even in i t s  most flolrrishing ~ e r i o d  the development of 
th.is dualism can be traced. 8ophist.icisrn breaks with 
simple faith in the of the senses and of 
thought. Socrates breaks with unrefiecting obedience 
t o  existing custom. Plato opposes t o  the empirical 
world an ideal world, but  is unable to  find in this ideal 
world any expIanation of the other; he can only explain 
matt,er as somethiug non-existent., and can only subject 
bnman life t o  the idea by the arbitrary measures of 
hi# State. Even Arist,t,otle keeps pure spirit entirely 
distinct from the world, ant1 thinks that miin's reaeon 
is infused into him from without. I n  the lesser Gocrstic 
schools and the post-Aristotelian Philosophy this di~:~lizm 
is still more evident. But we have already seen that., 
in spitc of this tendency, the original presupposition of 
Greek thought t~ssertg itself in derisive traits ; aud we 
shall find that  the true cmse crf i ts  incapacity to re- 
concile these contradictions satisfaciorily lies in i ts  
refusal t o  abandon that presupposition. The i~~bit,y of 
spiritual and natnral, whieli Greek thoought dcmands 
and presupposes, is tbc  direct imbroken unity of t h e  
c1:tssic thcory of the world; when that is ctrncellod, 
there remains to it no possible way of filling up a. 
chasm which: acc~)rding t,o i ts  own stand-point, cannot 
exist. The HclIcnic charact,er proper is not, of course 
stamped with equal clearness on eac:h of the Greek 
systems; in tl!e later periods especially, of Greek 



Philosophy it became grad~xally hlei~ded with foreign 
elements. Xevertheless, directly or inrliret:t,ly, this 
character may plainly be reeogniserl in all the systems ; 
and Creek Pnilosophy, as a whole, may be said to  move 
jn the same direction as the general life of the people 
to  which i t  1)slungs. 



~ R I N C I ~ A L  PRnIOnS IN THE UEVTLDP'JIEKX OF GREEK 

PRII.OSOPHT. 

TI-a have dfvided Greek Philosophy into three periods, 
of w h ~ c h  the semnd begins with Gocrates and ends with 
Arlstotle, The propriety of &his division  nus st now be 
more closcly exaained. The utility of such a coursc 
may seem incired do~htful;6ince so eminent a historian 
as Ritter is o f  opinion thxt history itself recognises no 
secttons, and that  therefore all divi.sion of ppriods is 
only a rnrzns d' fileilitaLi,ing instruction, s setting ~rp of 
resting places t o  take breath ; and since even a disciple 
of th9 Hegelban sch<xll' declarcs that the History of 
Philosophy cannot be written In pe~jods, as tht, linlrs of 
Hibtory consist whol l~ '  of personalrtics and aggregates 
of inc1ividu;lls. Thi.; latter observation is so far t rue  
that it. i.s impossible to draw a straight clrronological 
line across a serit~s of hiatorioa]. phmomcna without 
separating what i s  re:~Ily united, and linking together 
what, i s  really dlstirtct. For, in regard to chronology, 
the boundaries of succcssivc development3 overlt~p each 
other ; and it is in this thiit the w h d e  continuity and 
connection o f  historic as of natural development con- 

1 Gljsch. d s ~  Phil., 2nd edition, Mrrhnch, Gc$eB. d w  Phil., 
Pref. p. xiii. Pref. p. 111i. 



sists. The new form has atready appeareil, and has 
bepm to  assert it,seIf inclependently, while the old form 
is still in ~xisknce. The inference from this, l~owever, 
is not that the division into periods i s  to l ~ e  diogcther 
disemded, hut only t,hat i t  must loe hased upon facts, 
anrl not merely upon chronology. Each period lasts a_s 
long as any given historical whole contim~es to follow 
ullc and t,he same direction in i ts  rlevcloprnermt; when 
this ceases to be the cast?, a new period begins. How 
long the direct,ion is to be regardcd as the mmc: must 
be decided, hcre and everywhere, czccordii~g t o  the 
part in which 1ie.s the centre of grarrity of the whale.. 
?Then from a givcn whole, a new whole branehes off, 
its beginnings are t o  be referred to  the subsequent 
period in proport,ion as they break with the previous 
I~iatorical connection, and pr~seiit themselves under s 
new arid original form. If any one srrpposes, llowever, 
t,hat this grouping together of kindred phenomena is: 
merely for the convenience of t he  historian or his 
reader, and has no conceru with the matter itself, the - 
discnaaions in  our first clltlpter are a,mply s~lfficicnt to 
meet klte objection. I t  surely cannot be con3idcred un- 
impurtaltt, even for the purposes of convenience, where 
t,lie divisions: arc! made in a llistorioal exposition ; a~td,  
i f  this I)c conce.dcd, it cannot he unimportant in regard 
to the. matter itaclf. If one division gives us a dearer 
survey than another, the reason cnst only be that it 
presents a truer picture of the differences and rela- 
tions of hist.oricu.1 phenomena ; the differences must, 
therefort:, lie in the phcnornena the~nsclr.es, as well as 
in our su'njective consideration of them. It is un- 



deniable, indeed, that not only different individuals, but 
also different periods, have each a different dlaract,er, 
and t ha t  the development of any given ~vl~ole,  whether 
great or small, goes on for 4 time in s definite direction, 
and tlwn changes this direction to strike out some other 
course. It is t h i s  nr~ity and diversity of historical 
character to  which the periods have to  conform ; the 
priodic division must rep~esent, the i n f ~ r n a l  rclation 
uf phenomena at the  dii-ferent epochs, and i t  is con- 
sequently a.s littIe dgpendent on the  caprice of the  
historian as the distribution of rib-ers und mountains on 

that of the gcographer, or the determiuatiou of atttutal 
kingdoms orl that of thc naturaljet. 

Wllttt division then &all we adopt in regard t o  the 
history of Greek Philosophy ? It is clear from our 
second ellaptcr that t,he commeuc~rnei~t of this history 
ought not to  he placed emher than Thalcs. He was 
t,he first, as far as we know, who, in $peaking nf the 
priwitive causes of ell t,hinge, abandoned m j  thical 
la~guxgc;-tluugh it i s  true that  the old custom of 

making the history of Pl~ilosophy begin with Hesiod ia 
not even in our days, w11olly rlisclir~leil.~ Sucratcs is 

generally considered as the in:mgumtar of the next 
great movement, and for this reitson the second period 
is usudly said t o  open witli him. Some historians, 
however, moulrl Iwing the first period to close before 
the time of Socrates ; for example, Ast,' R i ~ n e r , ~  and 
Hraniss, Cthere, again, Iika Hegel, would prolong it 
ljeyond him. 

' Ti: is atil l  followed by Fries, ? Gvrl?zdri.rs tiww (;esch, llcr 
Cc,rc?i. d8r l ' /~i l . ,  and Dcutinger, Wil., 1 A 8 43. 
Gcsch. der Pi~rl., Tol. 1. a Gcsch. clrr Phzl., i, 4C q. 



Ast and Rixner distinguish in the Listary of Cheek 
Philosophy the three periods of Ionian Redism, Italian 
Idealism, and thc At t ic  combination of these two ten- 
dencies. Braniss starts with the s u e  fundamental dis- 
tinct& of Realism acd Idealism, only he attributes 
bo.Lh these tendencies t o  each of t h e  first two prriods. 
According to him, therefore, Greek thought, like Greek 
life, is detcrmincd by the original opposition of the 
Ionic and Doric elements. Absorptiou in the  objective 
world is the chtlracteriskic of the Ionic; absorption in 
self, of the Doric race. In the first period, then, th is  
opposition develops itsclf i n  two parallcl directions of 
Philosophy, the one 1-eaIistic, the other idealistic; in 
the second, this opposition is cancelled, and lovt in 
the consciousness of the univerfial spirit; and in the 
third, thc  spirit, deprived of its content through So- 
phistic, seeks in itself a new and more lasting coutent. 
Acoording to Braniss, tl~arefore, there are three periods 
of Greek Philosophy. The first, beginning with 'I'hales 
and Phcrccydcs, is thrther reprefiented on the one side 
by ~ n u i r n a n d e r ,  Anaximenes, and Be,~acleitus ; and on 
the other by Pythagoras, Xcnophanes, and Parmenides ; 
a Doric slnt,itLesiv beiug opposed at cach stage of this 
period t o  the Ioliic Lhesjs; finally, the results of the 
previoos development arc summed up in  a l~asrnonious 
manner by the Ionian Diogenes and the Dorian Empe- 
docks. It is recognised that Becoming presupposes 
Being, tthst Being expands itself into E<!corning, that  
the inner and outer, forlu and matter: unite iu the con- 
seiousncss of thc universal spirit ; the percipient spirit 

' Gesch. dsr Phil. E. Kud,  i. 102 sqq.; 135; 150 sq. 



stands over against this universal spirit, and has t o  reflect 

i 
it in itself. Xere the  second period commences ; ancl in 
(i ts  development there are three mornen ts. Ry Anuxa- 
'goras, fipirit is distingnished from the extended object; 
by Democritus, it is opposed to the object as n purely 
subjective principle; by the Wuphisb, all objectivity is 
placer1 in the  su'bj8ctirc spirit itself; the linjversal is a t  
length completely s~lpprcsscd, and spiritual life is en- 

tirely lost in. the actual sensible presence. Thus thrown 
hack upon itself, however, the spirit is forced t o  define 
its reality in a permanent ma.uner, t o  enquire what it: 
its absolute end, t o  pass from the sphere of necessity 
into i,hat; of liberty, and in the reconciliation of t h e  two 
principles to  attain the ultimate end of speculation. 
This i s  tbc commerlcement of the third period, which 
cxtcnds from Socrates to  thc end of Greek Philosophy. 
, Much may be mged against this derivation. I n  the 
first place, we must ryr~estion the  discrimina,tion of an 
Ionic Realism and a Doric Idealism. What is }]ere 

called Doric Idealism is, as we shall presently find,' 
neither idealism nor purely Doric. This at qilcc dc- 
stroys the basis of the whole deduction. Aat and 
Rimer, moreover, divide the Ionic and Doric Philo- 
sophy into two  periods : a division quite unwarrantable, 
since these tjwn phiInsophies were synchronous, and 
powerful.ly reacted upon each other. J t  is lo  sorrle ex- 
tent then more correct t o  treitt them, like Braniss, as 
moments of oue interdependent historical scrips. But 
we hnve 110 right to divide the series, as he does, into 
two parts, and make the difference between t,hem 

Cf. the Iu t rduc t i an  Lo the First Period. 



analogous to that bctween the Socmtic and pre-Socratie 
Philosophy. Ncitber of the tt lrct: phenomena assigned 
by Rmniss to  his sccond period 1~as this character. 
Atomistic (even as t o  date, hardly later than Anaxa- 
goras) is a system of natural Philosophy, as much as 
any othei of the earlier systems; and t o  the  Empedo- 
clean system esgeeinlly (by virtue of a similar attitude 
t o  the EJeatics) it stands in so dose an affinity that me 
cannot pousilly phcc it i n  a separate period. It dis- 
covers no tendci~og t o  regard spirit as purely subjective, 
-its sole CuticPrn is the explanation of nature. So, 
too, in Anaxagoras we recognise a Physicist, and a 
Physicist anterior to  Uiogcncs, whom Braniss places 
before him. His world-forming mind is  primarily a 
physical principle, and he makes no attempt to  enlarge 
the spliere of Philosupl~j- ' r~yond  the accustomed li~nits.  
Thcre is, therefore, no good ground for making as 
decided a line of demarcation before him as before 
Socrates. Even Sophistie cannot be sepmated from 
the systems of the first period, as mill presently appear. 
The two periods into which Eraniss has divided the 
pre-Socratio Philosophy are followcd by x third, com- 
prehending the whole fu r tbe~  course of Philosophy to the 
end of Greek science. This partition is so rough, and 
takes so little acootlnt of the  radical differences of the 
later systems, that it would of itself fiirnish a suficient 
reason for repudiating tha  construction of Braniss. 

On the other hand, however, Hegel goes too far in 
the contrary direction. IIe considers these differences 
so great that the oppo3ition between the Socratic and 
Ihe pre-Socratic schools has only a secondary importance 



i n  comparison ~ ~ 5 t h  them. Of his three main periods, 
the first extends from Thales to Aristotle, the second 
comprehends all the post-Aristotelian philosophy, with 
the  exceptior~ of neo-Platonism; the third embraces 
neo-Platonism. The Erst, he says,' represents tlre corn- 
mencement of philosophising thought until its develop- 
ment and extension as the totality of Science. After 
the concrete idea has been thus attained, it makes i t s  
appearance in t h e  second period as forming and per- 
fecting itself in oppositions : a one-sided principle is 
carried out through the whole of the presentation of 
the world ; each side developing itself as an extreme, 
and constitnting in i h l f  a totality in regard t o  ~ t s  

contrary. This breaking up of science into particular 
systems results in Stoicism and Epicureanism. Bcep- 
ticism, as the negative principle, opposed itself to  the 
dogmatism of both. The affirmative is the cantaelling 
of this opposition, in the theory of an ideal world, or 
world of thought; it i3 the idea developed into a 
totality in neo-Platonism. The distinction between 
the old naturalistic philosophy and later scieltce is 
brought forward as a ground of classification in the 
first period; it is not  Socratea, however, who is the 
inaug~lrator of a new series of development, but the 
Sophists. Philosophy iit,tains in the first part of this 

Gesch. dm Phil., i ,  182 (cf. sqq., 290) makes U I : ~  period from 
ii. 373 eq.). This, homsrer, does Thalcs to rlristotle (whirh in the 
not qui te  agree with the previou3 srcond :~ccording t o  him), and 
distinction of four stages, i .  118. divides i t  i ~ t o  three par&: 1, 
Similarly Dant.inger, whose expo- From Theles to necacleitua : 2, 
sition I ranuot furtker djbcuss, fi-om Aunxagornii to the flophists; 
aither here or elsewhere {loo. ci2. 3, from Socriitcs to Bristotle. 
p. 78 sqq,, i4U sqq,, 152 sqq., 226 
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period, in Anauagoras, thc conception of voGs; in'! 
t he  second part, voGs is apprehended by the Sophists, 
Socratec;, and t.lre imperfect Socratics, as sulijcctivity ; , 
and in the third part, vofir developes iteelf as objective 
thought, as the Idea, into a totality. Socrates, there- 
fore, appears vnly as continuing a movement begun by 
others, not  as the inaugurator af a new movement. 

Tlie fi1-8t t,hing that strikes us in this division is 
the grcat disproportiurr in the content of the three 
periods. While the first is exlrnr>rdinarily rich in re- 
markable persorlages and phenomena, and includes the 
noblest and most perfect forms of classic philosophy, 
the second and third are limited to a few systems which 
are unqnes(ionah1y infe~ior irk scientific content t o  
those of PIato arid Aristoi,le. This st once makes us 
suspect that too much of a heterogeneous character is 
included in this first period. And, in point of Grlct, 

the diKercnce between the Qo~ratir: and pie-Socratic 
philosophy is in no respect less illan that between the 
post-Aristutelian and the Aristotelian, Socrates not 
only developed a mode of thoughl; alreacly existing ; he 
introduced into Philosophy an essentially new principle 
and method. Whereas all the y~evious Philosophy had 
been immediately directed to the object,---wbilc the 
question coacerrling the eEsence aud causes of natural 
phenomena had been the main question or1 which all 
othcrs depended,-Socrate3 first gave uttcranec to the 
conrictiou that nothing could be known about any 
object until its universal ess~uice, i ts  concept, was 
determined ; and that, therefore, the te3tii1g of our 
presentations by the standard uf the conccpt-yhilo- 



sopbic knowledge of self-is the beginning and the 
condition of all troc knowledge. Whereas the earlier 
philosophe~s first arrived at the  discrimination of pre- 
sentation from knowledge through thc  considerition 
of things thamsclrc~; he, on th r  oontrnl-y, makes all 
knowledge of things dependent on  a right view as t u  
the nature of knowledge. With him, consccjuently, 
there hegins a nev form of science, PTlilosophy based 
upon concepts; dialectic takes the  place of the earlier 
dogmatic ; and in rbonnection with this, Pl~iloaophy 
malies new and extensive conquests in I~ithcltcs unex- 
plored domains. Soerates is himself the founder of 
EhIiio~ ; Plato and Aristotle separate Ifciaphysics from 
Physics; the  philosophy of nature-imtil then, the 
whole of phiIoeophy-now becomes a part of the whole; 
a part which Boerl~tes entirely neglects, on wllioh Plato 
bestows hardly any attention, and even Aristotle rank3 
helnw tlke fir& philo<ophy.' These changes are ai l  

pcnctrating, znd so gred,ly affect the general con- 
dition and character of Pllil~sophy~ that it certainly 
appears justifiable t o  begin a new period of i ts  develop- 
ment with Soeratee. Thc only question that might 
xisc is wllether 10 make tbib beginning wi th  Socrates, 
or hl's precursors the Sophists. BILL although the latter 
course has been adopted by ,ydietinguishcd authors,' it 
does not seem legitimate. Sophistic is doubtless tbe 

Ln addition to IEcgtl, ef K. P. of the first great pcricd wit13 t h e  
Hc,rinnun, Gescii. d. Platoxis~,t~rs, Sophist6 ; Hermxnn and Uebermeg 
j. 21 7 sqq. Ast (Gawk. dw Phil., make them the comn~cncement of 
p. 96). Uebermeg ((;*.rwtd~.ss ~ E E F P  their P B C O ~ ~  j and dst of his 
G ~ c h .  h r  Phil., i. 5 8). Hegei, third. 
howover, opens the seccnd *setion 
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end of tllc old philosophy of nature, hut it is not as 
yet the creation or beginning OF a new philosophy: 
it rlcstrogs faith i n  the pvssibi1it.y of kriomir~g t he  
Real, avid therrby discourages thought from the ill- 

veetigation of natrtre; but it has no new content to 
offer as a substitute fi)r what it destroys; it declares 
man in his actions, and in his presentations, to  be the 
tueslsrire of all thir~gs,  but it uuderstanda by mman, 
merely the indivirlual in all the  contingency of his 
opinions and endea~rours; not the universal essential. 
nature of man, which must be eought, out soientifioallg. 
Though it; is tri~e, t.hesef~-tre, t h a t  the Sophists sharc 
with Socrat.es the general oha~acter of s u l ~ j e c t i ~ i t ~ ,  yet 
they cannot be said to  have inauLpr3;ted, in the same 
sense that  he did, a new scientific tendency. The closer 

definition of tllc two stand-points pro\7es t,hcrn to be 
very distinct. The sulljectivity o f  t b c  Snphist.s is nrtly a 
consequence of that  in which their philosnyrhic aehicve- 
ment mainly consists-viz., the  clcstructiou of the earlier 
dogmatiern : in itsclf this subjectivity is t h e  end of all 
YhiIosopl~y ; it leads t o  no new knowledge, nor even, 
like lntcr scepticism, t o  a philosopliie temper of mirid ; 
it destroys all ~>l~ilosophic cffbrt,, in admitting n o  other 
criterion t l~nn  the advantage and caprice of the iudi- 
vidnal. Sophistic i s  an irldircct preparation, not the  
positivo foundation of the new system, which was intro - 
duccd by Socrates. Now it is usual, generally spaking,  
to commence a new periocl where the principle which 
dorniusltes it begins t o  manifest itself positively with 
creative. energy, and with a definite eousciouwesa of its 
goal. We open such a period in the history of religion 



with Christ, and not with the decay of naturalistic re- 
ligions and Judaism ; in Chul-ch history, mith Tdr~ther 
and Zwinglir~s, not with t,he Babylonian exile, and the 
schism of the Popes ; in political history, with the 
French Rerolt~tion, not rrit,h Louis XV. The history 
of Pl~ilosopl~y must follow t l~e  same procedure; and, 
accordingly, we must regbra Socrates as the first repre- 
swtative of that mode of thought, t-he principle of 
~ h i c h  he mas the first t o  en~mciate in n positive manner, 
and to  introduce into actual life. ' 

With Boclabs tl~en the second great period of Greek 
Philosophy hcgina. On the subject of its legitimate 
extent there is evcn more difference of opinion than on 
t ha t  of its commencemellt,. Some make it end rvi t l l  
Aristotle,' ot,hers with or Csrneadcs; Q third 
class of historians, ~it l .1 the first century before Clrrist ; 
while a fornth is disposed to irlclode in it the ml~ole 
course of Greek Ifhilosopllg after Socrates, incInding 
the neo-Ylat~nists.~ In  this case, again, our decision 
must depend on the answer to the question, horn long 
the same main tendency governed the development of 
Philosophy ? In the fir.;t @see the close int.erconnection 
of the Soeratic, Platonic, and Aristotelian philosoplly 
is nnmistakeahle. Soorntes first demanded t11:~t d l  
blowledge and all moral action shoald. start from 
knowledge of conceptions, and hi: t r i ed  to satisfy this 
demand by means of the epagogic ~net!md, which h e  
iutrodrlced. The same cvn~iction forms the stnrting- 

J ~ P A I L ~ ~ S ,  Fries, a ~ l d  ol,hcrb. Teonerr la i~~t(Grsmd~~i~.~) ,  Ash, 
2 Tcnnem~un,inliiolxrgcrxo~~k. Rcinhold. SeItlaierra:rcl~~r, Kitter, 
3 Ticdemann, Geist. dsr Spk. Ueben~eg,  and others. 

Phil. Briiniss, ride sirpro. 



point of the l'ltttonic sy~tern; but 1vha.t in Socrates 
is merely a rille far scientific prpcednre, is developed 
by Plat0 into a, metaphysical principle. Socrates had 
said : Only the  knowledge of the concept i s  true know- 
ledge. Flnto says: Only the Bcing of  the concept is 
true Being, the concept alone is the truly existent. 
But even Aristotle, notwithstanding his oppnsit,ion t o  
the doctrine of Ideas, allows this: Ile too declares 
the form or concept to  he the essence and reality of 
think- ; pure form, existing for itself ; abstract intelli- 
gence, rest,ricted t,o itself-to be the absolutely red. 
He is divided from Platu only by his theory of the 
relation of the ideal form to the sensible phenomenon, 
and t o  that which underlies the phenomenon as it.s 
universal substratum-ma,tter. According t o   plat^, 
the  idea is scpnrated from things, and exists f ~ r  
itself; consequently the matter of t.hilzgs, having no 
park in the idea, is declarer1 hy Rim t o  be absoluteIy 
unreal. Accorcling to  Aristotle, the form is in the 
things of which it is the form ; thc materjal element in 
them must, t)~ercfore, be cndawcd with a capabi1it.y of 
receiving form; matter is not simply non-Being., I)ut 
thc possibility of Being; matter and form h a ~ e  the 
same content., only in different fasl~ion-ir~ t h e  one it 
is unclevelopecl, in thc other developcd. necidsd1-y as 

this contra,dicts the theory of Plats considered in its 
specific character, and energetdioally as Aristotle opposed 
his master, yet he is far from rlisagrc~ing wit11 the nni- 
17ersaL pretii~pposition of the Socrtl.tic ~ n c l  Platonic philo- 
eopl~g, viz. i h c  conviction of the necessity of knowledge 
based on concepts, and of the absolute reality of form. 



On the contrary, his ver j  reason for discarding the 
doc,triae of Ideas, i s  that  Ideas caanot be substantial 
and truly existent, if they are separated from t,hings. 

Thus far t.hen me have a continuoas development of 
one and the same principle ; it is one main funditrnent,al 
intuition which is presented in these three fonns. So- 
crates recognises in the  concept the  tr11t)h of hnman 
thought and life ; Plato, the ah~nlllls, subst.antia1 iea- 
l i ty;  bristotlc not merely the essence, but also t h e  
tor~ning and moving principle of empiricd reality ; 
and in all me see the development of the self-same 
thought. Bict with t h e  post.-Aristotelian schools this 
order of developn~eiit. ceases, and thought takes another 
direction. 'I'he purely scieutific; interest of rhilosophy 
gives place to the  practical ; thc independent investiga- 
tion of nature ceases, and the centre of gri~vity of the 
wllolc is  placed in Ethics : and in proof of this altered 
pugition, a11 the post-Aristotelian schools, so far as they 
IMY~:  any metaphysical or physical theory, rest npon 
older systems, the doctrines of which they variously 
interpret, but which they profess t o  follow in all emen- 
tiaZ particulars. I t  , i s  no Ionger the knowledge of  

things ss such with which the  philosopher is ultimi~teIy 
concerned, but the right and satisfactory c:onstitution 
of human life. This is kept in view evcn in the reli- 
giom enquiries to  trhich l'hilosophy now applica itself 
rnorc earnestly. Physics are regarded by the Epicu- 
reans only a.s a means t o  this practical end ; ancl though 
the Stoics certainly xscril~e a more iridepeiident vaIr~e 
to general investigations concerning t l ~ c  nltirnat~ 
gco~mds of things, yet the tendency of those investiga- 



tiom is nevertlleless determined by that of their Ethics. 
I n  a similar manner, the question of a criterion of truth 
is a.nswt!red from u practical point of view by the Stoics 
arjd Epicureans. Lastly, the Sceptics deny all possi- 
bility of knowledge, in order to restrict Philosophy 
entire.lg to  pr:~ctical matters. Even this practical philo- 
soplly, however, bas changed its clia.ractc?r. The earlier 
combination of Ethics with politics has ceased ; in place 
of the commonwealtl~ in which the individual lives fur 
the  whole, we find the moral ideal of the wive Inan who 
is self-suficient, self satisfied, and self-nbsorhecl. The 
introduction of the idea into practical life no longer 
appears as the highest object. t o  be attained ; but the 
independence of the ixrdividual i u  regard t o  nature and 
humanity;-apathy, LrapaEh, flight, from thc  world of 
sense ; and though the moral consciorlaneua, being thus 
indifferent to  the outward, gains n Srcedum and univer- 
sality hitherto unknown t o  it, though the barriers of 
nationality are now f i r~ t  broken down, and the equality 
anci affinit,y of all men, the leading tthongl~t of eosmo- 
politism i s  recognised, ~ e t  an the other hand Il:Ioratitj 
assumes zi one-sided and negative characler, which was 
alien to the philosophy of the  claedc! period. In a word, 
the  pod-Aristotelian philosophy hears thc stamp of an 
abstract. subject,j.vity, and this so essentially ~epamies it 
from the preceding systems that we have every right 
t o  conclude thc second period of Greek Philosophy with 
AristotIe. 

1.t might,, indeed, at first sigbt, appear that an 
analognus character is already to he fomid in Sophistic 
and the smaller Soeratic schooIs. Uut these cuarnplcs 
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cannot prove that Philosophy as a whole had received 
its later bent, in the earlier period. In first place, 
the phenomena which prefigure i n  this way the after 
philosophy are few' i3 number, and of comparatively 
secondary impni.tance. The syst,ems which give the 
measure of the period and hjr which the form of Philo- 
sopl~y, generally speaking, mas determined, bear quite 
another character. And in the second place, this affinity 
itself, when more closely examined, i s  Less t.han it 
appears on a superficial glance. Sophistic has not the 
same l~iatorical significance as the later scepticism ; it 
did not arise out  of a general lassitJude of scientific 
energy, but prirnmily out OF a11 srrersion t o  the pre- 
va.ilifig nat~~ral is t io  philosophy ; and it did not, like 
scepticism, find its posit,ive completion in an uunscien- 
tific eclecticism or a mystic speculntion, but in the 
Bocratic philosophy of the concept. The Megaric 
philosophers are rather ofEsh'shaoks of the El-atic:s than 
precursors of the sceptics ; their doubts are originally 
directed against sense-knomlcclge, not against reason- 
knowledge. A universnl scept-icisrn is not  recltiired by 
them, nor do they uspire to rE.rffipcc~ia as the practical 
end of scepticism. Bctween Aristippus and Rpiimrus 
there exists this stxiking difference : thc former makcs 
immediate and positive pleasure the highest good, the 
latter ab2cnce of pain, as a permanent condition. A r i s  
Gppus seeks the enjoyment of that. wbich the external 
world offers; Xpicun~s seeks mm's independence in  
regard to the external world. Cynicism, indeed, pushes 
indiffrrcnue t o  the outward, contempt of custom, and 
repudiation of all theoretie enquiry further than the 



stoa, bilk the isolated pasit.ion of this school, and the 
crude form of its doctrine, sufEicient,ly prove how Tittle 
can be from it as to  t.he whale con tc rnpora~~  
mode OF thotlght. This rt- nark a.pplies to  all thcse im- 
pcrfe~t  Socrdtic s o h ~ o l ~ !  Their influence is not to be 
eomp3rcd with that of the Platonic and Aristot,elian 
doctrines; and they themselves prevent, the possibility 
of their Inore impurtant action, by disd;iining to  develop 
t,he principle of intcllcctunl. knowledge in to  a 3y;ydtem. 
Only after the  Greelr world had imdergone the most 
1.adica1 ehangcls could attc:ml~ts like tllose of the im- 
perfect Socratics be renewed with ally prospcct crf 
success. 

Thc s cc~nd  pe~ind then, closes with  Aristotle, and 
the third tiegins with Zcno, Epieuruu, and the eontem- 
pora,ly scept.iaism. kvhether or not it should extend 
to  t.he conclusion of Greek Philosophy is a do~ihtfirl 
question. We shall find later on,' t bak  in the post- 
Arist,ntelittn philosophy three divifiions may he dis- 
tinguished : the first, including Ule bloom of Stoicism, 
of Epicu~eanism, and of the older Scepticism; the 
second, the period of Eclecticism, the later Sxplicism, 
and the precursors of neo-Platonism; the third, neo- 
Platonism in its various pl~ases. If wc count these 
three divisions as the third, fourth, or fifth periods of 
Greek Philosophy, there is f;llis advantage, that the 
several periods are ml~ch more equal in duration than 
if we make all three into one period. But though 
they are thus equnliaed chronologically, they hecome 
even Inore disproportinn>~te in content; for the one 

' Vide the Iutrwlnctjul~ t~ Part 111. 
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centtury from the appeamnct! of Socrate:s to t l ~ e  dcltth 
of Ariat.otle ernbrtceu an m o u n t  rlf scientifc acbierye- 
merit eqwd  to the sight or nine following centuries prt 
together, And, wha;t is  here most essential, I'hilosophy 

L 
in these 900. ycnns maares in tile same nr~ifurm direct.ion. 
i t  is go~7ernecl by an exclusive st~bjjectivity, which is 
est~inged from the purelj- specula~t.ir~e interest in things, 
and red'nces all science t o  practical coltnre and the  
happiness of man. This character is displayed (as we 
I l a ~ e  just observed), by Stoicism, Epicureanism, and 
Scepticism It is seen in the Eclecticism of the 
Roman period, which .selwl?ts what is probithle out of the 
difierent systems entirely frorn practical points of view, 
and according to- Che standard of s ~ b j e c t i ~ e  feeling and 
interest.. Finall?, it i e  an essent,ial part of neo-Platonism. 
This will be shown more in detail hereafkcr ; a t  present 
it js enough to notice that the attitude of the nco- 
Piator~ists to  n i u r a l  science is es;,zct,ly the same as that 
of t,hc other sohads posterior to  Aristotle; and that  
their physics tend in the direction as the Stoical 
teleology, on$ more exclusively. Their et.hical doctxine 
is also very close$ allkd 50 that  of  the Stoics, being in- 
rlced the kst outcorne of tllat ethical dualism which 
developed itself after t he  time of Zeno; and the dualism 
e~ntained in their unt,hropology had already been pre- 
pwed  by Stoicism. In regard to religion, t h e  position 
originally adopted by neo-Pltttonism was precisely that 
of the Stoa, and even i ts  rneti~phycjic, indlrding the 
doctrine of the intuition of t;hi: Ucit,y approachcs much 
nearer to t,he oU>w Aristotelian systems than might at 
first sight be supposed. The neo-Platonic theory of 



crni~nation, for example, is an ,n~nrnistakabIe. wpeLitiom 
of the Stoic doctrine of the Divine reztsorl per~neat-ing 
the whole ~~ni~~e-efse with i t s  various forces : the only 
ultimate distiuct,ion betwwn them i s  the  transcsnder~cy 
of the Divine; from which arises for man, i,lle reqlriro 
rnentil of an ecststtic contact with Deity. This trmseen- 
dertcy itself, honwer,  is a causeqaen.ce of the previous 
development of science, and of the seeptical denial of all 
ohjectivc certainty. The h u r n ~ ~ r  spirit, scepticisin 11ad 
said, has absoluteiy no trrrt,h within itself. I t  must, 
therefore, says neo-Pla tonism, find tz lit11 zi;bsoIu(ety ant- 
side itself, iu its roIation to t h e  nivine, whic l~  is lleyyond 
its t.hought and t11c world cognisitrle by tkougllt,. R l ~ t  
it follows tha t  t.he world beyond is presented enfrely 
accordiag b sull~jeot~ive prlints of view, ani l  determined. 
by the necessities of the srlbjeet; ; and just as t11e dif- 
ff:rent spheres of Cbe r e d  correspond to the  different 
parts cf human nature, en t h e  whole system is designcd 
t o  paint out and t o  open khe way for man's enrnrntniion 
with God. Here too theu, it is t l~e  interest of human 
spiriiitual lifu, not  that of objcctivc k-nowlcdge as such, 
which governs the system; stld thus neo-Platonism fat 
10\w the tenriency per:uliilr t o  the whole of PhilosopI~y 
s~~bsetjrrelit to  Aristotlr:. \Tl~ile, therefort, I akiaeh no 
undue importance t.o l;hjs qtzestioa, 1 prefcr t o  ~ m i t c  the 
three sectio~ls iuto which the history of Philosoplly sRcr 
Arjstotlc! is divided into one period, although its ouSw;~l.d 
extent far exceeds that of either of the preceding periody. 

To sum up, I dis:.ingnish .tbre! great +--. -. . periods . ofr 
Greek Philosoplly. The philosophy of the f i rsl .  is 
Yhysice, or more aceuratclj- (8 physical tluynmtisnz; it  



is physical, because it  primarily seeks to cxpIsin nakuaI 
phenomena from their nat.ur:d causes, without making 
any definite diserirnination of spiritual and corpor.ea1 in 
t11irg.s: o r  the causes of things; it is a dogmatism, bc- 
cause i t  directly pursues the knomleiige of the ob,jective, 
without, any pre3,ious enquiry into the concsptioj+ pos- 
sit)ilit.y, :md conditions o f  lrnowledge. I n  Sophistic:, 
this at,t,itude of thanght to the external rvorld i s  at, 
au end, man's &?.pacity for the knowlcdgc: of tho real 
i s  called in  qnestjon, philnsopiric interest is averted 
f r i m  ~ ~ a t , t ~ r e ,  and the l leccssi~y of dist!ovurivlg a Iiigh:.\r 
principle of t,rnth on the sail of humar~ c~)rrscionsness 
rnnlrcs itself felt. Bocrates answers t he  demand in 
declaring the cognition o f  t,he concept the only w:j.y t o  
true knowledge sild true virtue;  from which Pli~to 
further concludes, that only pure eollcepts can be true 
realit,y ; he  esti~lr~lishc~ this principle' diulectically in 
conflict wil,h ordinary presentative opirrion, and ciere- 
Iops it in a system enll)l.ucirrg Dialectic, Physics, aird 
Etl~icj. Finally, Aristotle discovers the concept in the 
pl- te~lo~ne~~a themselves, as their essence and cnt.elcchy, 
carries it  i n  the mast comprehen3ive manner into all 
the spheres of t h e  actual, and estrtl-dishes the p i n -  
ciples of  bhu scientific method on a firm basis fo~.  a.ft.cr 
times. Trl pla;?e of the  fi>~.rni.r. one-sirlcd philosophy of 
nature thcre thns appears in the  scconrl period a philo- 
sophy of t.he coucept, fuunded by Socrates and perfceted 
by Aristotlc. 23~1t since the idca i s  thus  opposed to the 
phenomenon, since a. full essential Reing is aecribcd to  
the idea, and onIy an imperfect Being t o  the pheno- 
merion, a dua,lisrn arises, which appears indeed more 



and irreconcilable in Plato, but which even 
Aristotli-: is unable to overcome eiLher i n  principle or 

result ; for he, too, begins with the opposition of 
ibrm and material, and ends with that of God arid the 
-rvorld, of spiritual and seneil~le. Only t h e  spirit in ils 
ahsolut,cness, directed to no external object and suf- 
ficing to itself, is perfect and infinite; t.hat mhich is 
?xterr!al t o  it cannot increase this inner perfection or 

\e otherwise than i~alueless and indifferent for it. So, 
LOO, the human spirit ought to  seek its unqualified 
satisfaction in itsclf, and iu its independence of every- 
t,hing external. Thought in purau i~~g  this tericieency 
withclraws from the object into ilsclf, and the second 

pcriod of Greek Philosophy passes into the  third. 
Or to  state the same more succinctly. The spirit, 

we might say, is, during the first stage of Greek 
thought, imrncdiately present to itself in the natural 
object; ; in the second i t separates itself from the natural 
oirjcct, that  it may attain a higher t.ruth in the thought 
of t,he super-sensible nl?ject,; and in the  tliirti it asserts 
itsclf i r l  i ts  subjectivity, in opposit.ion to the object, as 
slipreme and uncoadit.ioncd. The stand-pint,, however, 
of the Greek world is thereby abandoned, while a t  
.,he same time no deeper reconciliation of the opposing 
elements is possible on Greek soil. Thought being 
tl~un separated from the actual, loses its content, and 
becomes involved 4u a contpadiction, for it maintains 
sitbjcctivity to  be the final and highest tbrm of being, 
and ycl; opposes to  it the Ahsol~~tc  in unattainable 
transcendency, To this contradiction Greek Philosophy 
ultimately succumbed, 



184 THE PRE-SO CRA TIC PRIL  OBOI'HY. 

FIRST PEEIOD. 

THE I'RE-SOCRATTC PHILOSOPHY. 

CHARACTER AND I)EVELI)PlIEXT Or PHILOSOPHY DCRIKB 

TEE FlnST PERIOD. 

FOUR S C ~ O O I S  are usually distinguished in t l ~ c  pre- 
Socratio period-the Ionic, the Pythagorean, the 
Ele~~tic, aud t,he Sophistic. The character and internal 
rclat.ion of these schools are determined, partly aocord- 
ing t o  the scope, p&ly according to the spirit of their 
enquiries. In regard to  the formcr, the distinctive 
pecnliarity of the pre-Socratie period i s  marked in the 
isolrttion of the t h e e  branches vphich were aftenwrds 
united in Greek Philowphy : by the Ianians, w e  are 
told, Physics were exclusively developed ; by t,he Yytha- 
goreiins, Ethics ; by tho Eleatics, Dialcctie : in Sophistic, 
rve arc taugl~t t o  see hhe decline and fall of this cx- 
~ I ~ s i ~ v e  science, and the indirect, preparation for a more 
comprehensive scier~ce.' This difference of scientific 
tendency is then brought into conuect,ion with the in- 

1 Schlt.iermacller, G E . ~ J .  d w  view, and adopted the followirrg 
Phil. p. 18 q., 51 sq.; Rirter, division : 1. Tile older ,Ionixn 
Gesch & Ph,iZ. i. 189 ~i lq . ;  Bl-an- P!lysirfi, il~cluding t h e  HcracJeite:~n 
dis, Gcsch. dm Gv.-li8.1n. Phil. i. doctrine. 2. The Eleatics. 3. The 
42 sqq. : Fiek.ta's Zi f s c , ' r~ . . f i r  PAC ~t te inp ts  tn reconcile the oppositjon 
lo.$. xiii. (1844) p. 131 sqq, In his of Being nnd Beconling (Emp?- 
Gesrh. der F~tillts1:ic?~6~~n~e7~ aL G ~ f ~ c f i .  dnclrs, A l~itx~~orils ,  ~ i n d  the Atn- 
Phil. (i. 40), which Lptppe;trrd sub- mists). 4. TIie Pythagorean doc- 
seiluently, Brandis anancloned 1;hiu trine. 5 .  Sophistic, 



trinsio diflerence between the Ionic and Doric tribes : 
eome writers2 making th i s  the basis of their whole t.heory 
of ancient Philosophy, and deriving from the particular 
tra.its vE the Tonic and Doric charact.er, the philosophic 
opposition of a realistic and an idealistic theory of the 
world. How the further division o f  our period is  then 
connected wit11 this point of view has been fihown already. 

These differences, however, are by no means so real 
or so deeplg seated as is  here presnpposcd. JVhether 
the Pytl~agorean doctrine was essentially ethical, and 
the Eleatic, dialectical in eharac.tar, or whether these 
elements can be regarcled as detwrnining f.l~e t w o  
systems, we shd l  present,ly enqtdre ; and we shall find 
that t.hcy, as much 3s any part of the pre-Soeratic 
Pliil~sopliy, arosc from the inclir~ation of natural 
seicncc t o  investigate the essence of things, and 
especially of natural phenomena. Arigt--otle makes they' 
general assertion that  with Socrates, dialectical and 
ethical enquiries began, and physical enquiries were 
disc~ntilnlcd.~ Hermann is, therefore, quite j ~ i s t i f i e d  

1 Cf. SclhriermxcLr.r, doc, cit., nor Dorions, but a union of the 
p. 18 sq. 'Ai~longthe lonianu,' he t w u ;  they nre 1o11ian by bmh, :%ud 
~aj-S, ' thc  Being of t ,hi~gr i r l  rum Dorian bg language.' Eittar rx- 
is tilo prcrlnlninant inrorest, and prcsees aimilnr opinions, loa. pit. 
cairn cont~rn~i la t ion iinds i t s  en- 1iittt.r xhrtres tl~ern to fiamc extent 
pssskn in Lpic poetry. Among (p. 47), anc! in  a less dcgreo, 
the  Dolinne the Boimg of rnnrl in Rra~ldis, p. 17. 
tilings prednmin%tes ; man srrirts 2 Art, Hirnar, Ilranisa (vide 
agsinst things, i i~se r t s  h i s  inde- .mpra, p. 16G sqq.) Ypterssn, Pihi- 
pendeuce in regard to them, and l o logkA .  ilkiur. Sf$c(lP@i, p. 1 sqq. ; 
pr~cL+iya'ns hi ln~r l i '  as a unity in H e r r n t l ~ ~ n , C ; c ~ c l i I c I ~ t ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ Z ~ y s t ~ ~ ~ ~  
Lyric p o t t y .  Hence t,hedevelop- Pluifo, i. 141 sq., 180; cf. Bockh's 
nle~it of Physics by the looit~na, exrellont ~emir r l i s  un this subject, 
aud uf Eti~irs by the Pythdgor~all6. philolaus, p. 39 nyq. 
As Dialcct,ic, j~ eqnally upposrrl t c  3 Pml, A?zivi. i. I ,  642 a, 
the  two brnuchcs of Pbilri~opli$, 2 4 :  among the mrlier philoso- 
so the Eleaties are nei~her Ioniana phers there :$re only scattered firre- 
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in saying that it is impossible t o  maintain, cvcn from 
the stand-poiut of the ancient thinkers, that Dialectics, 
Physics and Ethics came into exivterlce together, and 
were of equal iinportitnce contemporancousl.y, +'ofor there 
could have been no cluestion of any leading ethical 
pri~~ciple until tIio preponderance of spirit over matter 
had hccn recognised ; nor could Dialectic, as w~eh,  have 
been consciously employed, before form in conlri-tst with 
matter had vindicated its greater affinity to  spirit, 

'. . 
The object of all philosophic investigation, he con- 
tinues, in i ts  con~rnencement was nature, and if even 
enquiry was incidentally cwried into other spherca, the 
standard which it applied, being originally t,aken from 
natural science, remained foreign to  those spheres. We 
are; therefore, merely iiraport,ing our own stand-point 
into the history of the  csrliest philosophic systems, in 
ascribing a dialcetic chi~ractcr t o  one, an ethical 
character t o  another, a physiological character t o  a 
t,hi.hird; in describing this system au materialistic, and 
that as formalistic, while d l  in truth pnrnle the saxllc 
end, only in different ways.1 The whole pre-Socl-atic 
Philosophy is in  its aim and content a philosophy of 
nature, and though ethical or dialecticd eoneeption~ 
may appear here and there in it, this never hsppeus 
t o  such an extcn t ,  nor is any systcrn s~~fficiently dis- 

caste of the conception of formal 2r; Zwwp$.roos 8;I TOGTO p2v flS[4On, 
CZLUbeL : U ~ T L O V  8;  TO^ pS 8A~t:v 'Tub7 ~b 8; Cq1/7t% TU ~ t p l  @&U€WS &qlt, 
?rpoyrveu~ipunr E d  7 b v  7pdrrovroB-  apbs 6 i  7hv xphurpov & p ~ 7 h u  K ( L ~  

T O U .  $+t 7 b  ~i $Y € h a t  ~ a i  ~lr6p;aasRar .r+v rrohr~rr$v i~ i~hr l l r r r  a; rprhooo- 
. r i v  vbolav U;K i jv ,  &%A' i j t c i ~ ~  +oGvres. 
A ~ ~ J L ~ K ~ L T O S  T ~ W T U S ,  &Y OCK ~ Y U ~ I I L Z ; -  Gesrh. ?dm$ S p t .  d Plnto, i. 
o v  61- rn? +wurn$ @sai-orwp+, inh' 1.10 sq. 
~ K @ C ~ ~ ~ ~ C U O S  h' ~ 6 7 0 s  TOG ' K O ~ ~ ~ U T O S ,  



tingnishect in  this rc$pect from all the others, that we 
can properly c:harncterise i t as dinlcctioal. or ethical. 

This resrllt must at once cause us t o  miatrust any 
dipcriminalion of a realistic and an idealistic philo- 
sophy. True idealism can only exist rvherc the spiritual 
i p  consciou6ly distinguished from the sensible, arid re- 
garded :is the more primitive of the Lwo. In  that sense, 
for csmple,  Plato, 1,eihniz and Fjc'ichte are idcslists. 
?vbe~'e t h i s  is the c=e, t,herc. always arises thc  neces~it~y 
for xriaking khe spiritual as s~rcli tlhc object of encjuiry ; 
Dialectic, Psychology, Ethics arc separdcd from natural 
philosopb y. If, therefore, neither of these science& 
attained a separate clevcIopntlent previorls t o  Xocrates, it 
proves that the definite discrimiuation of thc spiritual 
from the sensil~le, and the derivai,ion of the scusible 
from t l ~  spirit,ual--in which philosophic idealism con- 
sist.s-wns st.ill aljeu to this period. Neii.11er the Pytha- 
goreans nor t h e  Eleatics are, iri reality, idealists ; at 
any rate they are not more so than other. philosophers, 
who are .asj.iped to  the retilistic division. 19 com- 
parison with the older lonic school, we  f i r ~ d ,  indeed, 
that they attcmpt to  get 1)eyorid the scnsible phcno- 
menon; instead of seeking tire essencc of all things 
like their predecessors iu s corporeal substratrlm, the Py- 
thagorearls sought it in Number, the Elcd-ties in Being 
without fnrther determina-t,ion. R u t  the t w o  systems 
do root advance cclually fax in this direction ; for if the 
Pgthagoreans girc 40  Number as the universal form of 
the sensible, the same posilion and significarice as the 
Eleatiev s~ibsequentlg to Parrnenidcs give to tlic abstract 
concept of Reing, they stop greatly short of the Eleatics 



in the abstraction of the qualities of i.l~e sensible phe- 
nomenon. It wonld, therefore, be more correct to  speak 
of three philosophic tendencies instead of two : a real- 
istic, an idealistic, and an intermedistr: tendency. We 

--- 
-,have really, however, ntr right to describe tho Italian 

philosophers E S  Idealists. For althollglb their first 
principle is, according to  our iiicas, incorporeal, the 
precise discrimination of spiritual from corporeal is 
with them eutircIy wnnting. Neither the Pythagorean 
arurnber, 1301' the Eleatic One, is a spiritual cssencc, 
distinct from the sensible, like the Platonic ideas; on 
the contrary, theae philosopliers maintain that wneible 
things arc according to  their true essence, numlocrs ; or. 
that they are one invariable substance.' Number and 
&iag are the  subst:tnce of the bodies tl~ernselres,-the 
matter of which the bodies consist, and for this reason 
they ere apprehended sensuously. Conceptions of 
number and conceptiolzs of magnitude interpenetrate 
one another with Lhe Pythsgoreans ; numbers become 
something extended ; 2nd amollfi tile EIeatic~, eten 
Parmenides describes Being ae the substance which fiUs 
space. s o  in the further dcvelopmenr; of the systems, 
thwe is a confusion af spiritud and eurporeal. The 
Pythagorcans declare bodieh t o  be numbers : buC virtue, 
frieudvhip and the soul arc d s o  numbers, or numerical 
proportions ; aa.y, t he  so111 lCself is regirded as a cor- 
poreal Similarly, Yamenides says,j that reason 

This may be ill it,self EL con- held by tlie ltncie~rt plri!osop!lers. 
tr~diction (u Gtcii~hart points out Aristntls, ne Am. I .  2, 404 n, 
in the IIc~il. AkbJ.&i~ratltrs. 1845, 17. Vide d r ~ f ~ u ,  Yjt.h;lgoreans. 
Nor. p. 891), but it dues not fol- ' That P~rme~i ides  aajs this 
Iow t ha t  it niny not haw been onlj- in the tircond pxrt of his 



in man depends upon the admixture of his bodily parts, 
for the body and the thinking principle are one :ind 
the same ; even t he  celebrated proposition abnuC the 
unitSl thought and Reing ha3 not the Enme meaning 
with him as in modern ~gfitcrns. It cannot be, as 
Ribbing calls it: 'the prineiplc of idealism,' for it is 
riot derived from theorem t-hat all Bcing arises from 
Tho~rght, blt conversely fronu the theorem that.Thonght 
frills under the conception of Being; in the fol-mer 
case only could it be idealistic, in the latter it must be 
cclnsidercd rea.listic, Again, when Parmenides connects 
his Physics with his doctrine of Being, he pal-allelu' 
the antithesis of Being sud non-Being, not with the 
antithesis of spiritual and corporeal, but with tliat 
of light ao,d darkness, Aristotle asserts t h a t  the 
Pythagorean5 presuppose, like t.11e other natural philo- 
sophem, that the sensible world e d r a c e a  all reality ;" 
he makes them to  direr from PIato in that they hold 
n n r n h e ~  to  l-~c the t,hings themseli~es, whereas Plato 
dist,inguishes the ideas frnm things;' he descrihs the 
Pyi;hagorean Number, notwithstar~ding its  incorpore- 
ality, as a material p r inc ip l e .Ve  includes Pumenides, 
poem prrn-es nothing a~gainst the tirely to t he  oaplanatioil vf n:tturc 
irboc-*application of t h e  words. Ji & s  6fioAoyuCurcs r o i s  tihho:~ +uuio- 
he b:td bee11 dearly co~~clciotix of h&yois, d ~ r  76  ye Sv -ro;r' iorrv 
111e difference Betwec~l %piritu:il aud Saov a ;u#vdu F'UTL umi ~ E ~ L F ~ A ~ C ~ E I I  d 
corpoi-ck~l, ho wnr~lld not thus ham ~ a h o b p ~ v o s  otpavbs. 
expresserl himself e-Fan in his hypo- 'I -$icitrph. i: 6, 987 b, 25 sqq. 
thiiticttl expl:mationof phenomenn. ' MctrtpA. r .  S ,  (389 a, I S :  

V. 94 sqq. +alvov+at 61 ~ n i  o h o r  ~ b v  i,oi%pbp 
? Gcaed. nnrst. &r p?nto?b. vop;[ou.rcs iLPX3v d v a l  ~ a l  &S 6Apv 

Idef?tie?~rc, i .  378, ci: 55 sq. TOTS ohr,  ~ a i  &s mi88 7 6  ~ ( 1 1  +is. 
X~trrph. j .  8, SS!? b , 2 9  sqq. Ihr.?, h, 6 :  ~olrracr 6* bs Iv SAYS 

The Pythxgoreanr it iatrue,adrnit ~ E E I  7& n+or;ye7u ;ad1711y* 2u ~ 0 6 7 ~ ~  

r ~ o n ~ s e ~ ~ e i b l t r  principle:, but they yhp hs ~vlmapxdplwv  U V B E ~ T ~ P ~ L  

newrtheless confine rhemscl~cs en- ral nsahds8ar Gaul ~ h r  oBriav. 
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with Protagoms, Dernocrjtris and Eru~pedoclcs, among 
thoje who held that the ecrisible only is the real ; l and 
it is from this source that he dedves thc Bleatic theory 
of thc sensible world.P O n  all these points we must 

' allow him to be frilly ji~stifictl. The I1,alian philo- 
sophers liliewisc conimenct.; wilh an enquiry into the 
essence and grounds of seilsible phenomena; and they 
seek for t,h.hesc in that which i~ndel.lies 1-hings, and is 
not perceptible to pense. In so doing, ithey transcend 
indeed the ~r~ciea t .  Ionian Physics, but *lot the later 
systems of natural philosophy. That the tru~: csserlee 
of t.hings i s  t o  be apprehended not by the senses, but 
by the understanding alone, is also taught by &era- 
cleitus, Empedocles, Anaxagorss, and the Atomistic 
Philosophy. Thcy, too, hold that, the  ground of the 
sensible lies in the not-sensible. Deroocritus himself, 
thorough rnateriniist as he mas, has no othcr defiuition 
for matter tlrJm khe Eleatic conception of Being; Hera- 
clpitns considers the  law and relation of the whole to 
be &ae the permanent element in phenomena ; Anma- 
goras i s  the firat  WLO iiistinguishcs spirit clc~rly and 
definitely from matter, and he is for that. reason, in a. 
well-known passage of Aristotle, placed far above all 
his predcce~sors.~ If, therefore, the oppoeitian of 3Ia- 

1 Jf&ph. iv. 5, 1010 a. 1 
(after  peaking of Prutagoras, Dc- 
mumitus. Empedocles. and Parmc- 
nirlcs): BITLOY 6 i  ~ j j r  84ms T O ~ T O L J ,  

&r acpi JL&V TOV d n w u  T ~ Y  dAfi0~1uv 
~ u ~ d n n w ,  I& B $ v ~ a  drinmj3ov rim6 
18 aiaqqrh &ov. 

2 DE Cielo, iii. 1, 298 b, 21 ff: 
J~rr~Tvor 8$ [oi ~ c p l  M;Arulrdv TE ~ a l  



tprialism Idealism is to furnish a pr~nciple of 
division for ancient philosophy, this cliviiion must Eic 
limi&d not unly, as Draniss maintdns, to the epoch pre- 
ceding Anaxagoras, but preceding Hereeleitus, Even 
then, htrictly speaking, it is  not applicable, nor does 
it take account of the intermediate podition o f  the 
Pythapreans bctween ihc Ioniaus sod the  Elcatics. 

This double teudency of philo~opl*ic thought is also 
said to  correspond with the opposition of the Xouic and 
Doric elements, and, accordingly, all the philo~ophers 
r ~ n t i l  the time of Sncrates, or rntlrer Anaxxgoras, are 
assigned eitl~er to an lollic or a Doric series of develop- 
meut. This division is certainly more exact than that 
of some of the ancient historians,' who divided tllc 
whole of Greek Philosophy irrtn loniiin and Italian. 
But even in regard to  the moat auuient ,schools, so far 
as tllrir internal relations have t o  be represented, such 
a division can hardly be (wried 0th. Among the 
Uorian~,  Hrailiss cour~ts Pherecydcs, the Pythagl reans, 
the Eleatics and Empcdocleq. Ast makes the addition 
of Leueippns and ncmocritus. Koxv ~t is difficult to  
sce luiw Phcreeydes can be placed among the Uorianfi, 
and the same may be said of Ilernocritus, and probably 

rtai ;P 78 + ~ U C I  T ~ V  a f ~ i b ~  T D ~ K ~ U ~ O U  

~ a l r i - j s ~ d t ~ w s  rdgljs O : O P Y ~ + S Y  b q d ~ n  
nap' tiuij Aiyo~lus rohf ~ p d ~ f ~ o l r .  

1 n i o F ~ n n s ,  i. 13 ; that  11e is 
here foilowing older authorities is 
clear (as Erdndis h o ,  czf. p. 43 
shows) from t h e  f x ~ t  OF the schools 
he ~ n o n t i u n r  only coming d o ~ u  to 
dla timc of Clitomachns (129-110 
J J . ~ . )  cf. iluflstino. Civ. nei,~iii. 
2 ; thedrirj~otetinn Scholiaat, Scholol, 
i?b Arist., 323, a, 36, and the Weudo- 

Galen (Htst. PfziJ. c. 2. p. 238) 
Xiihn ; this last further dirides the 
Italiau ~ ~ l ~ i l o r o ~ L e r s  into +th;lgo- 
r~iinne~rrrl Rlentirr. and so fm agrees 
xtrlth thc t1reor.v o f  threc ~ C J I O O I Y -  
Italian, Ionian, xud EIcatic (CIe- 
mans, Al. Stvtrorn. i. 300 c.) Them-  
vikw of Ihe earlier philosophers in 
A ristotle'b fil\sthmok of Net~pbysics 
follnwk thenrdrr of dop;mntin points 
of view, u-nuld he o~ t t  of 1 7 1 1 ~ ~  
i n  regard to our present purpow. 
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of Leucippus. Xoreover, .the founder of I'ythagorism 
was by hitth an Ionian of Asia Xinor ; and though the  
Doric spirit manifests itself in his mode of life, his 
ptlilosophp seems t o  betray the  influer~cc of the Ionian 
~ l l ~ s i c ~ .  Ernpedocles wl~s lborn, it is true, in a Doric 
colony; hilt tile language of his poem is that  of the 
Ionisll epos. The Eleatic School wiiv founded by an 
Ionian of Asia Minor, it received i t s  final development 
in an Ionian settlement, and in the pcrsm of one of its 
last p e a t  representalives, Helissus, it retrlrned t o  Asia 
Minor.' There remain, therefore, of pure Dorians, only 
the  Pythngorearls, wi th  the exception of the founder 
of the school, and, if we mill, Brnpe(Zoc1es. It has 
been said that it is not  necessary that the  philosophers 
04' either divisjon shonld belong to  it also by birth ; 
and this condition certainly ought not to  be insisted on 
in the casc of every iadividua;l. R u t  it i s  sure1.y indis- 
pensitble with r eg~rd  to cach division as rvl~olt: ; all 
t l ~ c j ~  members should be either Doric or Ionic, if not 
by birth, i ~ t  lcltbt by educatiorl. Instead of this, we 
find more than half the so-called Dorian philosophers, 
not only bbelonging by birth and extraction l o  the 
Ponian race, hut receivii~g their education from it, 
througll ndional customs, civil institutions, and what 
is especially important, language. Under these cir- 
cnmstances, differeuces of tribe are of very secondary 
moment. They may have influenced the direction of 

' Peterson (Philol. List. Stla- has hcen shon,n hy Ilermann, 
die??.. p. 15) ;tlso th inks  he cnn clis- Zcilwhrift j"r Alterthunisw., 1834, 
c o ~ e ~  nu ,Eolic eloment in the p. 298. 
>:leatics. Tiint there is not the * Braniur, Zuc. cil. p. 103, 
siightrfit ground for this co~?jecture 



thou~&t, but cannot be regarded as having dctewmined 
it.' 

In tile liltesior development of these two series, 
the Iijni;zo 2nd the Dorian, Eraniss opposes Thales to 
Pkerecydes, Anaximander i o  Pythagoras, Anaximenes 
to Xenophanes, FTeraclcitus lo Farrucnides, Diogenes of 
ApoUnnia to Empedocles. Such a construction, how- 
evels, does great violence ta the historical character and 
relation of these men. On tbe Ionian sidc, it is incor- 
rect t o  place ITeracleitus beside the ewlier philosophers 
of that school, for he does not stand in a relation 
of simple progression to Anaximcnes, as Anaximencs 
stands t o  Anaxbander. Diogenes, on the othw hand, 
was entirely uninfluenced by the philosophy of Hers- 
cleitos ; we cannot, therefore, say wit11 Branias (p. 128) 
that he was expressly related to that philosopher, and 
that he summed up the result of the whole Tonic 
development. Braniss is ever1 rnure arbitrary in his 
treatment of the Dorians. In the first place, Phere- 
cydcs, as has already been said (p. 89 sq.), i s  not, pro- 
perly speaking, a philosopher., still less i s  he a Doric or 
idealistic pllilosopher ; for wlli~t we know of him bears a 
close relation t o  the old Ilesiodic-Orphic cmmogony, the 
mythic pi.ecmsor of the Ionic Physics. Even the dis- 
criminatioll of organking force from matter, on which 
Branisa laps so much stress (p. 108) btrd been  ought 
forward in a mythic manner by Kesiod, and in a more 
definite and philosophic form hy Anaxagoras the  Io~ian ; 
whcreas it is entirely wanting in the Italian Ele&ics,z 

1 SoRttteraIsodecirles,i 191 y, as plastic forcc; l~nt, this scennd 
The second part of Pdrn~e- part speaks only from the  point of 

nides' yoem (v. 131) rrlentiuur Eros view of ordi~~ary opinion. 

TOL. I. 0 
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and is  of doubtful value arncrng the Pythagorenns. Tt is 
trrre that the belief in the transmigration of souls was 
s h a r d  hy Pherecydes with Pytbagoras, but this i s o l ~ t e d  
doctrine, which is rather religious than pllilosaphic, 
cannot be taken aap decisive for the position of Phere- 
eydes in history, Further, if we connect Xcnoplranes 
with Pyllagoras, as Parmenides is connected with 
Xenophnnes, or Anaxinaenes with Anaximander, we 
ignore the internal difirence which exids between 
the Eleatic stand-point and the Pythagorean. It is 
manifestly improper to  treat a doctrine which has a. 
principle of its OWU, essentially distinct from the 
Pythagorean principle, and which developed itself in a 
separate sc?~ool, as a mere continrration n f  Pytha- 
gorism. Again, as we sllall presently show, to  placa 
Empedocles exclr~sively in  the  Pythagorean-Xleatic 
series is to dose our eyes t o  all aspects of the question 
but one. Lastly, what light has Bwiiiss t o  pass over 
the hter developrncnt o f  I'ythagorism accomplished 
by Philolltus and Archytas ; and the development of the 
Eleatio doctrine effected b,y Zeno and Meliesus, mhiIe 
he recognises men like Anaxirnenes and Diogenes of 
Apollonit~, who were in no way more important, as 

representatives of particular stages of development ? 
His scheme is a P r i j c r ~ ~ s t ~ ~ n  bed for historical phenu- 
mcna, and the Doric Philosophy suffers doubly. At 
the one end it IS prodlloed beyond its natural propor- 
tions, and at the other it is denuded of members which 
are essentially part of it.s growth, 

The same hoids good of Petersen's ' earlier attempt 
Philol. ILLt Btad pp. 1-40. p. 28.5 qq . ) ,  from nllorn the above 

On t he  other hand. d. Herwhnn remdrks are partly taken. 
(.hd.vchr. ji6~ dl t8~ib t )n~~w. ,  1834, 



t o  determine the historical relation of the pre-Socratio 
schools. Here, too, the general principle is the oppo- 
sition of realism, or rather materialism, and idealism. 
This nppositiion dsvelopes itself in three sections, each 
of which is again subdivided into t w o  parts : first, the 
opp~sjrig elements stand over against one another in 
sharp contrasl; and secondly, there arise various at- 
tempts t o  conciliate them, which, how-ever, accomplibh 
no real ndjustment, but still iucline to one or other of 

the  two sides. In  the first section, the oppositions 
begin t o  develop themsdv~~s-the mathematical idealism 
of the  Doric Pytha.goreans confronts the hylilazoistit: 
matprialism of the oIdcr Ionians (Tbales, Anaximander, 
Anaximenes, Heracleitus and Uiogcne5). A reconcilia- 
tion is neat attempted on t,he idealistic side by the 
Eleatics ; on the materialistic by the physician Elothales - 
of Cos, his son Epic~1; l~m~s and A41cmmn. In the 
second section, the contrasts become more marked ; we 
encounter, on the one hand, pure materialiem, in the 
Atomists ; on ihe otlier. plue idealism in the later 
Pytllagoreans, Hippains, mnopides, Ilippo, Ocellus, 
Timzus, and Arcl~gtas. Between these two, rve find on 
the i dea l~ r t i r  sidc the panthrism of Xmpedocles, on the 
materialistic side the daalism of Anaxagora. In the 
third mil last scction both teudencics pushed to  excess 
equally lead tn the destruction of Philosophy throilgll 
tlie scepticism o f  the  Sophists. T ~ H S  one uniform , 

~chcme is nndolll>tedly carried through thc whole pre- 
Socratic Philo~uphg, bnC it is a scheme that  scarcely 
correcpond< with Ihe actual order of history. It iq  

nnmclrrantdbl~, asrve have just seen, to  divide the philo- 
0 2 



&uphers of t b i a  pcriild int.0 matcrinlists, or redists, and 
idealists. Nor can we, for reasons t o  be stated nlore 

fn1Iy later on, admit the propriety of pIaei11g Hera- 
cleitus in one category witli the ancient I o ~ ~ ~ T J s ,  among 
the maberialistc;. On the other biind, we must (lemur 
to tlrn separation of the  later Pgthagoreans from the 
earlier; because the so-called fragments of t.heir writings, 
m l ~ i d t  alone would justify it, are certainly to  be re- 
garded as forgwics of thc! neo-Pythagorcans. IIow the 
Eleatica can be assigned l o  an int,ermediake position 
lxttrveen the Ionians and Pythagoreans, whereas they 
carried t o  the utmost that abstraction from the sensible 
pllenornena which the Pytbagorenns had begun, it is 
rlificult to say, nor can we concur in opposing to the 
Eleatics, Elothales, Epicharmus, and Alemason as ma- 
terialists with incipient dua.lisrn. These men were not, 
indeed, systematic philosoplier~ ; but any isolated philo- 
~opliic senteno-s they adopt3 seem to  have been cbieffy 
derived from the Pytlzagoreans and Eleai,ic doctrines, 
Last,ly, how can Empedocles be cansidered an idealist ; 
and Anaxagoras with his theory of vaas a materialist ? 
and Ilom can the system of Empedocles, with its six 
primitive essences, of which four were of a corporeal 
kind, be deaoribcd as pantheism, and more particuIarly 
as idealistic pantheism ? " 

1 Steinhart is allied with Brn- 
niss and detersen (All$. EilcyKi. v. 
Ewh.  uwd G r h ,  h i : .  'Jonisrh~ 
Seh.!dc,' ~7ect. 2. VOI. XXII. 457. UC 
dist,inguishes, like thcru, the Ionic 
and Doric Philosophy ; in the c&se 
u i   be Pythagn~~eann, linwever, :and 
*till more in that o f  the Fleatics, 
what lie finds is not piire Dorian- 

ism, but n. mixture of the Doric and 
Ionic elements. Tl~a Ionic Phil* 
sophy he consid~rs to h : ~ r s  had 
three stngss of derelopmrut. Ia 
Thiiles, Anaxirnauder, a i d  Anaxi- 
menes, he S B ~ Y ,  we first find obscure 
and matttcrd iilltirnatioos of a 
spiritual power that eulw i n  the 
world. III Emcleitw, Diogcnes, 



The foregoing d i s c u s s i ~ n ~  have now ptved the way , 

for a positivc determination of the character and course 
of pl~ilosophic developmenl during our  Erst period. It 
have eharaoterised the Philosophy o f  t h a t  period (irre- 
spectivel~ for the present of S ~ p h i s t i c ) ~  as a philosophy 
of natare. It is so by virtue o f  thc object which oe- 

in the nanLower sense,-that is to say:, t o  the corporeal, 
and the  forces iul~conscioirsly working in the cnrporcal; 
for such a limit of i ts  sphere would necessaaily presup- 
pose a discrimination of spiritus1 anti corporwl whiel~ 
does not as yet exist. H u t  it i s  for the most part 
ocmlpied wi th  external phenomena; the spiritual, so 
far as tliitt domain is touched, is segardcd h m  the 
same poinL of view as the corporeal ; and c o n ~ ~ q u ~ n t l y  
there can be no independent development of Ethics and 
Dialectic. 1\11 reality i s  incln-lcd undcr the conception 
of Sature, and i 3  heated as s hornoge~eoua mass, and 
sincc that which is  perceptible to  the senses always 
forces itself first upon our observation, it: is natural that 
everything S ~ O L L ~ ~  at  fixst lse deriwrl from those prin- 
ciples which appear most adapted to explain sensible 
existence. The intuition of nature i s  thus the &arting- 
antt nborr all in Ansx:~go~as, the 
recugmtion of the a p i r ~ t w l  princi- 
pIc btw)mes col~~latitly clesrw. 
Lilstly, Leucippus and Ue~nmrilus 
deny t h ~  spiritual principle in n. 
consciol~a miinner, and thuu prep~rr  
the rlestructiun of this esc l r~u ive i~  
physioil pliilosopl~y. Lwviriq out 
of t,ho qurstion the opposition of 
the ~ O Y ~ C  nnd Ionic elements, the 
irnpurt,we uf which Steinhar~ h im-  
self conrjiderablp restricts, it seslnr 

t o  me a doubtful proceeding t o  
sepamte k p d o c l e s  from tlie 
X~ornials and Anaaagorau, t o  whom 
he i6 to nearly relntecl ; uor can T 
convinm myself. that rho Atonlistia 
Yh~loaophg h:rd ~ t s  originin a relic- 
t ion against the theory of a world- 
f o n n i ~ ~ g  spirit, and i s  later i n  its 
origin thou the .4nau;?gornan phy- 
sics. .knd lilsrly, an w111 preselrtly 
appear, I cannot altogether a v e r :  
wich Starnhmc's view of Diogsnes. 
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point of the earliest philosoyhy, and even when imma- 
terial principles are admitted, it is evident that they 
Itave bee11 attained tb~ough rellcetion on the dafa fur- 
nished by Jythe senses, not through observation of spiritual 

+fe. Thc Pythagorean doctrine of numbers, for in- 
stance, I s  immediately connected with the percept,ion of 
rcgula-i-ity in the relations of tones, in the dist,ances and 
movements of the heavenly bodies ; and the doctrine of 
A~iavagoras of the uoGs which forms the world has refcr- 
ence primarily t o  the w-i-ise organisation of the world, 
and especially to  the order of the celestial system. 
Even the Eleatic theses of the unity and unchange- 
ableness of' Reing are not itrrivcd at by opposing the 
spiritual as a higher realiLy to the sensiblc phcno- 
mena; but by eliminating from the scnsihle all that 
seems t o  involve a contradiction, and by conceiving the 
corporeal or the plcnum in an entirely abstract manner. 
Here too, therefare, it is, generally speaking, nature 
with which Philasophy is concerned. 

To this its object, thought still stands in an imme- 
dWte relation, and considers the material investigation 
of nature as its first and only problem. The knowledge 
of the ohject is not as yet dependent on. the self-know- 
ledge of the thinking subject, on a definite consoious- 
ness of the nature and conditions af knowing ; on the 
discrimination of scientific cognition and unscientific pre- 
senta.tion. This discr iminnt-ion is constantly spoken of 
from thc  time o f  Hemcleitus and Parmenides, but, it 
appears, not as the basis, but only as a consequence of 
the  enquiry illto the natrrre of Lhings. Parmenides 
denies the trustworthiness of the sensuous perception, 



because it shoas 11s an immoveable Being; Empedoales, 
because it makes the union and separation of material 
substances appear as a process of becoming and passing 
ajvay ; Dernocritus and dnaxagoras, because i t cannot 
reveal the primitive constituents of things. We find 
in these phi1osopLera nu definite principkes as to the 
nat~~rt?. o f  knovledge which might serve .to regulate 
okjective enquiry, in tho way that, the Rocratic demand 
for knowledge based on conceptions probably served 
Plato: and though Parmenides and Ernpcdoclcs in 
their didactic poems exhort us to thc thoughtful con- 
sideration of things, and withdrawal from the senses, 
they do so almost always i n  an exceedingly vvgrle 
manner ; md it does not follow because such a discximi- 
nation finds place in their poems, that in their systems 
~t may not  be the conbequence instead of the presuppo- 
sition of thcir metaphyslc. Althwlgh, tbcrefore, their 
metapljysic laid the foundation for the after develop- 
ment of t,hc theory of knowledge, it is not itself, as yet, 
a theory of knowledge. The pre-Soeratic Philosophy 
is, us to it# form, a dogmadarn : thought, fully believing 
in its own veracity, applies itself directly t o  the object; 
and the objective view of the world first gives rise to 
the propositions concerning the nature of knowledge 
rvhich prepare the way for the later Philosophy of con- 
ceptions. 

If we ask, lastly, what are the philosophic results of 
the first period, we  h d ,  as hau already been pointcd 
out, that the pre-Socrztic 5y:ystems attempted maccu-  

rate discwiminatlon between the spirit$aXc&d the colL 
poreal. The early Ionian physicists derived everything 



from matter, which they held t o  be moved and animated 
by its own inherent force. The Pgthgoreans s l~hti tute  
namher for matter ; the Eleatics, Being, regarded as in- 
variable Vniiy : but ncither of them, as me have alrettdy 
remarked, distisguisbed the incorporeal principles as to 
their essentid nature, from the corporeal phenomenon. 
Consequently, the incorporeal principles are tk~mse~ves 
apprehended materially, and so in man, sou1 and body, 
ethical and physical, artre considered from the came 
points of view. This confusion is particl~larly striking 
in Heracleitw, for in his conception of e\erliving fire 
he directly unites primitive matter with motire force 
and the lam of the universe. The Atomistir philoso- 
phy is from the ontset directed to a strictly material 
expluna~ican of nature, arid therefore neither within 
man nor without him does it recognise any immaterial 
element. Even Ernpedocles cannot have apprehended 
his moving forces in a purely inielleotnal manner, for 
he t r ~ t s  them precisely like the corporeal elements 
wit11 which they arise mingled in things; so too in man 
thc spiritual intermiugles with the corpcrcal ; k~lood is 
the faculty of thought. Anaxagoras was tlre first t o  
teach definitely that the  spirit is unmixed with any 
material element; but in Anaxagoras we reach the 
limit of the ancient Philosophy of Nature. Moreover, 
accordmg to him, thc norld-forming spirit oym=atea 
merely as a Force .of mtuie, and is replesented in a half 
sensible form as a more subtle kind of matter. This 
particuilar example, therefore, cannot affect our previous 
judgment of the pre-Soeratic Philosophy 80 far as its 
generd and predominant tendency is conccrnerl. 



All t,hcse traits lead us to reco~mise as the charac- 
tcristic peei~liari t~ of the firs6 period, a preponrlera.nce of i 
natural research o v e ~  int,rospective reflection ; an absorp- i 
tion with the outer u~orld which prevents thought from ' 
bestowing separat,~ study on any object besides nature, 
f ~ o m  dist,ingtushing khe spiritua,l from t.he corporeal in 
an exact and definite manner; from eeeking out the 
form and the laws of scientific procedure for themselves. 
Overborne by cxtcrnsll impressions, man at first .feels 
himself a part of nature, he therefore knows no higher 
problem for his tllonght than the investigation of 
nature, he applies himself to this problem, impaitially 
and directly, without stopping p r cv io~~~ ly  t o  enquire 
into khe subjective conditions of knowledge ; and even 
when his investigation of nature itself carries him be- 
yond thc sensible phenomena as such, yet he does not 
advance beyond nature considered as a whole, to  an 
ideal Being, which has i ts  import and its subsistence 
i n  itself. Belli~ld the  sensible phenomena, forces and 
substances arc indeed sought which cannot be perceived 
by the senses ; hit the effects of these forces are the 
things of nature, the essences not apprehended by 
sense are the substance of the sensible itsdf, and no- 
thing besides ; a spiritual world side by side with the ; 
mdterial world has not yet been discovered. ,,' 

How far this description applies also to Sophistic 
we have alrcady seen. The interest of natural research 
and t,he belief in the truth of our presentments are 
now a t  an end, but no new rnad to knowledge and higher 
reality is as yet pointcd out ; and far from opposing the 
kingdom of the spirit t o  nature, the Sophists rward 



202 THE J ' R G X O  CRA T I C  PXIL OSOPIPY. 

man himself as a lvlexely sensuous being. Although, 
therefore, the pre-Socratic natural philosophy is 
abnlishcd in Suphistic, Sophistic like i ts  predecessors 
knows of nothing higher than Nat,ure, and has no other 
material to  worli un ; the change consists not in oppos- 
ing a new form of science t o  a previous fbrm, but in 
making use of t h e  existing elements, pitrtjcularly the  
Eletltic and IIeracleitcan doctrines, to introduce doubt 
into scieritific consciousness, and to destroy helief in 
the possibility of knowledge. 

Thus me are compelled, by the resuIts of our in- 
vestigation, to  bring the three oldest schools of Philo- 
sophy-the Ionian, Ihe Pythagorean, and t h e  Elcatic- 
into a clover connection than has hitherto been GUS* 

tomary. They are not only very near to each other in 
respect to time, but are much more alilre in tbeir 
scientific character than might at first sight bc SLIP- 

posed. While they agree with the whole of the early 
Philosophy in directing their enquiries to the explana- 
tion of nature, this tendency is in  their case more 
particularly fihown in a search for the substantial 
ground of things : in demanding what things are in 
their proper essence, and of what they consist; the 
problem of the explanation of Becoming, and passing 
away, of the movement and multiplicity of phenomena 
is not as yet distinctly grasped. Thales makes all 
things origi~iate and consist i n  water, Anaxirnander in 
infinite matter, Anasimenos in air; the Pythago-oreans 
say that everything is Number ; the Eleatics t-hat t hc All 
is one invariable Being. Now i t  is true that the Ele- 
tics alone, and they onIy subsequently to Parmenides, 



denied movement and Becoming, whereas the Ilonianv 
the Pylhagoreans minulely describe the formation 

of the world. But they neither of t l ~ e r a  propounded 
the question o f  the possibility of Berorning and of 
divided Being in this general manner, nor in the estah- 
lishruent of t,heir principles did they attempt particular 
definitions in fegard to it. The Ionians tell us that the 
primitive matter changes; that  from matter, originally 
one, contrary clements were separated and combined in 
var iuu~  relations to form a world. The Yytb:tgo~ertns 
say that magnitudes are derived from nurnbcrs, and 
from magnitudes, bodies ; but on what this process was 
based, how it came about that matter was moved and 
transmuted, thab numbers produced something other 
than themselves, -they make no scientific attarnpt t o  
explain. What they seek i s  not so much to explain 
phenomena from general principles, i is to  reduce phe- 
nomena to  their first principles. 'I'heir scientific in- 
tcxcst i s  cmcerned rather with the identical easence 
of Lhings, the substance of which all things consist, 
than with the multiplicity of i,he phcnomcna arid the 
cttuses of thst multiplicity. M'hen the Eleatics, thexe- 
fore, catirelg denid the Bemrning and the Many tikey 
merely called in qnestion an unprovcd presupposition 
of thcir predecessors ; and in apprehending all reality 
as a unity absolutely excluding multiplicity, t h ~ y  only ; 

carried out more perfectly the tendency of the two/' 
older Y C ~ O O ~ B .  Herac1eit.u~ was the first to  see in 
motion, change, and separation, the fundamental 
quality of the primitive essence; and the polemic of 
Parmenides first occajioned Philosophy to enquire more 



thoroughly i2to t,he po~silrility of Becoming.' JTith 
Wcracleit~rs, then, pl~ilosophio development takes a new 
direction : the three older systems, on t,he contrary, fall 
together under the same class, inasmuch as they are 
all sa.tis6ed with the intuition of the substance of \rhich 
things consiut, witlior~t expressly seeking the cause of 
multiplicity 2nd change, as such. This substance n-as 
sought by the Innians in a corporeal matter, by the 
I'ythagoreans in number, by the Eleatics in Being as 

such. By the first it was apprehended sensuously, by 
the second matllematicalIg, ')35; the third metaphysi- 
cally; but these differences only sho~v us the  gradual 
development of *,he same tendency in a progression from 
the concrete t o  t he  abstract ; for number and mathe.- 
mat,ical form are a middle term between the sensible 
and pure thought; and were afterwards regarded, hy 
Plato especially, as their proper connecting link, 

The turning-point which I here adopt in the 
development of the  pre-Socratic Philos3phy has been 
already remarked by other historians in respect of the  
Ionian schools. On this ground 8chleiermackrr"r~t 
distinguished two periods in the Ionian Yhilosoplly, the 

From this point of riew it 
might seem preferable to cornmelice 
thc second kacdon trf the first parind 
with Parmcnidrs,  nj: wall as Hcra- 
cleitus.as my critic in the Repcrtd.  
~ i w n ~  of Gersdorf (1844, U. 22, p. 
335) pmpows, seeir?g that 11p to the  
time of these two philosophere (8.6 

ha observes) the question, a h e n c ~  
all t h i u p  nrosc, had been answered 
by tl~eorics of mrltcr, mid that 
Horncleitua and Pczrrnenides rrcrn 
tba first to  enquire coucerning the 

conception of Being and Becoming. 
But p he conneet,ion betweell Psrine- 
xrides and Xenophanes would thus 
be brukeu ; ~ n d  m the r l o c t ~ i ~ ~ c  of 
Parlnenides, in  spite of rll ita his- 
torical and scientific i m p r k u c e ,  
approxirnateb closel,~ in its content  
find tenrlency t o  thc  mrlier sys- 
tems, it appears on ihe whole bet- 
ter to make Herucleitl1r :clone ihe 
stardng-point of the seconrl 9~tt.x.ion. 

Gesch. dcr I'hil. ( Yod. w. L 
1812) p. 33. 



of which begins with Heracleitus. Retween 
this philosopkcr and hie predecessors, he says, there is a 
confiiderablc chronological gap, probably in consequence 
of the inbernlption occasioned to philosophic pursuits 
by .the difitl~rbsnces in Ionia. 3Toreover, while the 
three most ancient Ionians came from ariletus, Philn- 
sophy now spreads itself geographically orer a much 
wider epher~. Also, in the content of his philosophy, 
Heracleitus rise.+ far above t h e  earlier physicists, so 
that  he may, perhaps, have derived little from them. 
Jiitter,' too, acknowledges that Heracleitus diflers in 
many respects from the older lonians, and that his 
theory of the universiil force of nature pbces him 
quite in a separatc order from them. B~anilis,2 in 
still closer agreement with Schlciermacher, holds that. 
with Heracleitus commences a new period in the de- 
velopment of the Ianian PhiIosophy, to which, besidcs 
Reraeleitus, Empedoclee., Anaxagoras, Leueippns, Be- 
mocritus, Diogenes, and ArcheIar~s likewise belong; 
all theee being distingnished from the earlier philo- 
sophers by their more scientific attempts to derive the 
multiplicity of  partieillttrs from a primitive cause, by 
their more explicit rec~gnition or denial of the dis- 
tinction between spirit and matter, as also of a Divinity 
that forms t l~c  world ; and by their common endeavour 
t o  establish the reality of particulars and their \faria- 
lions in opposition to  the dmtnne of the Eleatic One. 
These remarks are quitme true, and only, perhaps, open 
question with regmd to Diogencs of Ayollonia. But it 

Gca-uh. Phil. 242, 248 ; GT.-rom. PAIL i. 149. 
Ion Phil. 65, 
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is not rnong71 t.0 make this diFel-mce the dir6ding-line 
b c t ~ e e n  two classes of Ionic ph~sinlogists ; it is deeply 
rootcd in the whole of the pre-Socratic Philosophy. 
Neither thc  doctrine of  Empedocl~s. nor that of Anaxa- 
goras, nor that of the Atomists can be explained by the  
development of the Jonian physiology as s11ch ; their 
relation to the Eleatics is not the rner~ly ncPtivc rela- 
ti0t.1 of di~allowing the denial of Reality, Dccoming, and 
RfultipIieity ; they pos.iti~ue!y learned a good deal from 
the FIeatlc school. They a11 aclmowledge the great 
principle of the eystem of Parmenides, that there is no 
Recoming or passing 3Wiiy in the  strict sen3e of the 
terms; consequently they a11 cxpIain phenomena from the 
combination and separation of material elements, and 
they in part borrow their conc~pt  of Being directly from 
the Eleatie metaphysics. They ought, therefore, to he 
placed after t h e  Elealic scliool, and not  before it. In  
regard t o  Heracleitus, it is less certain whct,her, or how 
far, he a,nce*ned himself ~ i t h  the beginnings of the 
Eleatie Philosoplzy ; i n  point of fact, however, his posi- 
tion is not only entirely antagonistic to  the Eleatics, hut 
he may generally be said t o  enher upon a new course 
altogekher divergent from that hitherto followed. In 
denying all fixednrs~ i n  the constitution of things, and 
recognising the l am of their variability as the only per- 
manent element in them, he declares the futility of the 
previous science which made matter and substance the 
chief object of enquiry; and ags~r ts  tbe investigation 
of the causes and laws which determine Becoming and 
Change t o  be the true prohIem of Philosophy. Thus, 
although the qnsstion as to  the essence and material 
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~~fi&ancc of things was not overlooked by Hera- 
cleitus and his ~oIIu~P .c~s ,  any more than the acconnt of 
the formation of the world was ornitted by tlie Ionians 
and Pythagoreans, the  two elements stand with each of 
them in a very different relation. In the one case, the  

enqnirj- as t o  the substance of thing3 is the main point, 
and the notions about their origin are dependent upon 
the answcr given t o  this question ; in the other, the 
chicf question is that of the causes of Becoming and 
Change, and the manner of conceiving the o~ig~r la l  
suhstanee of Being depends upon the determinations 
which appear necessaly to the philosopher to explain 
J3ccoming and Change. The Ionians make things arise 
out of the rarefaction and condensation of a primitive 
matter, becausc this best adapts itself to their notion 
of primitive matter; the Pgtbagoreans hold to a 
mathematical aonelruction, because they redrrce every- 
thing to  number; the Eleatics deny Becoming and 
Motion, becuu.;e they Hnd. the  eslfience of things in 
Being done. On the contrar~, Heracleitns makes fire 
the primitive matter, because on this theory only can 
he explain the flux of all things ; Ernpcdocles presup- 
poses fo~ia elemcnts and two moving forces ; Ideucippus 
and Democritus presuppose the  atoms and the void, 
because the multiplicity of phenomena seems to them 
to require a multiplicity of material primitive elements, 
and the change in phenomena a. moving cause; Anaxa- 
goras mas led by similar considerations to  his doctrine 
of the 6 p o ~ o p ~ p ~  and the mould-intelligence. Both 
sets of philosophers speak of Being and Recoming; but 
in thc one case the definitiam respecting Recoming 
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appear only as a consequence of their the017 of Being ; 
in the other, the definitions of Rcing are merely pre- 
suppositions in the theory of Recoming. 111 assigning, 
therefore, the three most ancient schools t o  a first 

division of pre-Socratie Philosophy, and Hcracleitus, 
artd the other ~ h ~ s i c i s t s  of the fifth century t o  a second, 
.rve follow not merely the ct~rouolugic~l ardcr, but the 
interad relation of these phiiosophcrs. 

The course of philosophic development in the second 
division may be more precisely described as folloms :- 
First, the law of Becoming is proclaimed by Hpraclc?itus 
unconditionally as the rlniversal law of the world ; the 
reason of which he seeks in the original constitution of 
matter. The concept of Recoming is next enquired 
into more particularly by Empedocles and the Atomists. 
Generation is identified ~ v i t h  the union, and decease 
with the separation of malerial elements : consequently, 
a. plurality of original rnat,erial elements is assumed, 
the motion of which has to be conditioned by a ~ccond 
principle distinct from them ; but whereas Empedncles 
makes his primal elements of matter qualitatively dif- 
ferent onc from another, and places over against them 
moving force i n  thc mythical forma of friendship and 
disoord, the Atomists recognise only a mathernitiical 
difference behween the primitive bodies, and seek to 
explain their motion in a purely mechanical manner 
from the operation of weight in empty space; space 
they consider indispensable, became without it, as they 
believe, no plurality and no change would be possible. 
This mechanical explanation of Natme Anaxagoras finds 
inadequate. He therefure sets spirit beside matter ax 



rnwing cause, discriminates them one frt~nl the other as 
the compound and the simple, and defines primitive 
matter as a mixture of  all pat-ticnlar matters; a mix- 
ture, howevcr, in which these particular matters exist 
and arc already qualitatively determined. Heraclei- 
tus explains these phenomena dynamically, from the 
qualitative change of onc primitive matter, which is 
conceived as essentially and perpetually changing ; 
Empedocles and the Atomic philosophers explain them 
mechanically, from the union and separation of different 
primitive matters ; Aaaxagnras finally is persuaded that  
t,hey are not to be explained by Illere matter, but by 
the working of t,he spirit upon mat,ter. A t  this point, 
in the nature of the case, the plzrely pl~ysical explana- 
tion of nature is renounced ; the discrimination of spirit 
from matter, acd the higher rank mhich it assumes in 
opposition t o  matter, demands a recasting o f  soiencc 
generally on the basis of this conr~ictio~l. As: hi~rrerer, 
Thought i s  as yet  incapable of such s task, the i~nme  
diate result is that philosophy is  bewildered in regard 
t o  it.s gcueral vocation, despairs of olrjectivc knowledge, 
and places itself! ns a means of formal. clcvelop~ncnt, in 
t he  service of the empirical ssnbjectivitg which at!knorr- 
ledges the validity of no univcrsrtl law. This is effecter1 
in t i l e  t,hirtl scction of the pre-Socriltic l'hilosophy by 
means of Sophistie.' 

l's11nem;tiln and  Fries adopt djfiti~~guii-h thlr 1 . ~ 0  main currcr~tv 
t h i s  nrrdngcrnenr. ufthepce-5ocr;ttic of prrcient physics, a d ,  aq btit'ora 
sehools on  pu~,c ly  ch~ol~olngic.tl unficcri. hr: sopa~,stcs Snph i~ t i c  frolrl 
grounds. lIc$el bases it. on scicn- the other prc-Socr,~lic cloc;rinee. It 
tifie u h s s r i n t ~ u n . ~  concerning the is Io be frrriorl, too, i o  Bmniss, to 
internal relatiun crf   he system#, rvh~se gatlorai preauyposjtior~ 7 
He does not, ~ O W C F C I ;  C T ~ I . C S S J ~  rn118t ~erorthclcss rlcmur, Among 



the more recenl rrriters, Nonck. 
and previo~~sty Schwegler, adopt m y  
~ i e w  ; I-Iyrn, on th~cont rar r  (d ig.  
Er?c:jk. Seed. 3R.  xaiv. p. 25 sqq.), 
thnugh in harmvny with me i n  
n i h r r  rcs l rck,  places HnracIi.it~~s 
before theE1eatics. I n  his historyof 
Greek Philo~ophg-, y. 1 1 sq. SchwcX- 
ler discusses: 1 ,  the Zonians; 2, 
the Pythngoreans : 3, t l ~ c  Eleati~s ; 
:nd 4, Sophixtic, as thc transition t o  
t h e  scco~icl period. He defends 
the subtlirision of the Ionians into 
e:trlier and l ~ t p r ,  for flit) rPasnns 
stnt,erl on p. 202 sq. ; and assigns 
tn thccarlicr,Thsles, Anaxirnandrr, 
and. Bnnximenep ; to thr: later, He- 
rxcleitus, RmpcdocTcs, Anaxnmras, 
anrl Demnc-ritns. 80 mlsn Ribbing 
(Pfl?ion. Idcc?zZeh~r, i. B eqq.) con- 
cifcrs tha t  smce Ut:r:tcleitus, 
Empedocles, the Atomist+. nnd 
Ao:lx~goras m e ,  in their principLrs, 
lolocr t hm the Pyth:~goreans A I ~  
Elvat.ics, they, as wcil ns Lho oldor 
Xonians, must br placer! hefnre 
them. Uebernwg has the foIlo\i- 
ing disicjm : 1 .  tho oldcr Tsnionz, 
inr,l~~cling FTeraeleitns ; 2. t h e  
I.'jt.hngorcxns : 3, the Elrxtics ; 
4. Eml~adoc l~s ,  A~laxagows, and 
t h o  Atorriistn. T h o  Rnphiats he 
pIaces in thc second period, of which 
they form the firsc ch:rptar ; Sncnl- 
t e n  and his SUOCPSSOIP, RR far as 
S r i s t c t l ~ ,  coastit?tte the secoud; 

Stoicism, Epicureauism, w d  Scep- 
ticirlrl, the third. T cannot now 
enter upon nny detailed cxamina- 
tion d t~hcsediffersntclfissific'dt~ons. 
It will be seen in the course of 
:Iris cxpoait.ion what are rn7 nljjec- 
tions to the t . h e o ~  o f  Btriimpoil 
(C;esch, der Tlioorct. Phil. d#r C'rir- 
cke;r, 1854, 1,. 17 sq.), jn point of 
cllrol~olog,y 3.s well as t.hr irlternal 
aspects of the aul~ jnct  Uis expo- 
sition of tile pre-Swrat.ic ?Philoso- 
phy i: ns follows : First, the older 
Ionian Physiologints, starting from 
the cnnt~m~1at.io11 of the rhnnges 
in nature, arrive i n  Heraclsitns at 
the ~ r ~ c ~ p t i o n  ofori~inalUecoming. 
To this doc t r in~  thr: Eletatics op- 
pose e . s ~ ? t e n ~  whjcli e~~t , ir~lpdenies  
~acoming,~vl~ilecont,cm~or~neouvly 
the lr~tcr Physicists, on the one 
side Diogews, I.e~irippus, n~ld  me- 
mocriu~s : on thc othcr, Empedo- 
cler and An:bxng.oieu, rerilirc it to 
mere motion. d rr:cvncilintinn of  
tho uppneikion h e t . ~ e c u  Becoming 
and Reinr, and bctwccn Opinion 
a11d K111)~1edge, ~ 2 %  nttempttd by 
the Fyt.hagoreana ; and Sophistic 
is a di:iIci.tic solnrion oF this opyo- 
si tioil. It will suHcc at, ~ r c s c n t  
t o  *try that t h e  psition n f  Bern- 
cIeit.us, the Elestics, Dioger~cs, and 
murr csp~ci;tl?y the Fythagorrans, 
:uipe;rr lo  m e  ?noi38 (IT ICSS miare- 
prestr!hd by this arrangenlent. 





are said t o  have irnrnigr~ttted t o  their Iater home from 
Phcenicia, but more probably from Uceotia.' The con- 

piad ; likcwisc hy Eusrhius,Hicro- 
nq'nlu" and d)rillus, iloc. cil. ; but 
in that case, as is s11own by UUls, 
and coufirmed by Porphyry (ap. 
~?nc(f~radusch,  p. 33, ed. Pocncke), 
his I ~ i ~ % t h  cannor 11x3-e beeu assign- 
ed bg dl~ol ldnrus to 01. 35, I ,  but 
t,o 01. 39, 1 (A24 B.c.; 40 years 
1)efore the eclipse), nud the diver- 
g e ~ t  statcrn~nts must LP ascribed 
to somc ancient corruption of the 
tcxt in the  source consulted by 
1)iogenes. As t o  the manner of 
Thuies'sdeathnlid his buri:~l-place, 
home nntr t~stwort l~y BCcOunt6 are 
to bc found in Uiog, i. 39. ii. 4 : 
PIut., SoIm, I S  ; come epigrams 
rplatilig t o  him, i n  A?r,dlicl. 17ii. 33 
sq., Diog. 34. Whether theThalcs 
nlrntio:~ed i n  Ariet. Pu'ol~1, ii. 12, 
1274 a ,  26, as the schvlnr o f  Ono- 
mscritus, and the  teacher of Ly- 
cergns and Z~ilencus,is theNilesinn 
philusopher, or Fbme other persoti, 
matters little ; and the u n f ~ ~ o u r -  
dlle  juclgment., which, xcol-ding 
to Aristutle, ay. Diog. i i .  1 6  (if, 
irjrlccd, thr; statement, bc his n t  all), 
Plicrncgdes passed upon Tli;rles, is 
eclua,Jly uninlportanl. 

Berodotlia. i. 170,  says of 
h i m :  @ d h ~ w  ivBybs Mihqdev ,  rb 
dri~at?sv y isos  tilrror Guivi~or ; 
Clemrr~s, SL~!lron~, i. 302 C, simply 
calls him + o b i t  rb y i v o y  ; and, ac- 
cordinr to Diogcnes, i. 22, (nrllc~c. 
ho-rvsv~r, XKpcr, Pl~iloE. xxx. 563, 
prol~obea to read  ; n o h ~ ~ ~ d $ o a v ,  
and $hOar), 11e seems to h i i ~ e  
l~can  r~gnlvled a s  s T l ~ ~ n i c i m  im-  
nligrant, scttlcd in  &Tiletus. This 
state~nrnt is prnb:lbly founded on 
the fmt that hu ancestors belvnved 
to  the Cadn~ean tribe i n  B W ~ K . ,  
who were iulerruingled wit11 the 

Irjnians of Asia Xinor (Heid .  i. 
146 ; Stmbo, xiv. I, 3, 12, p. 688, 
636; Pal~san..rii. 2,Y). ~jccordingto 
Pansanias, n great number of The- 
ban Cadmeans estnblished them- 
selves i n  Prisne, for which reason 
the name of the place wm a l tc~ed  
to Cndnre. Hcllanims in Hesyahius 
md wc, also calls rlre inhahitnnte 
of  Priene K d p ; o ~ .  Fnr Dingenes, 
i. 22. ~.%y&: Rv T Q ~ Y U V  6 BaX%r, irs 
,u iv  'HpdBo+~p  K& AGpw KLZI ~ q p d -  
~ p v ~ d r  pvw, aarphs pku 'E(u,ulov, 
p ~ ~ P h ~  Sk KA~oBovAlqs, JK ~ i r v  
QqhrSkr (or 0 4 h b E . )  or €ink 4o:vi- 
KEY, t G y ~ v L u ~ a ~ s t  . r i v  bxb K B S ~ V  
K U ~  ' A ~ v u p o s .  HE trhiis explxins 
the +oivl[ bj- ' deacendanl of Cad. 
mur ' ; following c ~ t h e r  l h r i e  or 
Dcmocritue, or, at any rare, some 
Terg t r u s t ~ u r t h y . ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ . e .  Rerodn- 
t ns ,  lrou-arer, sho~vs by t h e  word 
BvC~aecv that not Thalnu hi~nserc  
but only his ramotc ancestors had 
1)elonged to the Phcenicians. I f  
Thnles was orlly in th is  sense 
*oivr<. Iris nationality, e.;m if the 
stnry of the Immigr~t inn of C%d- 
nlns hure any foundation in his- 
tr>r;i, ib Greek and nilt Pl~a?nician ; 
nor is this statement affected by 
thc  circiimsta~rte (.rid0 Gchustcr, 
Acla o e .  plribl. Lip. ir. 328 sq. ; 
c!. Decker, 3 8  YXnlc., 9) t h a t  I he 
fidrher of  Thaies perhaps 1.orc 
a ilnnle that was Pl~anicjan i n  its 
orjgin. Diog.: loc. cit., and I ,  29, 
accordiug t u  our text, unlle him in 
the genitire 'Ecapiov. .);or this we 
must  road 'E<apiov ; and same 
rnnnuscttipts hxvc 'E[ap&hou or  
' ~ [ u ~ u n b h o u ,  which ca~tainly points 
t o a  Fernitic extreetion. llut this 
C+rmcs~Phrr;nician name, like that 
of Cadmus and many others, may 
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sideration in which he was held by his fellow-citizens is 
snfficicicntly shown by the place which 11e occupies as 
chief of the seven sages,' T h i ~  has referencfi in the first 
instance, it is true, t o  his praclicat ability and xvorldly 
prudence of whlch other proofs have come down to us ; ' 
but we llcar also that hc distinguished himself by his 
knowledge of mathematics and askonomy,3 and that he 

have becn .kept up centllries long 
snloug the Phcx~~icians nettled iu 
Greeeo. We car~not iufer frou it 
A direct Phmnician dcbccnt, oithor 
for Ttlalcs or his f;lther. HIS 
mother's nalrre is wholly Greek. 

Cf. p. l f  9 sq.; Tiuion ap. 
Diog. i. 34;  Cic. Legg. ii .  1 1 ,  26 ; 
send. ii. 37, 118 ; Alj$topl>?.ll~~, 
L'lolcds, 180; Rirds, 1009, P l a u t , ~ ~ ,  
Bud. ir. 5, 64 ; Urrceh. i. 2, 14. I n  
C'nyl. ii. 2, 121, Thle s  is a pro- 
verbial rlnma for a great s y e .  For 
szjings axcribnd t,o him cr. niog. i. 
35 sqq. ; Stobzus, F!lartl. iii. 79, ,E, ; 
Plliti~rch, 8. sap. uonu. c. 9. 
' According to  Herodotris, i. 

170,  11e counhollcd f l ~ e  To~rians, be- 
iure their subjr~gdtion by the Pcr- 
s i ~ n s ,  to form s, eoufederatiuu with 
x ~ ~ n i t c d  ~unccnl governmeut to re- 
si,t them ; and, accordin;. to Diog. 
2b. i t  was he wlio disuuacled the 
MClesians from provoliing the dan- 
gerous o~imity of Cyrus by an 
alliance with Crcem~s. It is not 
consistent with this, and in itsolf 
is hardly credible that  ho shu~llcl 
hwe accomptnied Crceaus in his 
expedition x31ii1at Cyrus (as Hcro- 
dotus relate, i. Ti), and by plnn- 
ning cn,uizl, fillould hare enabled 
him to c~~oss  the Hxlys. Zl; i a  still 
mure iucrediblc that. Tbnles, the 
first of the reven wiso men, sllould 
have bocn G U C ~  ar: unpractical 
theorist, as a well-known anecdote 

represents him. Plate, TJgeBtzrs, 
114 a; .Diog 33, cf. Arid. Rfh. L!. 
i-i. 7, 1141 b, 3, k c .  Lit.tle morc, 
however, is to be  said for the story 
of ~ h o  oil presses, intended to re- 
futcc this opir~ico ; nut h rme:ltion 
the anecdote in Plut~rch. Sol.n:tilir. 
c. 15, p. 971. The a s~e r t i nn  (Cly- 
t11s up. D~og. Zb), /lovfip? u b h v  
~ e y o u ~ v a r  ~ a l  i S i a u ~ $ ~ ,  cannot be 
truc in this univcrsnl scnse ; and 
the stririsa xhoul his celibacy, fur 
~vtiich cet'. Plutareh, Qtc, colnv, iii. 6, 
3,3  ; SUE. 6,7 ; T)iog. S i i  ; stoh~:;s ,  
Lr'loril., 68, BY,  84, arc equally 
wurt hlesa. 

"hales is otl; of  the mast' 
ce1el)rattld oC tho amiont aratho- 
maticinlln and astronomers. S e n o -  
phanes oulnpises him in this 
respect, cE Diog. i. 23 : Souei 81. 
~ a ~ d  ~ ~ 7 5 s  w p G ~ u s  b c r ~ ~ o h o ~ ~ n a t  
~ a i  irbla~dr 2rc?.<i$eds h-a> ~ p o a i t t  
~ ~ " ~ O F L T E ~ V ~  %S $ l ~ b l ~  E ~ B T J ~ O S  <Y 75 
r r p l  7Cjv b ~ ~ p o h o y o u , u ~ ~ ~ v  im-oyiy 
~ O E V  ahrbv ~d 5 ~ u o g d v ~ r  ~ a l  :tipi80- 
7 0 s  B U U ~ L ; ( C L .  +~rcprvp~? 6' a h @  rtd 
c H p d ~ h ~ ~ r o s  K I L L  A ~ U ~ K ~ I T B S .  I)hL)- 
nix ap. Athen. xi. 495, (1: aahils 
y ip ,  I l m r s  d u 7 L p ~ u  d&lu~os B ~ C .  

(others ~ w l d  ~ C T ~ W Y ) .  Strabo, X~T.  
1, 7 ,  p. GS5 : O a h l l ~  . . , d rpG-  
TO$ qivr~ohoyla~ &[as b Y  4 s  
" E A k ? ~ s i  ~ a l  paO?pa-ri~jjs. ApuXeilis 
Ffortl. i v .  18, p. 88 Ifill. Hippo- 
lgtus &$ h r .  i. 1 ; .Yr~clus i?t 
&did I9 (ride fol loviq note). 



was the first to transplant the elements of these scicnces 

'Tho anecdote quoted from Plato, 
lbsr~l.  1 7 4  A, in theprwions note, 
has r e f~ rcnce  to his reputation atl 
an astronomer. r l r n o ~ ~ g  the proofs 
related of hia astronomical k n o w -  

, ledge, t11c best known is the above- 
montioncd predictioil of the cclipsc 
whicl~ ~ccurred dnring n battle be- 
tween the a r m i e s  of Alyitttes and 
Clyaxaree or Astyag~s (Herod. i. 
74 ; Eudnmus ap. Clem. fld:lrom. 
I .  302 A ;  Cic. Uiuia. i. 49, 112; 
Ylinjd.s Nkt. JT(6t. ii. 12, 53);  i t  
was probably in  conscquencc of 
this that  the prectirtinn and exph- 
nntion of aokrr and Itiniir cclipscs 
~eoeralIy s e r e  asc r ibed  to him. 
See Diog, lee. cit. ; Eusebius,Pr. Ev. 
x. 14, 6 ;  dngustine, Qu. hi: riii. 
2 ; Plutarch, Plnc, ii. 24 ; Stol~aus, 
Eel. i. 528, 660 ; Siniplicit~, in 
(h!eq. LSCAOL. i l ~  A&t. 69 8, 1, 65 
a, 30 ; Ammonius, ibld. 64 :I. 1 8  ; 
IV:hd. ( 1 2  Plat. Bemp. p. 430 ; Bekk. 
Cic.  Rep. i .  16. Thcoin the pas- 
sage taken from Dercyllide5. 
Advon. c. 40, p. 394 arart, a1~1 re- 
peated by Anacolius, in Fahi-ir. 
HiJrL. 97. iii. -184. The lattcr says, 
fullorving Eudemus : Bahils 8; ]'s:pr 
npd.;ur) ;l~;ou ZKAS~$IY  K L L ~  7; lv  MET& 

T&P ~ p o w h s  a$+oO ~ e p i o 8 o v  [al. 
adpodou] Ps o b ~  ~UTJ id ou,u)3aivcr. 
({In this opiuion, s l ~ i c h  we meet 
u-ith elsew,-l~cre, cf. Martin loc. clt. 
p. 48). -In part.it~1 agreement with 
this, I l i o g r n e s  sags (i. 24 sq. 37) 
t l ~ t  Thaleu discor-sled 7i)v iLxb 
.ipo?r$r 271 .rpna+lv lrdposor of the  
slnl, and daclnred tlw sun t o  be 
720 timcs nu largc as t,he nlonn. 
Hc, 01% according to  others, Pytha- 
p r a s ,  first p r o ~ e d  that the triptgles 
cn~tst,rnctnd cm the diameter of n 
circlr: arc rect;~nglcs {npGrov KBTO.- 

yyci+ar urjr:hov *.i vp:ywvov Gp0a- 
ydurur) ; tha t  he perfected the 

thcory of the uuaAvvk 'Tpiyarva 
(Cobet: r e d .  #a1 ~pfy . ) ,  and in  
general tho y p a l * p i ~ g  %cwpia;  de- 
tennineti the kWdSUn8, divldd the 
year into 36'5 days, rneasured the 
height of the pyramids by the 
length of their shado\c(tl~i&accurcl- 
ill?: ro Hicronylr~ur; the  same in 
Piir1yy, HGt. Xat. xxmi. 12, 82 ; a 
little diiferen~ly i n  Yiucarch S. sap. 
w n v .  2, 4 ,  1-17); Csllim:ichuhus a p .  
Diog. 22 says Lhat be was the first 
t o  marl; out thc r~nsk l ln t iou  of 
t he  XiitIe Bear, which is xepeated 
by Theo in Araki Fhm.  37, 39, 
and by the Rcholizst of Plato, p. 
420, Nu. 11, Belker. Ylnclus as- 
serts that he first showed that t,he 
dianlgter hnlvwl thc  circle (zva 
&Lid, 44, 157 Pried.), ~ n d  that 
in  an isoaceies triiingh, Lhc angles 
at the base a r e  equal (if id. G i  
and 250 Fiidl.) ; that the  angles 
at Lhe virtex are equal ( ibfd .  79, 
a, 299, accordiug to E u ~ i o z n ~ ~ s ) ;  
that triangles are equal when 
they 11l~ro two angI~s  and nne 
hide e q d  to one another; aurl 
that l ~ y  means of this proposition 
t h e  distance of ships on the sea 
could bc mcasnrctl (ibid. 92 13521 ; 
thin i s  also on the al~thority of 
Eudoinus). dpuleius, 4'lo~. iv. 
IS, p. SR H., says that TliaIes dis- 
covered tanzporum c r m b ~ f r i ~ ,  twr lo- 
TU?X jlatrt~, $ t d f ~ ? ~ f l h  mtfika~s. 
to7zitrwz~n~ nnnoTa nli~nczsla, si&rw/a 
r;bligxa carricula, aoEiv almwa rsosr- 
ficulu (the ~ p o e a l ,  the solstices nf 
o!l ich 'Theo find niogmcs in tho 
previously quoted pttssages, the 
Schoiiast on Pbatu, p. 420 Bekk., 
s y d )  ; illso the  phase  sand oclip~ps 
of the moon, and n method of de- 
tmrnining puulzcms sok flcffgrdidvdke 
ma cir.cul?~n, puaez pemnenl, ?&i- 
ah?. Btobicus ascribes to him 



into Greece from thc counl,ries of the  east and south.' 

s ~ m o  other pltilo~ophicd and phy- 
a i ~ l  tlleorieu hcre,rfter W be mzn- 
tinned, also clle division of the 
heavens intu f ive  zones (LC$. i. 502, 
PIntarch, Pinc. li. 12, i) ; the die- 
corepy that the moo11 is illumi~iated 
by the sun cihua., 556, pint. i i  28, 
3). tho  tlxpl~nat,ioa of her monrhly 
0hb~uyht.io11, and of hor ecLi&ses, 
560, Plitly, Hist. Tv>.t.xvjii.23, 213, 
mentions a theorj- of his nlrouc the 
Plcides, and Theo iu dmd. 172, a 
psqp reP"lir~, t o  t , l~e Uy~dca. 
According cu Cjcero, Rep. i. 14, he 
alrldc the first reiastial globe ; and, 
accurding to Phiiostrntus, dyoli. 
ii. 5,  3, hc ubuerx-ed the st~1.s iron 
Mycalo. Bow ~uuch  of these re- 
ports is true cannot now be r+scer- 
taincd ; t h a t  the predictiun o? the 
eclipse of  tllc rjnn ctiuoot bc hi.sto- 
r i d ,  h1artin shows in the Reuka 
Archhlngiy?ic, tloav. sir. r.01. ix. 
(1364) l T U  bgq., cf, esp6ciallS p. 
IS1 sq. 

1 Arithmetic, s y s  Proo!uu, ,il~ 
K~dclirl. 19, o [65] >&-as discorcreil by 
the Yhenicians; Geome~ry by the 
Egyptiu.ns: or1 t he  occasion of tlie 
occrflowing of t I l v  Kile, wahijs 62 
rrprjrolr cis Afyux-ruv Zhdhv pr$ya-  
ytv c is  r h v  'Ehhk8a T;,Y O C Y ~ ~ R V  
~ a ~ i ~ v v ,  ~ a l  ruhAh pi-u airrbs eGpe, 
n u ~ h G a  8; T ~ S  & p ~ k s  TOTS pcr 'a6~bv  
8prl.yqua~a. JVheilcti Pnrcluv got 
this infol.lrration he does not state, 
and though it, is not inlproballle 
thnt Eudt?mus m.ty be his au- 
t h o ~ i r y ~  wc linow not rvhhcthcr tho 
vhole accounl comes fi-ori~ that 
source, nor w ! ~  IniLy be t i l o  a~ithu- 
riticsnf Endomus. Thales's Egyp- 
tian journey, his int.ercnuwc w~til 
the priesis of t11s.t couutry, aud 
t h e  rnathe~tiallcill k~iowledge which 
he gained from them arc  spoki1:11 
of by Pari~phile and Hieronymnus, 

ap. Diog. 2+, 27 ; t.hc author of the 
lexter TO k'1)herecgtirs, ibid. 43 ; 
P i i ~ ~ y ,  Hiat. Ah&. xxsl-i. 12, 92; 
Pluturch, Be Is. 10, y. 381 ; A". y q .  
conu. 2, p. 14ci ; l'lac, i. 3, 1 ; 
Cleiiicns, 8tmolriSn, i. 300 I), 802 ; 
Ianrblichus o. Pyrhr~y. 19 ; Scho- 
Iznst in R a i o ,  y. 420, Yo. 11 
I3ekk. (rf. Uechsr, Zue. cil., p. 26 
aq.), a conject~irc an t o  the reasva 
of t h e o u a r f l u ~ i n ~ ~  uf I.l~e Nile was 
d ~ o  actrihutsd to Thales, nrld 
pcrbbps he coniroct~cd wit,h this 
statement (Uiodo~. i. 38 ; Ding. i. 
37). If  it be true that  Thaies w:is 
engagerl in t r d e  (C ' I I~~R~CII ,  Sol. I, 
asaceis t,his, prefixing ' +uLF;Y') ,  \YO 

might suppose tliltt he firstlcd 
tu Egypt by his comrr~wcial juur -  
nets, and then mnds use of his 
opportu~lity f n r  tho ulvnncemcnt 
of his knosldgc. We cannot:? 
however, regard his presence iu 
Bgyot ns nbxulu~ely pmvctl, pro- 
bable as thc assartinn miiy b ~ ;  
siarr; tlzc tradit,ioii on the suk~ject 
cannot he traced ~u r the r  back than 
Xudsnllls, whose ddte i~ still 250 
or 300 yun1.s from t.h;it. of 'Thules's 
kupposrrl journey, still less can his 
acqu :un~~nce  with ihe Chalrleans 
bm 1)g such late and unccr- 
tttiu ti-rtimol~y aa tl~at. of osephus, 
C:o?afrc( dpionfm, i. 2 ; or the i eqth  
of his s h y  i n  E g p t  by thilt of 111e 
IJlor.ifr~ f'alhely attributed to Flu- 
tawh (i. 3, I). A snho!ium (xhol, 
in .,I?. 333, a, 18) st;ttes that he 
w:ls sent, fol. into t':g\rpt ns ;t 

t~acher uf floses-a ~por i lne i~  of 
the nranllcr iu rvilici~ ulstdiry wzs 
manuhotured in  the Byz,mtine pe- 
rrod and even c~r l i e r .  Thac l ~ e  de-  
+~MLL l ~ l ~ i l o . q ~ p h i ~ d  anti p h y ~ i c ~ l l  
theories from thc Bast, ;is wsli 
as gcomctrir,>l and msthematicnl. 
knowledge, i s  nut :lsserteJ bj: any 



That hc inaugurated the school of ancicnt physicists is 
affirmed by Aristotlc,' and seerns well establish~d. ITe 
is at any rate the first whom we know to  have inbtituted 
any gencral cntluiry into thc natural carlses of things, 
in contradistinction to hi< predecessors, who contentctl 
themselves partly with mythical cosmogonies, and 
partly with isolaterl ethical  reflection^.^ In answer t o  

of our u~itnesses, except pcrht~ps 
lamblichus and tllc author of the 
PZnciia. Xiit h's a~ . t~n lp t  (GPBC!~, 
dm A b e d .  Phil. ii. a, 1 1 6  s q q . )  to 
prove this from the irffiuiCy of his 
doct,rine with that of Espt , ,  falls 
to the ground so suou as we as- 
cribo t o  Thalcs, only vlrnt thore 
Is good reason for h~eribing t.n him. 

' .%f.lctnph. i .  3, 9x3 h, 20. 
Bonitz, in commeuting on this pas- 
sage, rightiy remiuris us (.hat i t  is 
not Greek Philosophy in gcneral, 
hut nnly the Ionbin P1i1bici, tho 
origin of which IS here n~triS~~t.ed 
to Thsleu. Thcup1ir:~stus says ( l ~ p .  

Simp. P h p .  6 a, ~ n ) ,  but only n8 a 
mnjertore, t l l u ~  tlreve ?nllst h&W 
been phgsicibts behro 'rhnles, i lu t 
that his nmno rxusad them all 
to be forgotrcn. Elutareh, vn the 
other hand c. 3,  ond), re- 
marks that Thnlcs ivxs thc only 
onr: of his oontemporarirb who ex- 
t.endcd his enquiry to  ot,her thzia 

questinns ( n r y a r ~ ; ~ ~  76s 
~ ~ 6 ; ~ s  i[~u:aBar 71j Bewplp). Simi- 
larly Stlnhu (any,. p. 213, 3) Uip- 
polyt. H c f ~ t .  Hew. i. 1 ; Diog. i. 21. 
Tho aese~*f,ior~ of Tnctzc~, ( C k i l .  ii. 
869, xi. 74) thnt  Pl>ci~ccydcs WRS 

the  teitcber uf 'l'lli~les 1 1 ; ~  110 weight, 
nnd i a  besides contradicted by t,he 
chronology. 

' Thaies does uot appear t o  
h ~ r e  committed his ductrilles tn 
writing. jliiog. i .  23, 44 ; Alex. 

i m  MehPh. i. 3, p. 21, Bun. The- 
mist. Or. n r i .  31 $, E; Giniplicius, 
De 0%. 8 x, cf. Philop. f i e  WL. C 4 ; 
Galen. i n  ifipp. de >'at. I~orn. i. 25, 
end, vol. xv. 60 Kulin.) Aristotle 
nlways speaks of him from somc 
uncwtnrn rradition, or fium his 
own conjecture (Metrzph. i. 3, 983 
b, 20 sgq., 984 ti, 2;  Ue c ~ i ; c ~ ,  ii. 
13, 294 a, 2 8 ;  Ut: an, i. 2, 405 :t, 
l'3, c, 5 , 4 , I l  a, 8; i'olti!. i. 1 1 ,  
1229 a, 18, cf. Schmealer, i~ 1116- 
tnph, i. X )  ; bi~n~lnrly E~lrleniins, np. 
Prmlus ira Bdclid. 93 (3521, Hijth 
(Gc,voh. dcr Ahndl .  Phil. ii. a, iii.) 
oonc.lndas that, tlla supposed 'l'hale- 
sian writi3g.s must hc gellunne, be- 
c ~ ~ s r ;  of their qreement with t he 
propo~itiuns nttrihuted to l'halw, 
This is a e t r a ~ ~ g e  inference, for irr 
the fistplme he him2alf unly cun- 
sidcrs two of t l ~ a  writings allthen- 
tic; and as to thr: content.; of t l lcic  
two ,  nutIliug hay been handed 11uu~n 
to us, These writings l t f o  the 
V U V T L K ~ I  kmpohoyim R I I ~  the treatise 
X E ~ ;  rporrGs. I n  the second p1:icc 
it is obviuus that traditiunh about 
Thiiles'a doctrine might ns o a ~ i l y  
h8.n boen tcikllicn from spurious 
writir~g" as, on the other hand, t.hc 
au thurd  of buch writing8 might 
have hl;en ndvantngo of floating 
tradit,ions. A m o q  the m l s  as- 
cribfri t o  Thnles the vaurruS karpo- 
~ o $ a  (meutiuned by I)i0g. 23. 
Simpl. Pbys. 6 a, nl) seems to hare 



this enquiry, he declttred water t o  be the mat.ter of 
which all i;hings consist, and from which thcy must have 
arisen.' As t o  t h e  reasons of this themy, nothing was 
known by the  ancients from historical tradition, Aris- 
totlt! indeed says that  Thales may have been led t o  it 

been tlie oldest. According to 
Simpliciuu, i t  was his only work. 
Diugcncs says it was held to  be a 
wurk of Phocus the Samian. Ac- 
cording to Plutarch (1'.y1L. orac. 
1 8 ,  p. 401), who considers i t  go- 
nuine, it way writtenill lrerre; it 
seerns to be int.ended by thc  h-q, 
meottoncd in Diog. 34. \VI~ethcr 
tho  poem, ?repi  T E T E ~ ~ ~ V ,  abor ibd  
to him by S~i~r ixv  (@ah.) ,  i s  or is 
not ideuticd with t he  V U V T ~ K ~  

arrpo~uyia,  cannot hc ascertwinrtl. 
Two otllcr w o r k ,  which ulany 
writers consider to be hi.; only 
writings, r e p t  ~ ~ ~ n i s  ~ a l  i f ~ , u a ~ i a s ,  
are qi~oted i n  Diog. 23 (cf. Suidris). 
The Fseudo-Ga.l~n (IT& ,Xippuw, 
De iiumor. i. 1, 1, vol, xui. 37, 
Ti) quotes a work, n ~ p ;  & p ~ & v  ; Gill 
this teetimo~iy is ixsclf sufficirnt to 
pmr7r: t h a t  the work is not suthen- 
tic. Yeither the verse quoted 
Diog. 35 {cf. Ueckcr, P. 46 ~q,), nor  
the letter (ibid. 343 sq.) ?.an bo 
cousidcred as h.snuirle. To w11ich 
of thcsc writiugs Bagustine refers 
in h c .  D. 12iii. 2 (wltorc he afisa;ltt6 
that Thnlea Ieft books of instmc- 
tior]) it is not. c j f  mnch c o n s i q u e n ~  
t o  know. The ssme Inay be said 
of the do~tbtful  allusions to books 
of hit: in Joaephus (C. Apioll. i. 2), 
and of the  quotations i t1 Benew, 
hkf.yu. iii. 13, 1, 14. I ; iv. 2, 22; 
ri. ti, 1 ; Pluhrch, Pho. i. 3 ; iv. 
1 ; Didorus, i. 38 ; Schol. ill dpoll. 
BLod. i ~ .  209. 

drist. Mdaph. i 3, 083 b, 
20: @aA?js fib d rijs ~ o r a i ~ ~ s  

b p ~ ? j y b s  qirhouo$dar B8wp ~ l v a ;  +qoru 
[SE. DTo~XE?UY H ~ Z )  6 P ~ $ ~  TSY 6 ~ ~ 4  
Cic. Acad. ii. 31, 118 : ?'/mlcu . . . 
.ex aqua dicit rn~sta'ro irmnza, and 
many others (a list of these is 
gix-en in  Decker, p. 64). We 
find i n  Stobseus, Ed. i .  200, and 
d m . ~ s t  word for woyrl in Just,ln. 
B h .  nd G P .  c. 5 ; I'iut. Plw. i .  3, 
2, the oxl~rcssion : ;Lpxht. 71jv I;VTWW 
Bu<++rcrro 7 b  16wp. S 8 a ~ o s  ~ d p  
 TI ndma sbei tiul  is i ;8wp bva- 
h6eafJar; but  t h i s  it: taken h u m  
dristotls,  wlm, shortly bcfore  lie 
wvrrls ji~st nus quoted, says that, 
must of t h o  ancient plliluu~>phsra 
knew only of rnzterial wuaes: 3 
oB -y ip  Z o ~ r u  &amn ~h b r ~ e  ~ a l  
2E 08  yIy~7t l~  wppijrov ~cal <is 8 
$ P c b ~ ~ a r  T P A E U T U ~ U U  . . . . r o f i 7 0  
u r o r ~ ~ 7 n v  xdr T U ~ T ~ P  i px /nu  cpaatv 
E?VULT;V S'mwu. Arihlotle is, them- 
fore, in radi~y our  only source for 
the knudedge  of Thnleu'fi pmpc- 
sirion. 

a Loc. cit. a. 212 : h.apLr h w s  
T+V irrdhq+rr ZK 70; irdwwv 
hp$y 7 ; ) ~  T ~ L ~ & V  I ~ / $ v  O ~ U Y  ~d 
uirrb sb Bep$v i~ 7017ev yr~vdptaou 
~ a l  7 0 6 2 q ~  (Gu . . . HE) 61b ~b 
~ d r ~ a v  .T& b w i p ~ a ~ a  T+Y ~ ~ U L Y  

irypdr CXELV, ~b ti1 UYGwp &pX+v r $ y  

+ducws dvur TOTS C-ypois. By 
B~ppbu is not to Lie unilerstuod (as 
by Urntlis, i. 114) wermt h gene- 
rally, i~icluding that of thc stars 
(see following note) ; it relates to 
the vital heat of anirn~ls ,  to which 
?rdv~mv is limited by the cantest. 



through observing that the nourishment of all animals 
is moist, and that they dl originate from moist germs ; 
but this he expressly states t o  be merely his own conjec- 
ture. It is onIy by later and lcss ~iccurate authors that 
the conjecture of Aristotle is asserted as a fact, with 
t,he farther aclditions t h a t  plants dram their nourish- 
ment from water, and the stars tl~ernsclvcs fro? damp 
~apours ;  that all things in dying dry up, and thac 
water is the all-organising and all-ernbr,~ciwg element ; 
that me must assume one primitive matter, because 
otherwise it  mould be irnpossibIe t o  explain the trans- 
forrna+ion of the  elements one into another; and that 
that one matter musl be water, beoa~lse everything is 
derived from miter, by means of 1.arefaction and con- 
d e ~ s a t i o n . ~  All this makes it ilifficult for us to  come 
to  any defiuite condur-ion on. the  subject. I t  is possible 
that thc Mllcsian pliilosopher mag have beer1 ir~flucnccd 
by the consideratinns tha t  Aristolle suppos2s ; he mag 
haTe skirted fiom thc  observation t h a t  evcrgrhiilg 
l iving arises from a llquid, and in decaying, returns to 

' Pluf,. PJnc. i .  3, 2 aq. {SO En- 
echiun, 15.. P:n xiv. 14. 1,  and jn 
essential agreenlent with tltis, 
S t o h ~ u s ,  Inc. cit.) : Alex. ad N u -  
tap/&. ?S3 b, I S  ; Philoponou, 
fJJq8. A, 10 ; ne cfi. .4, 4 a ; 
Simplicius, Ph,q$. 6 a, 8 a ; We 
d o  273 b, 38 ; Karst. fiohol. en 
Arist. 514 x, 26. It has been a l -  
ready shown by Ritt.or, i .  210, and 
Kris~lre (dbr.ec/~tc-i~yt?t at ifdent CE-  
hkts  &r alLlir~ Philosopkxe, i. 30) 
that Simpliciu~ i s  hers sp~ak ing  
oiily from h i s  own cortj~cturo or 
that  of others, that t he  suhscquent. 
paes:%ge whore he referr t u  TLeo- 

phrastus does uot relate to  the rea- 
S ~ I I I S  of t i ~ c  systcm of Thalea, and 
that 1.e lzare cousequencly no right 
to couduilt! (as Brandid does, i. I 1  1 
qq.)  the eesirtence of t,n~stvortI~y 
doci~mcnts conccl.nl ng Thales's Tea- 
soning from the supposed agree- 
mentof dri~lot le:~udThcophm~tns.  

Gxlen. 23e Elem. wc. Happorn. 
i ,  4, vnl. i .442, ~444. 464, speitkIilg 
sirnultanco~~sly of Tlralau, All=- 
imenes, Ih~~rtxinuuid cr, and Hera,c- 
Idt~ls. It wns in truth Uiogcncs 
of _4pullonia ( r i de  ,i*Ji.u) ~ v h o  first 
proved the unity of mmer  by the 
Qansfarmntlon o f  the elements. 
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a liquid state ; but other observations may likewise have 
condrrced t o  this theory, such as the formation of solid 
pound from alluvion, the fertilising power of rain 
of streams, the numesous animal population of the 
waters ; in conjunction with such observaLions, the old 
q t , h  of Chaos a l ~ d  of Oceanos, the father of t he  gods, 
may also have had some effect on him ; but the exact 
state of the case cannot bc ascertained. Xor can we 
say whetlisr he conceived his primitive wat,cry ~ r ~ a t t e r  
as infinite; for the assertion of Simplicius is msni- 
festly based upon the Aristotelian passage which he is  
e luc ida t ing ;bnd  this passage does not metitiou 
Thdes. It does not even a&m t'I~at any one of the 
philosophers who held water to  be the primitive matter, 
expressly attributed the quality of infinity to that 
element. Supposing such an assertion had been mddcle, 
il would be more reasonable to refer it t o  Hippo (vide 
ifif++&) than t o  Thales, fol. the infinity of iuatter is else- 
where l~nivcrsally regarded as a conception first enter- 
tained by Anaximaader; Thales most likely never 
raised shch a yuest,ion at  all. 

ETz is said to have dis~riuiiaatcd from water, as 

PQs. 105 b, m : oi p2r &I .ri 
a s o ~ x ~ ' o ~  B a a r r O i n ~ s  T O ~ O  & T C I ~ U Y  

Reyor T +  peyisrr, ~3ur.p Qahis $v 
$&up, eco. 

I'liy,~. iii. 4, 203 a, 16: oi 6E 
r e P ;  Q 1 6 5 e ~ s  &ILYTES id ~ O I  I B E ' U ~ I U  
i?ipav rrvh +6atu r e  &~.a.ipy 78v 
; i ~ ~ o ~ L v r u s  UTUIXE~VIY, U&V 6Bwp 9 
G p a  .X ~b +SCT~& T D ~ T W V ~  

3 Tho question there is (be. 
cid.) not wl~etl~er pri~aitive mtte r  
iti induiie, but druther  thc infi~~iie 
i n  162 predis>~te of a bod)- from 
which i t  i s  dintiuguisl~ed, at is to 

be held (vith Pin.to and Ibe Pytha- 
gnredns) as something sellgdepcud- 
ent,  existing fur itself'. Ar~ststotlc, 
therefore, dovs not hay all the 
I'ilyiieivts rcgtwd pcnnilisii mutter 
a< infinite, but all gitb t o  tho inti- 
ni:o some elemcnt HI sub~t l -~ tu rn  ; 
a d  tlus 1.e could r T a q  \%ell sag 
eve11 i t  ccrtitia physic:it,s had uof 
cxprasslp mcntioned the aEuit;y of 
t i l c  f i m ~  principle. The ururd 
2xairrrs is Ii~r~itad Ly the context 
to those I'hya1;ii.l~ who nclmit ac 
drrrrprru, 



primitive matter, the deity or spirit which permeates 
.this mattel; and from it forms the world.' A r i ~ t o t l e , ~  
however, &pressly denies that the ancient physiologists, 
among whom Tbdes stands first, diatir~guished the 
moving cause from matter; or that any other philo- 
sopher cxcept Anaxagoras (and, perhaps, before him 
Hcrmotimus) ltad brought forward the doetrine of an 
iate1iigence organising the world. How couid Aristotle 
have used such bngnage if hc had kuowu that ThaIes 
named God the reaEon of the world ? But if 116 did uot 
know it,, rve may be sure that the assertions of later 

writers arc not based upon historical traditidn. More- 
over, thc doctrine which is attributed t o  ThsIes cntircly 
accords with the Stoic theology ; 3  the very expscssion in 
Stobzclus appears t o  be borrowed from the Stoic termi- 
rtalo& ; Glenlens of Ale~mdria ,~  and Augustiae,C djs- 
tincily declare tJmt ~leither Thizles nor the physicists 

Cie, Be. i. 10, 25. Thdes . . . aptcam dMd essc witiwv~ re- 
mtm, DL'/L?TL nutmn cam. mefztem, 
y?ca ex aptla cl~netu fi.~~.yercl. a &!tc- 
menl; which, as Jirischc ol>serws 
(For.&trr!gfi?$, 36 sq.), is the game 
in substiiirce, a.ncl is apparently 
taken originally from t.11~ iamr: 
soureo as that uuf S~oF%ur, (1Scl. i. 
56): Oahijr WOCV 7 0 ;  Y ; U ~ U  ~ b w  
Bzhv, R K I ~  tho similar pak~age in 
Pliit. Pine. i .  7, 11 (coneequently 
n.p. must not in Bus. Pr. Ec. xiv. 
16?  6 ,  read with Gaistiirrl : 0ak+j9 .rbv 
ndcrpov r%ur Ocbv, bat vojv mi 
K&F,u~I-'  8fdv). Atheuq. ik~plir: C. 
2 1  ; &!en, Elst. ;r%rdl. c. 8, p. 281 ; 
KirAa. 

Cical'o, hc .  tit, cf. S t ~ h ~ u r ,  
be, eii.: r b  6: rrZr fpguxov ,ad 
Gai,rsdvwv nhiipes. B~$tseiv 82 K Q I  $id 

705  U ~ O I X F I & ~ O U S  67po; 86uaPrv 
O ~ i a v  ~ i v q ~ i r c f i v  air.roC. Yhilnponu<, 
De Afi. 0. 7 U. ~nnkct: Tha i e~  tc 
hnrs said: b s  + np ivo ia  r i jv  
ir~brrnw Brfirr~i kal o 0 X a  ab+i)w 
har0dvtr. 

Ji'clflpjnL. i. 8. 984 n, 27 b. 15. 
Gud ia described, furexaniple 

by ?e~en+rrt (Nzt. y21. pmi, 1 S )  a5 the 
W M X S  T ~ Q ~ , u B ~ S ~ ;  by Cle,lnthes { d o  
Tertullis~n, Apolqgtt. 21) as t h e  
spirilras psnncr~lor znioorsi ; by 
Stobans, Eci. i .  178, as Fivuprr 
K L V ~ T ~ K ~  7 5 s  3.7~ ; by Diogencs, 
tii. 188, ns YUFS, nhich perrades 
all things ( 6 6 r l ~ f r r ) .  

6irvrrt. ij. 364 C ;  of. Tert. c. 
&hrc. i. 13, TknIe.~ aguu?n (Bdan$ 
pma~rntiawii). 

Gic. D, viii. 2. 
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who succeeder1 him r~garderl God or thc Divine Spirit 
as the framer of the unicerse, but that Anaxagoras was 
the first to  hold thA doctrine. Re may, therefore, 
certainly cnnclude that the opposite theory is an error 
of the post-Aristotelian period, the source of which me 
shdl  presently find in some passages of Aristotlc. It 
by no means follows from this that Thales personally be- 
lieved in no god or gods ; ' but the tradition that credits 
him with the thesis that God is the old& of all things, 
because I-Ie has had no beginning-, is not very trusiworthy. 
For this assertion i s  no better attested than the innu- 
merable other epophtl~egms ascribed t o  tJhe seven sages, 

and was probably attributed t o  Thales originally in 
some coliection of their sayings i n  t h e  same arbitrary 
manner that other sapngs were attrihutcd t o  the,rest. 
Moreover, Xenophanes is elbe% here invariablyconsidercd 
as t he  first who, in opposition io  the Hellenic religion, 
declarcd the Deity to have had no beginning. Accord- 
ing t o  certain authors, Th:tles taught tha t  t he  world is 
full of gods. This statement is rn~ld~ more probable 
than the pre~cding.~ But what arc we to understand by 

Plut. S. sap. colbv. c. 9 ; Diog. i. 
35 ; Stobzu5, Kcl. i. 5+. This is 
no dnuht the meaning also of the 
stxtelncnts m Clemens, Slrova. r. 
5% A (and ITippolyt. Ib~fuf. her, I. 
l), accordir~g to which Thales re- 
plied to the question : ri Iorr vb 
Btiov ; r b  phrtr h p ~ h v  ~ $ T E  TAUS 
ixrru. For irnma(1iately after, 
:inot,her saying of Tllsles is q~intc l l  
concerning the omniscience of God 
(the same given hi Diug. 36 urld 
TJaler. DInx. vii. 2, 8). Conse- 
que~~t ly ,  the impersonal 8 ~ i o v  has 
her? the same sigaificmce as the 

personal Orbs. TertulFnn (Ayolo. 
gei. e .  46) transfers CICCYO',~ SLOT 
{N. D. i. 22, 60)  ithouf, Hiero nod 
Simanides tn Crcesua and Thalcs ; 
but  t.his is a mere oversight. 

drist. ne Aa. i. 5 ,  411 a, 7 :  
xa: Br r 4  ahy 6d r i v e s  a " ~ + v  [ r + p  

$uXhv] paui~8ai rpaorv, [ I ~ F Y  ~ W S  KLT~ 

@an?s $+& ~ d v r c r  xhnpn 8 e i h  
~ i v a r .  Diug. i .  27 : T ~ V  K ~ U + O Y  

Zpljrv~av ~ a i  Batp5uw~ T A ~ ~ T ~ .  Simi- 
larly Stnbrrus(r idef i~rrc ,  p. 220,2). 
Thc sama proposition is also ap- 
plied in a n ~ u ~ a l  sense (Cicero, Legy. 
ii. 11, 26) .  



the exprcssion, the diffusion of thc soul throughout the 
universe ? Arist otTe's cautious perhaps ' sllorns us how 
little such an interpretation is supported by tradil,ion. 
Indeed, it may safely be asserted that not only later 
writers, but Aristolle himself, in his o m  way, ascribed 
notions t o  Thalcs which a e  have no right to expect 
from him. That he conceived all things as living, and 
personified all active fomes after the analogy of the 
human soul, is cerEainIy probable, bccansc tlkis is In 
harmony with the imaginative view of nature which 
evcrywllere, and especially among the Greeks, preccdes 
scientific enquiry: it is, therefore, quite credible that 
ht: may (as Aristotle aEims) have attributed a soul to 
the magnet,' on account of its power of attraction-that 
i q  t,o say, regarded it as a living being. Ia the same 
manner, dorrhtless, he conceived his primitive matter as 

1 
I living, sn that, like thc ancient Chaos, it cordd beget 
: all things by itwlf, cvithollt the iutar~~cntion of an or- 

ganising ~pirit. It i a  aiso entirely conson;~~lt with 
ancient, Greelr thought that he should SCP present 
deities i n  the forces of natilre, and a proof in the life 
of nature, th t  nature is full of gods. 'Bat w e  cannot, 
be l i~ve  that hc combined t h e  several powers of nature; 
itud the souls of'seprate b e i u e ,  in the  notion of a 
worid-soul; for that notion prestlpposw that the infi- 
nite multiplicity of phenomena has kccome x unity in 
t hc  conception of the world ; and that eficient power 

7ls As. i. 2, 405 a, 19 : IOJKE L ~ T ~ Y  KUI TVTT k $ ; X ~ ~ ~  SIS&;Y.L 
82  dl Oahijr 2E &e b?ropvqpou~dnurrr I t u ~ h s  ~ E K U ~ ~ P ~ ~ F V O V  ZX r j j s  pmyv4n- 
R I Y ~ T I I ( I J Y  T L  T ~ Y  $UX$Y ;~ohaB~i i f ,  807 KR: 7°C $hi t r rpo~.  Cf. Ytoh Ed 
~ & E P  7 b v  hlSnv fQ11 $t.xhu Z X E L V ,  i. 75s : OaA$s uel .r& +wh Ip.+u~a 
iirr ~ b r  rr[8qpov K ~ V .  Diog. i. 24 : 6-:a. 
'Apla+lrrLhvs 6: 'Ianias gadr  



is distinguished from matter and conceived as anah- 
gous  to thc human spirit, no t  only in particular indi- 
viduals, where this is natural in the simpler stages of 
opinion, but in tbe univc1.s~ generally./ Both ideas 
sccm to  lie b s ~ o u d  the first narrow limits of early 
ph i lo~~phv ,  and the  historical evidcnce does not justify 
us in attributing them to  Thsles.' J\k may con- 
elude, therefowe, tlldt ~ h i l e  he conceived his primitive 
matter as living and generative, while he shared the 
re1igious faith of his people, and applied i t  t o  the 
consideration of nature, he knew uolhing of a xorld- 
soul or -rf a spirit permeating matier and forming the 
uni~erse .~  

AS to the mrtnuer in &ieh things originated from 

water, Thalcs seems to  be silent. AristotIe cert,iinly 
says that the physicists, who hold one qu~~litatively de- 
termined primitire matter, make things wise out of it 
by rarefaction and condensation;9but i t  does not follov 
that  all these philosophers without cxception were of 

that opinionV4 Arjstot,le might have used the same 
form of exprc~sion IE only the majority had held it, 

1 Y l ~ l t ,  Phc.  ii. 1: 2 : @ahas 
a$ or' lix' airroi eva r h v  ~ L r p n u  rilll- 

not of coulhse bc takcn as historical 
widence. 

Snme such auswor n~ilht sko 
br: g i ~ e n  t o  the  question v l ~ i c l ~ ,  i a  
the~last  cmtnry, vas so ~igoroudy 
delixied, t>l.lt, wllic11 is no\>- ahnost 
wliull~ n e ~ l e c t d ,  whether Tbalss 
~ 8 s  a Theist or an Atheist. 'l'he 
t r u ~ h  i e  no doubt t hk t  11e F I R  nai- 
tlier onc n o r  t.he other; neither i n  
his religiuuu faith nor his phjloso- 
phy ; llis religion is Ci rcck pn!ybhe- 
ism, his philosophy is pantheistic 

hyloznism. 
PA~Y. i .  4, at the commence- 

ment : &s 6' el +V(TLKO? A ; Y ~ ~ a a  66" 
~ p d a u c  daiv. of pkv y i p  2v ?rot$- 

~ a v r r s  1.b bv ~Gpcra .rb ~ T U K ~ J L E P O W  

. . . . r a A h m  .y~rvPur rurrvd.rTrr 
*rat pavdrgrr 7 0 A h  TI I IOAVTES . . , 
ul g ;u T ~ G  irbr ;vo6car 735 Zvav- 
rrdrqras ~ K K ~ ~ V ~ ~ ~ U I ,  Srmp 'APES[- 
pau8pbs Qquir. 

A lleraclaitus, for instdmcc, 1-e- 

gartled tl~ings:~s arising oat of fire, 
not by ra~efaction and coudenra- 
tinn, but by transformation. 



and if it appeared to Iiiruk the most logicaI theory of 
derivation. Sirnplicius is khe first who expressly con- 
nects Thales wit,h Anaximenes as having adopted this 
tlleory ; not only, however, does Theophrastuu rlisngree 
with him, but Sirnpliciu~l tells us himself that his state- 
ment is only based upon the general bearing of Aristdle'a 
words.a Ri;I'E~at, is said by Galen a in a passa.ge of doubt- 
fu! connection, and also by other writers,4 in a, similar 
s h i n ,  is most likely taken from thc same source. It 
is most probable, on the whole, therefore, that ThaIcs 
never entertained the question, but contented himself 
with the indefinite ..- ..- notion that things arose or were 
produced ch of ~ate -~ . .  

What we hear from other soilrces about the doctrine 
of Thalcs consists mcrcly of isolatcd empirical obser- 
vations or conject~lres, or else of statements so imper- 
fectly goarant.ced that they cannot be considered 
aulther~tic. The latter.  holds good not merely of the 
various mathematical and astronomical discoveries 
and moral maxims which are attributed to him,j of 
the assertion6 that the heavenly bodies are glowing 

1 P&~Y.  39 8 :  KE: oi $v 6: rcal 
K L V O I ~ ~ ~ V D Y  T ~ V  iLpX+ ; T ~ B C ~ E U O ~ ,  
j t  Bah4js ~ 0 3  'XvQ~pEruqs, JLCIUL;#FL 
~ a l  nvrcvdocr 767 Y ~ V F U L Y  T ~ E V ; Y T E S .  

So 310 a, u, Pseurlo.Alrx. icl Me- 
trtp7i. 1044 h, 33: p. 518, : ; Bun. 
and the  anonymous Sc/~fiC. ,111 ArQd. 
216 a, 14 b, 14. 

2 Simpl.  Yh/,s. 32 a, 11: 2rL yhp 
' T O ~ O U  P d ~ ~ ~  [ ' A V L Z [ L ~ L ~ V O U Y  1 Q ~ d ~ p ~ a -  
0701 $V 19 ' I U T O ~ ~ ~  T&Y & ~ V W U I V  

efpqrcc ~ a l  ~ $ 1 ,  ~ ; K Y W B L P .  (This 
s~g'ing, morcowr, ought onlp 
to be ayplied to  the a~rcienc 
Xonians. l'heoptrrarjtur; ascribed 
a h  t o  Diogenes rarefaction and 

eoude~iuation, vide ir!fra? : 8anov 
62 & E  ~ a i  01 ~ A U I  rij p a v d r ~ 7 ~  ~ a >  

W U K Y ~ T ~ T ~  ~ X P ~ V T O ,  ltd y b p ' A ~ i ~ 7 0 -  
7;h7)s wtpl I ~ ~ Y T W Y  r n l j * T ~ v  E ~ T E  KOL- 

VGS, k c .  
Vridr!  .vqmz, p 31 8, 2. 

Hippal. Hq'iut. i. I ; Arnob. 
A h .  ma$, ii. 1 0  ; Philop. PATS. 
C. I ,  14, who, in l io~k  passages, 
btl entirely confuses Thdes with 
Anaximenes, that he at,tributes to 
'Tha1e.s thr doctrinr; of  air nspximi- 
t i r c  matter. 

Wf. p. 120, and p. 213, 3. 
Plut.. PL)111c. ii. 13, 1 ; Aehill. 

Tat. h g ,  c. 11. 



ma.sees, analogous t o  Lhe earth, that the moon receives 
her light from the sun,' and so forth ; isnt even of the 
philosophic doctrines o f  the nnity of the ~ o r l d , ~  the 
infinite divisibility and variability of mabtcr,3 the un- 
tKnkab1eness of empty space; the fonr elements,-he 
mixturn of rna t t e r~ ,~  t,hc unture arid irntnortal.ity of the 
sou47 the demons and the heroes.$ At1 those originate 
with such untnsstworthy witnesses, and most of t l ~ e m  
either directly or indirectly so entirely corltradiet more 
~red ib le  testimony, that !re can attach no value to  them 
whatever. Wha.t Aristotleg gives as a tradition is more 
likely to  be true,-via. that Thalea st~ppoved the earth 

1 Plut. Plar. ii. 28,  8 ;  Plnt. 1, TL'h;~las is not ~iamed:  of dpya70?or 
Gonu. sap. C 15 (Bs 6 i  @ah;is h + ~ ,  is the expression used, nllich is 
75s hj9s E I V ~ I ~ C O E ~ C * J S  ~ J Y ~ V I T L Y  7bll evidel~~ly more correct, :tud v i a  
ahor I ~ E I V  H ~ U ~ J L O Y )  can hardly be pruhahly t he  original ezp~ession of 
%uutsd, xs t h ~  Uonyilrl of  Pintarc11 Plutar~h.  
is riot a hjstnrical  w v ~ l r .  Brnrt:o~cr, ' dccolding t o  Plutxrch (Plac. 
the  meaning is docbtlcss m ~ r c l y  ir. 2, 1) and Nen~es. (TaI. horn. c.  
that the eanihi~atidn of the ~itrtil 2, p. 28), hr des~:rih~d the go111 r26 

euuf~lrl(not, wilb ilt Bmne it&~>i.) be fol- @hms d ~ r d ~ q r o s  3 d r o ~ i q s o s ;  ae- 
luwcd by n destruction of the whoIc cording t,o Theodoret, Gr. tc$. mr. 
uni verse. v. 18, p. 72, as $du~r ~ L I c ; Y ~ + ~ s  

P111t. PZm. ii. 1, 2. (where,huweve~~ ACIK;YBTOS P ~ ~ a i L t Y  
= Plut. P6ac. i. 9, 2 ;  Stub. Ecl. ougl~t  to be read); at1 interpolation 

i. 318, 3 '18. to which tho pxcs;iga of i\ristotIo 
4 Stob, i. 378, where the older qqoted ~bovc.  r101lLtless $;~r-p. ocea- 

rending, & ~ ~ v m o a v ,  recun~mended sion. Tertullian, De An. o. 5 at- 
by Bijth, AhcacU. Phil. ii. 6, 7, is tributes t u  Thi~lss  a,11d t o  Hippo 
grammtltirally inaclruissibla. tbc t h c o ~ ~ r n  that the sml is coin- 

According t u  llle fragment of posed of nyakr. Yhi loyon~~s,  De 
thc  spru~*iuns writjllg, ?cpXiu Am. c. 7, restricts this to Hippo, 
(Galen, ride slrpw, p. 216, 2). and while, in ariotler pausage, De An. 
yerh~psa l so  Har:tclit. Alley. horn. c. A 4, be ~5cribcs it both to 
22; the fonr elernerlts are expressly Hippo and Thnlru. Ghoerilny q. 
reduced to rvatcr. J t  will hero- I)ioy. i. 24, onrl  Suidss, @ah-$r, says 
after be shown tha t  Emptdocles rhar h c  nfw the first to yrofcss be- 
was the  Rrat  to eltal~lish four :ts lief iu inimortalitg. 
the  nrimbar of the material PIE- "thenfig. S,tfpplic,c.23; Plut, 
rntints. PLna. i. 3, 

" St,ob. i. 368. Tu the parallel ~llrit/ph. i. 3. 983 b, 21 ; 118 
pnfisngc uf  PI~~t;~rch'sPlael ta ,  i .  17, Cdo, ii. IS, 104 a, 29. 
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t o  float on the mater; for this would harrnoniae per- 
fectly with the theory of the earth's origin from 
water, and easily adapt itself to the old cosmological 
notions: we ma.y also connect with it the fi~rther stats- 
ment that he explained earthyrialies 1)y the movement 
of the  mater. This ln.i+, assertion, holrever, seems t,o 
rest entirely on one of Lhc writings falsely ascribed to  
Thxle~, and doubtless the nltimate source of other 
doctrines that hc~ve becn att,t,tl.ibni.ed t o  him. The 
statement of Aristotle is betier attested, but we @in 
little information, even from him, as t o  the doctrine of 
Thall-s as a nhole."Il that we know of it may, in 
fact, be rcduced t o  t h e  proposition that  w d e r  is the 
matter out of whir:li evei-~thi~ig arises and consists. 
The reasons that det,crr~lined him t o  this theory can 
only now be conjectnred; how he  more closely defined 
the  process of the origiuetiiin of things from water is 
also very uncertain; but, it is  most probable that  he 
considered primitive matter, like natme i r ~  general, tc: 
be animate, and that he held i o  thc indetermin n t. f: con- 
ception of beginning or generatinn, withont defining 
th i s  3s lii.olzghi, abot~t by the rarefaction or condensa- 
tion of tlte primitive matter. 

IXuwever mcagre and insignificant illis theoq- may 
seem, il: wgs, a t  Irnst, an nt.tempt t o  explain phenomena 
by one general natural principle, and in this light it 
was of t h e  highcsl; importance ; we find iha t  a series of 

' p!ut. Plat. lii. 15, 1 ; Uippd,  militates awajn8t the anppo~ifion 
Rf i~ t .  Ber. i. 1 ; Sen. A7d. pie. vi. (Plut. ~ ~ n c . - i i i .  10) tha t  he held the 
6 ; lii. 14. The !ant, Ilon+rer, earth rn b~ spherical, m cwnceprion 
scems t c i  refer t.o K t .rrnti~c f';ll:ely which i s  foreign to An~lsimmrler 
sttribntad to Thdes. and Anaximenes, and even to 

2 OR the other hand, th is  Iheory Auaxsguras and Yiogencs, 



more extended enquiries are directly connected with 
those of Thale~,  and that even his immediitte snccessor 
was a'tile to  attain much mare consider3,ble results. 

I1 ANAXIVAh-BEE* 

T T l r a ~ ~ ~ a  Tbale.: had declared !water t o  be the primitive 
matter of aII things, Anax<mander defined this original 

Srhlejermaehcr, Uebw Alami- mate ; but there is much t o  1,s said 
mi ldras  (131 1 ; liiw?ce, phido8. for tho conjecture of Diels (H,$&. 
ii. 171 sqq.) ; Teiehrnilller, Sttudim ~Mu.P. xxxi. 24) that  A n n n i > n s a d e r  
gar Gczch. ~ L T  R e y .  1-70. 'I re- gave hinagciu lljsuwn work assix- 
gret thnt I cannot make use of ty-four; bhat Ap~llodorus (n!:a. ac- 
Lyngs treatise, ' On den h i s k a  coding to Dingenes, had this woyk 
.X<~twphilosophi, iser btnxiwnq$- in his hands), , fol lo~ing some in t e r  
&rs' (AIJ~JTLCR (IUS  EX Vid. SEIS- nal evidence, cn1culn:erl t h a t  the 
krrbr;ts Fo'ol.?aandlingerfw 1RG6),  nr w n ~ k w t ~ s  writtcn in j01. 56 ,Z;  and 
I am not acrluainkil nith the lan- that the s t~ternsnt ,  nf Pliay is 
p a c e  in which it is written. bnsed on the Exme cdculafion, in- 

2 Anaximander was a icllow- a ~ m u e h  as h c  found ulentiun of  he 
p i l i r ~ l ,  nf TLa.Les, ~ndalsoliispupil obljqulty of the etliptii: in this 

successor, ~ccorr l ing  trb lnter work. But niugencs adds, 
nmthoritiss (Sext. Qrrh. iii. 30 ; quoblion rroi~r dpoliodorus : ~ K , u &  

Jfat,$. is. 360 : IJippolyt. Rnj'i~d. uav~ri ~q pdhrn.;a ~a7;L ~ I O A U K ~ ~ T ~ P  

her. i. 6 ; Simpl. Php. 6 3 ,  in ; ~ h r  Zdfiov ~l lpavvov,  which is rat,hcr 
Suidas, h e .  ; thisis llkatiise implie& sirrprisi:lg, as Aimx;rn>~tider was 
by the epithet i~a ipos ,  ap. Simpl. considerabJy vlder than l'olg-crates, 

c d o ,  473 b, 38 ; Sehol. it& hist. and died nhout 22 yrar.; before 
514 a, 28 ; l ' l u t ,  ap. Ens. Pi.. Pr;. him. Yet a c  nes;l nut: with nicls, 
i. 8, 1 ; of $oda!nli i n  Cieeru, A n d .  loo. cii . .  assurne that these rrords 
ji. xi, 118 ; of yvhpipol, in Strabo, urlginally rehted to Pxtl~ag~m-as 
i. 1, 11, p. 7 ; and the lnt,t.tcr is a.c:u- j w l ~ o s e  B K ~ $  c~vI,~ii~ily ti~lls under 
ally interchanged with p&~ils, Polycrates, ~s he i b  aaid t n  have 
ibid.  xi^. 1, 7, p. 03.5). According. emigrated in his reign when f0rt.y 
to ;j.polldorus (Diog, ii. 2) he wag years old),fur t h y  arc also tu be rx- 
sisty-four ycarv old in t,hc second p l a i n e d a s  a l ~ e  inexact l-epmduction 

of thr? 58th Olympiad, 546-7 of an  obscrrntion of Apolloclurns 
~ . c . ,  and d i d  soon afterwar&, so res@ctingAnanin~ander. 1 fim in -  
t h s t  his birth must hive occurred clined to S l ~ s p e c t  t11;tt dpollodtrr~~s, 
in 01. 4% 2 (811 H.C.), OT, ss Hipp* in nrtler to get a synchrorlj~tic date 
1yt.u~ (RFfut. i. 6) thinks, in 01.42, nfkr  thc mnnner of ar~oient, rhrono- 
3. Plilly (Hist. Nut. ii. 8, 3) says logist*, had matle the bxph of this 

dizcounrad the inclinntivn of the pllilusopher {nq) prettx nearly cn- 

zodiac. '],he w o ~ r h  of these state- incicle w,ith tlle cornnlrnc~rneht of 
monts rre cannot ccrtninly esti- the tyranny of Polyc~ates, which is 

Q 2 



elemcnt as tlte infinite, or i hc  nnlimitad.' By the in- 
finite, ~owcvc r ,  he did not understand,? like Plato and 
the Pythagoreaas, an iiricorporeal element,, the  essence 
of which consists exclusively in infinihy; but an in- 
finite matter : the infinit;e is no), snbject. but predicate, 
it designates not infinity as such, but an object t o  
which the quality of  being infinite belongs. It is in 
this sense urrlj-, says rXrifitot.le," that dl the physicists 

generra:llp in the tliird year to determine the sizes and distances 
of the h3rd Olympiad, and i t 1  the of the heavfinly bndios. The in. 
L4th yen+ of hnctxirnander'b life. rcntiun nf t l ~ c  sundinl was as- 
~ u s e i i u c  (Chrno?~) nssi.gns Annxi- crihed to A~li~nimandar by Diog. 
rnan8cr to Lhe 6Tst Olympiad. ~ i .  1, and Eus. Pi.. Eu. x. 14, 7 ;  
Nothino js  know^^ of ltjs per- mA t o  hnaximcncu by Pliny, Net. 
sunal. $story, but tbr shitenlent HisB. ii. 76, 187, in both cases pr- 

(33li :~n,  V. H. iii. 17) of Ilia bring roneously, as is probable ; for t he  
t he  leiider of the bXilesian eo1o1ly inwlltion, aerordin< to Hnmd. ii. 
in Apollorila jnrlicill;ss that he  109, was intrduced into Grecce by 
filled a distinguixbrci psit.iim in the  Babylonians; but it  is possible 
his native place. His bwlr, ?rep; t,Il>at one of these pltiInsophern m y  
+6acws, is strid to  haw Lern t h o  11mc rrcctod in Spzrts tho first 
first philosoyhicnl writing of the sundial ever seen there. 
Grceks jJ>iog. ii. 2 : Themist. Oral. Arist.. Phnys. iii. 4 203 b, 10 
xxvi, p. 317 C. When Cleme~is, rqq.; Simpl. I'hvs. 6 a, and many 
Stram. i. 308 C. says the .same rif ifother ; see the foliowir~g note. 
tile w~ork of Anasrxgor&s, he is eri- A s  Schleier~m~filler, lot. tit. 
dently confusing him with Annxi- p. 176 sq., rxhaueti~rly pmres. 
mnder) .  Branilis riglltlg obserres, Ph.ya, iii. 4, 203 a, 2 : 7 ~ & ~ 7 1 s  

howel-er (i. 12ri), thitt arcorrhng to drs 6 ~ x 6 ~  Trvu 7~lfliaur ~ G Y  6vrwr  
Dio~cnes, loc. oil., the  uork rnllst [ r S  ~ T F I ~ P I . ] ,  O F  pIv %u+ep oi  n ~ k -  
Have k e n  rare, even in Apollodo- ydprtor ~ a l  nhdrmv, aaV a5?h, ohx 
rus's time, and Simplici~u can nnly 6 s  U V ~ ~ ~ E @ ~ X ~ S T L ~ I ; ~ ~ ~ ~ , & ~ A ' O ; U ; R P  

have known it l h m ~  thr:  gnota- ebb bv 7 8  I~XEIPOV . . . . a; 8; 
tions of Theoprirastus and others. ntpl + L a ~ w s  &amcs bd  ;rrvrtOiuutt 
Snitlas mentions. s e ~ e r a l  writings 21i~irr rrvb @mu 74 &~~11.c!py TGV 
of Anaxirna~~der'a but tl~is is A ~ ~ U ~ ~ Y W Y  ~TLILXE(PIV, "TOY J6wP 4 
~~o~ibtlrsu n nduundomtanding ; on ddPa 3 7B p,rss[b ~ o b m r .  Cf. (We- 
the other hand? a m p d  the world tnph. r. 2 ,  r b, 16. According 
is attributed tohim ( h o g .  lur. czt.: to tile r l l e o ~  of tho Physicish the 
Strabb, l ~ ,  cdt. ;tfterErntm.stharies; $P was not ibsslf a al~bstxnce, b11t 
Ag~tlicmerus, G c ~ T .  InJ. I). Gu- had some @dms for its nl~bstratnm, 
fletIIuS, ap. Simpl. Bs &b, 212 irrc;vwv J priv . r ~ r  drhinu c$ai 
n, 1 2  (ScAol. h Arist. 497 a, TO] Mar sb 2" 6 8' BCpa, 6 62 (Anaxi- 
says he was t11e first a410 tried rna~der) ~b & T C ~ ~ O Y .  



speak of the infinite; ancl among the phlvsiciats he 
~ ~ ~ l l e s t i o n a b l y  reolrons Anaximand~r.~ According to  
the unanimous testimony of later :~utXors,~ Anaximan- 
der$ main argument for h ~ s  theory wai that t h e  infinite, 
and the infinite alone, does not exhaust itself in con- 
btantly producing. This is thc very argmnent that 
Aristotle quotes as t h ~  chief ground for maintaining 
an infinite corporeal matter; and he dops so in speaking 
of the theory w1licir me rccognise as An,?xirnanclerms, - 
viz. that the  infinite is it body distinct from the de- 
terminate elempntr. From the infinite, Anaximander 
(whom Arist.oile for tha t  wason place5 heside Empe- 
docle~ and Anaxagoras) derived particuiar kinds of 
matter, and the world which is compounded of them, 
by rncans of separation (Ausscheidzwxg), a doctrine 
which mould be impossible unless the infinite were 
itself something material. Lastly, though ~t is  d~fficult 
to disco~re~. how thrs philosopher precis~ly defined his 
infinite, all testimony is agreed as to its corporeal 
nature; md among the pasuagcs of AristotJe which 
puvsibly may refer t o  Anaximander, and of which some 
must of necessity refer to  him, there is none which 
does not imply this carpolcal ~ a t u r e . ~  That he in- 

Cf, loc. cit. p. 203 b) 13; ride 
i ~ ~ j k . .  . 

VCic. Acnd. ii. 37, 118 ; Simpl. 
W &lo. 273 L, 3R ; Srhol. 314 a, 
28 ; Philop. Phy~ .  1-,, 12 rn ; Pin t .  
PZncira, i. 3, 4 ,  and t o  1118 same 
effect, Stub. &l. i. 292: h i y e r  o8r. 
ark .rL YInrrpCu 2urrv; Sva fiq8kv 
Z ~ h ~ i s q ,  + -yivcors $ ~ ~ o r a p . ~ v ~ .  

PItp5. iii. 8, 209, a,  8 : oh* 
ykp Yva q yk~srs .  p+ Z r n A d q ,  dray- 
uaTou ivrpyr:q 67rei~ov eTvat u&pa 

aio8qrdv, cf. e. 4, 203 b, 1 8 ,  and 
Plut. loe. cM. 

4 V i d e i d .  p. 234, 3, and p. 250: 
' Jn  our t,esl of Siinpl. f ' h p .  

33 h, o, RC hii~w: ~ u o ~ a n ~  T ~ C  

tvav+rd.m~as IY T G  ~ O H S I , U ~ Y ~  

& ~ . ? r f l ~ q ~  6271 ircrllPa~r 2 ~ ~ ~ l v r i r O a l  
rpqarv 'Aua<ipauGpo~. Jnu~md of 
bu&,uarr ~ ~ h l c ~ e r m i ~ c l ~ e r ,  lor. c i f .  
176, prap9ses toreadd,ua~r. Bran- 
ciis (&. pl~t?. i. 130) prefers 
irirw,&rak-r+; but this could only be 



tended therefore t o  designate by the infinite a matter 
im6nite as t o  its mass, cannot be doubted; ' and it is 

xdmit.ted on the supposition that 
Birnpliciu;; by the baLSparov tiara 
undarsr.ood that which i s  not as ret 
formed into iiny dererrnjl~ntc ho~ly. 
Meanwhile udParr is not ~nerely 
1,etter sense, bnt it bas also in ~ t s  
L'tvwr that Simgliciac in the pre- 
vious context {p. 32 a, ScAoL im 
Rr, 334 B, 18) has bccn speaking 
of hr~xlimandar's oiycrr ~b h o r r i i -  
pcvou ; and a i n ~ i l a ~ l y  Ari.rtolle in  
t h c  passage i m m e d ~ a t e l ~  preceding 
the olle here in question, PAy8. i. 
4, 157 &, 13, spealis of Ihs #&,+a 
r b  ~ ~ O K F L ~ G V O U ,  and ellsewl~ere (vitic 
preriuas notr) of the d a ~ l p o v  u&pa 
aiu~v+dv. Thcve words signify : 
'Li t he  primitive matter corleeived ; 
ae d n ~ t p o ~  o&pm.' 

' Miahelis (Dc A m n s  Iu&dto. 
l i ~ d .  lect. B.r-u?r?~dcc.g, 1874) ir~dcrd 
assorts thc contmry in the tone of 
one u-110 bulils his own in6Jli- 
hi1it.y h be indisputnble. liis 
argurnentu, huwer-er, seem to me 
insnfficient. He r u ~ j n t n i n a  that 
Aristolrle, in  n passage rlaver 
hitherto undcrstooi (Phys. iii. 4, 
204 a, 3 sq.), dihtillgllishes t.he 
positive infinite or absolute from 
the negative infiuits, wi~icli relatca 
ovly t o  the torpo:enl and rhc sen- 
fiibla, the lirrnlor beins w11at Anibxi- 
mandsr meant by his 8rc1pnv. But 
the pa~ssaa coulai~is no tin~tcc of 
any such distinction, nor has any 
writer PI-eviously disrovered such ; 
i , ~  ulily s ~ y b  t l u t  we n u y  either ca11 
thet an dxeipou: tho mwsnring nf 
which can nerrcr be completed ; or 
that, wlllch does uot sllow of being 
mc;isulred: 74; p4j T E ~ U M ; V U L  B ~ i i v a t ~  
Conrp ii $ov+ $opa.rox; in other 
wordtr (d c. 6, 204 a, 12), that 
wIlich cloowuot I d  uiider the  con- 

ception of magnitude, and, there- 
fore, can as little be measol*d or, 
cons~quauLly, limited, sy tlra roics 
cz~i  be conceird of as risible. SO 
understood, the explrcssiou & . K C I P O P  

11;w nothing a t  nlI to do with tllc 
Absolute as such: tlitr ~ T E L ~ O Y  in 
111ih SQIISO coincid~srnuchmorc with 
rllat of which it i s  said (Piiys. iii. 
4, begirlning) tkat, i t  can neitlier 
be called Ei,r~lpor (in the urdiusry 
selisej: nur ~ e s ~ t ~ u r r p b o u ,  as,forin- 
stance, the poiuL or tl?c r d R n ~ .  
Michcli$ himself is frirced to allom 
(p. 7 sq.) t he t  Aristulle noror 
agaiu m a ~ ~ t i o n s  this ' gositire in- 
finite:' How lit t le Aristutle ever 
thought of  if, Miel ie l l~  rrlighl hare 
welt had ho ~tuilied the piibsdge  TI 
Php .  i. 2 ,  1S5 a, 32 sqq.. where, 
witlluut any restiiat.ibn, it is as- 
serted of the t i r d ~ p o v  generally, ILIILI 
uot nf any particular kirlrl uf 
E I T F I P O Y ,  tllitt i t  is to be fountl or~ ly  
iv.r@ T O U ~ ,  ohiav 62 k ~ e i p v r  si;ar 
fi r r o r 6 r q - r a  3 rd6or o h  E ' v d J x s r a l  
~i p+ R ~ T L  W V ~ B I @ ~ K ~ S ,  C; ~ r a ;  
noub LTTU ~iw, for the  dbsulute ir 
o h d a ,  if it i s  anytl1ir.g ; and sl~ch 
an  oOaia that thr: ?roobv c ~ m ~ o t ,  
not even ~ a ~ b  nu,ubcfiq~bs,  helong 
ro it. Tile conception of the Abso- 
lute aud that of the iilrcipur, accor- 
dilig to Jlrjstotle's pien; plainly 
osclucle ulle another ; for   he dl>- 
solute is t h e  parfectd energy, pure 
n11d simple ; t l ~ c  &~?rc~pov. on the 
contrary, i s  1v11nt is xlwily.u unper- 
ffi~t~lI, 8 1 ~ 1 1 7 5  ~ u u C I ~ F L ,  n43Fbr ;YeP- 

ycla (Ph.,y;ya. ili. 6 ,  201 a, 20 c. 
6, 208 b, 34 sqq ; ~&taph. ix. G, 
1048 b, 141, whirl], consequently, 
c;to be ol~ly malerial cause, nnrl i s  
ne-rer alt~liloyerl i n  :my o ~ l r e ~  xeriae 
(Thy. iii. F, 207, 4, 34 sqp.; of. 



in this sensc that we should understand the 
expression i i .7r~~pou. I  He  it^ induced, as we hale seen, 
t o  determine primitive matter in this way, chiefly by 
the cnnsjdsratioil that primitire matter must be infinite 
to be able continually to  prodlice from itself new 
essences. It was easy far -4ristotlc to show (loc, cit.) 

c. 6, 206 n, 18 b, 13). dristutle, 
nnqnn6tiona,bly thc~cfore, neither 
himsclf thought of ail immrtpri;~l 
& T F L ~ O Y ,  nor attzibuled i t  to Anaxi- 
munricr. Even in  rcspoct of t h a t  
~ A F L P O V ,  wlihicl~ illichdis wrongly 
regards R A  his pn>iti~-e Infinite,' 
he tiays expressly, I'h:y+,. iii. 5, 204 
8, 13 : &Ah' oirx oil.rws O ~ T E  @aalv 
sbai oi +do~uv . i i s  &at 4 2ntrpov 
0 h 6  ~PE;I  [ V ~ ~ T O ~ / L ~ V ,  &ha h3 &fit(["- 

Bop. As little can it be said that 
Aristotle, at any r:ite, did nut 
trscrilir: t r ~  Anaxinlander 's  hntrpov, 
u corporenl rn~ierizili~y, fur be 
m:t~lifest.ly rlocs .to in tlw passages 
quoteti, p. 225, 3, ant1 p. 229, 3. 
ilJichelis's argumelit (y. 111, that 
t I i c  passage in ~ I r l i ~ t ( ! ~ ~ f b ,  s 2, 10:j3 
b, l. 'r(vidcbxpm, p.233, I )  identifies 
Annrirnxndcr with Ernpectoclas (it, 
a l s n  identifius him w i t h  Anaxime- 
nes), alld t l~x t ,  accnrJing to my 
~ i a w ,  thr; same opinion is ascribed 
l u  him as to 3felisru5, pruvt.3 nu- 
thing. We cannot couclurle that 
bemuse the $bth;a of Emyedncleu is 
IIOL s, COI-pireal matter d~at tilere- 
f~r@Annxim:rucler's d r r ~ ~ p n v  is rrone: 
nor can i t  be p~nnonnced impoasihlo 
that >Ieli.jr~ir ijhni~ld ha re  been lod 
t o  n detarmination of Being, which 
brought him i u t u  cuitr~ct with 
Anaxirnai~d~~, nsPlato wnsb~ol~ght 
rvit,h t he  Y~ i l~ f l gn reanu  by his dim- 
trine of t he  Unliniited. Iln filia 
(p. I l ) ,  Arisrotlc. of nlroso words, 
rrlureorzr (Phys. iii. 4, 203 b. 4), 
BIicholis has ;t wrung ~onceptiun, 

nlust himself, according to  this 
writer, have dibtorter! Annxim:ln- 
der's doc t rne :  and itllothcr anthn-  
rities, especially Tizeophrast.us, in 
his utterance, clur>tedp. 2.33,1, must 
be held guilty of the came thing. 
Prom ir1118 point. Iro\~e~er,  all pou- 
sibilig of any historic demonstm- 
t i u n  is at an end, and Blicl~eliu 
substitutes for i t  a simple ..iic volu, 
sic jubro. 

' StrGrnpe11 (Gnch.  h r  thew. 
Phil. iitmrGr. 33); Si.ydel{Fb~tschirti 
dnr didtoph. i~~nerilnib do* ~Ychlde dr s 
Inn. & ? J ! I J Z G ~ B ~ G ~ L S ,  Leipziy, 1860, p. 
1 U )  ; and Teichmiiller (Studimt rriv 
C;iui!h. d e ~  Beg?.. 7 ,  J7) beliere thwr, 
the i ; n r ~ ~ c s  mwns  rvith Annximnn- 
clcr ilraf, which is q u a l i t a t i ~ e l ~  in. 
detertnirrate, as ilisting~ished horn 
d e [ e r ~ n i u t e  s11lbstantncs5. Bnt the 
wcrd cnelns to hive first rewired 
this sig~tifiration fruln the Yythor 
gorean*, and even ?rit.h thela it is P. 
dwived bigmificatiun ; tha  o r i g i ~ i a l  
meaning is the Fnlimjted ' (only 
that. the Cnlimited, :IS applied to 
numbers, i s  that w l ~ i c l ~  sets no 
liirlit t o  tlirisiun llur to  augwae~lir. 
biott, rideinfi*~, P31A.). FarAunxi- 
mander ths sign:niticat,ion msults 
partly fxoru the salns car~se that lle 
as.sjgnc; fhr the bu~rph  oT prirnit.ive 
msrtcr jriz., t ha t  i t  u-auld orl~cr- 
wise be sxha~~stsd);  ar~d partly 
from this consideration, lhxt ~t is 
prccisrly becaubo of its infinity 
r h ~ c  the l i r ~ i p e v  can ombrme all 
things. 



that this proof is not conelusive ; but it might never- 
thdess have appea~cd sufficient to the unpracti~ed 
thought of the earliest philoeopl~ers,~ and me must at 
any rate allow that  Anaxirnander, by maintaining the 
theory, first raised an important qllestion in philo- 
sophy. 

So far there is litt.Ie room for disagreement; but 
opinions are greatly divided as t o  the more precise 
meaning of Anaximander's primitive matter. The 
ancients are pretky nearly unanimous in a~serting that 
it did not coinoidc with either of the four elements ; ' 
according to  somc it was not a determinate body a t  dl, 
others describe it as intermediate ' l c w c  water and 
air, or again between itir and fire ; ~cbile a third account 
reprewnts it as a mixture of all paticular kinds of 
matter; a mixture in wliich these have been always 
contained, as distinct and determinate, so that they 
can be evolved from it by mere separation, without any 
chauge in their constitution. This last theory has 
forrncd the basis in modern tirncs3 of the assertion 

1 Tbe same mistake, howercr, 
ms m:de by HaTiaaus, and after- 
warcis by the Atomist, Metrrxlorua ; 
,~ ide ilbjra. MeI. and Melrod. 

2 Authorities will presently be 
given. The P.!eudo-_hrint.utelian 
wi.iting, De Me?irso, Cc., c. 2, 975 
b, 22, alonc maint+~ins that his pri- 
mitive matter is mter (vide i g b f r a )  
and in Eextus, Math. x. 813. k t  1s 
said ?,lmt hc made all things arise, 
I [  i h s  uai wore;, namely,nir. But. 
altiirn~~h his uarne i s  tviec mcn- 
tioned, it sw~ns rely probable lhst 
the statement m q  hn~t! bpruug 
f tom the erroneow subbtitution of 

Anaxilz~andcr for Al~auimexcs, re- 
peated by  acopSiat from the  text, of 
Sextus, or svmc other nuthorwliurn 
he 1r.a~ t~anse~ibing. I n  the F'y,~h. 
iii. :<(I he $;ires s co~.~*cet  accoui~t of 
h>th tlrsse Yhilu.~opht.re. 

Rit~er, G@cJL. (Ifr In?z. Phil. 
p. I T 4  ~qq. ,  a.nd CescJa. dm- Phil. i. 
201 aq., 283  sqq., whele hi* former 
~ioncsssiuu that Anaxngor:~~ lield 
things to be contained In prin~rtire 
matter nnlg as tn ths i r  gerrn and 
enpitbility, and not ;is distiuct 
from each other, is virtually rc- 
tracted. 



that among the carlier, no less than among the later 
Ionic philosophers, there were .two classes-thr: Dy- 
namists and the Med~anist,s-i.e. those who derived all 
things from one primitive matter by means of a vital 
transformation, and those who derived them from a 
multipIieity of unchanging primitive matters by means 
of separation and combination in spacc. To  the first 
belong Thales and Anaximeues, Heracleitus and Dio- 
genes; to  t he  second, Anaximander, with Anaxagoray 
and Archclau~. R c  )>ill now examine this theory, 
since i t  has an important, bearing not only on the 
doctrine before us, but also on the wl~olc history of 
aneien t Philosophy. 

Much may be said in its behalf. Simplicius' ap- 
pe:vs to  ascrih~ the same view to  Anaximander which 
we find in Anaxagaras, viz. that in the separation of 

matterb from the infinite, Iriudied elemcnts become 
united, gold particles with golci pwtic!lcs, earth with 
earth, and so on, thcsc diffcrcnt and distinct kinds of 

1'71~8. G b, u; af~eradeucrip- 
tion of Auauagorar's duci;ririe of 
the primit ive elements. he pmr~eds 
thus  : ~ a i  saGs8 @qoiu d Qcli$~paoror 
napa~hqu;ws .r@ Av~rj~drSpg. hiyrrv 
7bw 'Auu[uydpau. ~ M E ~ V O S  ydp cjrq~rrv 
2~ T? 8iCMPL#~l 'TO; A ~ < ~ , Q O V  T i  

ouyyfv$ +ip~affal rpbr  dhh7]Arr, ~ a i  
3 7~ piu ;P TG TUYT; x p u u b ~  iiv, 
~ { W E U ~ C L L  xpuu&v, 8 Tr 62 y$ y ? v ,  
dFvlvs 8; ~ a ;  ~ i v  &AAWV ZKUUTOP, 
&s oh y ~ ~ o p < v m v  dhh' 6 r a p X d u r w ~  
xpd~epov .  Cf, p. 51 b. u: ol 82 
~ o h h h  pkr, 2 v v x u p x o n 7 a  62 Z K K P ~ Y E -  
near h y o v  7hv +y;u~(nu ; tvarpojv~~r ,  
&s ' A ~ a ~ i ~ u v 8 ~ o s  rral 'AvaEaydpras 
f i r  1) ~ l v f i a e w s  ual ~ j l $  Y E Y I ~ C W S  

&~ov  Z~lriurqae T ~ Y  YOGY 6 'AKL(u- 

y6pas. 5p' d5 I ~ c r ~ p ~ r ~ , u e v a  ~ o d s  .TE 

K ~ U P O U P  K U I  T;IY T&V ~ A ~ W P  @6uiv 
;yLvrvuav. ' Kd o i k w  piv, +gar, 
A ~ , u , ~ ~ L B ~ . ~ ~ ~ T w v ~ ~ ~ F L w  &u d 'Avnlaydpa~ 
.rdrsp&w ~ A L K ~ S  h p ~ h  ~ X C L P O V S  noi~iv ,  
7 4 u  8; ~ j j s  KIYJIREWZ ~ a l  f i s  y ~ v L r r ~ w s  
aii-iav piav .r&v voiv' si 6; 71% 7;Iv 
~ T ~ I E ~ V  T ~ Y  i ~ d v ~ w v  J ~ o h d B o ~  J L i m ~  

civui 9 5 ~ 1 ~  EL4ptrrou ual a a ~ '  ~ i 6 0 s  
~ a i  K U ~ &  J L ~ ~ E A U Y ,  uup~aLv~ i  880 r k s  
kpxbr a h h  hiysrr, .rhv .roc tnsipol ,  
@&aru ~ a l  T ~ B  v n i i ~ .  i j a r ~  @ a ( ~ ~ ~ a i  

.rd: crwpart~tr srorxeb a u g u ~ h ~ u ~ u s  
m ~ i C u  'A;la&pdvSpy.' The emtn~e 
words nre quolcd by Gimplir,ius, 
p. 23 a, as burroried from Thru- 
pkrastus's qvrru* iuropkt. 



matter having been already contained in the original 
mass. His a~~thori ty for this  statement is srlpposed t o  
be Thcophrirst~ls. IVc meet with the same view, how- 
ever, elsewhere,' and Aristotle seems t o  justify it when 
Be describes Anaximander's primiLive matter as a mix- 
t ~ r e . ~  He also expressly mentions him as one of the 
philosophers who tllougl~t particular kinds of matter 
were dcvcloped from the one primitive matter, not by 
raxefaction and cor~dcnsation, but by ~epnrat ion.~ This 
proves, appal-ently beyond question, that  Aristotle 
himself concei~ed this primitive matter of Anaaiman- 
der as ~~ntllnlogous to that  of Auaxagoras ; for that  which 
has to be separateti from ruuttcr milst, previousTy have 
been contained in it. But these reasons, 011 closer in- 
spection, are very ins~fficiertt.~ In regard to  the Aris- 
totelian parsages, Aristotle himself tells us-that he 
uses the expressions separated ' and 'contained,' not  
only where one kind of matter is contained in auother 

Sicloniua Apolllnaris, Cann. 
xc. 83 sqy., according t o  Augus- 
tine, Cia. D. viii. 2 ; Philoponas, 
Phya. C, 4. In Irmeus 0. km. ii. 
14.2,  it i n  nol clear what conception 
of the 6 r c t p u v  ho means : ' Anmz- 
~ i f l 7 h d ~ l '  a u t m  Roc p o d  imm?tswra 
csl ootu2.u?n z~~ziium d d e e i d  (;X~BE- 
TO) aerni?cltliter habm~ ila mirtipso 
al i~f~iwn gmbeai~a.' 
' i?fdti~ph. xii. 2, 1089 b, 30 : 

I C E )  TOST' ~ T L  ~b 'AvaEaydpou $v  ~d 
'Epiri8u~~r'uvs 7 b  p?y,uu ~ a i  'Aru(r- 
p k ~ 8 ~ o o .  

Phys. i. 4 : QI B oi + u a l ~ o t  
h6youar 660 +rpdno~ d d v .  oi pku y i p  
i a  irorfiawr~s .rb BY a&a .rb 8socsL 
pevou, Q ~ i j v  rpiGv (Xritter, Air; 
fire,)  .rr, &AAO, a' &UTE auphs fi iu 
? T U K U ~ T € ~ O V  66ps 68 ~ E ~ T ~ T E P O Y ,  

rhhhcl ycvvBai r r m v d ~ q s r  ual ,xav6- 
T V T ~  T O A A ~  ~ O I O ; V T ' ~ C S  . . . . ai 8' 
IK r u P  ivhs $whuas rhs Z.uau7tdrqras 
~ K K ~ ~ ~ E ~ O U ~ ,  &oacp ' ~ v a E L ~ a v ~ ~ d s  
$451 KL; 6uol 6' ? I ,  lcsi nohhd +WII> 

r7va1 &ntp 'Epn~80~hGs i<al'Ara[a- 
-,6pasn Ix l o 0  piyparus -pip ~ a l  otsor 
Zrr~~;r~avor .rihhia. 

Gf. Eollleiermicher, up. cd. p. , 
190 bq. ;  H Y B I ~ ~ S ,  Rhei*. Mw.  of 
Xisbubr and Hraildis, ili. I 2 4  sqq. ; 
Grr. Rim. Ph~l. i. 132 sq. 

V e  Calo, iii. 3, 302 a, 1 6 :  
Z r n ( r ~ ~ i  8+ U T O ~ X ~ ~ O ; O Y  T ~ Q  U W ~ ~ T R I Y ,  

ris ?J sdhha c&para Fialpei~at, Zuu- 
T ~ P X O Y  ~ U Y L ~ F I  Y) i v e p y ~ i ~  . . . . 
ir ,ulv yap 6apIrL t ho  ~ a l  ifcdarq 
T G V  T U L O ~ T W Y  Eutu;~ B Y Y ~ F E ~  wGp KKPI 
yij pasrp& yhp ragra ~ K C I U O ~ P  
Z ~ u p ~ v d ~ ~ u a .  



act~rally, but potentially ; therefore, wliert he says that  
Anctximander represents the paticnlar substances as 

separating tltcmselves frornthe primitive matter, it does 
not sat all follow that thcy were, as these definite srtb- 
stances, included within it. The primitive matter om 
bc eq~~ally c o n p ~ i ~ c d  as t h v  indeterminate essence out 
of which the  dctcrminate is rtltimately ileveloped hy a 
quaIitative change. As to the comparison of A n a ~ i -  
m:xnder with Anaxagoras and Empedocles, it may as 
ea~ily refer to a remote as t o  a particular rebernbla~~ce 
between their doctrines,' and it is the former kind of 

In the  pnssagc just qnnted, 
1'1~7~8. i. 4, Aiistntle distinguiahi:s 
those phiiosopl~ers who plnceprilni- 
t i re  milt ter  in a debrnllinate body 
from Ariaximarider xud those, Batir 
tv K U ~  C O ~ A L / .  q w i v ,  r h o  lnaintain 
tllat the  $P (the pl<initirc matter) 
is at t.llc ssme time une itrllt nially, 
Lwdusa it is au ausemblwe of 
many ~uli&t;tocos q~ia1it~itirr:ly dis- 
tinct. Wo may indctd question 
wlisther Awxi~~ia l~der  ih  to 11s 
courlretl nruong these liuter; :he 
~vocrls ,  sa: 6001 S', are not. cr~n~lusir-e 
against it ; since t,hey rimy aot only 
be eaplainod, ' and similarly those,' 
kc., ljut also, and 'geilcrully 
spaakiq,  thuse.' UUL (cf. Seyd01 
loc. cii .  p. 13) in the subsequent 
pasfige, i~ 70; piyparor, &c., the 
ral o t r o l  cannot inel11de Anaxi- 
mandar, f u r  11s is the only person 
mith wilura the oQroi (clrrol~gl~ the  
re:) can b~ C U ~ ~ B P O ~ ,  birlc~ IIGBIODB, 
lioC the ~ E v  T O L ~ ~ C U U T E S  7 b  du c;p.ct, 
taught an A~pro~s uf tL~e E V U V T L A ' T ~ -  
r e f  out  of clre ?v. If 60. Lu~rever, 
cbe pi:ilosnphcrs; Bcor Eu rcwl nohhd 
g m ~ v  d u a l ,  i ~ h l l ~  thcy woro likcnad 
wit11 dnasima~ldar in regard to the 
Z~upiuls, are at t h o  sriue Lime dis- 

crilnin~tlxi f r ~ u ~  hirn in allother 
respeot ; he citnnut, thwefnrr, be 
counted ammg those who coosider 
prirnilivc rnaL'c.nl* tnhe ;v  rcal nohhd, 
and he did nor cotlcelro it as s. 
Inass of various ~lla.LterB, mtai~l- 
ing dieir quiilitrtivi. differcnecs in 
t,he mixture. Eiisgen (7Tehw d. 
Yrrre~pos d ? z a . ~ i m n ? z d c ~ ~ ,  Wiesbade11, 
1367, p. 4 sq.) , t h i~~ks  that in this 
passiige Auaxlmnnder must he 
rechuued Llmong those who admit 
the Pv ~ a l  rohhh, os t,hei+e would 
othcraise hc no conttast be~wcen 
him and those who assume ozre 
u~ji$orurui fitst principle (Anaxime- 
ura, Be.);  ljut he  misconr,ei\-es the 
rmin uf iile:ts. Allaxiuraniler. is 
no t  ylilced 9 t h  Empeducles and 
,\nax;igornc ~u all opposition m 
Anaxime~lcs and othcps, in ~ w p r d  to 
the Unity or I'lurality 01 pxilni~ive 
substances, but i u  re.g~.rd LO LLe 
Inarllror in vvhinh r,l:ings proceed 
from thcni (ra~*eCqction andcou~len- 
satirrll u r  separ;rtiuu); it is, how- 
ertr, at tlra same tirue pointed out 
how i l~~ i t dn ln~~dor  difirs fibom 
thcqo two phllouophers ; H I I L ~  si1bse- 
qaeiitly how thoy differ from 0 x 1 ~ .  

another. Bisgon's attcmpt (11. 6) 



reference that is intended. In the same may Anaxi- 
mander's primitive matter might be called piypa, or 
at any rate might be loosely included wider this ex- 
pression (which primarily r e l a l r s  t o  Empcdocles and 
Anaxagaras), -ivithout wcribing t.o Anaximar~der the 
theory of an original rnkture of all payticular matters 
in the specific scnse of the p11r.ise.I We cannot tbe1.e- 
fore prove that Aristotle sscrihed tElis doctrine to him. 
No+ does Th~ophrasttus ; he expressly says t ha t  Anaxa- 

to press into his sercice P h p .  i, 2, brnnght t~bout by ii ~neet i l ig  to- 
sub init., :111d i. 5, ~ u b  init. is also a gether of the pxrtieular substances, 
mistnlre ; for in t i ~ c  first of these :IS Dusgen (p. 3, 7, 11 sq. of the 
pnsMges An~xim:mnder, if 1le were treatise mei~tioncd in the pre- 
named at. alI, would be ranked ceding note) seems t o  assume in 
among those wlio ilasume a r cg~rd  to the 5 r ~ t p u v  of Anxxi- 
hpXh ~ivoup.4vrr; and the ueco~brl m;m<!er; ihis, inrloed, is xhs~li>t,eIy 
dons not aim xt R pnmpIete enunle- incompatible with tlie concrpt. of 
ration of the different ~yshems: prirnitir-e n~st~ter ,  of t h  I i t e n ~ x l  
Empedoeles, Anaxagora%, and the and the  Cnbccome. I n  colt.;ider- 
Fythagorrans, arc none of them i ~ l g  t he  :tbove-mentioned pnssnge, 
mentinned, and it i s  only i n  a i t  must also be obserrcd &at here 
forced muImer that Hcracieitns r m  t l ~ e  &yPa is primarily ascribed 
bo hrought in uader the mtegory t u  Errrpedaclcs, and ouly i n  the 
of t,hose who hold the rarefaction second pl:tm tu dnxximand~.r,  by 
and condenmtion of primitive the addition ~ s l  'Arn~rpdr8pov.  
matter. We might here d m i t  a slight 

' Separation corre~ponds to  .m~.gr~zu, so that the ivu!*d. which 
mixing (.rGv +p ~ b r G u  pi$c ~ U T L  in  its full pr1wP.r could only hc 
~ a l  XCYP~UP~S,  as i t  mid In Mttnph, used of Hmpedocles, might, I J ~  ; ~ p -  
i. 8.98'3 h, 4 ;  :t pltr-s~ge well worth plied in  its general conception 
comparing with the on6 before up); (Cnity irkcludirio i n  itsclf a Nulti- 
if all t,hirigs amse by soparntlan plicit?] to ~ n a z m n n d e r ,  nnd this 
from the yrimiri.i.c mnttcr,  this is ail tlic moreju~t,ifiimb!c. slnee t he  
mat,tcr was previnualq xni ix ture  of p a f m p  belungs to n. sectiou of 
all  things. In the eame ray, Arirlotls which (perhaps bcc:inne 
tlleroCoine, t.hat AT-i~totln can sperbk it wab originally :t d~af't. intended 
of s stporntion or dit~biaw, when for hi3 O\VII w e )  is uurqualled 
the separated elernent.~ ae1.t: unly among a l l  his vrrit,ings for scant 
potenti~lly containail. IU the yrimi- expre%sion, and i n  whichtho proper 
tivc matter, h c ~ a i l  likrwiso, i n  tho  mooning. of t i l e  author is olten 
&?me aase, speak o f  a mirtu~c. It only discorerable by cnmpleting 
Is'not the l e i i e t  nece*wary that t l ~  ttlunghtq which 110 hi~s searccly 
#iy#u should first haye been iudlcatcd. 



goras can only he held t o  agrce with Annximander an 
the  subject of primitive~natbcr if we attribute t o  him as 
his principle a matter without definite qualities 

+&by A t r p ~ ~ r o s ) ,  instead of a mixture of deter- 
minate and qualitatively distinct suhstauces.l That 
the cloctrine o f  Anaxagorasmigllt ultjmtltely be reduced 
t o  tlrls t'rieory, which is certainly divergent from its 
primary sense, had already been lemarked by Ar i~ lo t l e .~  
Theophrastus "drew the s m e  inference, and I Y ~ ~ ~ C S  his 
comparison of Anaxagoras with Anaximander contingent 
on its admission. Thiu ~ l l u w s  that he ascribed to 
Amximaudcr a primitive matler in which no particular 
quahties of bodies were as yet present, not a matter 
that comprehended all paitiorllar substances as such 
within itself. Besiries, the text in question does not 
attribute this latter docirine to An~xirnander; fo r  the 
words t o  which this rncaning is ascribed4 refer to 
Anuxagora~ .~  Noreover these words are not g-ivcn by 

In ~ l l e  ~ ~ o r r l s  q ~ ~ o t c r i  bet weer1 
invert,ed commns, p. 2%3,1, KC; o h m  
F ; p - ' A ~ ~ ~ p d ~ 5 p ~ ,  tile O I I ~ ~  pflssi&gc 
that &irnplicius tlierv c i ~ e s  textu- 
nlly from Ilinr. 

Afctaph. i. 8, 989 8, 30; cf. 
i$id. xii. 2 ,  1060 b, 21. 

3 TBP 'A~~1[ay5pmv 6;s T B U  'Aua- 
t [ p v F ~ o v  rruua8rjv, as it is said in 
Siurpl. Pljja. 3 3  a. 

4 Simp.  luc. cet. from ~ K I ; V O S  

to h r t p ~ d v ~ ~ v ,  vhare Bmndis 
(BY.  I(ir~n. Phal. i. 1 9 )  sees a state- 
ment abonl: An~~inliillLie~ emarid- 
t ing  Irnm 'Zh~ophrostl~u. 

5 Theee words may c~rtninIy 
rcfer to i l~~mirnandcr, hut they 
ruay alsn rcfrr to  hnnxagoras : for 
tl~ough ;KETYOP us!~ally poin~s tu 
the more remote, i t  very orlen ikp- 

uliea to the nearer of two nrevi- 

985 a, 14 aq. ; Sest. ~,yah i. 213: 
That this is ouly possible w11e11 
the idea indicated by ; K € ~ B B P  and 
ncarer in order o f  words is farther 
in  he shuugllt of tho author I 
cauriot admit (Kern, Ueitr. m r  
Darstallt~mg cler Phtl. deu Xfinu- 
phones, Dartpig, 1871, p. 1 i : Biis- 
gen's otseruat ion~ on the same 
subject, and on thc  i i re tp~u of 
A~~uxitnnnclcr, 1 must ptss orer). 
When, fa? example, A~istvtla says 
(iTl'gtmph. xi;. 7, 1072 I,, 22) : ~h 
y8p 8s~rucbv  Toti V O V T O ~  kal .rijs 
v;a;as vv;s .  ; v ~ ~ ~ c i  6; i X w u ,  5r7' 
Ekaivo (the ZXF IY  and E V E ~ Y E ~ V ,  ac- 



fiimpIicius as a qiiotation from Theophrastus, hut as an 
expression of bis own opinion. This may he based 
upon the testimony of Tl~eophr~stiis, and the conjeet~~re 
is in itself probable enougll. But it can only be ~niiin- 

tuill tl~ought) pzhhau r o & r o v  (in a derived (nut by Anaximmder, hut) 
highfir cl~gme than tl~emere Saa~ltg by Anaxagoras f ~ u m  u o h .  4. 
of thinkinv) $ G o ~ c i  b voGs B E ~ O U  A I I ~ X ~ X W ,  therefore, seems to us- 
;,yeiv;-;aZpvo rclates not merely a u n ~ e  an infinity of prirniti~e sub- 
to what is the nearer in order of st,mcer, and one moving force, V O ~ S .  
words, Lilt also t o  the principal 5. If, however, wo substitute for 
idea; +odrou to what is  farther, the mist-11re consisting of mfi)ly 
and is only introdrrced in a cornpa- subekinces (i. rr. tLe theory rrl~id~, 
rison with i t  WIie~l (Ybid. r. 2, according to this expbnxticn! I>e- 
@$inning) it is aslted whether t h e  lunged to Ann i im~~uder )  a simple 
~v 1 8  a sclf-dc,pendcut611b8t~a~nc~, a.6 homogeneous mass, the theory nf 
the Yythagorcans and PIatn think, A I I ~ G T ~ ~ O L . ~ E  ~ ~ o u l d  hmmoni~i:  with 
4 fiiihbou h d ~ e t r a ;  r i r  +bs~s,  xu1 that of dilarirnandar. Of these 
RGS 8~: Y ~ ~ P ~ w ~ ~ P ~ ~  At~eGvrrr xu1 f i ~ e  propositions, t l ~ c  second rcoulrl 
fiiihhou Bump oi ado1 rpba~rzr: k c [ -  stmd i l l  no sor t  of  conncctiou vith 
vwv ya'p, and so forth (vidc sqm, tho third and fourth, and would t e  
p. 225, 31, i t  cannot bc suppuged in stril;iuy contmdiction t o  the 
t h a t  the physici,~ts to wh ic l~  the fif.h; and i r ~  t,he fourth, the iufer- 
2 ~ ~ ~ v ~ v ~ r f e r s , i i ~ e  f i l r t l l e ~ f r ~ m  A.rifi- enee that An;~xagoras Ihcr~fore be- 
totle's ~ h o u g l ~ t  than the Pythago- liered in an infinity of nlattcrr, has 
rcxns and Plntfi. Similarly i n  the no found~tiun in thr prereding 
PhL.rlru.s, 233 K, Lhe n p o ~ a r ~ o ~ v ~ c s ,  pmposition : ;uc?vos, therefore, r:m 
to vhich draivor relates, ma not only hc Anaxagoras. Even the 
oitly k1ie ncnrost mentioned term, 6nsipov, of which this ;HF;YOS is 
but  aIso I h e  lcnding irlea. StiII less snid to Ivare spoken, forms no ob- 
wuld we ospect Lo find this rule .GacIe, for Anaaagnms ( ~ i d e  p. 
of Hem's scrupulously rt~rried o u t  879, Gcrman text) maintained the 
by so recent n. miter as Sirnplicius, brr~spfcr of primitive bnbstance very 
XntI~iscasc it is not Aneximander, deciddly;  and Kern is surprised 
but dnamguras, of whom he p i -  tha t  the expression, Ctr~roov, gene- 
marily speaks. JF 2 u ~ b o s  he re -  rally used to describe ln i l x i~nan-  
fermd to ~lnnximander, ne make der's primitim mat,ter, s?~oultl  
SimpIicius snp: 1.  Accordi~~g to designate that of Anaxa!grns, but  
T h ~ o P I ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ i l m ~ ~ o ~ a ~ ~ s ~ n ~ t t l ' i n ~  t,hjs passage shows (cf. also ;we- 
of primitive nubstnnces ir, similm tnpb. j. 7,988 n, 2, where AristotIe 
t o  that ofdnaximsndu. 2. Anaxi- applies t o  his dnctrino tlla eapres- 
manrler admitted t,hat pnrticular sion h r ~ r p k t  7dv a r o ~ ~ c l ~ v ,  as ]<ern 
substances . w e n  conbxined as such hinjnelf. obserlres) how lif,tIe we 
~ L I  t he  ;Ln~ipor, and mere m n v d  in  nccd rogzril thr~t difficnlty. Theo- 
regard to one another vhen the p111-xstus directly rerlucos the  pri- 
process of sepwirstion took place. mitise subst:xnces o f  Anasagoras 
3. Bnt motion and separation were to the +burs TOG incipuu.  



tained so long a.s it opposes nothing that  demonstrably 
corncs from Theophrastn~. ~ohieiermacder and Brandis2 
have shown that Simplicius had no accurate 
and independent knowledge of Anaximander's doctrine, 
and t,hat his utterances on the subject are involved in 
gl,ving contradictions. His evidence, therefore, should 
not indnce us, ariy ruure than that of Airgiistine and 
Xidonius or Philoponus, to  attribute to  Anaxiruander a 

doctrine explicitly denied t o  him by Theophrastils. On 
the  other hand, the testimony of so trustwo~b,hy a 

witness as Theophrastus, together with the further 
evidencc hereafter to be cited, justifies us in main- 
taining lhat this philosopher did not regard his primitive 
matter ,as a mixture of pa~ticnlxr matters, and that 
conseclilrently it i n  improper to  separate him, as an 
adherent of a mechanical system of physics, from the 
dynamists Thales and Anaximcncs. And this so much 
the more, as it is improbabIe, on general grounds, that 
the view which 12itt,cr athributcs to him sllould belong 
to so ancient a period. The theory of unchanging 
primiti\ie substances presupposes, on the one side, the 
reflectinn 1;hat the properties of the several kinds of 
matter could have had no beginning, any more than 
matter as a whole ; hut among the  Grceks we do not 

with this tl~ought until after the period when the 
possibility of Becoming was denied by Parmenides, to 
whose propositions on this subject Empedocles, Ansxa- 
goras, and Democritus expressly go back. On the other 
side, this theory (of unchanging primitive matter) is 
united in Anaxagoras with t,$e idea of an intelligence 

Lot. cit. 180 sq- GP. %m. Phil. i. 225. 



.that orders the world ; and even the analogous notions 
of Empedacles and the atomisti were conditioned by 
their conception of efficient causes. None of these 
philosophers could have conceived a prirnitiw matter 
as q~lalitaiively uncbauigeable, if each-Anaxagoras in 
vo;s, Empedocles in Hate and Lore, the Atornisf:~ in 
the  Void-had not also arlmit'ted a special principle of 
movement,. NO one has discovered any sirch doctrine 
in Anaxirnttnder ; nor can we conclude, frorn the small 
fragment known to  ns of his that he placed 
motive form in individual t,hings, and supposed them 
t o  come forth by their own impulse from the origiunl 
mixture ; it is the infinite itself that moves all things. 
A11 the conditions, therefore, of a rnecliar~icnl thcory of 
physics n.re here wanting, and me have no grollnd for 

1 IGttcr, Gcsch, rlerPiLiE. i .  284. tive rnat,ter. It is not, however, 
a A ~ .  $imp]. Piqe/a. 6 n : t[ 69 incompat ib le  with the lirtter t,heory 

8; 6 ylveals  i u ~ r  TOTS o6cr *a1 that natural pheno ln~na  bhoukd 
$ 8 0 ~ 8 ~  t ir  - r a h  yErca6a~ ~ a r d  frlrLhnr bc mech;lnicnlly cxpliliued, 

.T& ~ p e k ; ~ .  G~Slvar a k k  ~ isrv  kal by the movement and mixing of 
& f ~ ~ ~ ~ l j ~  & B I H [ L ~ S  I C U T U T ; ~ P . T O O  x y d u ~ u  the  matterr t h ~ t  have issued from 
.r&&v. Simplicius i~r1d.r that, Anasi- t.he primitive m:itter. A s  Anaai- 
mandm is speaking a o ~ ~ r r ~ w ~ i ~ o l s  mandcr (this is proved by l'eich- 
b v 4 p w ~ v .  mbller, k c .  cil . ,  p. 58 sq., and will 

s According to the statement hrre:rfLcr appear in this work) 
in ~ r i s t .  Phys. iii. 4, quored illf~a adopted this latter procer!nre, it 
p. 218, 1. must not surpri~o ur, tllough tho 

4 Tl~ot is, of  mechanical Phy- iueritable result it: tlmt neither 
sics in the sense whith Kittor gives a plrrely mt .e l~~oicnl  L:,r x porely 
to the expression in his dirjeion nf  dynamical explonntion of nature 
theloi~ian Ph i lo sop l~e ra in t ,~  Ilqua- wns proposed and  cornplctcd by 
mists md Nechiinista; by Mecha- him, Still less ought it to asto- 
niats he understi~nds those who nish anyone (as it does Teich- 
make the determirlate n~at~teer, AS miiller, p. 24) rhat J should reflue 
nlch,precxist in  primitive matker; to  Anaximnndur a specific moving 
hy Dynamists, th0i.c ~ h o  make the principle, ~ h i l e  ,I afterwarrls 
distinguisliing propcrrier of the de- (ridr inf7.a.) make the  rnoveinent 
termillate matters first dewlops of the hearens proceed from the 
themrelres in their enicrgolrcc froni drietpou. I dcuy thnt Anaximrauder 
a qn:~Ilt.~tiualy homogeneous primi- h d  a moving principle distinctfiom 



seeking such a theory in Anaxirnavider in opposition to  
the most tlustmorthy evidence. 

If Anaximandcr did not cvnccivc his primitive 
matter as a mixture of pk~rticular suhshnces, hire as a, 

homogeneous mass, we must next, enquire n~hat was 
the nature of this mass. Tha ancien.Ls, beginning 
with Ari$totle, uuanimously assert that it consiatcd of 
none of the four elements. Ar i s t o t I ~  sev~raI times 
mentions the view that  the primitive matter in se- 

gard t o  its density is intermediate between water and 
air,' or between air and fire,2 and not a few ancient 
writers have referred these assertions t o  Amximan- 
d ~ r  ; for example, Al~xandrr," 'I'harnWtiu~,~ Simplicius," 
Yhiluponus,7 and A.;depin~.~ But, although this theory 
has been reccntly defended9 against Schleiermacl-ier7s 
objectior~s,'"I cannot convir~ce myself that it is well 

ihr: p~inlifive mat$sr, the  &a~ipor ; opposed t u  one another, one element 
and I maintain, p~ceiscly for that conceirad as irlfinile woirld sn- 
reason, that he the motire nihilnt,e xll thc rest. Thc Infinite 
power in t.l~is primitive matter it- must, therefore, he ir?terrnedi:its 
sclf, and dcrircd the motion of the among the various elemeatii. This 
hcavcns from that of t he  b ~ s ~ p o u .  t,hought can hardly llclong to  
Where ie the coutradiction? Annxirnandcr, as it pruupposes 

1 Dc Cmlo: iii. G, 303 b, 10 ; t h e  Iater cloctrine uf the e l e m e u t ~  ; 
Phps. iii. 4, 203 a, 1 6  : a. 0 ,  206 a, it is no doubt Bkon frofrom Ariut. 
25 ; Gelb. EL Cow. ii. 5, 332 a, 20. Thys. iii. 5, 204 11, 24. 

V h y s .  i. 4 ,  187 a, 12, vide i,!f. a Phys. 104 ; 105 b ;  I 0 7  a ;  
p. Z i Y ,  1 ; Gem,. et Corr. bc. eit. 112 b ; DP C@?o, 273 b, 88; 351 
and ii. 1. 328 h, 3i5; Ntiaph. i. 7,  a, 29 ; 268 a, 48 (SchoE. iqr Ar. 
988 a, 30 ; i. 8. 989 a, 14. 314 a, 23; 510 a,  24. 613 a, 35). 

Cf. Schleiermacher, ?f i t .  dt. Bc Gcn. et &P. 4 ; Pkys. R 
175; Bra~~diu, GT. Riinh. PhiE. i. 1.72. 10 ; c 2, 3. 

4 In iWttoph. i. 5, 7 ,  pp. 31, 2 ; 8choE. in Arid. 5.53 b, 31. 
36. 1 ; 46,  2 0 ;  48, 28;  and ap. Haym, hi, dm Ally, KhcyX.l, 
8impl. 32 a. iii. Sect. 13, X X ~ Y .  26 sq. ; F. Kern, 

" Php.  18 a, 33 n ;  33 h (pp. in t l ~ e  &'hdujrryz,8, xxvi. 281. R I I ~  p. 
124, 830, 232 3p.l. The ground 8 wqq, of t h e  treatise mentioned 
uf this defin~tion is here, p. 33 n, szrp~n, p. 237. 5 
t l ~ u s  stated : A s  the elernants are lo Lac. cit. 174 sqq. 
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founded. One of tho Aristotelian passages qnoted cer- 
tsinIy seems to conkin a rcfcrence to  expressions which 
Ar~aximander employed;' but, t,he refercrlce i s  itself 
questionable, and even if it be admitted, it does not 
follow that the whole paPsagc relates t o  him ;2 whilc, 

1 L)e Q&, iii. 5,  at, t h e  begin- 
ning: Z v t o ~  yhp Cv pdvov ; ~ Q T ~ ~ G # T U C  
wa; ~ 4 t h ~ ~  oi  p+v 88wp, oi 8' dipe, oi 
6' 86a~us ,u;v A T T T ~ T I ~ O Y ,  ~ + O S  %k 
rrorrrdrspou, 8 T E ~ ~ ~ X E I V  $am: ~ d u ~ a s  
rnhs D ~ ~ C L Y V & S  ~ T C I P O Y  BY tf, PJys. iii. 
4, 203 b, 1 O (sz<pm, p. 248.1), where 
the worrls n<prixsrv iirar+a KU: 
s d n a  ~uf lcpvqv  zrr, with some pro- 
babilit.j, ascribed t u  Auhxi~narirler ; 
aud Hiypolytas. Hr:fiif. Her. i .  6.  

2 The words, S TE~I;XZIV-~TE~- 

pov acilllil o f  t i yo  inler~rtlr.Liotis. 
They may oitl~rr 1,o rafcrred solely 
t o  t h e  sul?jcct imn~ediiito[g preced- 
ing the I l f i a ~ o s  AETT;TG~VY,  k c . ,  or 
t o  the m a ~ n  sul)jae~ of rhc amhole 
proposition, the Fr. I n  the furrller 
case, those who ni;tlie yrirnjtivo 
matter a sometlling intermediate 
between air arid \I~&~L~cI'. wou1~1 l ~ e  
crer1i:od witlr t.11~ a~se r r iun  t h a ~   his 
inccrmedincc sontcthing eo11,rarcs 
all thingz. I n  the lattcr case: tlze 
he11.e of tile ysMafipe would he as 
fn1lnr1.s : sumc :assume only one 
prin~itirc muttcr c i ihtr  wale,., o r  
air, or tire, u r  o body that, is inore 
subtle than wuier, a n d  rnor.r: dense 
than a.ir ; and this mat- 
tar, they sr~y, eeml,r.aces all WOP~IIR 
by rirtue of its ur1lin1itodnr;s~. In 
p3i!it uf gr.rammar t h r  serolld in- 
ter[~retztiain seems t o  me u~rdoulst- 
eJIy the I;cst; but one t h i l ~ p  may 
ccttninIy be u ~ g c d  ngzinstit (IEern, 
Rd f...rcy. &e.:,p. lo), tllnt,, accard- 
ing to  P+. 111. ;j, 203 a, 26, 060~;s 
r b  Br rcal &~crrc~pou rrJp Zrroiqrr~v oh62 
fix TGV + U U I U A ~ ~ ~ V  (Ilel,aaaleitns, 

;hid. 205 a, 1 sq., is p ; ~ r t i c u l a r l ~  
classed among t l~osa  a h n  r rg~ml  
t,he hi1 as limited), a1111 tha t  con- 
sequenLly the rel&tivc clause, $ rc- 
prixmv. kc., cannot cont .~ in  any 
rcfcrsnce to t.hooa who ~ n a d e  fire 
their primitive nlntcar. But such 
inaccuracies art; uot so very un- 
cornman with A r j s t o t l c ,  :~nd in tho 
prebent inati~ncc I do not thirrk it 
ilnpossible t,b:it in R cvlnvrthensive 
atatament, such as wc; 11m-e hme, 
he shoald hxrc  asrrihsl the ir~finitp 
of 1nnt.kr, either explici~ly or im- 
plir~t ly ad~nir tcr l  lip t h c  great 
n1,l;lority of philosophers, t o  all 
without exeep~ io r~ ,  ant1 shuuld have 
exyrcssec! this doctrine in the 
r o d s  of thn man who first intro- 
duced it. On the other hand, it is 
quit,o conceivable t1r.t uuc tif the 
philosophcra (or i f  1 3 1 1 1 ~  0110 held 
it, the {rot. ~ihilornyho~) who mado 
the primitive nmttcr in tm~~~ed inte  
boiw~?en ~vat.ilr xu11 i t i ~ ,  mily h x ~ e  
ndapte t lbnax~mant lo l . '~  expression, 
m p i i X ~ t v  d r r a r  sobs ~ ~ ~ r r v o b r ,  t,o 
cbarxctexise its irifillity (dnaxi- 
rniu~der himself, I'hys. iii. 4 ,  only 
SILTS, aeprixctv &rama) ; in  the 
emir way t!lat Annrimrnes ( ~ i d e  
i ~ f r i $ )  says of tbe sir that i t  Xhou 
TAP ~ c d u ~ u v  T E P L ~ X F I ,  md n l o ~ e n e s  
(Fr. G ,  il4irl.a) also jtpplies to  the air 
molhar esprcssini~ n f  thc bnaxi-  
mandrinn fingn~ent : sdvva ~ u B e p -  
vqu. The 1mrssg.e we have heen 
considering, therefore, does not, 
~ , w r a n t  us in asr.ribina t o  Antmi- 
wander a doctrine which, xs will 



on the other hand, the very ncvt words clearly imply 
the contruy. For Alistotle here a~cribcs t o  the philo- 
sopllers, who h~lieved thc primitive matter to bc some- 
thing intermediate between air and xvatrr, the theory 
that things originated from primitive matter by means 
of rarefaction and coadenaatiolz; and th i s  he distinctly 
denies of Aaaximander.' No other passage can be 
quoted from AristotIe t o  show that he found this 
definition of primitive matter in Anaxirnmder's writ- 
ings.' As t o  the statements of lslter writers, they 

irnmcdjatcly Ire shown, is not ororXr;wv, rnr~j-hare a rno~egenerat 
a x ~ i b t d  to him by drisiotle. tiig~ilfiealion, an elemental body, 

1 Aristotle thus cout in l~cs  (ne different from ilself, so that, the 
&lo, iii. 5) imrndxttely nfter the mdttrr underlying J 1  particular 
words above: 6uor piv o h  snbstancrs mould be included 
T A  b~ ' T ~ & o  T ~ O I O ~ C ~ Y  BBwp 9 dipu 8 under the expreseion. Thc possi- 
88clsos h m ~ d ~ f p o u  &iPos 6; bility nf this i i em Rppcxru, not 
~ ~ ~ ~ J ~ c ~ o v ,  sK' drr .ro8rou rru~vkmr only from A1-1i.toclle's comproharisive 
~ a 1  P a v d ~ 7 ~ ~  T B A A ~  yfrv8urx, &c, use of a . ror~c iov  ( e . ~ .  z?~~tujlh. i. 8,  

2 Kern, Phiblq .  srri. 2S1. 989 a, 30. cf. b, 15, xi]. i; 3 8  An. 
thooglr~ that thr pn-wng~ i .  2.  404 b, l l) ,  111>t, 081scr from tho 
sty. 2211, 3), PAys. iii. 4, might be definition ,of  the m.o~~d (,W&l(zp/k v. 
so t,xlren : aioco, acrurdiug Lrr this, 5 ) ;  nor dues t h o  wnrd h r y o p ~ u ~ a  
Anariinander mukt he reckoned present any diffiwlty, for we have 
among the plUlnnnphcrs w110 con- no ripht to find a.n allnuion herc to 
ct;ivr; of the Infinite as a body in- ' the fuur clen~ex~ts.' dristutle, on 
r ,e~,meiiate between t.wo elements. the cnntr:iry, enprassly says, IOC. 
i u  the 3eifro.q lrur Phil. dw Am.,  cif. ,  1014 a, 32 ; 72 T & P  C W I L ~ T W V  I 

p. 6,  he pr.ofcrs t n  intmpret flle r r 7 u r X ~ ; a  X;youn~v oi A ; - ( o v ~ e s  E;S B 
wol 'd~ thus : tile pllyfiicists 811 as- ~ ~ ~ ~ E T T u L  T& rrB,uara ;uxaru, &rtti~,a 
sign t ~ q  suhstratuni to  the r ~ ~ f i n i t e  8k p 7 ~ i ~ '  cis ahha E ~ F I  8~aq5~~ou.ra,  
one of the elements, or that which ~ a l  drc Ov rrhclw ~k .roiai.ra, 
i d  intermediate bcfwcon them. I T ~ T R  m o i x ~ i a  Aiyouorv. Similnrlj, 
r;iui:ot adopt this erplanaticn. 1 Dc C d o ,  iii. 3, 302 a, 15 sqq. 
t.hink t,hat Arjstotle wuuld h t ~ r e  Tho h ~ y d p a v a  ~ T O L X E ~ U  ale, acwrd- 
expressed tItis t,linught ot,hera'ise. ing to this,  those cqualIj- diviiled 
He would I I ~ V F  said pcrltaps : h a -  bocliee, -hid: form t he  ult.imate 
~tOda(~w ;~;pay TLYB $Gsrv T@ $ x r b @ ,  corlrjtitnenL or constituents of wm- 
4 7 1  +Lju h~yop ivwi~  UTOLXE~WP, 4) 7 h  poilnd bodies. R I I ~  andorrbtedly 
~ C T A [ ;  T O ~ T W Y .  On the  ot,her hand, is Annximnder's I l x s l p o ~ ,  if we 
1 still eonsidcr that t l i e  wnrri~, nndwst.end %it  a m:ti,ter to  which 
h p a r  ~ t v h  q6rtv V&Y A ~ D < U & W Y  the properties of datemirate sub- 

2 2 



appear to  be entirely based on the passages in Aristotle. 
Si~nplicius, at anny rate, cannot be quoting directly from 
Ana.ximander, otherwise be colnld not speak so urjde- 
cidedljras he does,' and he  colild not  amscribe to this phi- 
losopher, as jf it. were a subject, of indifference, the double 
theory of matte1 as intermediate betreen a.ir a rd  ire, 
and again as intermediat,e between air and water ;2 for 
these two theories obviously exclude one another, and 
annot bot,li have been foiind in Anaximander's work. 
Nor c:tn Simplicius have found among his predecessors 
allusions to that work, athervise a different turn would at 
orlee have been given to  the discussion. The same may 
be said of ~ o r ~ h ~ r ~ :  who in that  ease would s o t  have 
grounded his opinion (whicli differs from the opirlion of 
Alexander) solely upon tlie Aristotelian passage. This 
also holds good of Alexander4 and Philoponus,Vhese - 
later statements, therefore, one and al l ,  depend entirely 
upon conjecture, and the words of Aristotle wcre only 
referred to  Anaximander because they seemed to apply 
t o  no otIler philosopher. Now.it is clear from the un- 
donhted tesiimony of the most trustworthy authorities, 
that  Ar~axirnander did not consider his primitive matter 

stances du not yet belong. We ' Phys. 32 8.  

ere al111obt forced to take th is  Fjew 'l'he fomer, Phys. 107 a. The 
of ..lristotlr's words, because the Iatkr, Phy.%. 105, 11. De &lo, 279 

rsiigc would otherwise applyuei- b, 38;  251 R. 29. ger tu  dnaxagoras, nor t o  the Sirnplicins, PAP,s. 32 8. 
Attrmiebw. Fur nei~.her t,hc dporo- ' In h'rtrrplr. 953: a, 11 ; Scchol. 
p p ? ,  n m  ~ I I I !  atoms, heIung to  the 553 b, 22  : .r+v ' A v a [ ~ ~ k v Z ~ o u  66[av, 
four rlerncnts, w to  that which is 8~ hpx4v f e e 7 0  7hv  p v a @  +drrr  
* F T . [ ~ T ~ ; T Y I Y  I but Ari~totlehirnkelf kkpos 7 E  fcal rvpbs, 3 &pas T F  wd 
inainf,ainr, tile d?rrrp:a of thc iiroto- F8a-or A i y s r a ~  y&p i ~ p o r e ' ~ ~ r .  
firpi, and of t h e  atoms ; these must Nre~l he is uncertain, i n  thn 
also, thereforc, bo n ddpa @urs. passage? q u u t d ,  whether Anmi- 
~vhictl berves as srlbstratuol to t l ~ c  nlandw'~ InAnit,o is lntrenr)odiate be- 
% T E ~ ~ o u .  ) twccn ;ur and fire, or air nod water. 



as intermediate betwcen t ~ o  definite kinds of matter ; 
but that, he either was si1t:nl as t o  its nat~tre, u r  ex-. 
yressly described it as that to which none of the pro- 
perties of grtrt,icular substances belongs. For when 
Ariat<rtIe, in the ai)b~e-mentioned pussage, speaks 
generally of those whu posited as primitive m,?tter a 
definite tllement, or sornatl Jng intcrrnadiate between1 
two elements, and derived all other things from i L  by 
the processes uf rarefaction and eondensalion, it is 
ohvious that his clesign is not to draw n distinction 
bctmeen these pliihsophers and others who equally a.s- 

sr~med a primitive inlttter af t h e  adme kind, but made 
tllillgs to arise out of it in a cliffcrcnt manner. On the 
contrary, iu refkting the theoiy ot' a derirakivn of tbiugs 
by meam of rarefaction and condensation, be bclicvcs 
that he has refuted the geueral theory of a primitive 
matter of definite quality. This is still clearer fi-om the 
passage in the P I ~ y ~ i c a ,  i. 4.I Some of them,) he hcrc 
says, ' starting frolorn the pre-s~~pposition of s determi- 
nate prirnit,ive matter, make tltinga t o  originsle from it 
by means of rarefrtetiou wid condensation ; others, like 
Anaxirnander, Anaxagoras, and Empedocles, maillCa.in 
that  opposites arc alreacly contained in the  One primi- 
tive rutitter, ancl arc produced from it by means of 
separation.' Here it is perfectly evident that he con- 
cei~res rarefackion and aondeu~ation t o  he as essentially 
conrrected with tlre theory of a qualitatively determined 
~natter,  as separation wihh that of an original L ~ ~ X ~ U T F :  

of all things, or of a matter without qualitative deter- 
miantmess. . fiTor can it be otherwise ; for in order to 

1 Vide sqwa, p. 234, 3. 



arix by ssepualion out of  the primitive matter, parti- 
cular matters must eithcr potentidly or actually have 
been contained in it ; but this would only be possible if 
the primitive matter were Itself not a particular matter, 
not merely intermediate het~i-een two other particular 
matters: but including them all equally in itself. I f  
we fi~rther consider that this chapter of the Physics 
is occupied, not with the manner in which things 
originate from clcrnents, but v i th  the nurnhcr and 
nature of primitive sr~bstances t h e ~ s e l v e a , ~  it seems 
hcyond question that Anaximander mas opposed to the 
rest of the Ionians, not onIy from the first point of 
view, hut from the second, and that consequently his 
infinite can have been neither one of the four elements, 
which were afterwards admitted, nor an  intermediary 
between tw.0 of these c1emcot.g. This probably explains 
why Anaxirnander is passed over in ~lfetr~ph.  i. 3, and 
also a remark; which othermisc would have no histori- 
cal point, and which the Cheek commentators3 them- 
selves apply t,o him. ' Some,' says Ariatotle, 'seek the  
Infinite, not  in any particular element, bnt in that  out 
of which all particular elements arose; becal~se each 
particular sudxtance, conceived as infinite, must exclude 
those substances that are opposed t,o it.' This reason, 

This IIaym, toe. d., denies ; 
but iC unqurstiouably results from 
C 2. suh init. 

? Pkya. iii. 5, 201 b, 22: &Ah& 
p j r  0;6; f v  K U ~  kaho6v I:,F;x~ra& 
slum ~ . r b  ~ X E I ~ ~ ~ V  v i p q  ob'n &S hi- 
-youmi TJVES ~ b u a ~ & ~ h u - ~ o i ~ ~ ~ a ,  Z ( U G  
r a k a  yevuZmv, 088' 6nhBs. ~ l c l  ydp 
7 ~ ~ s .  0;  TOETO ~ O I O ~ J ;  ~h & T F I ~ O Y ,  

&Ah' o h  &ipa 3 i&p, Ss p;i +;4hh~ 

Q 6 ~ i ~ ~ r a ~  h b  r o i  drreipou at-r&. 
gxouar yhp ~ p b s  ffhhnha r'vaur~warv, 
oTov 6 i ~ k v  h+p $uxpbr ,  r b  F BGwp 
;yPb,  ~b 6; ~ ; p  Bippdu. SU ei  Kv 
?Y 8 ~ t l p 0 ~  f@Bapro &v $ 6 ~   ha. 
vcu b Z ~ c y o v  F ? P C ~ ~  +auw (6 05 
7a67a. 

Simp. 11 a;  Themict .  33 a, 
(230 sq.). 



THE IkkFINITB. 2-11 

indeed, rrhlch points to  tLe Iater theory of the clcrnmts, 
cau hardly have been so stated by An~rximander. But 
wl~ethcr Aristotlc inferred it, ~ f t e ~  his manner, from 
some ambiguous ~ttteranct., or arrived a t  it by his own 
conjectr~re, or wlletlier later authors may, perhaps, have 
interpolated it, the doctrine in support of which it is 
adduced 1>0 doubt belongs originally t o  Aaaximander. 
Theophrastlrs expressly says so1 in describing Anaxi- 
mandrr's Infinite aa One matter without qualitative 
determinateness; and with th is  DiogenesQand thc 
Pseudo-Pluta~~h,3 and among the cbmmentittors of 
AristotIe, I'orphyry, ,znd probably also Bicolau~ of 
Daxnasc~is,%gr~e; of these the two &st, at any rate, 
appeared t o  haw used a byecia1 source. Rimplicius 
I~irnaelf says clsewhcre the same thing.VThat Aaaxi- 
rnt~ndc~." p~imit ive matlcr was not a qualltativ~ly 
determined matter is, therefore, certain ; the only 
doubt that remains i s  whether he exprefisly denied to it 
all drterrnination, or rr~erely iibJtai11ed from qualifying 
it at all, The latter hypothesis is t h e  more probable of 
the t w o ;  it is actually maintained by some of our 
authorities, and appears simpler and, therefore, more in 
slccordai~ce with so ancient a system, than the ather 
theory, which constantly presirpposes considerations like 
those above cited from Aristotle; it also furni3hes the 

4 Rimpl. Phps. 32 a. 
Phys. 11 1 H. : h6yovniv o! ?rep1 

' A V R ~ ~ ~ A V ~ ~ O V  [ ~ b  & T = I ~ O V  C?VRI] T A  
rap& .rb s ~ o r ~ ~ l a  <( 05 I& arorx~b 
ytvvrjutv. 6 a: ~ i ' y ~ r  8' atrbr 
[T+U &?X$U] p41t BGup dhhn 701, 

KahovpcPulP U T O L X ~ ~ Q V ,  khh' ;T;PAV 

m v d  qdr iv  I I W E L ~ O V .  Alsu 9 b. 



most reasonable explanation of the fact that AristotIe 
only mentions Anaxinlander when he ji discussing the 
question of the finiteness or infirmity of matter, and of 
thc production of things from it, and not when he is 
dealing with its elementary composition; for in the 
case me are assuming, no distinct utterance of Anaxi- 
mander would hare been known to him on this point. 
as on the two former (not even the negative state- 
ment that the Infinite is not a particular substance), 
and so hc prefers to be wholly silent on the s~thject. I 
therefore believe that Anaxirnander Iwld s i~nply  to this 
proposition : that the Infinite or infinite mntter existed 
before parti-nlar things. As t o  the  material constitu- 
tion of this primitive substance, he has given us no 
precise information. 

Arlaximander further taught tha t  the  Infinite is 
eternal and irnperi~hable.~ I n  this sense he is said 
to  have designated the first; p~incipie of all things 
by the expression cipX4.8 He conceived motive power 

Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 b, 10 
(cf. DB Cdo ,  iii. 5 ; wiprn, p. 2 t 2 ,  
2). Tfre Jnfinitc is without lueg~n- 
ning or  end, ete.: arb ,  v a f l d r ~ ~  
hdynPea, oh ~ 4 6 ~ 7 7 9  ;LPX;I,  &Aht a h ?  
TLV iihhwv k n 1 B o a t 7  tcal I ~ F P L E I X F L V  
i i r a v ~ a  ~ a i  r d v ~ a  K U ~ ~ F ~ Y ~ Y ,  L;s 
qaurv Xuor pq ro106ur  xapi r b  Yrrst- 

pov dhkas a k i a s ,  rrrou voiv @.~~iav- 
#at TOGT? E%CCC ~t BC;OV. B B d v a r o  P 
- y h p  wal b v $ h t R p o v ,  As *rrloiv 6 
' A ~ ~ l ~ a v 8 ~ o p  UCLI of rh~i;r+oi TQV 
$oaro~dywv .  Thc v o d s  in sparod 
typc are probr1,ly takcn from Anaxi- 
nlal~der's sork; only for &udhc%ov, 
ir-p$pw may have breii whsdr.uter1 as 
Hip~~lyt l i s ,  1hfid. Hrer. i. R 1 .rafmllv 
(T$V apyhv) 6' EiI81ov r i vu~  ual dy$pw 

~ a k  T ~ U T U S  T E ~ L ~ ~ E L Y  70;s IC~TTJLOVT] 

thinks likely. I\lorc rccelltly Ding 
i j .  1 ;  T& $v p;pl/ ~ G T U ~ ~ ~ A A E L Y ,  ~b 
8; xEv d p s - r d ~ h v + o p  sluur. 

a Hipp[~lyt. luc. cit.. and Simpl. 
Php.  3'2 b, cerLxinly assca this ; 
and Taichmi~ller ( S l d  ssr  GtceH. 
a ' i ~  Bey?.. 49 ~qq. ) ,  1~110 disputesit, 
riots ~ i o l ~ n ~ e ,  as  it scents to mo, t o  
thc rvordiilg d thesc p;:saagcs. It, 
lu  another questiou n-lrether the 
abitertlent is trne, and this ve can 
srs3~.cely :tscert:~in. Zikc Tcich- 
miillcr, I callnot rcgarc1 ic as self- 
evidcnl, that. he emplo,yed the ex- 
l w ~ s i o n  c i p ~ f i  ; aurl my doubt is 
streugthened Iry the c i r ~ . i i n r ~ k a n ~ n  
t k a ~  ;t .similar remark about Thalcs 



t o  be combined from t.he beginning with matter;l or, as 

Aristotle says ( ~ o c .  &.), he taught that  the  Infinite not 
merely eontaincd, but directed all Lhingsv2 Hc thus 
regarded matter, after the  manner of t,he early 1910- 
zoisrn, as st:lf-moved and living ; and in consequence of 
this motion he supposed it to proiluce all things from 
itself. When Aristotle (loo+ cit.), therefore, designat.es 
dnaximander's Infinite as the Divine essence, he 
describes it correctIg,3 though we do not know whether 
Anaximander himself used that e~pression.~ 

(t,hwt he called water i rpXir) I Rijth (Geach. dor Abeadt. PhiJ. 
er1.n disc-i~oer ueitl~er ill Diog. i. 27, ii. a, 142) belicves that  tho self- 
nor elsewhere ; ;6m3 eunsequently 1 c l e p e a d a ~ ~ ~  moring force attributed 
citnnot ci*edit it. Eat if hnani- tn tho Infinite prcsupposer an iu -  
manderdidcnll his Jnfinita the k p ~ h  tcllijiaace, r conscious spirit,uztl 
or the tip.p~$ rrdvrwv, n r  designate naiure, R I I ~  LL-R~ .  the I l ~ t i n i t e  of 
it in any othnr similar manner, thia Allnximander must this be con- 
wouiti only bo saying t h a ~  theInfi- ce~vcd as infinite spirit;  llut t,l~is is 
ni te  was t h e  begim~i?tg o f  d l  MI entire misapprehension of t h e  
things, which is inr  rxough from r.oilt.emporary modes o f  thougllt, 
thc Platonic and Arictot.eli~n con- and is contrudicted by Ariscotle's 
cept of r.!lcdpp+, the ultimrte c.;luse. well-known ass~rtion ( ~ V d ~ t ~ h .  i. 

1 Plut. ap. Ens. PT. Ev. i .  8, 1 : 3, 984 b, 15 sq.) that Anasagoras 
'Ava[ipav8puv . . . ~ l 6 r r r p o v  was the firbt. who cleclt~~,ed ~o;s to 
T+V n&av &rict~ ~ X Y X ~ ~ Y  ~ i i s  70; be the principle of the world. Jn 
waffrbs YFY;UE&E T E  #a: +Bopi is  appealing for want, of any other 
E e r m .  1rri.s. c .  4: 'Avat. TO; bpi4 eriltence to  tho -ironis o f  Thm-.  
n p f a B u ~ ~ p a v  dpXhv a lvar  A&ycr T$V p1lr:istus quukd abottl (p. 235, l), 
GSrov uivqmv, n d  ~ u h r y  pgu he has orel-looked the fact d ~ t  
y ~ u u ~ r r 8 a r  ~ i r  6 i  1 f i 0 ~ i p ~ m O u i .  H i p  Arraxima~ldcr is here cnnlpkred 
pn ly t .  1.c.: npbs Sk .rob.rg ~ Ivr ia rv  wirh hnnsagoras onlyin rcsgect o f  
&iEiov c b a ~ ,  Zv 3 uuP/3afvrr y ivr~~8ai  his definition of the o w , u a ~ r ~ h  nwr-  
TU;S o ; ~ ~ Y o ~ s .  Simpl. Plhys, 9, p. : xcia. Not to trlrwioll other jui~e- 
& W E I ~ ~ V  Tiva +&UIV . . . . d p ~ 4 p  curacies, this dnes away with the 
C O F T ~ ,  3 s  T;JY di3rov rrivqcrv a h i a ~  discirrcry, of which Bat11 ( h e .  <it.) 
.+a1 ri)r r G v  8vrov  yrviarws CAcyc. is so proud, LImt Anaximandeas 
Similarly 107 A ;  257  b. doctrine of tho t irc~pou hils moro 

"'The expressiou K V , # F ~ V @ W ,  t he r~ log i r~ l  than physicd irnpurt- 
which, in  its eimplest meaning, ancr, and that it is in  complete 
sigr~ifies: t,hr guirl;lnce IIE Lhr: ship's hitrrnuny with bht: Bgypt.ian thao- 
morcments by the rudder, here re- l o g ,  uc: he endeavour.? t o  prow- 
late3 primarily to t.he looreluent of 4 Thr: text of Sirnld. l'/~y;*. i 07 
the celestial syst,tm. a, which is only e ptutraphrase of 



We are farther told tha i  he represented particular 
substances as developing themselves from the primitive 
matter by means of separation ( i x ~ ~ b a a d a ~ ,  A - r r o ~ ~ i -  
v~rrdab),' and Anaximander himself seems fo  have used 
this word ;2 but what hc precisely uaderc;tood by sepu- 
ration does not appear. He apparently left this con- 
ception in the same uncertainty as tlmt of the pzimitivc 
m:~tter, and that which floated before his mind mas 
merely the geuerdl notion of an emergence of the 
several matters distinct from one anotl~er, out of the 
original homogeneoiu mass. We hcar, on ihe  other 
band, that he made rhe division of heat and cold the 
first result of bhis ~epara t ion .~  From the mixture of 

the passage me h a r e  quoled from 
Ariswtle, cannot of course be tul- 
duccd i n  s u p p ~ t  o f  it. I am u n d l a  
to give such a decided negative to 
this question as Busgtn docs, lee. 
eit., p. 16 sq. ; but Anasimande~ 
certainly cnrrld not hare ~larnorl hiu 
Infinite r b  %c?ov in the  mouutheint~c 
smse ; h e  onlycalled i t  Beicv, divine. 

Arist. Yhy3, i .  4, ~ i d e  Hupya. 
p. 23 %, 3 ; Tlutztch in Eus. Llc, cii. ; 
Simpl. Pkys. 6 a :  06s bhhorou- 
pivow 706 ~ T O I ~ E ~ Q V  ~ 1 ) v  y i ~ t u t ~  
aorri, .%Ah' irsonp~vopluov TGV 2vav- 
T ~ W U  6rh .r+s dktiiov r r d o t w s .  And 
similarly ibid. 38 b; 51 b (~ i c l a  
st~pm, pp. 938: 8 ; 233, l), mhere, 
however, Ankximander's doctriue 
is too much cnnfused wit11 ihat of 
Amxagorns, ThernisL. Plays. 18 a ; 
18 s (124,al  ; 131, 22 $4.) ; Philo- 
POUUX, Phy.9. C 2. Tho inr[)rrett  
statemeut of Sirnplicius t t ~ a t A n n x -  
irnaliilor bdievediu r~~efnctior~ s,nd 
condensation, was no doubt based 
upon the false supposition that  Iiis 
priiuitiye maLler was intermediate 

botlrren two elements, and that he 
wae consequently nllllrlcd tn by 
Aristotle, Ue Cdo,  iii, 5 (vide 
s r r p a ,  1'. 2 L2, L); P/q6. i .  +, RL the 
beginnjug (vide awpw, p. 234, 3); 
cf. Philoponus, Thp.  C. 3. 

* \J-c gather t h i s  partly from 
t,llc use uf the uwrd +qdr in drist. 
hc.  cii., and also frurn con~idering 
t h e  manner i n  which be rcrli~res 
Loth the cosmogon? d EmpcdocLcs 
and that of A%nax;ijior,is to the 
roncept, I K K ~ ~ W < V % C ~ ~ .  Jlvreo~er, ir. 
is impusnibls Lu see lrow iiristntle 
and his successnr could ham been 
led to attribute thc Cx~pprorr to  An- 
aximander, uuless tliey h d  found 
I L  in his a ~ i l i n g s .  

Simpl. P h y ~  32 b: 78s gvav- 
~ 1 d 1 1 ) 7 l & ~  . . . $ K K ~ / P F ~ ~ & Z ;  q7jrl~ 
' ~ v a ~ i p a v F p o s  . . . ? Y U Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T E S  8; 
~ i a i  U~ppbv, +uxpbv, <?lpbv, dYPhv xu1 
ai h A a r .  Mote prccisclj Plut. (ap. 
Eus. loc. czt.) : r#qiri 6; 7b ;K 70; 

g8iou y6v1po~  &ppo% 7~ ~ 9 1  quxpoir 
KUT& T ~ Y  Y ~ v ~ u ~ n  70;6~ TO; K Q U ~ O U  

rinospt8ijvar. Stoh. Eel. i. 500 : 
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these two he appears t o  have derived the fluid element,' 
which, like ThaIes, he regarded as the  immcdiate 
(t.llough not, like him, as the ultimate) subjtance of 
the world. On this account, ~robably, and perhaps 
also in imitation of his predecessor, he ct~lls water f he 
secd of the m n r l r l . V r o r n  the fluid uui.iersal matter, 
by successive separations, three kinds of matter were 
parted off: the earth, the air, and an orb of fire, which 
ailrrounds the whole like a spherical crust ; this  at least 
seems Lo be the meaning of the seatt,cred indications 
'A. 2~ B ~ p ~ o 3  rral $vxp~lii ~[yfiaror Throphr~rtus  could liare said of 
[cTvay(ll T ~ Y  oBpu~*BvJ. That Aristotle, Anxxirn&nder ruhitt, the work ubool; 
HY is uswIIP believed, rccko~led Melissus (ridc szipm, 232, 2 j  my& 
dqness a d  ~noi*ture among t,hc of ]\in\ ; Q64p pdptvos ei! ur .rd TZU,  
primordial opposiliuur, ris well a s  X c:tnnot admit wi th  K c r n ( @ ~ o $ ~ k  
cold and hoar,, Simplicius doas nTuu nrpl M~Aiarov,  Phd?od0$~, 
not ~ a y  : lir: hirnsdf gives, accord- xevi, 281, cf. Hcilr. cur Ph,ik, d. 
ing to  the doctrine of Aristotlo, Xmopla. 11 eq.) ; for these wvrds 
thin erpi;rnxtion uf tho E'vau~rirq-  dcscrihe water, !lot r~nly :IS that  
TES! o ~ ~ t  of which the world has arisen, 

1 Arist. ~Weteor.. i i .  1, 353 b, 6 ,  but a8 that uf n-liich it elernally 
mentioils the opinion that the wyG- col~sirte, as its r ~ o : x ~ i o r  (in t h o  
7uv hypbu at first filled the whole herisfi discussed h p. 914,  2), and 
spwe arol~nd the wcxl,T, when i t  this contradicts tlic niost distinct 
was dried a p  by the  gun : T A  p2v declr~ralion uf but11 these plliloao- 
Grurpioav r ~ t 6 ~ u ~ a  rral .rpox;ir ilh;or phers. Still lev$ e m  I al!ov, with 
K U ~  ~ E A $ ~ P  +auk TOLEG, 7 d  B: AH- Kosc (Arisd. Eihr. ord. 1 S ) ,  
+ O h  8 d A a . r . r ~ ~  dua i ,  and this 5s Anaxngnrils regF:trdcd moisturc or 
why the s e s  also dries 11p l i t d o  by irywatnr only ;ts the m:rttar of all 
littie, Alex. $71 5. 1., p. 91 a (Aris:. things, and th;ct the  &werrlrpov, wllicl~ 
Af~lem.. cd. J( i~i .  i. 2138 ; T h e o  all our nutlto~.jtics wiih oue accord 
phrasti Op cd. I$nlr~le~, iii. fmgin. at.tribnted to him. was foieted upon 
39) remarks : r a i ~ ~ s  -r$s 66.51s h ~ m  liy tlls nurne~lrlature uf a lxter 
i y i u o v ~ o ,  ts iuropr; d Oebppun~os, period. 
' ~ v a < ~ ~ a u 8 ~ ~ r  T E  ~ a l  Atoyiun~.  Sirui- V i d e ~ l u t ~ ~ . r i ~ ~ , p r e c o d i n g n o t c .  
lnrly Iilnc. iii. IF, 1 : 'A. -rirvBd~au- P ~ I L ~ .  ap. Eus. according LO t h o  
odiv $qnrvdvar T ~ T  TP&-rp iiYPau;ar quot~t.ion, p. 2,513, 5 : ~ a i  Trva <K 

~e[$acor, qr 7 8  $L;Y T A C ~ D Y  p ; P ~ t  k o h b v  phoyhs b+~~ipciu TCPI@VEII 

& ~ ~ [ + p a v c  r b  TUP, ~b 8; $ T O ~ E L Q ~ O ~ V  .T@ r ~ p l  T ~ U  yijv d ip&,  &s T@ GiuSppp 
81b r t j y  ~ K K U V Q ~ Y  $&sre%ahrv. TI:is $ A O ~ ~ Y , ~ U T ~ V O P  kao$myr;rqs K U ~  € f ~  
is the bypdvof wliicll H c r m i ~ s  ( ~ i i d e  TIVUS dlro~ht~ofJtlu~s KI~KAOUS 6x0- 
B Z $ ~ U ,  p .  249, I )  epeaks. That in u~?jvur d v  5nrov KU; r4v veh4wu 
respect to  this theory Aaristutlti or icat r o b s  io.rLpas. 



that we find upnn the  subject.] The heavenly hodics 
were formed of fire and air; when the fiery circle of 
thc universe burst asunder, and the fire was pent np in 
wheel-shaped husks of oomprcssed air, from the apertures 
of which it streams forth ; the stoppage of thcse aper- 
tures occaaiol~s eclipses of ihe sirn and moon, and the  
waxing and waning of t he  moon are produced in t l ~ e  
samc way.2 This fire is kept np by t h e  exhalations 

On the  l ) t , l ~ b ~  hand, I rafi110t 
=ace with TcichmClle~ (loo. Fit. 
pp. 7, 26, 58) that he roneeircid 
his t i n r ~ ~ u v  a s  originally a great 
sphere, and t,he eternal motion of 
it (supra, p. 248 sq. )  as a n)ti~tiorr 
ahcrcby a spherical envelc~pe o f  
fire was p a r t . ~ l  off and sprcad oorrr3r 
the sl~rfacs of t h e  mnss. No such 
noti011 18 i~swil~cd to dnahimant?er 
by any of our autt~urilies ; for tho 
olpaipa ? T U ~ ! F  I?, nnt, round the 
&rrerpov, but nrouiid the at~nosplicrr 
of the earth. Tndcod, if w e  say 
that  he Inlinrtc rornprrlisnds all  
thinga, or all vorlds (pp  242. 1 ; 
248, l), rve exclutlc the  presuppusi- 
tion that, is is itself con~yrel~ended 
by the  limits of our \+odd. Rut a 
~ ~ ~ i ~ e i ~ i r a l  Infinite ia in itsclf 80 
gmnt nnd so direct a rontrwciiction, 
that only :he rnost ~ulc~uueuLiom5le 
P V ~ ~ R I I C I - '  C O U ~ C ~  j~lijljf~ o111' ascribing 
i t  t o  thc Milcbitlll pllilos~pher ; 
and. in m i n t  of fact. there exists , 1 

no evidence for i t  : ~ t  ill. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"il~polyt. Eqfiid. i. 6;  I'Jllt,. 
inEris. Ioc.cit. ; Plilc. ii. 20. 1 ; 21, 
1 ; 25,  1 (Galen. Bid. Phd. 15) ; 
Stoli. Ed, 5 .  810. 524, 815 ; Tllco- 
dorct, GI. nff. Ckr. i v .  17, p. 58 ; 
Achilles Tutius, islry. c. 19, p.  136 
eq, All t h a  writers agree i n  w h a t  
is statod i n  OUP text. If, hu-xever, 
wc at,teinyt, any dos t  r drfiuitjon of 
this conccprion, rsc find eo~sidur- 

able divergencies and l ~ r u n x  in  
the  acsounrs. Piu~~rch,  ;tp. Eus&. 
only s:rys that the sun ulrd moon 
were former1 wharr   ha lierj, globe 
burst asunder, ant1 hccnme en- 
dosed witlrii~ ccrtain circles. Hip- 
polytr~s ~lrlt!s that these cirales 

uprr~ings in  the pldccs whcn 
we see the ;;Lars; t h e  stullping up  
of these occasioni, e c l i ~ s e s  and the 
ph:lses of the Inourl. Accnrdirlg t,o 
the  Nncitn, Stobzw, I'jeudu-Ga- 
lon, and Thedoret, 1211nximanclcr 
conceived these circles M S  B D ~ ~ ~ O ~ O U S  
to t h o  rr-hacls of a c;wt ; tllrre mere 
openings in  the hollow cirde uf the 
wllesl filled w i t h  fire, and t h r o i ~ ~ h  
thebe openings the fire strswned 
out. Finally, Acl~illcs Tar,il~ius s;L~-s  
that Anaxim:inder thought t h e  
~ i u  had the fornl of a, ~ ~ h e s l ,  f ~ . u n ~  
tlze nave of which the ligllt 
punred iu rays (Tikc the s p u t a s )  
sp~oadiag out ns h r  ns the circnm- 
fermce of the  sun. The ls6t t,hco~y 
formerly seemed t o  nie lo  dcscwo 
t,he prefo~eiice. 1 must, hower-er, 
cnncsde to Tcichmullel~ ($ f i<dk l l ,  
p. 10 sq.), who has ciirofu1ly ex- 
amiotrti all l11s tests on this su l~jec t ,  
that t ha t  nf Achilles Tatius doas 
llot look T e g  autheiitic; rind au 
wa are h r t h c r  iriformcd (Plclc. il. 
lO,S ; Rob. 616) t ha t  ,inrtxil~l:~udt.r 
rnttdc the stars h d  TGV K ~ ~ I I A W V  ~ a 1  

. r i v  r+aip@~, d+' &v FKUUTOS B ~ D T K E  
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of the earth; and, again, the heat of thc sim assists the 
drying up of tht: globe and the formation of the 

That tllc moon and planets shine hy tthcir own 
light, follows aecessa rily from Anaxirnander's theorics 
redpw.cting them. The movement. of the heavenly 
bodics he derived frvm the currents of air caused 

qiprgOcn, which is confirmod by tho 
rpora; 717; o;pavoi, nt1ril)utcd t!, 
him by riri?t,ot.le (~%lw~. ii. 2, 355. 
;I, P l ) ,  i t  now appears to me pro- 
bable that h t h  {Gesch. Jar Ahn~dl. 
.Pl~il .  ii. ill 153) ~ R S  taken thelight 
ricw jn inte~prct.ing the wflcel- 
t;h:~~ed cirales filled with fire (KSth 
\ ~ o n g i y  says encornpasred with 
fire on the outaide) RR the ntatry 
s p h e s  ; these sphr.pes, in thair 
mtdtiun, poor forth fire through an 
aperture, nnd prorlncc t l i p  p h e u o -  
meno11 of :L fiery body circli~tground 
the ewth. AS, hovever, these ri11gs 
only rt~usist of air, Tcichrniiller is 
not wrurig (p. 3'2 sq.) in rliaprting 
tho theory of solid cptieres m d  a 
solid firmanleut (Rijllx, toe. c i t  : 
Gruppe, C C ; ~ ,  By,st. d. GY. p. 37 
qq.) an held by .%naximancler. 
I n  apreetnent wi th  this view, llrcre 
j s  the slntement (SLol). 548 ; Plnc. 
ii. 23, I ; Galen. c. 13)  th:ir, ac- 
cclrding to  An~iximltrrder, tho moon 
is a circ:e nineteen times as large 
as the earth ; since it is qaik pou- 
~ i L l e  that th is  piiiloaopl~er, for 
reasons u n k n o u i ~  to UB, may haye 
consi~lereil the circumference of 
rhc moo~is orbit (~vlxirh in tbnt 
case wo1;ld coincide wi th t h e  rnoon's 
sphere) t.o be nincteen times the 
siee of the earth's circumference. 
When, Irowovcr, wo lexrn from the 
same sourre (Stat,. i .  52.1 ; Plac. 
20, 1 ; 31, 1 ; Galen. Hist. Phil. c, 
14, p. 274, 276, 279, K.) that Be 
r n d e  t l ~ e  anu's ciwlo L\~~orify-eight 

times as large as the earth, and the 
sun jksclf (t,he openlugof this circls 
which we behold as the sun's disc) 
tho  same size a t  the  ciw.tl~-this is 
incompatible with tho theory that 
the sun's circle irr the sun's sphere, 
an& its sizc, confiequvntly, that of 
the sun's orbit ; for that the sun's 
orbit sil?uld be only twcnty-eight 
times as large as t ! ~ e  sun's disc, is 
a glztring cont.rarll~t,ion of ( lcula  
evidence, dkicll y e  c a n ~ ~ h t  h~c t ihe  
to Anaxima~rIer.  Bippolytus, how- 
mer, s~tys (es Teichmiiller: p. 17, 
righ!ltlyobscrree) e:var 6: rbv  ~ d r c h e v  
~ a F $ h l o v  ~ ~ r u u a ~ f r ~ o ~ r t r h u v i o ~ a  ~ i j s  
u 6 k i j ~ 7 ~ .  B I I ~  if we connrct vit.11 
this the s t~rcment that the moun is 
ninctern times as lzrgr: AY the  
earth, we shall have the sun's mbit 
513 limes tho size of thc  c~rt,h's 
circumference, and c~nseqnently 
513 times t h a t  of t , f~e  SUII'E clrcum- 
ferencs, rvhich would of course seem 
bafliciar~t to A~~nximancirr. B I I ~  
from the  nhture of olir evidence m e  
cnonot pass certain jucigmeat in 
the matwr. 

Arisb. &fdeor.ii. I (cf. p. 251, 
1); i4dd. C. 2, 355 a, 21, whore 
Anaximander ie not indeed mcn- 
timed, hut according t o  Aleann- 
der's trustrr-ur:hp statcmcnt (loc. 
cit. nnd p. 93 b) Ilr, is illclniieti. 

W h : ~ t  is it.;srrtcrl in the PJu- 
&a, ii., 28, and Slab. j. 556, of the 
ruonrr: 1s denied by Diog. (li. I), but, 
(>is Appears from t l l n  psasagas we 
hare quuted) without fouodatioa. 



by thc revolution of the spheres ; his thcnries on their 
position and magnitudes2 are as arbitrary as we might 
expect, in the cllildhoocl of a+trono*lly ; if, however, he 
really taught that the s tn l s  acrc carried round by the 
movement of cirrles out of w1,vllich they recrived the  fir?& 
by which they shine, he cIaims an important place in 
the  bisto~y of astronomy as the a ~ ~ t ~ h o r  of the Cllcory of 
the  spheres. The sdmr wolrld apply f o his discovery of 
the  obliquity of the cc l ip t ic ,~f  this has tleen :nig;l~tly 

Arirt. and Alex., cl, prevjous 
note arlrl supiia, p. 261, 1. In  whnt 
uny tho rot,~t.ion of tlio hsavcns is 
eff(:etcd, Aristulle dues not say, 
lrut his wnrds i n  e. 2, as alac in 
thtr passage citcd p. 251, 1, frum 
c. I. csn  sc;trcely brur any othor 
con~truction tl~is : Llian that the  
henrcns a m  movrd by the n v ~ 4 ~ a -  
Ta, an idea ~ h i c i r  is  aluu found Iri 
Antwmgoroh artd elscrvhrre (Ideler, 
Arist. Meteor. i. 497). Alrxallder 
t h u s  (loc. cit.) sspiajns t,he 1v.vord.9 
of Aristotle, quoted p. 251, I : 
$ypoU  ̂ $ ~ O S  7 0 ;  T ~ Y  

y $ p  ~ d ~ o v ,  ~ .? t  s p h a  ~ i j ~  6 y p 6 ~ q ~ u s  
6rrh TUG $h;ou 2(c~~*c;c~bOar KU; 

yl~60dai T& T V F $ ~ U T ~  T E  E'Eafiroii KQ: 

. iponks ?hiov TE nal sshtvqr, Ls 818 
T&S & T ~ ~ ; F U S  7arS~as K U ~  ~ h s  b~a8~p . t d -  
W C ~ T  K ~ K C L Y W Y  7;s T P M C ~ S  ~ O L O V ~ ~ ' Y ~ Y ,  

FvOa $ 7a i l~qs  u 6 ~ o I s ~ a ~ ~ ~ L a  Y I ~ ~  
a~,ul ~ a ; ~ a  .rpr~op4vsv. W hrther 
the  rcmnrk t l ~ t  Theuphritulus xu- 
cribes this riel11 t o  Anmimtl~i(ler 
an~l  Dicgenes, refers to this pnr- 
t ion of Annximsnder'a espasition 
i s  not quite certwin. Teicb~uiiller'a 
theor),, loc. eit. 22 nqq., that Annxj- 
m a n d e ~  derived t h e  mtwem~nt. of 
tlic firmament from the turning of 
t hc  Z r ~ i p o v ,  cun~eived as sphurim1, 
on its axis, I cannot. & h i t ,  for 
the rervuua givcn, p. 252, 1, ins- 

apectively of the t,estinronio,~ juqt  
quoted. Boacan X a d m i t ,  as TTeich- 
miillcrnllcg.es, that likere ia  anycon: 
trilrlicrion i n  my co~~~iecl ing (p. 249, 
2) the rrdu~a KIIRF~Y+Y, ascribed to 
the Infiuitr, with the moverrlerit of 
t hc  heavens, whilr; I here derive 
this mn~erncnt  fi-urn the ?rveli/~a.ra. 
When Annxinlknder says t h a ~  the 
Infrnitc h i  it& OITI~ m o r c m c ~ ~ t ,  p ~ u -  
ducev that  of the  universe, this dnos 
nut prevent his deucribii~g (cf. 260 
sq.) more phrt,it'!uhrly the manner 
in w h i c h  that morcmcnt is brought 
about, and seeking accordingly the 
xpproximata m u s e  for tho rel,ul~i- 
tion of the ytrtrry bpheres in  the 
currents of t-lle air. 

According to Rtnb. 310, and 
the Piuc. ii. 15, 6, he plnccrl tho  
sun highmi, then the muon, and 
thc fiscd stars e.ncl plhnels l o w ~ s t  
(Raper in Philologus, vii. 609, 
u-ruugly gives ail oppusite intm- 
pretat,ion). Hippolytus say5 the 
same, only withont mentioning- the 
planets. On the ~ i z e  of the snn 
arid moon cf. p. 2.j3. The stata- 
men:nts of Endemus, quoted p. 234, 
2, refer to those tllo~rlieu. 

Pliny, l f i s t .  X r d .  ii. 8, 31. 
Others, honsv~r ,  ascribl: th is  dis- 
covery t o  Pytl~;yoras; ~ i d c  htfro, 
Pylh. 
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nsc,ribed to him. In accordance with tbe notior~s of 
antiquity, Auuirnandcr, we arc told, wcgarded the stars 
as gods, and spoke of an inrturnc~ahle or infinite 
multit~lde of heavenly gods.' 

The Earth he supposes to  have existed a t  first in R 
Iiquirl stt~te, and t o  have been gradually formed by the 
drying up of tbe  moisture by lrlenrls of thr: surrounding 
f ire;  the rest, having het:ornr: s d t  and hit.ier, sunning 
of into the Its shapc he conceioes a cylinder, 
t h o  h~igllt  of whioh is a third part of i ts  Irrrearlt,h ; rve 
inhabit it,s upper sr~rface.~ A t  rest in the cer~tre of d l  
things, its eyoilihriwn i s  maintained bcbause it is 
eq~mlly distant from tll e crt,~erne limits of the universe? 
The animals also, he thougl~t., origirrated from prinli- 
tive slime, under the influence of tlle sun's lieat, and as 

t,he i i le i~ of a. grnd~ri~l succession of animal species eor- 
responding with the periods of geological formation was 

Oi~ero. b7 I). i. 10, 23 (afkr Vide 8ap-n. p. 251, 1. 
Philodcm~lsl, Asia.vi?itlltzdri at&km PluLt~eh in Eas. Pr. flu. i. 9, 
opilrio rst n'atiztoa esse Beov. l o ~ ~ i s  2 ; Pllic.iii. LO, 1 ; LZippulyt. Refbt. 
i7rtmcdIis orimttes ocr:ihnfehque 1. 6 .  Diogenen (ii. 1) makes tlir, 
eui;qxe innuvzwc!hilt~s c.uxe m u ~ ~ d o s .  form of t . l ~ r . ~ a i - t  sphcriml ins tmd 
Plnc. i. 7 ,  12: '~vu [ i~auBpoz  robs nf cyli~~clrical, but this is an error. 
duic'pas u f i p a p / u v r  B ~ n i s .  Stab. in Teich~nuller goes thoroughly into 
the pa[.allel pnhrsge Fel. i .  56:  the s ~ ~ h j e c t ,  loc. cif. 40 srlq. 
' A v a [ i ~ a v G ~ t , s  d;?re@$varu TL$P & X C ~ -  Arist. 116 C m h ,  ii. 13, 295 b, 
pour ~ ; ~ a v o b s B ~ 0 6 s ;  Ps Galen..$Li'zat. 10; Simpl, in h. 1. 237 b, 43 sq. ; 
Phfl. c. 8, p. 261 I < :  ' A r a < i ~ c l y 8 ~ o s  Schol. 50: b, 2 0 ;  Diog. ii. 1 ; Hip- 
8; ~ o l s  b ~ c ; ~ o u s  vo js  (Heeren in polgf., lac. cit. The asrerbion of 
Scobcus, luc. cii .  riylltlv substitut.es Thco (Asdron. p. 324), taken by 
obpavo;s for r o i r )  O f o h  ci~a.ar; Cyrill, him from Dercyllides, that Anaxi- 
c. J u l .  i. p. 2,s II : 'Ava.$pauBpor ri~ander ~110~glit the earth muvcd 
Oehv 8iupi[c.rar eivlvar r o b s  d ~ s l p o v s  ~lnurld the centre ,of t he  unirerre, 
udupuus. Tert. Ada. dTu.rc. i. 1% i s  n m i ~ ~ p p m h o n s i o n  of mhat. hc 
A?t,cixilrr(tmd~r uniterum mburia (Anaximander) said as to the sus- 
( D P ~ z  ?~ronrmtia~c~it). IIuw we are perlsiu~l (q~.  Simpl. loo. cii.) of the 
t u  undsrtland the infinite number edrth. .41exander expressej himself 
of tlleae gods wc shall soon rnnro more cautiously. 

drticularly enquire. 



natwally beyoncl his resdl, he assumcd that, the land 
animds, including man, 'had ;it first been fishes, and 
afterwards, when t.hey were able to  develope thcmselres 
under t,hcir new shape, had come on shore and thrown 
off tII1eir scdes.' He is said t o  have regarded the soul 
as of tlie nat,ure of a.iq2 and wc have no rcason to think 
this improbable ; what, however, is more certain, is 
thst in his theories of t.tre origin of rain, of the winds, 
of thunder and lightning," ;dmost everything is re- 
ferred .to the influence of air. But these theories have 
little connection with his philosophic doctrine. 

As all things were prod~reed from one primitive 
matter, so must all return to  i t ;  for all tliings, sa,ys our 
pl~ilosopher,~ must undcrgo, socording t o  the order of 
time, penance and punishment for their injustice, The 
weparate existence of individual things is, so t,o speak, a 
wrong, a transgression which they mugt expiate by their 
destruction. Anaxagoras is said to ha1.e applied +,he 
same principle to  the world as a whole, and t o  have 
admitted, in consequence, that the  world ~wuld  he 
destroyed: but that  cm account of the perpetual motion 
of the infinite sulrsttlnce, a new world would he 

1 Vide Plub,rcll ap. Eus. loc. cii. ; of Llie des reu~  o f  men from fishes 
Qu. CO?~. viii. 8, 4 ; Ylne. T. 19. 4 ; impli sd that the  use of fish as fad 
also Brandis, i .  140, but especially was anlawfu1. 
TcicI~miiller, Ioc. cB. 63 q q . ,  wIlo Tbend. GF. iiflcur. T. 18, p. 72. 
pigh~ly mlls attelltion to the poi11t.s a Plutnrch, Ph, iii. 3, 1. 7, 1 ; 
of contact between r l ~ i s  hypothesis Stob. Evl, i. ,500; Hippolyt, lm. 
a ~ d  the  D ~ m i n i a n  tl~w~ry. But I cit. ; Seneca. Qu. hT&t. j;. 18  -sq. ; 
CRnnOt follow him in Ilir atutkient; Achilles Tatius in  Arat.. 83 ; Flia. 
(p. 66) tllrrt Anada~ander,  mcord- Ifist. ii. 79, 191. ma-I;~nAnaxi- 
ing to Flutarch, &u. conv. forbatit mnnd*r foratell an oat~tllrlu&tl;c t o  
the eating of fish. Plutt~rch dues the Spartans, but adds significar!tly 
not seem to me t o  say Urat Anaxi- ' Si rrcdimus.' 
mander expressly intol.dicted fish I n  the fragment quoted, p. 
eating, b u ~  only that his doctrine 240, 2. 



formed ; so t.h:~t tkei-e would tlms be an endless series 
of suceejsive worlds. This maLter, lluwever, is open to  
diSprLtte,! \Ye are repeatedly a3surcd that Anaximantler 
spoke of il~nurrleralle worlds, but whether lle raea~lt by 
this, worIds in juxta.positir,n, or wurlds in suecessioll,-- 

alld lThcther, up012 the former theory, he thought of ;A 

number of comylet,e sy&tcrns, separatc from eauh otlier, 
or ollly diE(:rcnt parts of one and the same S ~ S ~ C J I I ,  arc 
questions that are not easily ans~~-ereC!.VCi~cro bays t.hat 
flnax-imander regarded the oount,less w orlrls as. goils. 
This worlld incliue us to the idea of whole sgstsrns, like 
f hr: worlds of Dcmocri',us. The countless ' heavens ' a£ 
which Stubens sl~erlis (as ;t1s0 the Pseudo-Galen) seem 
t o  necessitate the same interpretation, sincc Cyrillus, 
substitutes ~or!ds ' for ' heitvens.' Tlli! Placitfi, how- 
ever, I ~ i t \ ~ l :  the word ' btars,' and this RT6> mubt take t o  
have been Anaxirnander'a real meaning. For if Ile had 
sdd  the innumerable worlds that a.rs s u j q ~ n ~ c d  kh exist 
uut.side our sYstenl art: gods, hc would not merely have 
btoud alone amuug all Wlc ancient philosraphers, but i t  
rvould Lic d i f i c~ l l t  to  say how he could Zl;r~-t! wrived af sli~li 

a f,hcorcm. Fc'cir in all periods, and without exception, 
gods have been undcrstaod t o  rrleun hi~lg.s ttl~nt are the 
objects of humar~ adrir:~tioli : eve11 tbc! gods of Epicurus 
are so: thou~gh, on thcir side, they trouble themselves 
little abo~it ~ 1 ~ 1 . ~  But these worlds, critil-ely with- 
drilwo from our perception; and sight, and adrnitkcd 
only on the strength of a speculative hypothesis, are nol  

1 Vide SScleiermwcher, luc. cit. p. 255, 1. 
19: hq. ; Rrisclie, h r s r k ,  i. 4C kqq. ' Cf. Pail Ill .  a, 395, second 

V i d c  thc texts g1r.0~1, .stcp?zr, odit iol~.  

BOL. 1. S 



cap~ble of inepiring our adoration, and have nothing in 
tharnscives that could appeal t o  the feeling of piety: 
rvllcreas the ancient worship of the stars, deeply rooted 
as if, n7as in the Helienic mode5 of thought,, is to be 
met with  perpetually, as we know, among the philnso- 
phers. Anaximaader's connt.less gods must, therefore, 
be tZle stars. The explanation of his Iikewise calling 
thcs~i gods 'heavens' may be found in what. wc have 
pithered about his conception of the stars, That which 
~ i y e  behold nnder the form of slm, moan, or st.ars, is t o  
Anaxiruander only a lurninous aperture in a ring which 
is formed o f  air and filled with fire, and rotates a t  a 

greater or less Jibtanco around the earth. The con- 
centric light-emitt~ng rings which thus surranrid u s ,  

and together ~ i t h  the earth form the universe, might 
therefore be properly called i~cavens, and perhaps they 
rriight he called vorlds ;' hut it  is likewise po~siblile that 
later  writer^, adopting the Zanglrage of their own times, 
may 111a~e snk~stituted 'worlds' for hea\en?nu' by way 
of explanzition or tmendation. Re~ides, Anaximand~r 
ruight well  peak in this sense of an ~rnfinite number 
of heavens, s i n c ~  (in accordance with this theory) he 
must have regarded the fixed stars, not as placed in a 
single sphere,' but each one as the aprrtr~re of its own 
ring. Por a t  so early a period as Anaximander's, it 
ought not to surprise UB if that rrhich no man co~ltd 
reckon were called ~nfinite in nurnbe~., 

1 Simplirius, for example, SaQs "uch sphere munt haye 
(in the passagequoted s ~ p r a ,  p. 23.7, heen perfora~ed like a sieve, sinre 
I )  of Anrueoras ,  to whom nobody each star indimtes an opening in 
attributed t h o  t,heury of several it:  and jsccoi.ding to p. 254, 2) i t  
systems, that vats, accordingtohim, would have hidden the sun and 
p~oduced 706s 7 c  ~dufiour nu) h v  moon fram us. 
T ~ V  Pih~uv +;uru. 



On the other hand, t.he assertion which asciibes to 
Anasim:tntier an infinity of srzccessive world8 scerns t o  
be borne by his sgst.srn. The correlative of  the 
wodd's fo~mat~ion is t,he wcj~ld's dest.luction; if t,he 
world, as a living being, cic~~cloped itsclf aL a definite 
cpoi..h out of R given matter, i t  may easily bc sllpposed 
t,hat it will also be dissolved, like a living being, in to  
itrs con~tifucnt elements again. If creative force and 
movement, as essential and original qualities, be. 
ascribed to this primitive mattcr, it i s  only logics1 to 
cnnclude that by vil-tue of its vitality it will produce 
another world after the deatriiction of our own; and for 
the same reason it must have prod~~ced ot,her worlds 
prior to  the earth, Thus me assume an infinite series 
of snccessive worlds in t,he past, and i n  the frstnre. 
P l l~b~rch ,  indeed, expressly s x y s  of Anaximnnder, thxt 
from the Infinite, as the sole cause o f  the birth and 
~Iestruotion of all things, he considewed that the he. t , ~ e n s  
and the inn~tmeral~le nrorlcix arise in endless c:ir~ulation,~ 
and HippoIytus speul;a to the same ~ E e c t . ~  The Infi- 
nite of Anaximander,' he says, eternal and never 
growing old, embraces dl the worlds ; but t h e e  have 
each of tlmn a set. time for their arising, their exi~t . -  

' Ap. Ens. A.. Eu. i. 8, I : 
('Ava&ap8pdr +am) rb i a r ~ ~ o v  +dvat 
7hv ~ G u a v  a i ~ i a v  ;.XFIY ~ j j s  TOG 
a a v r 8 s p u i ~ ~ d - s  T ~ E  . . . wul +BopZr. 

05 sf @'I~UZ 7 0 ; s  T E  O;PBYO;S 

Zcffbu~upk8al ~ c r l  ua0dhou s a k  8rrtrv- 
'?US i r ~ I p o u s  ~ W U S  K ~ ~ ~ O U S .  &TE$$" 

varo 82 7 % ~  @Bophs yiu~aeai udr ~ o h l  
T ~ ~ T E ~ O P  74v y;vcnrv C[ kreipou 
aibvos i r ~ a r v r h o u p ~ v ~ v  d r r w v  
air-rBv. 

2 l?qfaf.  i .  6 : 08701 &pXbv <prl 
+2v 6vrwv $dcrlv TLV& TOP &reipou, t.E 
5s -yiveuea~ 5-03s abpavobs ~d 7ubs Zv 
U ~ T Q ~ S  udrp.0~1. ~ a d r n v  8' hi8lov ~ V U I  

~ a l  dyi ipu ,  )?iv K P L  ? r d v ~ u ~  T E P I ~ X ~ L Y  

suhr wdrrpous, ?.+EL 6/ X ~ ~ Y O V  

&r Bprupivqs 75s ycviorwr ~ a l  75s  
obaias ual ~ i i s  p8opBr. :Thew p ~ o -  
positions Geein, by t h e  way, t o  he 
rrken from ~notlker sourco f fox 
what fullows. 



encc, a11d the i r  destruction.' Cicero, ho,"makes 
mentiorl of inn1 rrnerable worlds, whicki in long periud~ 
of time arisc m d  perish; and S t g b ~ u s  attributes t,rr 
Anaximander the tkeol-y of the future destruction of 
t . 1 ~ ~  w t ~ d c l . ~  This is also oauntenaneed by the  state- 
mcnt that he believed in a futnre drying up of the sea: 
for in that, case there would be an i~lcreasing- prepon- 
derance sf t ,hc fiery eleemenl;, which must ultimately 
resrrlt iri the dc~tructioil of the earth, and of hl~e spsterr~ 
of which it forms the centre. The same theory of a 
constai~t alternation of bhtb and destruction in the 
universe was held Iry ITeracleitus, who approaches more 
closely to Anasimaudeti~. tlli11;in to  any of t . 1 ~  a.ncient 
Ionian physicists, and also nrust probably by Annxi- 
menes and Diogencs. MTe linve reason, therefore, tu 
srlppose that Anaximandctr also held it;  and that he 
sll ready iaoght ti] e doctrine of i L  perpetua,l vicissitude 
1xLween the separation of things from the primitive 

In noither of l l reve pas63.g~ 
can tlle ilznruuerable ~rorlds bo nn- 
cicmluud uther~dse thitrl as suecss- 
k i  \.l: wo~.lrls. W I I C ~  Uippulytu~ 
dircctIg c i lunadv  wit11 liis nicrltion 
of t.lie rcdupoi thc rcrn:lrk Lhat the 
rime of their beginning is detar- 
n~iired, th is  ran only inenn that 
tlrcrc 1~6rpot  IXIVP it d e f i ~ ~ ~ t e  ( I ~ P L -  
t i ou ,  a11d we must than explsin the 
plurality thus  : tlzcl~e arc m:tng 
\~orlds, I,oc;ause cacli aorld only 
lads for n timc. The cu~tilectivt~ 
of the t ~ r o  propositiunk, that the 
&ncrpov is etarrrnl, and that it em- 
Ilracea all \vorlds -points to the 
sanrr rculilt. It might embrace all 
coexisting worlds even'if it wcre 
not eternal; but it could only em- 
b r ~ e  succesrivc worlds, if it out- 

l;tstcd,the~n all .  Wii,h PluiarcI~,. 
t,11c mjsing vr pasring away . roc  
~ r a v ~ b s  and thr: i u a ~ u ~ A o u p E ' v w u  
r d w w v  ~ 6 ~ 8 s .  safficici~tlyri~o~v t h ~ t  
suc.crssi\-e ~ u d d s  21 re i utsnded. 

" 111 Ilia passage quoted at 
1en)rtJl . T I ~ T O ,  11. 253, 1, mllcrr, the 
uwrcia bi igb  inter~*(rllia o7-ientrs 
occzr!enln.ugue, can urlly apply lo 
worlds of rvhichulle ilrises wheu the 
nthcr rrlisnpponrs. c r sn  snppnsing 
t h > ~ t  Cicero or his authority con- 
fused t h e  wurld.; u i t l ~ t h e  &x:ncrpor 
oLpavol civsigjr~ted >is gods by 
.4naxinl:tl1der 

"cl. i. 416. lnaximander 
. . . ~,bBap~bv T ~ Y  K ~ ~ T ~ U V .  

Tl~eophrastus, and probably 
also Bristotle, mpm, p. 151, 1. 



matter, ;lnd tt2Ftir return l.0 primitire matter;  21s me11 as 

an endless series of worlds in fir~ccession, wIlich was the 
natural result of that doctrine.! 

\V.l'hethcr he likewise maintained the co-existcnca of 
en jnfinite nilmlrer of sy.~terns, or of a plurality of 
syst,ems spar': f ~ o m  one :mother, as the  atomist.^ after- 
wards did, is anothpr question. Bimplicius, and xji- 

parewltly Angust.ine, ~ ~ s s e r t  this of him ; and some few 
rnodc1.n writers I ~ i ~ v e  a.greed with them.3. Ru t  Augl.rs- 
t ine certainly (does no t  speak from his vwn knowledge, 
and he does no t  tell us his a~ltl~opity. Xor is Si)nyilici~ls 

' What Sc !~ l e i e~~nnehc r  I I P ~ P S  

(loc. cil. 1 9 7 )  asninnt thrs tlleory 
clries not i;ccTn ru Inc  roncLusise. 
An:~ainiandw, he thinks [~colul ing 
to thc ~ e x t s  quoted, sirprrr, p. 299, 
2 ,  3), could 11~ :  ~ H . Y F :  ~ I ~ P ~ O P B T ~  B 
t i m e  in whicll ge~lpration was nr- 
r a h t ~ d ,  and this mnst, h aw  been the 
c u e  ftnm the c.olnmertcFmeuc c i f  a 
wt~r l i l ' s  dcsr~.nction t.il the sr.islng 
of a zrcw wrirld. Halt jn thr. first 
placa, the words, %a 5 y;utars p+ 
2arhfis7, do n o t  assert t l ~ a t  'gene 
ration may nsrcr  find in 110 WAY 
t o  arrcbtccl,' hilt. rather thit the  
generationofperpetually nevbeings 
can  lever cease.' It does not ceiii.6 
if i t  is continued in  n new wnrld 
i n a c e d  of thr oue cl~strnyed; and 
thug it 1)ecomes very que~t io~ l ;~b le  
n-het,her we C'BIL att,rit~lltu 10 A11asi- 
n ~ n ~ l d e r  a notmion wl~irh, itric,tly 
nnd~ratcnil, 1~o111rl excloden begin- 
ning 3~ re l l  ;is an end of the 
morltl; uan~ely. the  iiot.iur1 t l l t r t  on 
accorlnt of t,hr incesiant nctirity of 
t h e  first Pause (viile S I L ~ .  p, 3.19: 1) 
the w r l d  c.m never cease t o  enst. 
He might think that he I!-~'I pro~~in: 
this activity all the more conrlu- 
siwly by makina it :tli~:tys firm n 

ncw world nftrr th~ :  rlrstruct,ion uf  
nn old one. Xosc's opinion (Arisl. 
lib. vwl. '76) that the tkeury uf  
,tn alcern71lirc focn~a t~un  st~tl rles- 
tructifm of rvnrlais is a ~r~sf~~stizsi~rnn 
t o:]iln?rdi rodroue plew olimn i ~ : ~ s  
!oen itlraiidy snswvrcd ill lht. Lext.  
We find th i s  theory in An~ain~cncs ,  
IIcr~ir:l~?i~.rrs. an11 Dingenes (tn all 
of w h n m ,  11nwc1-cr, liose equai!y 
ilcnins ir,) ; :in11 rr~oreorcr in En~pc- 
docler. 

3 Sinlpl. Phys  257 h :  oi ,u;v 
y&p k r c i p o v s  T+ ~ h h O t r  r o t s  udo- 
POUP I I I T O B ~ ~ C V O L ,  &S oi r e Y >  'AvE[- 
; t~uvSpoa MU; Ar6Klnrrov ICU; ~ ~ , u h ~ ! -  
.rev ~d $rr.rfpov 0;  ~ r p i  'Eaf~oupou, 
yivopivovs a3rohr uai g % ~ r p o , ~ l v o u s  
fir;t iey70 $r' ~ ~ A F L ~ ; Y ,  Cihhmv 
id yiuopivwv ~ A A ~ Y  82 ~ d ~ i f ~ o ~ ; u w v .  
C r . ~ 1 t f : p . C l t i X . 2 .  Xug.Ct;'~.B.riii. 
2 : rerzc+ia priitct;nici ~itiyirtwzcm rs.w 
creddi t  injni ia ,  et tn?a~l?ncmbils~ 
,mundds qt371rve et ymcuraplrs i~?. eia 
u ~ i > t . ? ~ t q ~ ~ .  pn.~qzw muwdo.~ nqrlo dia- 
solui mob iterrrw gignt exisiimccuif, 
palafa qswtjai: r~elak! swfi n$n?&are 
potw~it. 

Ri~sgun espwially, p. 18 sq. 
of the work mcntioi~cd (srrprii, p. 
235. 1). 



quotirlg from ilnaximtznder's writings,' and he clearly 
betrays that he is not sure of what he is saying,? NO 
t,rustworthj+ evidence from any other source car1 be 
cited in favour of this pl~ilosopi~efs baving held such a 
tbeo~.y,%: tllcory which his general sy~tem not merely 

11 s aLire;tdy uliscrved on p. 237 a o s  A ~ ~ ~ Y ~ L T O ~  'Esfxovpos 6?rdpocr 
sq., nnd clearly prover1 by the con- u;spo~s  2~ ~j intipy rca~h n8uav 
tr:icliiltior s ~ct;cltiiig from the corn- scptaymy;lv. T&P 8' ~ T G I ~ O U E  ~ T O @ I J -  

p ~ 1 . i ~ ) ~  of ctic c s p r ~ ~ s i o ~ ~ s  %llown to Y ~ ~ ~ U O Y  T O ~ S  K ~ G - , U O U T  ' A V C ~ ( ; ~ V Q ~ O S  

hr his, dt6p?&, pp. 23?, 1 ;  241, 6 ;  ~b Yrou air~o;$ 2 r r C ~ ~ t a  ihh+huv, 
24,i, I ,  2. ' E r i ~ u v ~ u r  tiwrouv t b a ~  T& ,us.ra[v 

"Cf. n c  &in, 91 L, 34 (RilI~ol. rwv xduPmv 8r$umpa, his meaning 
dti Ar. 460 a, 38) : oi 6; aai T@ n u  donla  is tha:, _.ii~nai~namdrr, likc 
~ X f i O f i  & m : p o u ~  K ~ U ~ O U S .  LIE 'AumEL- Uernocritns and Ep icu~ur ,  e l iever l  
pcr~8porr fib k ~ c r p v v  ~ i j  pry;Bti ~ h v  i n  nun~l~crless coaxistont mnr!ds, 
b p ~ h v  Be'pfvor, d r ~ : ~ o v s  It air+e0 xlld th is  l i k ew~sc  llolrls good of 
r-6~1- T@ T A ~ O C L  K C L J ~ D U S  ~ T U I G ~ Y  T h ~ o d o r e t  ( C Z ~ T .  ,Ti-. n.6 iv l j ,  
8 o rr c r.  A s i ~ l n s u s  8; wi ~ ~ ~ d r r p r .  p. 5&) ,  wliij irttributc? to t hc  samc 
T U S  & T ~ ~ ; ~ R V P  r@ T A ~  TO LF H ~ F ~ O U S ,  plii lni .f i~~licl~~, enurn ei.itted i l l  the 
k c .  /bid. 373, b 43: ~ a i  wdg,uous salite order 2 s  .5tob&t1s. ?rohhob~ 
~ D F ; ~ O U E  0 3 7 1 1 ~  KII; Fliawrov T G Y  XLI: i i r e i p u ~ s  I L ~ I T ~ C O U S .  TIl~od~rr t ,  
fidapwv drrdpov 70s  ~ p r o d r o u  I ~ u v c ~ e r ,  is cv~dentIy not an in- 
o ~ o r ~ ~ i o v  h i & ~ v ,  B r  B v ic E ;, tlepelldcnt witness, but bas been 

8 The state of the case l n  1.e- dr t twir~g upor1 the text, 1.he words 
p r d  to Cictrvo :%nil Philodeniu\ lrils of a l ~ l c h  Sti~lr~lls  gi1-e~ lnora 
alrcdy 1,een invcsbgiited, pp 267 ; cnrnplrt~lg. :MI: account, itself 
360. 2 ; where t h e  passagcb oit,cd also seoms here t o  be veyj?uutrust- 
(p. 2.59, 1: 2) fro~rl Hippolytlls nr~tl  sorihy. F ~ ~ l i t t l e ~ o n f i d e n ~ e ~ ; 1 u  be 
Pl l l tnrc l~  havr! nlso heen s u i f i c i e ~ ~ t l ~  plr.cail in au author a ho attributes 
considered. Plutaxcli i n d d  thn h e l p o r  udairor to Anaxil11ene.j. 
ill t,hs y~etei*ito: 7 0 ; s  T C  U;~RYU;S A r c I ~ e I ~ u s ,  and Xcnophr~u(:s, itnd 
a i r r a ~ ~ w p ! & a t  rra: wa8dhou -robs daau- by tlie x~ldition of ~ a ~ d  r ? a v  
 as ~ K E L ~ U U S  ~ Y T U S  E ~ U ~ U V S .  buttllat. n t p r u y q ~ v ,  wkiioll ib  quite inalipli- 
proves notlri~lg ; for in itla first ca.Ir!~ to r.he Atolrristij w~d.Kpicure- 
plncetlle K ~ U ~ D L  irray lharc! the mmc an$, clearly h,,trays that he is here 
rncalli~ig w ohpcrrol ( r f .  p, 258), ;~ni I  confising two rlifXerent tlieo~.ies, 
i n  thc i l ~ x t ,  i t  might be said uf that which rrrxkos i r ~ n t n ~ ~ e r ~ b l e s ~ ~ c -  
successive worlds th;rt an iuEnitc crsalre worlds Lu prueccd from th3 
nnmbcr  of tliern hird ci>luo f a ~ t h  ~rpra.ywyal  (tile cii,cn!ar mntinn 
from tlw &acrpuv ; for thcy llad spoken of by Pintarch, s f r p ~ n ,  p. 
alraady l lee~i innumerable irl  tlre 259, I ) ,  and t.hiit which nruiil- 
p s t .  It I i i i ~  a150 been s110a.n (1). tail~sinnmnernhle co~itc~npoi-nrieoua 
257) that St,obe~lu, I. 5ti, prnrec; worlds. !Arh:ttAuaxiniander really 
ntrthing. When Stohsus (I. 4!16f sxid concerning t h e  equal dist~inra 
cays " A ~ ~ ~ u u u ~ ~ o s  'Ava[tF&qs 'Ap- of t,he ~vorldri, whether his t~tt.erduco 
~ h h a u s  5 t ~ o p d v q s  & L O Y < W ~ P  A ~ ~ K L T -  related t o  the  distnnw i n  vpace of 



does not require, but, often actually contradicts. We 
might; imagine t,hat it necessarily resulted frum the 
unlimii;ednt?ss of matter ; but the successors of Anrtsi- 
mander, Xnaximenes, Anaxagoras, and Diogc~les, prove 
how little sucl! necessity existed at - tkmt early shge of 
t,hought. S o ~ e  of them find any dificulty in supposing 
our world to be limited, while the matter surrounti- 
ing it, and not formed into :Iny other worlds, extends 
itself t,o infinity. The rcflcction which Sehleiermaclier 
xttributcs to our philos~phcr,~ that  there must he many 
worlds, in order that death and deutruction may rille in 
one, mhlle life and vitality prev<~il in another, appears 
much too artiSc:ll for the  tirnc. It is, therefore, 
AiEcult to see how Anarirnsnder could have been led 
t o  a theory which is so entlrcly ~ndependent of t h e  
sensible intuition, the immediate origin of a11 aneicrlt 
cosmology. Such a theory rnr~st, indecd, hate been 
peculiarly rerriote from a philosopher holding SO de- 
cidedly, as Anaximander did, rhat every particular RILS 

derived from one first principle, and returried t o  it 
iipiu.' Dernocritus was quite logical when h~ made his 
innumerablr! atoms, wliich ware guided by n o  uniform 
principle, corn'liinc with one another in the most diverse 
parts of infinite space, and so form iudepehdent world- 
systems. Anaximander,on the contrary,starting from his 
conception of tile Onc Unlimited which rules all things, 
could only arrive at the theory of a single uni~erse ,  
combined by tth unity of tbe force thst forms the world. 

the obpavoi, or to  the ditltauze in ' Lao. cil. p. 200 sq.  
tltna of the srtccts~ive worhlp, n;a a An Schleiermaeher hinrbsll 
cannot  determine. aclmowledges, lor. cit. 197, 2116. 



If y e  now ccmpare Anxxima.llder's doctrii~c, as rp.- 

prmcnted in our present enquiry, wit11 vhat we lisow of 
t,he di~:,t.rii~e of Thalcs, \we aba.11 find that it. is fas richer 
in content, and 'hetokens a Big'ilar dereloprnect of philo- 
sopl-~ic tholrght. I . a m  not incleecl inclincd t o  ascribe 
m y  great significance tn t . h ~  co~lce~tion whicl~ is prin- 
cipally d d t  on by historians as cconstit.l~t,iulg the most 
convenient rIerig~iatior~ for Anaxirna,ridi:r'~ prillciple, 
viz., ihe inf njty of priraitii-e matter ; for t,he endless 
fixlccession of ~\a.trxal treat-ions, vhich chiefly determined 
Anauim ander in adopting it, might l ~ a ~ e  been athirled 
indr,pendent,l? of this principle;' and tlne rlnlimiled 
exteneion of tile world in spnee, wllich would have ne- 
cessitnteci it, was not taught, as me have seen, by th is  
philosopher, On the  otbcr lt;i.rld, it is an i~npij~timt fact 
that Anaxim~.ncier slin~rld hare taker) for his point of 
rlep~rtrlre, not  il dcterrninat.e subst~ncc like Tllales, hot. 
indd.srrr~inat.e anil infinite matimer ; and whatever may 
have Ied him to such a. doctrine, it implies an advance 
on his p r t .  be,yoyontl merely sensuous obswsi~tion. Thrtles 
sa.id not't:ing i~hout the manner in a h i c l ~  things arise 
out of t,hc pr i rn i%, iv  matter. Tbe ' separation ' of h a x i -  
m:tnder is stmill sufficiently ragre ,  but it, is at any rate 
an attempt. to fiwm some notion of  t be process, to reduce 
the ~nuttiplicity of phenomena to the most. general oppo- 
sit,ions, and t,o aettain a physical theory of the genesis of 
the world, free from the  rnythic:nl elements of the an- 

cient theogonjc c~smulog~ .  The idens of Anaximander 
on the system of the world, and the origin of living 
beings, not. only show reflection, but ha\-e exerciser1 

-4s Aristotle obsarves. ~~ir?e saprcc, p. 239, 3. 



HIS JIT6TOXZCAL PUSITIO,?: ?I;$ 

import:~nt inflrlrnce 011 s~ t ' r~~equca t  philosophy. Finally, 
hc: admitted a beginning as well as an end trf our worlrl, 
a,ylrI an infinit0 series of suct:essive worlds. This dw- 
trine evinces rernarknblc consistency of thought. It is 
]>csides tllc first. step tnrrards the abandonment. of the 
rrlyt,hicnl notion of the origin of the world in time! and 
thro~rgh the idea that creative fiirce citn nevPr hevr 
heell idle, it prcpared the yay f'fo the Aristotelian dw-  
trine of t l i ~  e t e h t y  of thc rvor!d. 

1 cannot, horvevcr, ngrer in the opinion t11n.t Anilxi- 

mantlrr should -be scl~aratcrl frorrl Thalea anrl from hi< 
snccessors, and assigned t o  a special order of develop- 
ment. This opinion has been rniiintainecl in modem 
times a,nd on opposite grounds hy SchIeiennacher ' iind 
Ritter : by Schleiermiicher, because hc sccs in Anaxi- 
m;lnder tIlc commencement of ~pccuIntire natural 
scicnce; by Ritter, because he rega~iis him as the 
fouudcr of the meehanicnl and more expc:rirncnf&1 
physics, liTitll refererlve to  the latter, it Ilas already 
heen shown tha t  Aua~imanilcr 's  t.ht?ory of nat~rre ha.s a s  
little x mcchilnical charactc=r as that of his predecessor 
or immediate successors, aud that he cspeciadly approxi- 
mates to  Hcracleitus, the typical dynamist, For the  
fiarne reasone, Sclileiel-macher is incorrect in asserting 
that,, in contrast with Thales and Ani~ximenee, h i d  t,en- 
dency is more towards the particular than the universal ; 
for Anaximander rra.s remarkably strict in npholding 
the linity of animate riat~1.e.~ He admits, indeed, that; 

On Anaximand~r. he.  c i f ,  p. 177 sq., 202. 
183 ; G ~ c h .  der P l d .  25, 31 eq. Vich s f~pra ,  p. ZSG, nnri 
' G v h .  der Phil. i .  211, 290 Srhl~iarrn~cl~cr on .knfixim;i~idcr. 

sqq., 3 4 2 ;  t+. G~ir:~ck. dcr Ion. I'krt. p. 197, who i e  stgIed by h i m  the 



cont~aries ernanate from the primitive substance; but 
this proves nothing, since Aaaxi~ulenes and Diogenes hold 
the sarne opirrion. Lastly, I must dispute the assertion 
of Ritlcr ' t ha t  Aniiximsnder w e d  nothing to  Thales. 
Eve11 supposing that from a materid point of view 
he approprii~t,ed none of' Tlliiles' ideas, i t  was formally 
uf  the highest impol.tnnce that Tlides ehor~ld first have 
instituted the  enquiry concerning the unirersal principle 
of all things. \Ye have, however, sheady seen that Anaxi- 
mnnder was prol~ably connected with  Thales, not only by 
his hylozoiem, but by the particular theory of the liquid 
state of the earth in its commencement. I f  we ijrlher 
eoi~sider that he was a fellow chiaen itnd yoauger COIL- 

temporary of Tbales, and that both philosophers were 
well lrnown and highly esteemed in their nat ive city, it 
scbi~is unlikely that. *lo impulse should hi~vc been received 
by the younger from the elder ; and that  Anaxirnander, 
standing midiyay chronologically between his two com- 
patriots, Thales and Auitximenes, should b e  isolated 
from them scientifically. Tlbe contrary will become 
stjll more app:trent when we see the influence exercised 
by Anaximsndcr over his own imm.ediate s1ict:essor. 

LII. AxA-Yrr1.iE'BRSS2 

T l i ~  p9ilosophic theory nf Anaximenes is generally dc- 
scribed by the proposition that t-he principle or ground 

philosopher ' trhnse whole enquiry lri~ow hardly a n y t l l i n ~ ,  except t ha t  
inclines tm decidedIy to the side of he mnte from 3Iilrluu, end Lhat his 
unity and t h a  subortlinztion of all father's mtme was Euristratuv 
oppnsi tions.' (Uiog. ij. 3 :  Simpl. Piry~. 6 ti.). 

Gesch. dw Pkil. i. 214. Latar writers rcprescnt, hirn as 
Of the life of dnarirneees we a disciple (Cic. A c d .  i i .  37, 118 ; 



of 811 things is air.' Tliat Ire menilt by air something 
different from the element of that name, and distin- 
guished air, thc elementary sulhstance: f?om the atmo- 
sphcricair, 'ca~not be proverl, rkor ir; it probable. He 
sags indced that air in ib pure condition is invisihlc, 
and that it i s  only perceptible through the  ser~si~tiunj: 
of i t s  colcluess, wurmtlt, moisture, and motion ; "nut this 
Ding. ii. 3 ; Aup. Civ. D. viii. 2) ; dB, 1. nitis (Rdclr~ >IIL.F. xxxi. 27)  
friend (SirupI. IOC. ~ii. De Calo, 273 is prr~bably right in his conjecture 
b, 45 ; L W Z ~ .  514 a, 38) ; RC- tllht the passageiu D j ~ ~ r i ~ ~ s s h o u I d  
quamlanct! (Euo. Pr. &I. x. 14, 7 )  ; bc thus t.riluspwed : ycyirnrar ,u;r 
o r  successor (Clem. Slironi, i ,  301 . , . . rsyi  741* $ d p S ~ w r  8hwarv. 
A. Tllendoret, Gr, afi car, ii. 9, i ~ c h ~ ; ~ o r  b; 1 6  i[nrjuou~fi rphy 
y. 22, Au:. l. G.) of Snaimander. dAyurrafir, ilvd that Su~rian tbenre 
'rhough it is pr~l~abln,  frsm tile derives Ilia statement: y6yonev e'v 
rclat,ion of their doetrinos. thut 77j UE' d~upsrd8r <v .rjj Zdp8~oru 
thura was soma oo~~neot ion betwccn &h&oir ;.re K j y v s  b f lCpUas Kpo;rrov 
rke two philosopliers, ~ h e s e  sfrrtc- natleihrv. Oniy, sdys Dieln, Yuid:is 
mekits Arc clonrIy based,  loto on h i s  or some later interpolator has 
torierrl tmdition, but oil a mare wrongly int,roducad. EllaoLius's dab 
combination, which, l~oweror, h;ts i u  76 vr' ;hv~mci8r. The conquest 
more found~tiorr rhnn the strangc uf Sardls that DLogenev means iti 
ststcment (ap. Diog. ii. 3) that hu the conquest Ly Cyrua (01. 58, 3, 
was n, pupil of Parmenides. Ac- or 516 H.c. ) ,  and the word, y 6 ~ u v e v ,  
cording tu Apollurlnrus, io Uiog. or yry;uq.ra~ (xs is of~cn t.he caw) 
Iw. cit., he wus Lorn jn t h e  63rd relates nrl t  to tho b i ~ t h ,  but tu the 
Olynlpiad (528-521 ir.o.), ant? dicd tinla o f  life, the irupq. The work 
about. the time of the rnnqueuc of of An;ixirnenus, a small fragmom: 
Strriir. If by the latter ia rne:tnL of wllici~ has been l~endcd dawn LO 
r l ~ u  conqnctit Ijy the Iouixr~s under us, was, irccording to Diopnas,  
Di~rius in the 70th Olympiad (489 written in ,  the Ionic dialect; tile 
J L . ~ . ) ,  which is used uowhere ~ 1 s t  LWO ins ig~~i t icant  letters to  Pytha- 
:is a chronologicxl epuch, Atlaxi- gOrAY. which we find in Diogenerr, 
rneues would hive: dled G-48 yrars are of  conrso apocryph:bl. 
eftcr Anaximsxtder , na the other k Arisc. .nf.lriph. i .  3, 984 a, 6 ,  
h u ~ ~ d .  in rhat mse. 01. fi3 wouh? 'A~@ipirqr 8; &&'pa KU> ALUYEY~JE 
aaenl ~rtucb tqx, lpte  for  his birth, np8.rcpov 56arus ~ a l  pdhtu~' & p ~ k v  
To obviate tl~it; difficulty Herrmanii rtR&ar r i v  hrhwr a w p d ~ w v ,  and 
(Philos. Ian. el. 9, 21) prbpnses tfi all later writer3 without excep- 
subst~tute for 01. 6R, 0 1 .  53 (as tion. 
given in I3uueb. CArw/..); itnd As is ar~utned by Ri t t~ r ,  i .  
Riirh (Gmch. dcr Alrendl. Phil. ii. 217, a~ id  clt.ill nlwo decidedIy by 
R. 242 sq.) 01. 53. As, horvcvr;r, 13randls, i. 1 4 % .  
Hippolytus (Ii'eJut. i. 7 ,  end) places a Hiypui~ t .  X<fzct. k m .  i 7 : 
the prime of Anaxlmanes in 01. 'Am[rpiqs Bc . . . &&a imrpov <+rl 



is perfectly applicable to the air around us, and OUT nu- 
thurit,ies evidently so nnderstarld if, for they none of 
them ever allude t o  such a distirrcticm, and the rnk~jority 
of their texts cxpresely design& the primitive ma.t'tcr 
of Ana.ximenes ;LS 0 1 1 ~  uf Z,he fcl~ir elements, as a 

qualitatively determind body.' On the other hand, 
hc ascribed onc propert,y to  thc air, which Anaximander 
bad already ernplo.yed t o  disclhiminate primitive bci~ig 
from all things derived; he defined it as ir~fioite in 
regard t o  quantity. This is not only rmiversally 
attested by later  writer^,^ but Anasimenes hiul~~lf 
implies s~ lc l l  an trpiniom in saying that the air em- 
bnces  t,bc whole world ; for when t . 1 ~  air is conceir-ed 
:IS not aomprel~ended by the vault of heaven, it is much 
casisr to  i~riagine i t  spread ouL to infinity t,hnn to  place 
any definite bolmtl to so vvl~ltile u subst.ance. Moreover 

T ~ V  .IPx;Iu C ~ U U I ,  ;[ 05 ~b y r u d p ~ v d  
r B  yryordia ~ a l  71 2 ~ 6 , u c v a  ral 

B r s h  na; Rc;a yivtu%ar, r b  81 hour& 
2~ TGV T B ~ T O V  ~ Y O ~ ~ Y W Y  ~b 6; ~ 1 8 0 ~  

.roc C;ipo$ T O ~ O P T O Y ~  iirav pkv dpa- 
hiiai0s 6, ~ $ F I  &%~.%oY~ 6qho~nOo.r 
8; 7$ +uxp$ ~d T& BEPI.L$ ual T$ 
~ T F P $  K$ 7- K I V O V ~ ; V ~ .  

X, g, Aristutle, lotb. dt., xrld 
P11ys. j. 4 ; Ph~t,  ap. Ens. PT. Elr. 
i. 8, 3 : 'Avatrpiv~r Sd ~ U U L  +Rr TGV 
KAWY i P X $ v  7b.w hipa +in~Zv ~ a ;  

TOGTOY F S U U ~  74 $Y $YLL ~ T T C ~ ~ D U  

  air 6; a;.rbr ~ o ~ b r ~ a ~ u  hpmrpi- 
V U V .  Simp!. Phyr. fi g u : r:ov fiir 
r + v  & s o K ~ ~ ~ . ; v ~ v  +&AV ~d ~ T C L ~ ~ V  

f2nUfb . , . 06h. %PLUTOY 6; . . . 
WAAQ & p ~ ~ P & q v ,  h i p a  h i y r v  a$.r$v. 
So Be Cwlo, ~ i d o  infm, p. 1270, 3. 

Plut. and nippol., vide t b ~  
t w  previouue noha. Cic. Acad, ii. 
37, 113: Anasimems ilpffn&srn 
aua;  S E ~  fa, pi@ 6~ t o  ori~mtt~r  

' v 
drfil~iin,  ,Y TI. 1. 10, 2.6 : Awani- 
>r~!ims asric dezr.m. ~ t i l l ~ i i t ,  tnwrquc 
giiy/2b (ic ~ni~apprehrr is iol~ on which 
rf. Krischc,  i. 53) ~ ~ M T I I F  irdmmsum 
ed il~ji?ait,~/,ll.m ct sfl7iyf in mlt~r;  

Uiog. i i .  3 :  a9.ros dpx+v di'pa r h r  
KE; r b  & a c l p o v ;  Simplicii~s,  pry,^. 6 
b : 'rlvq;pav6pov, NU? 'Ava[r,u6rnv 
, . . %P /A;v,  & ~ E I ~ L I V B ;  .I@ fL6yd6~17b 
n r o r x t i v v  h ~ o 8 ~ ~ L L i v o u s  ; ibid. 6 n, 
~ i i i e  preceding note; i4d. 106 h ,  
vide snpra, pp. 219: 1 ; ihid. ?73 
11 : I u  rp j  &u.rrslp@ . . . r e  'Avatipk- 
vovs xai 'AvaE~~rCv6~ov. 91so Sirn- 
plicias. Dr C!&, vide $.o.jkn; ?hid.  
D I  b, 32 (SphI.  480 a, 35) : 'A!u- 
~ I & ~ J S  r b v  $;pa b r t t p o v  dpx4jr ~ i v a r  
h i y w v .  

In the word9 yunteit hp Hut.  
Pine, i. 3, G (Etnb. Eel. i. 29G) : 
07m 5 $vx3, 4 f ip~rLpu dhp u3aa 
ovyapa.rci i&, rra; Zhov ~ b a  K ~ ~ L O Y  

xvrijfia pal d4p  x r p r i x c r .  



AIR. 260 

Aristotlei mentions the theory accordiug t,u which the 
is sr~rrounded by the bourtdless air. This passage, 

it, ia true, may also apply t o  1)iogenes or Archelaus, 
brlt iiristotle seems to ascribe the infinity of primitive 
matter to  all those who coriaider the ~ ~ o r l d  to  bi? mu-  
roulldcd by this matter, call scarcely doubt there- 
f ~ r e  tllat Anaxin~encs adopi;ed this oouccption of Anasi- 
rnander. He also a p e s  with  hirn in the opinion that . 
the air is iu constant movement, is perpetually changing 
its furms,j and collsequently perpetually generating 11ew 
things derived from it; but wbsbt kind of rnoverrlent this 
iz, our authorities do uo t  inform us.' I.aatly, it i s  said 

I pir~~s. iii. 4 ; ride a u p w  p. rion ; t l l z ~ t  t l ~ o  iufinik air mnu 
219, :! ; ihid, c. 6, 200 h, 23 : % r a s p  s r u ~ p u s e d  to ro ta te  from crernity. 
qe$ lv  oi cpus~ohdyor, ~b e ~ w  uipu 1 C ~ ~ U : I U L  acquiesce in this view, i f  

K ~ ~ , ~ L I ~ ,  O; jl ahria ? dhho TL 0111~ fur t he  reason that not one of 
.ruroG~ov, bwc~pov € ta r .  Cf. nlso the o w  vuthorit.iej: rBcognisos such a 
I"teqo quoto([ 011 p. 245, i ; D8 t b e n r y  - \  ~Q'qt~tio~~of theCnfln~i~erl 
Ciela, Ili. 5 .  sccnis to mc in itself co wotrr- 

Plu~treh  ap. EUH. IJr. fib. i S, ~ ~ C L O P Y  ii notion that TO ought not 
accordingto the  ql~ottttion on p. 288, tu  ascribe it tc Anasimenes, except 
1 : rcru&a%ar FA d v r a  NUT& 71va d u -  o n  or,crwl~cln~inq widcnce : i f  we 
vwarv r o t l ~ o u ,  xu) ndhiv b p a i w ~ t v .  ~ o u i d  represent to ourselves the  
~ , j ~  YE pL. ; ;~  ~ l q u t v  C[ ui&vas h- eternal ~ n u b r m  of mattar, the ann. 
dpX~w. Cic. A?. '.. i. 10 (nbte 1). logy of tho atn~osphoric air wuulrl 
HiPp0lyt. nccordTi~g to the qr~otn- f r u  moro rexdily support the 
t ion ,  m p  p. 268,  I : crvriadar $2 ~ c r l  the~ry of a swii~gii~g morn lnen t .  

y b p f i ~ ~ u S c i h h ~ i ~ 8 r ~ p ~ ~ a ~ d k -  Te~ot~mullcr  appeals to Arjst.. Ut: 
*EL, FI ~ $ 1  K L Y U ~ T U .  Simpl. Php. Cdo, ii. 13, 296 a. 9 : ( L ~ T '  ti B;q. 
(1 a: ~ l v q u r v  82 #at O ~ O E  d!Slov v;u i y i  ~ i u e ,  t a l  ~ u s j j h 6 e p  j s i  78 
n o r ~ i  Kt' $v H$ T ~ Y  P ~ ~ a f m ~ $ ~  ~ ( V G -  P ~ V P I I  $ T P Q , U ; ~  B L ~  T$Y B L v l 1 r r ~  =a;- 
wear. l'be reason why he wnt: ncrcr -  .rqu -& rhv  akiav ndvrts ~ & y v v a r v ,  
theless ~c!~raa&ed ,  Plut. Phe.  i. 3, Bib 811 ~ a i  T ~ Y  y$u ~ d b - 7 ~ 4  S ~ O L  T ~ Y  

$, for recognisilig no moving oiuie, ofipavhv ysvvtjarv, 271 74  p&ov 
i s  well emplainrd Iry Krische, Foi:ic?k. ahOe?v +au;v) ; butt hispassage(even 
34, in raf~reuca to Arist. ;lleuph. I .  :tp~ri from wIut v i l I  bc obscrrad 
8 ,  981 a, 16 8 ~ .  concerning i t  Intcr ouf seems to 

$ Teicbmbller (Siadim~, k c .  p. me of rrnall imporeiincs in  the 
76 sqq.) thil~lrs, as ifi regard qhebtiun; for i t  does not say 
tn Anaxin~ander (awp. p. 252, 1)- whet-her t he  whirling motionwhich, 
that this wits a revolring mo- in the formation of the world car- 



of him, as of Anaximmder, tha,t he derlared his prirni- 
tive matter t o  be the divinity ; whether he expressly 
did so is questionable and improbable, s i n r ~  like hi3 
predecessor (vide ~ X ~ T C L )  he reckoned the gods among 
created beings. I3nt in point8 of fact, the statement i s  
not untrue, becanse, for hitn also, primitive matter waY 
at the same time primitive force, and so far, the creative 
canee of the wi~rlr l .~ 

Sirnplieius says3 that Anaxiwenea made air his fir& 
principle because of its variable natnrc, which especialIy 
fits i t  to he thc substratum of changing phenomena. 
According t o  thc utt,erances of Arinximeries himself$ he 
seems t.0 have been led to this theory chiefly by the . 
analogy of t h e  world with n living being. It appeared 
to  him (in agreement with the ancient apiniort, fmnded 
on t,he evidcncc of thc senses) that in men and animals 
the expiration and inspiration of the air is the calm of 
life, and of the ct~lreeion of the h d y  ; for when thc 
breathing ceascs or ie hindered, Iife loccornes extinct, 

ried the tarreatrial fiu1xJ~ncea int.n 
the centre, existed before these 
substnnces; and this by no means 
necessarily follows. Dembcritus, 
for instance, does nnt conceive thc  
atoms as originally whirling; that 
movement srjsefi only at certain 
points from the percussiorh of tho 
atoms. 

1 Cieero, 3. n. loc. cit .  ; Stob. 
Ed. i, 56 : ' A v u ~ .  r b v  (&bu 
& r ~ & v u ~ o )  ; Lactmtius, 6 i s t .  i. 3, 
p. 18 : nip. CLaq~ti'rcs ef A n n x i m ~ n ~ s  
adhem: dirwgt e m  at6rnrnnm ljeu.n~.. 
Here, howcver, tether is used in 
the modern sanse, Tert. con tr. Mare. 
i .  13, A n n x i w e s  aemnr (Deum 
p n r ~ ~ t t i a v i t ) .  

-0t.h (Gcseh. dm AFmdz. Phil. 
ii. a ,  "Osqq.) opposes Arlaximertes 
r u  Xenophaner, and s ~ y s  tllkt he 
~t~srtsr l  fi'om the concept of spirtt 
as the primiri~edivjnity. He calls 
him a ~ o o r d i n ~ l ~  bhe f lrvt  spiritual- 
ist. But this p e a  a very false 
notion of the import of his prill- 
ciple, and the way jn which he 
:&mired at it. 

a Re CW, 273 b, 4 5 ;  Xchl .  
ia Arist. 514 a, 33: AuaE(pevqs 66 
irnipor 'Au@rpdvBpuv nu1 nohl-qs 
~ T F I ~ O Y  J L ~ Y  ~ ~ 2 1  a':rhs I:T~~~cTo .T+V 

hpxilrr, OD .LL?V hr h4pirrou, $;pa yirp 
ihcycr dvar, oldprvos bpmtiv 7;1 706 
6;puc ~ h u h h o i ~ ~ o y  rpht ~ G T L I S O A ~ ~ Y .  

Vide mp~a, p. 268, 3. 



the body dccomposcs and perishes. It was nattwal for 
Anaximenes to  S I ~ P ~ O S F !  that S U C ~ I  might also be the 
case with the world. For ttlc belief that the H-orld t ray 

mimate was very ancient, and had a l redy  been intro- 
duced into pllpsics by his predecessors. So in the 
manifold and important, affects of thc air, which art: 
p t e n t  to obscr.i.ai.ion, he readily found p~oof  thab if, is 
the  air which moves and prodrlcea all things. Hnt 
pl~ilosophy had n o t  yet attained to the discrimination 
of motive caris* from matter. The above announcement,, 
therefore, was equivalent to saying that the air i~ the 
primitive matter; and tbie theory was likewise sup- 
ported Ey conlmun olrswvation, a11d by a c.ot1jectur.e 
which might e ~ s i l y  orcur to the mind. Rain, hail, and - 
mow, on the one hand, and fiery pl~er~ornena on the 
other, may e ~ 1 1 ~ ;  bc regardrd as products of ~ I I E  air. 
Thug thw idea might cmly arise that the air mnst, he 
thr matter out of which all the othw hbodies are formed, 
Gome of them tertding upwards, and othcrs downwards : 
and this opinion might likewise be based on the appa- , 

rently unlimited diffusion of the air in space, ~spec;iiaIly 
as Anaximander had declared the infinite t o  be tl>r 
primitive sub~tt~nce. 

All things ithen, says Annxirnenes, spring from the 
a;ir by rarefaction or by condensation.' These processes 

J Aristot.ls (Pays. i .  4, wl, init. 
Zle Cdo, iii. 5, snb init. ride s r t p ,  
p. 243, 1) nscriber ~11is theory to a 
wlrole cIaaa of nnt,nral ptlilvsophers. 
It was ro peculiar tt3 dnnximenes 
that Thwphwstus assigl~s it to him 
alotle (pcrh:ips, howomr, he maans 
alone among the earliest philoso- 
phers), vidc S P L ~ ,  p. 224, 2. For 

fi~rther testimony, eL Plut. Be Pi-, 
Big. 7, 3, mpu, p. 272, 2 ;  Plut. 
ap. Eus. Pr. EF i. 8, 3, s r y ~ a .  
p. 469, 2: Hippolyt. Xr$rl. i. 7 ; 
Hermias, h i s .  o. 3 ; Simpl. PAgs. 
G a : 32 a. The esprcssions by 
which raref~ction and condensAnn 
w e  designated are rarious. Ari* 
totle says pdrwviz and ~ b u v ~ t r ~ s ;  in- 



1 ~ e  seems 10 have regarded as resulting from the more- 
lrient of tlie air.' Rarefaction he makes syno~iymous 
wit.1~ hcflting, and uondensat.ion with cool ing .Vhe  
stages thruugh wll ic l~ matter Iias t u  pass in the course 

of these t~ansforrnati~ns he describes somcvhat un- 
methodically. Ey rttrehction air c hangeu into fire ; 
by coritleusatio~ it 1,ecomes mind, the11 ciouds, then 
water, then earth, lastly stonce. Flom thcsc simple 
bodies compomld bodies are then f u l ~ n c d . ~  The texts 

s t ~ i d  of pdvtums, Fluhrc1:lr aud 
Siluplicius have Apaiaar\, hparoL'- 
~ B u I ;  Hcr~nius has d p ~ m d ~ e v u s  ~ a i  
~ L ~ X E ~ ~ E W S ;  Uippolytus; h a v  sis 
r b  dpar6rrpor S i a p f i ,  According 
t u  Plukrrch, DE I+. ii"i iy, (cf. SiruF1. 
I)hys. 41 b), Iunximencs him- 
self see1113 to hate  spoken of con- 
cjntratiou, of relosat~ou, axtfnsioii 
br looserrirrg. T h o  ~ m t x i m a u d r i n n  
boctrinc of se~arnrion IS only w t -  
tri  buted t u  11i11l i n  316rbekds re- 
t ranslntion (dlr l .  46 :r. rn) of 
Si~npliciun; f i r ,  &lo, 91  b. 4 3 ;  
(Sr:hl .  480 $1, $.4) : t f ~ c  rer~rrine 
text has inbtm~,<i  oi 6; e'[ 6vli rrivra 
ylvruBal hiyous1 KUT' ~b i l~ ;av  (.so 
t11;rt the tr~nsnintxtion of xlht.Cti~% 
only follows one direetlon, and dues 
IIO: g i ~  or1 irl it circle, as wiiil Hera- 
cle,lcus) : & s  'Ava~~,uavGpos ~ a i  'Aua(- 
lpwvr. I n  P h y .  44 a, rarefitction 
niid condensitt,io~~ are explained by 
Simplicius i n  his own aame,ad sby- 
KprrIr  81td B t h ~ p ~ d r s .  

I Virles~pm, p. 269,il.cf. p.270. 
? Hub. pr. R i g .  7, 2,  p. 947 

+) tiafl$nep '~vaR*iuns 6 auha~bs 
y'cln, ,LL?E ~b +uxpbu ZY ohr1u / L ~ E  

.rb tlcppov & ? ~ U A ~ ~ T W ~ ~ V ,  khhb r a % o  
koivbr T G E  iihus $nl-yrudp~va TU> 
p~raSuAa;r ~h yip ~ v ~ r c h h d p ~ ~ b v  
a h +  eal wv~ro6fisrov $ u p b u  sbai 
$qut, T B  Bi bparhv ral T L  XaAapbv 

{O$+W ?TWS ~ Y O , U ~ ~ ~ Y  ticti r$ F ~ U ~ T L )  
Brppo'v. I n  s u p p n r t  rrf this, :rs is 
furtbarobserred; Auuximenesurged 
t h i ~ t  t h c  air  \yh:lrch i s  hrcathcd our 
~~~it.11 r11c open mouth is xrarn:lr, iind 
tha t  a l l i c l l  is e,jrr.ted in closing 
rho lips ia cold; thl. 0~111an~tiol1 
given by Aristotle b e i ~ ~ g  that the 
one: is the xir i~lsidn ~ l ~ e  InouLh, ;md 
t l la  rotl~er th r  air out-ide it, Lfippol. 
Inc.cil. (p. 267, Y.and note 3, s?cti-a). 
dccordiug w Porphyry, ap. Simpl. 
I'hy~. 41 a, AEh Anaxi~nclles re- 
gnrdcd the moist and the rlry as 
f ~ ~ ~ l d a m c n t s l  c u u t r ~ l i e a :  t lu3 ntalo- 
merit is, Lowever, opca to  suspicion ; 
~ l l r  111ot-e 60, because Simplicius 
bases i~ upon n, hexameter, rvhich 
Iir ~1j-x emi~niitcd from r\ 11amilneni:s. 
Imt which is elsewhere ascribed to 
Ser~ophrluss (vide i l i ika, cl~apter  on 
Se~laphwas) ,  and niiicll camnvt 
hnro been takcr~ from t h o  prose 
of d~h;iltimenes. Most likely, as 
3r:tlidis tt~i~~lis (Se4o:. 338 IJ, 31. 
lot .  n't.), Ervo+ivnv sl~ould be ~ u L -  
st,it.uted for ' A Y U E I ~ ~ ' V ~ Y .  

Sirnpl. Phys. 32 a ; and pre- 
v i o a d y  in Lht! saillo ternls, p. 8 
a : 'Ava[rpdvns ~ p . p a r ~ ~ ~ ~ v o u  $v 
7bv i i p a  r i i p  rLvrcRu; mar, ?rv~ro6 -  
pcrov 62 bvreov, *Ira v i ~ o s ,  ri7a F T ~  
ptihhur 56wp, eka yir, s77m hlOous, 
rb 8; &Aha in.  TVL;TYY. Hippol 



tfjercfnrc: which suppose Annximerles t o  have fixed the 
number rrf the elements at, four,' are t o  kc considered 
iuexact as ti, this point.. 

TII the formation of the rvorld, the condensation of 
the  air first produced the eiir-th,' wltich Anaximel~es 
ronceiverl ax broad and flatit: like the slab of a tsblc, 2nd 
ftrr t h a t  reason, s11pportc.rl by the airm3 BP awibed  

:tftir the ynssagr: q1iotecI p. 267, 3 : hD ~ i i ~ i i E { t .  Hermias In?, cii .  ; Nc- 
~ v ~ v o 6 ~ c v o v  ~ a l  icparobpcvou Srd- mes. h'nd. 110~11.. C. 5, P. 74, has t,l~e 
q ~ o p o r ,  +uivcdar-  : raw yip cis r b  same, but less yrsciscly. 
ripaidrepov Gruxu$ ?rep y;v€d8ar, ' Plut. np. Xuu. PT. I b .  i. S. 
p ; u ~ s  81 I U ~ P  6;s dkpa U U K W ~ ~ C V ~ V  3 : X ~ ~ Q I I ~ U < W O Y J  82 70; GPO: T ~ ~ ; T V P  

bg d+ns 16@os dro~chcrr8 i j  cash T $ V  yr /~v ioRa t  A i y ~ r u  7Bv yiju. T l ~ c  
ndAsfcr, i~lstcnd of rrhich, pcrl!aps, slime follows from the theory that 
w e  should mad: c l ; ~ w 3  8; d h t v  tis tlia slam first, nruue out of the v;t- 
;;pa, T V K P .  d l  i Z p .  ye'+, inorfnr%bar pours of t l ~ c  earth. Eovrke earth 
w.  r. rIxqriv-as Rfiper (P?r~!01 rii. cnme first t o  bc formed, and t,wt 
6101, and Dr~nclrer (in bin edition) i ts  pltlcc iu t l ~ c  centre nf t,hhr uni- 
contez~d-perh~ps, hov.-c7er3, d v i -  rrres, iu  mit expl:l.ined. Tile n o d s  
p u s  m;Ly 1)c aoncealrd in the  ?rthou,p'uov TOG dipw iu Piutarch 
pilrwr, and the folroming a-orcis t~iilnit of the notion that i n  t he  
sl~o~rld be ot.herurise ameuded : Frc  coitdensntion of t,ho air tho  dmsekt 
8; ~Chhov BSwp, Grl nh~Tor, rrve- patts s,1n6 do~vnwardr. Tustalxl 
~ruB;~r ra  G v ,  ~ a l  p i s  ~b ~ L ~ ~ L B T ~ C T V K -  of t h i ~ ,  Teiohrnullex (luc. c i t  p. 83)  
b.~rarov hl8ovs. SCTE 7 d  ~op1drarm prefers tO L ~ C C O U I I ~  for itl by t he  
7ji~ Y ~ ~ i ' ~ ~ ~ ~  GYLIYTLU IZVAI B C ~ ~ ~ Y T F  theoly of the  whirling motion (of 
~ a l $ v ~ ~ d s  . . . . k ~ ~ ~ o o r G ~  Y ~ ~ ~ i L -  w h i ~ l l  T C  llare spokcn mpra,  1'. 
four, 5 ~ a v  ; K ~ T C T U K Y ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ Y ~ S  t G ; p  2F9, ';) ; but the passage from Aris- 
;(P.aiw861s qipq791 ( w h i ~ h  no cionl;t. toile. Da Cdo, ii. 13, there quoted, 
means, when the conden~ed air does not seem t o  mo tn justif>r 
spreads it.self o l ~ t  allew; unlcss t l ~ ~ s  course; for tho ~ n r d  n d v s r s  in 
we sllould su1)r;titute for GpurwOs;s, this Ilassage cannot be efi s~rained 
k p k l r ,  can-icd up   loft, mhich, in  as to include every individual phi- 
spite of the greater weight of the Io~opher  who erer monst~~~rcted a 
cundens~d air, vould be quite as cosinognny. f i r  example, Plnto 
possibln in it.solf as t,hc profienno (;h. 40 U) k n o ~ s  nothiiig of the 
(p. 2,74, 2) of cnrth-like bodks i n  G L ~ U ; ~ .  He~~:wleitus never men- 
the i l~avons), ouvch8dmu 8;  cat &; tions 4 t,, and tlie PyLliagoreans did 
ahcinv x a ~ u R 6 p . r ~  v&$s ~ E P V ~ ~ B U L  not place the earth ill the centre 
[ - r~v~+r ,  or, U U P G ~ ~ ~ V T O S  i(a; ;R; of the UB~TBTSI). 
a-k~iuu *iaxtlBi'~~os v. ~ ~ v v E u O a i ] .  ~ a l  a AI-i~tot.le, Be Ccelo, ii. 13, 
o h w r  F ~ S  85mP p ~ ~ a B d h h ~ t ~ .  294 b, I S  ; Platarch ap. Eus. 

' Cic. Acud. i j .  37, 118 : gig??$ Em. cit. ; Plat. iii, 10, 3, whero 
uuts.i~ tcri-am n q u m  ignem, trrgn ex Idelcr, without any reason, ~ o ~ ~ l d  
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the pame form t o  the sun and stars, wbidl 11e lilremise 
thought were floating irr the uir ; I  in regard to  their 
origin, he supposed that the incrca.sing rwefij.ction of 
the vaponrs nscer~ding &om the earth produced fire; 
and that this Rrc, prcsscd together by thc force of t h ~  
rotation of the heitr~ens, formed t11e stars, t o  ~ h i c h  
G terrest.ria1 nucleus was therefiire ascriberl."e is 
said to have bee~l the first to discover tha t  the moon 
takes her light from the sun, and the reason of Iunar 

substitute 'AvaEaydpas for 'Avat t -  
r ; q s ,  Hippol, lad. cit. 

' Hippo]. lot. clt. : r;lv Fk yijr 
aAart?av char 6 ~ '  i ipns dXoup;vqv 
Cpoirur 61? KO; ijhiov ~ u l  uth$vqv ~ a l  
~h &Aha tiuTpa. n d v r a  nbprua 
Lura 2aox~7~8ar  7$ bipt 6th m ~ c i ~ t r c .  

Tilo flatness of t h c  sun is alxo 
spoken of by Gtobxus, i. 521 ; 
f i e ,  ii. 22, I ('AvaE. n A a d v  br 
~ h a h o v  7hv  jjhtov). Of tho stnra, 
rln the COII~P~II-y, Ihc samo : ~ u t l l r ~ ~ +  
t.ielr (Kd. i. 510 ; Plac. ii. 1,l) sity 
that Anoxl~nwes made thur~~ Ghwv 
GLrqr ~u.rutrmrqyiuc?r 76 icpub~ah- 
h o ~ i 8 6 i ;  n11d i n  ~~cordancc ~ i t h  
this, Gitleo (Hkt .  Phil. 12)  sigh : 
'AvaE. r + v  T E ~ ~ ~ o ~ & v  T ~ V  $ [ w ~ L E ~ ~ P  
y s f v n ~  char (P'lac, ii. 11, I). Oar 
texc 11:ts instead : T+Y TTC~L@OD&V 
T+;Y ~ [ W T ~ T W  ~ i j r  yijs d ~ a r  7b.u 
adpevdv ; but thc pseudo-(hlen liere 
ceems to  ~ i w  the original rcxdirig. 
It is pnssi! le ilren thatAnaximcnes, 
as Teichmiiller ( lo t .  tit. 86 sqq.) 
suppnses, made only thc sun, moon 
and planets float in the air, xnd 
considerod the  fixed stars as fcis- 
tcned into the crystnlline vault of 
heaven, in whaterrr way he  may 
have explained the origin of Chis 
l a t t ~ r  (Teicbmiill~r thinks that likc 
Empcdocles, Plac. ii. 11, I ,he  sup- 

p e e d  it t o  bc formcd of  HIP liqni- 
ficii by the action of fire). Ru t  in 
t-hat case H.ippolyius must hiire 
espr~ssed  hinise~f' \-ery i~iaccu- 
rately. 

"Hippol. Joe. c i t  : yeyor;~al Bi 
~h d a ~ p a  d~ yGs 6rh .rB 7 + v  i~pdsa 
ZK T R & T ~ T  ~ V ; U T A U ~ R I ,  5s ipurovpd~gs 
7 h  rrGp ipfv~a8ar, r ' ~  6: r o c  xupbs , 

~{FTFBPI [opP#vv ~ o t s  A d p a r  UVP- 

iasatr6a~. E ~ V U ~  8; mi y+hBe~s $ ~ U E L S  

k 74 ~ d 7 5 ~  TGY ~ T ; ~ D Y  UY,U+FPD- 

+'uar ? K E ~ O L S  (or, R C C O T ~ ~ I I ~  to SWb. 
i. 510: rupiuqv pkv ~ h v  #iurv 7 i v  
6 r ~ $ ~ w u ,  r r € p r k ~ ~ l v  61 ~ i v a  xal ysrL8q 
okpara o v p ~ t p r g ~ p d ~ ~ v a  .rol:rors 

d 6 p a . r ~ ) .  Plut. ap. Kus. Ioc. eit. : 
rbv jjhiuv xal ~ j l v  mt~+j l l~iv ~ a i  T A  
nerrrA Blrrpa 7;lu h p ~ h v r i j s  -y~v:ucus 
ZXFLY ?K 6 s  &TO+~LYETUL ~ 0 5 v  ~ b v  
R A ~ O V  'yijv, 6121 82 T ~ V  d[riuv K I V ~ U I V  
K U ~  p d ~ '  ~ C U V &  ~ ~ ~ ~ o ' r d ' r ~ v  I C ; V ~ U ~ V  

(perhaps B~ppArn~a  should be 
r e d  Ilore withn~it K L Y ~ Q L U ~  A ~ ~ B c ; ~ ~  
Thcodorct asserts ( G K  ndC cl4r. 
j ~ .  23, p. 59) that Anaxlruene~ 
held that the start: consisted o f  
pure fre. This as.srr+,ion, qll irl l  
mas prob~blg takcn from the com- 
mcncement of the notice preserved 
by Stcbzun, must be judged of in  
the  light of the foregoing tr=xtq. 



~(:lipdes.l The ~ 1 ~ 1 6 ,  hc thought, I I I D Y C ~ ,  not $om 
thc zenith tow:trds the ~iadir, but latPerally round tlic 
e;~rth, i~nd the sun ai u~ght disappeared behind 
the uortllcrn muuulaius ; 2  the circular fvrrn of their 

Eudernns :ip. Thso. (Dereyl- the begiuning of Lhe cl~nptrr, t o  
lide$), nstmll. p. 324 Xart,. rnytlrriml ididena about the ocsao, on 

lIippol, Joe. cit .  : 06 fc~vrirderi which Uclios faret; backduring thc 
lii 5 7 ~ b  ?;1v 7?4 kmpa hiysr ~a%&s uight from ~ v e . 5 ~  to exst. This in- 
K c p o ~  ior~lhil+au~v. h M h  r e p 1  y t s ,  terpretation ciitilot hn I)asril upun 
b r r ? r ~ ~ ~ l  xtp; T ~ Y  $pir~ipav ~ ~ + a h ) l J u  the context: for there is no connec- 
u.rp;$c7a< ~b rrlhiuv, sphrrrcfl~ctl ~s tion bctaeen the two psswgeb, 
r h v  $Ator ohx iab y?u yeudp~vuv, which are keiidsb widely separated 
dhh' fir8 sijv r i j s  yiis 5 $ v A o ~ ; . p v  frum e w l ~  uther. The mode uf eu- 
pep& o ~ t u d ~ e v o v ,  ~ a l  Grb r h v  ~ h c l o -  pression also i s  decidirdly agr~inst. 
aa $pBv a 5 ~ o G  ytvopc'vnv brda~actr.  rich ii view. Aristotlc nlvays 
Strrlr. i. 510 : o ; ~  h h  7 4 v  ?jiv iG, ~ ~ ~ 1 1 s  the ~ c p r ~ ~ c l l t r ? , t i ~ e b  of mytlli- 
A A A ~  xcpi ULT+ ~ r p k @ ~ o + R a r  7obr  cal and l~wlf-myt.hicx1 cos~~lologiea 
 ah par. Aezod ing  to thcsc t e s  theolngians ; by p t ~ t w p o h o y l e ,  on 
timonies (that of A i p p ~ l y t ~ i s  espe- thc other hand ( p r c ~ ~ p o h d y o s  is 
cially, seems t.11 come fi.o~n a trust,- ueyer uscd by him except i n  this 
worthy source), me should incll~de passage), he underrtanrls (Jf>tpor.  1. 

i u n a i m e n t . ~  nrnurlg those of whom 1 sab init.) a specific branch of 
Aristotle s a ~ s  in. Mettor. ii. 1, 364 ~latural science (ii;por ~ i r  p~0660u 
a. 28 : r b  nohhobr x~trreijva~ T W U  .ia&~~s), and in  t,his, as he exp~essly 
ipxahv P ~ - r ~ ~ p o h d y w v  78v i jh~ov  p+ reu111~kb (101:. cit.). he agrees with 
q ~ < p ~ u O a ~  6n b  yiju. b h ~ &  m p l  T+Y y;ir thc  ordinary use of the words ; me- 
aal ~ b v  T ~ A V Y T Q ~ ~ O Y ,  Ci+avLf~uBu~ 86 t ~o ro I~gy ,  me t~rn4ophy .  and the 
xal a o ~ t T v  v h - a  Bi& ~b d ~ A $ l v  €bar like, beir~g common csprossinns to 
77ybs ~ P K T O V  7j lv  yjjv. daaxime~lcs desigrllilc n;~tural  philonophcrs. Cf. 
is the  ullly philosopher, so fi~r as for  e x : ~ m p l ~ ,  A ~ i s t o ~ h a n e a ,  hyxb. 
w~e  know, who had rernurso t o  thc 238 ; Xen. Symp. 6 ,  6; Pltrto, 
mountaim ot' the nurth, for the Apul. 18 I!, 23 D;  A n t .  315 C. 
explanatioii o f  the  son's ulghlly XTe know thn t  Anaragoras, Dioge- 
disappexrxllce, ard thew isbciidcs nes and Drmocritus alsu made thc 
so great a similarity hetirccn the sun go laterally round the emth 
wwds of Hippolytns concerning ( i l r f i a ,  vol. ii.). Now it might 
him, ~ n d  those of Aristotle concern- seem that if Analeinienes conceived 
ingthe aucieut meteorologists, that the segment of the  circle which ths -  
rve mar even conject,ure with some sun describes between his rising 
probability that Aristotle is here and setling xbow the horizon, tu 
thinking specially of Anaxizasnes. be cu~ltinaed and cornyleted into a 
TeichmiiIler t l ~ i n k s  (Im. cit. p. 96)  urh111o circle, he must necessarily 
t,hat the words, +xa;ur ~ E T C W P P -  h ~ v e  supposed i t  to  bo cnrried bc. 
hdyor, do not relats trr neath LLle oarth. But sren if this 
theories, but like the t p ~ u i o r  uai circle cut the plane of our horizon, 
6 r a r p l f l o v ~ ~ s  ~ c p i  ~ h s  B~ohuyiar, at it would not therefore bo carried 

T a 



orbits he ai.tri'tirlted to the resistance of d ~ e  air.' In 

the stars no dotlbt we must look for the created p d s  of 

under the earth, that  is, under the 
base of the cylinder on the upper 
sidn of which wc lire (cf, p. 273.3); 
i f ,  noiild f o ~ m  a ring passing rormd 
this cylinder, o l l i q ~ ~ r i s  indeed, hut 
still l a t @ r d l y ;  i t  ~ ~ o u l d  go not i r d  
yiv ,  but s ~ p l  yijv. As Anaximenes 
made this circle dip a t  a certain 
dist,ance from the northern edge of 
t h e  earth's h:tbitable surhce, which 
edge, according tu his geogrrphicd 
ideas, ~ o i l t d  not. bc r-ory far fronl 
the northern shore of the Rla.ch 
Siix, hc might well bcliprr: that  
witlzout some elevation of the earth 
at illis, its norttern rerge, th r  snn 
woold ]lot entirely disappear from 
ns, and that ju spite uf  such eleva- 
tion, somc of its light won1,uld pene- 
trate to us e+fn at night,, if it 
wore not din~inished (accnrding to 
the upinion uf Hippolytus) by ttlli: 
great dist:mce. Z n t  1 by nomeans 
exJude the possibility that, w- 
curdizig to Anaxlmenes, t.he slln 
and dt.ars (of the  ?tars, indped, 11s 
exprosly says this) and by infer- 
encr the p1:tnets ( i f  lle supposed 
t h e  fixed scars t o  be fastened into 
the firmnmcnt, ~ i d e  p. 274, 1) may 
~FITI: dcbccnded at their setting, 
either not at all, orrery little be- 
low the eui-face of the horjton. As 
he iroagined tilr:rn to he flat l ike 
Icrrves(videp.274,l)and, therefore, 
borne along by the ail,, he might 
easily suppose that whet1 they 
reached thc hnr i~on ,  tho ren~stance 
of the d r  would hinder their fdr- 
 her sinking (vide ills fullowing 
note). w l ~ n t  has now bean snid 
will, T hnpa, s ene  to showthe true 
v:ilue of Kith's strictures (Gesch. 
dsr ahmtll. Phil. 255) on thaw who 
cnnnot pee that n latcml motion uf 

the stars is nbsolntely impossible 
nfith Annaimertes. Teichmfiller 
( lo t .  eit.) adrniti t.h.hrt Ile haJd a 
Ixteter~1 rntat,iun of t h o  sun around 
the e;~rt11, a rotation i n  which thn  
axis uf its orbit stands obliquely 
to thc horizon. Only be thinks 
that aftcr its sctti~ig it does nc~t 
m u ~ e  dose round the  earth, or 
upon the earth behind the  high 
nol+thhr?rn lnountnins (p. $031- a 
nutinn which, so far r ~ ?  I knua; 110 

one, has hi thertu ascribed to  Amxi+ 
mcues. I n  the Plnc. j i .  16, 4, a n d  
thepefore, aIso in Pseudo-gal en,'^. 
12, we r e d ,  instead of the ~vordfi 
rjnoted above From Stoh, i. 5 1 0 :  
' A v ~ ~ p f ' u ~ s ,  dpo Eos 6761 [Galen, 
manifestly erroncousIy, reads g ~ l }  
T+V Yi jv  ~ r d  m P i  a b ~ + v  a~pifp~u8ar 
~ ~ 4 5  iurgpas. Teiclmilller cnn- 
cl~idos from t h i s  p1nsng.e (p. 98) 
that the motion of the sun ( o f  the 
heavenly bodies) is the same ahove 
and henea.t.h the earth, that thc 
circular rnore~ncnt of t.he firma- 
ment h : ~  the  same radius abwr 
and helow. But a~pl does not 
mean above, and whatever kind of 
morion it might in  iholf characte- 
risc, R S  ohnt~ashd with dxb (this 
a e  have a1re:idy seen in tho pas&%- 
ges from Arletotle, Hippolytus and 
Stobans), it cnn only b e  usrd for n 
circulsr l a te ra lmo~~ment .  I n  tllc 
Piacita: i t  seems to me we have- 
simply :.n unskilful corractio~~, oc- 
caxionnd perhaps by somr; mutila- 
tion or corrupt.ion of the true text., 
and a u t h c n t i ~ ~ ~ t e d  try the othor 
~ r i t e r s .  

Stobeus, i. 524, sags : 'AuaEt- 
pkws xiprvov irv&.pxi~v r b w  +ihrov 
iL~~@$va.ro ,  6?rb s c r r u ~ v w ~ ~ u u u  6; 
iLPor   at 4 1 1 ~ 1 ~ h ~  E[mBo6prva 7 b  



mEiom Anauimenes, as well a s  drtaxirnunder, is said to 

have ; but the same douht arises in his cave as 
in ,411itximtlnder's, viz., whether the illfinitely Inany 

scribed to him rclaic to  the stars or t o  an in- 
finite aeries of yuccessive However this may 
Iic, we ;L1.e justified by the testimonies of Stobaus4 and 

72s  .rpuuhs woiciuOa~. Simi- 
i;lrly Plue. ii. 23, 1 : 'A .  5 ~ b  nmu- 
K V W ~ & O V  bipnr ~ a i  ~ ~ L T ~ W O V  

i[wOc~oBar ~b &rrrprx. In but;l~ an- 
r,l:ors t h i s  standsunder tho  h ~ d i r l g  
r ; c p l  .rprirrBv ljhIov (in Stobzus, 
s r p l  otoias sjh;ou . . . fial ~ p o x w v ,  
kc.), and they probably, therefore, 
mci~nt. w11:tt are usually ei~lLt.2 the 
tiro solrtices, rr.hic.11 r\ naimexes 
might ha.ve cepla.iucd i n  tlue mau- 
ner consistently with his notion of 
the sun. Jt i s  notirerihle, howev~r ,  
that thePB both speak of the dia- 
yl,lc:ement (Stobens says alku rpo- 
nai) of the A ~ T P R ,  to  which T P U * R ~  

l o  this scnsc arc not nlqcwhci-e nt- 
t ri hu!ed. It is, ~herefors, pruL;rbIe 
t t~at  tila p~oposi Lion ascribed by 
these u~i'cers to  dnaximonn3 had 
urigindly another  meaning, and 
s ;p l i f i ed  t h t t  t,he nrars I Y P ~ ~  foxced 
1.y ~ h r  rcsisr.nnce of rho >rind from 
I , ~ I C  riirection UE their course. Tho 
csprrssiorl en~p!oyed doer not hin- 
der this interprktatio. dristocle 
Ilim,elf rrp~aks ( D e  G d o ,  ii. 14, 
296 h, 4) of sporul T B U  %UTPWP; 
;bi'~tuor~. ii. 1, 5.33 b, Y, o f  .rpnaa> 
iihiou n d  b s h h q s  ; ant1 i?)id. 845 a, 
2$, of +porul 70; oGpavoS; anrl 
A~UI+;L~O:OTAS, r h o  is so often d l i ~ d  
wirll Ananin~el~eb in his as1;1!0no- 
n~ical theories, tmgl~t, according 
to  ELippol. i. 8, l i n e  37 : - r P r n i ~  6& 
~ r ~ i c i ~ ~ a r  K U ~  5hrdv U € A + # ~ V  

ir?rwflovpiuous tnb rn; biprrs. u~hSrvv 
8; ruhh&crs ~pClrcuBar 6rb .rh pb 
Gdvaaeat K ~ U T E %  r o c  +vxpoii, Tpoxj 

seems to des igu~te  every change in 
the orbit of the hei~renly bodies, 
which jiltered the lwrevious ilirdc- 
tiou vf  their course. Tlrus t1ia 
pro1~osition of ,i~~axirnorit?s quotcd 
,:bovo must hiire bcon intsndh3d t o  
explain, not  ihe sun's de~int ion at 
the solsLices, but Ihe circular orbit 
of tho  l lca~enly horlirls-tbo,se, r r t  
least, which are  not fixed in the 
fim:ilosut. At the same time, 
hoverer, i t  may bc rhnL he wishes 
to explain mhy their orl~it,sar.rt: con- 
tinnub nitliout descertdiag, or in 
dcarcn~ling very liltlo, benmLh the 
plane o f  our Ilurizon, r ide  prevjous 
nute. By ~ p a n a l  hr: woaId nle;in in 
that CRSe t,he inflc-rim in tho cu r~cs  
deseribcd by them. 

Hippo!. viile s u p a ,  p. ZG7. 3 ; 
duz. CAW. D. viii. 2 : oninns mu.iu  
caafins i~tfiaitn &A dedzt : net cLeas 
~hrgatsit azd tacwii: ?LOT& tra~nm ah 
&&is aIrcna factidma, sed ipsos ex 
(ziiix ,fizc1ua emdid~t ; and irftcr 
him, 3ldon. Apoil. ZT. 5 7 ;  cf. 
Krixrhe, Forsch. 56 gq. 

* 8wb. Eel, i. 496; Theod. Gr. 
aJ czsr. iv. 15, p. AS. 

Thilt he did ilnt assumc R 
131~1-;tlity of co-eaistcnt sy~terns, is 
expressly stated by Sirnpliciiru, vida 
p. 375, 1. 

LOC. dt. 616 : 'hdipar8pur. 
'AvizEtP;v7s, 'AuaEaydpas, 'Apx;Aaus, 
~ i o y i u v s ,  AELKL~XOP +BCLPT&Y TLV 
K ~ L ~ ~ C L I I Y ,  xal n; 9 ~ w ~ a o l  @%aprbv .rhv 
rcdugov, tcar' bx~6pruarv 66. The 
destruotiun of the sorld by f ~ e  is 



SimpIicius,' which rnilt.~.~ally support and complete one 
anot,her, in att,ribut,ing to him the doctrine of an alter- 
natc constrriction and de~trliction of' the world. 

The hypotheses eonccrning t h e  origin of rain, snow, 
hail, lightning, ille raiinlnav: and ea~tllquakeu,3 which 
are ascribed to  Aaaximenes, ~orr~ctimcs on g i ~ ~ d  nu- 
thority, are for us of secondary importance; and his 
theory of the r~ature of the ~or11,4 based ch ie f l~  upon 
the ordinaq papular opinion, ha hirrrsdf does not seem 
to have further de~elvped, 

This survcy of the doctrines attributed t o  Anaxi- 
rne1lt.s may now enable us to determine the clues- 
tioa already raised : did Anaximene; owe nothing t o  
Anaximander except in some minor points of his en- 
quiry ? j  It seems to me that his philosophy taken as 

a whole clearly betrays the inflliellce of his prcdcccs- 
strr. For Anaximandel. had in all probability already 
expressly asserted nut only t,he infinity, bld the ani- 
mate nature at-id perpet,ual motion of primitive matter. 
Anaximcncs rciteratcs these theories, md. by virtue 
of them, seems to reach his concluviou t,haL air is the 
primitive matter. It. is true that h e  returvls from the 

hwre arscribed, not to An~xirnandar, Floril. m. Jftlfi. iv,  151). Theo 
Xrr.. 11i1t only tn tho  Stoien; tho~rgh in Amt. v. 940. 
it is not  improbable that dnaxi- 3 Arist. Jleteor. ii. 7, 369 n, 17 
msnder also heid iit. Vide 7 ~ p r a ,  b, 6: Plnu. iii. 15, 3 ;  $m. Qu,. Il'nc 
y. 260. ri. 10 ; d. Icleeler, rhist .  ~Wefc?owr. 

' Ph?yn. 257 b, : Boor bd piv i. 586 eq. Prrh;~pa in this a160 
+amu eivur ndapor: 06 p4jv ~ b v  aC.rba dnaximenes follorv% Ancximnnder, 
&el, h k b  ~ A ~ O T E  dhAnv y t ~ d p ~ u o v  vide supra, y. 258, 3. 
wad nvas xpdrwv t;cprd8ous, &s ' I n  t h e  fwmcnt. cijscursed 
'Ava[rpivqs T F  ~ a l  ' H p d ~ X ~ ~ ~ o s  K U ~  p. 265, 3. and p. 270, from uhic11 
Arg.ivss. dolrbtlesv the whort s l~ t e rnen t  in 

2 Hippol. loo. eit.; Placitn, iii. Stub. fit. i .  706. nod Theodurtzt. 
4, 1, 5, 10; Eitob. i. 590; Joh. Gr. nfi cztr. I-. 18. is taken. 
Danrasc. Pa,mlZ. s. i. 3, 1 {Stob. Bitt~r,  i .  214, 



indeterminate conception of infinite substance to a 

determinate sr~bstiiilce, and that be represents things as 
;wising o ~ ~ t  of I.11ilis not by sgnration,  but hy rnrefactior~ 
and cwdensation. Rut  at the same tirrie hc i s  evidently 
concerned to maintain vhat Anaxagoras had held ahorlt 
t he  primitive et~bstauce ; and thus his plinciplc may 
be described ~ L S  thc cornl~ination of the two previous 
pl.inciplcs. Wit11 Thalzles, he accepts the qualitative 
c~clerminatcncss of prlmit,ivv matter ; with Anaximander 
hc expressly asserts its infinity and animation. For 
the rest he iiic!liries chiefly t o  ~lr~axitnancicr. Eivcn if 
me cannot with justice ascribe to him the doctrine of 
tlre clest.rrri:t>ion iif tlie rvorld, and of ina~zmerable worlds 
ilu succession, me ctlu still see his dependence on his 
predecessor ill his icinas concerning tlic prirllitivc 
opposition of heat arid cold, thc form of the carih and 
stars, on atmosphcric phenomena, in what, he says of the 
stars as the created gods, perhaps i i1~0  in the opinion 
that the soul is like air in it.s natnre. Yet this depen- 
dence is not so great,, nor his own original achievement 
so insignificant that we 811011ld be justified in refnsing 
to recopise any kind of philosop~iic progress in his 
doctrine.% For  Anaximauder's notion of irtfinite mxlter 
is too indderminizlc i.o expli-iin particular substitncer, 
and ihe separation : Gy ~vLich he accauiits for dl pro- 
duction of the derived from the original, is open to  tllc 
samc charge. Thc determinate ,tesubstanccs, according 
to him, are not as such eantaincd in the primitive snlr- 

' Striiu~pcil, tllnrcfure, in rlortrines, as with tthc chrnnology. 
 lacing Ai~aximencs before drlaxi- f I-Iaym Aliy. i.91~. Sect. iii, rol. 
malldrs, is as little in accordance r x ~ .  37. 
~ v i f . k ~  the in ternd rela~jon of their 
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stance : separation i~ therefore only another expression 
for the Rccomirlg of the particulsx. Anaximenes at- 
tempted to  gain a more definite idea of the physical pro- 
cess, by which things Ge evolved from primitive ~nattcw ; 
and to  that eud, h e  ~uugltt.  the primitive matter itself 
in a c1atermin:ite bacly, qudi.fied t o  be the sulnst~atnm of 
that process. Such 3.n attempt was certainly of great 
importance.; and, cnnsidcring the state of enquiry at 
ths~t, period, marked reaI progress. On this  accoimt; 
the  latt.er Ionian  physicist.^ especially foll.~wcd Anaui- 
menes ; t o  such an extent indwcl, that Aristotle at- 
tributes the doctrine of rxrefactior~ arid condensatioa 
t o  all those rvho take a determiriatc. substance for their 
principrc ; itud a century after Anaximenes, Diogenes 
,of Apollonia and Archelaris  gain set up his theory of 
priulitivtt matter. 

DIOGENES OF APOLLONIA. 

~ T E R  Anaximencs, there is a ~ccuzr,r~cb irr our knowledge: 
of the Ionic school. If wc cunuulted only thc chronology, 
t;his lacur~cc ~rollld be filled Heraoleitus ; but tlle 
peculiar nature o-E his pliiiosopl~ly separittes l l i rn frnrrl 
the earlier Ionims. Meanwhile thc thcol-ied of the 
hlilesian physicists must have been propagated riuring 
this period, mrt evcn have giver1 ocedsion t o  fiirtl~er 
definitions. This is olcar from the subsequent appei~r- 
nnce of similar doctrines, about whicll, Iiowever, our 

Vide sqm, p. 343, 1. 



information is for the most part very scanty. Thc 
philusophel-a rvllorn we have to mention in this aonizec- 
tion are chiefly allied with A~xirnenes  ; they make 
either the air itself, or a hody of the uaturc of air, their 
primitive matter. Rlrt the doetrine of Thalcs likewise 
found adherents ; fur exnmplc, Hippo,' a physicist of the 
time of I'ericlcs,%7hose country is uncertain,3 and his 
personal history ~nknoxni ,~  Like Thdes, he dcclasecl 

Cf. Schlei~rrnx~her, JPt~kd, and this j ~ ,  of cotwsr, t,he most 
Ahthoilztlkg, iii. 405--410 ; Bcrgk, probable ; others, perhaps cun- 
1ieliqu.i~ Co/nmil. dlt .  164, 185 ; fusing 11im with Hippasur,. was 
hckhuizen Tan d c r ~  Brink, J T ~ T L E  tllrit lie c:i.nle from Rhcgium (scxr. 
liictzone.v cx hz,vtnrin ghMosop?oie rcn- Pqwh, iii. 30 ; dfatla. ix. 361 ; 
liyas (Lejde~l, !S42), : jO- j9 .  gipp~blyt. 1lq;rrrl. Hmr. i. IG), or 

T h i s  is clei~r fro~u thc st&- Blctapontum (Ccns. loc. *it.). The 
ment of tlio Scholiabt of .Iristo- ~ t r n c  blunrler may have occa- 
~ \ h i u ~ e u ,  AV>tb, 96, exh~uned by sioned his being placed by Ixnlhli- 
Tic~gk, that tt.r:ttinus i n  tho  P a  chos (Inc. cit.) among t h e  I'jthkgm- 
noprai ridicrlled him (znJ~a, p. re;uij ; though thc  a~lthor nf t h k  
983 ,  5). IIiv theories also point catalogtle scarceIy needed this ex- 
~d a later date. Thb  detailed en- cuse. Yerhapr drisiuxer~us ha11 
quipiev cnncerning the forn~tltion r z m k e d  t h a t  ha studied tllc doc. 
sud development of the .fcctussccm trines vf Pythagoras ; and Iambli- 
t o  contain some allusions to Empr- chus, ou his authority, tlrartfore 
rloelcs (vjde Enckhuizen Van <lea unde himout a??ythsgoroan. T ~ F .  
Brink, 48 sq.). He si:ome also t o  statomeril t h a t  he carnefioml\.lelos 
1.e tlii~lliing of Empedocles wllen (Clemeas, C'ohct .  15 A;  hrnoh. 
h e  eomh;tts thr; hypolhetiis that the Adu. A%$. iv. 29) can be more d id -  
s u u l  i s  blood (t.hiu, llowocur, j s  less tir~et.ly xraced LO a cui~furiou wit11 
ccrtaiu ; for that idea is an mcicnt D~:$gr,ras (who, i n  the above-quoted 
pupalnr opiuion), These e~~quiriar, passages, i s  coupb l  with him as nn 
st auy rate, sorrrc to show thc t u n  athoist), if not t o  d mere slip o f  
del~cy of thc Inter physicist*: to the ~ h c  pcn,  in the text of Clerue~~s. 
O!I IFCP~L~~UU and explunatitm of ur- 4 From the attacks of Crlltinus 
p n i c  life. The more ubstracc notl~ing move c t ~ u  bo gathsretl 
curlctption of Thi~led priucipTu, t h r t~ l  that 119 must hare resided 
which Alcsandor iucribes t o  Ihilr~, for somo time in Atl~enr : B ~ r g k  
is likewise i n  accirri3nt:r. TI& this. (p. 130) Ikrlher concll~des frbm 
TIrat Le hud nlrcaciy becn upporcd thv verse in iithcn. xiii. 610 b, 
by dlcmaon jCc11s. Di. Akt. c. 5 )  t h a t  ho wrote in verse, but it does 
is a mistnkc (Schlcierrnael~or, 409). not follow that  he ruxy not also 

' Ariatoxeniua ap. &us. Di. ha>-a written i n  prose. The con- 
fik'nt. c. 5, ar~d Iaublichus, V,  ?@ jecture ~Xzclchuizcn Van deu 
267, describe him as R Sitmian, Rrirlk, p. 55) t h a t  Uippo W M S  the 



water to  be the first principle of all things,' or as Alex- 
ande~,2 probably with more aceurz~cy,~ says, moist'ure 
(76 IjYphv), without any more preciso determinl~tio~~. 
He mas led to  this chiefly as it seerrls by consideling 
the moist lialxlre of anims.1 seed ; it: was at, any rate for 
this reavon that he held the soul t o  be a liquid analo- 
gous to  the seed from which, in his opinion, it sprang." 
He probably therefore concluded, like An;~ximenes, t,hilC 
that which is the cause of life and motion must be also 
Ll~e primitive mat,ter. Ke made fire originate from 
water ; and the world from the overcoming of water by 
fire ;%on which account his principles arc so~net.irnea 

aut,hor n f  thc writing ?rrpl bpxrjv, 
Iklscly ascribed to Thdcs, and 
q!luteil S ? C ~ T I C ,  p. 216, 2, and p. 221i, 
I, i s  to me very improbable, bc- 
cause of tho expressions, &pxal and 
UTO~XE;OY, which it  ton:ains. 

Aribt. ~ v ~ t u p h .  i. 3, 984 iL: 3 ,  
Simpl. Phyls. 6 a, 3% a; D1: Cmlc, 
208 a, 41; SehoZ. i.0 his t .  515 a, 
36 ; Philop. fir An. -4, 4; C, 7. 
' Ad,nfefa$7,ys. p. 31, Eon. 

Aristotle classes hi111 gcnc- 
rally with Tllales, without defi- 
nirely saying rhat he mndc water 
111s first P6nciplo; this vas first 
said by later writers. But from 
Aristut,le's procedure elsewhcrc. we 
can sea t h ~ t  11e would hrrrc had no 
scmlplc jn idcnt.ifying the h p b v  
u~ith the more determinate i i gmp .  

V~cle the folloving noto. 
Simplidun, f ie  Ccela, 273 b: 36 : 
SclroE. i ? ~  Amst. 514 B. 26; artd 
Pbilopouus, Us An..A, 4 ,  sq more 
distinctly that Thn.lefi and Hippo 
held wnter to be the primiti~e 
mtttter, on sc,count of the mois- 
ture of  the seed and of nourish- 
m e n t  i n  general. It has been 

already observed, I~oaever (p. 218)) 
tlmt in  90 doing Lhey merely turned 
Bristotle's conjecture (iKctuph. i. 3) 
in to  a f b r d  rtarement. 

Ds An. i ,  2,  405 b : 
*rCv 62 # a o p ~ i ~ w r i p o v  ~ a :  88wp .rrr;r 
&ae@4vawo [ ~ h v  +vx$r] K U ~ C ~  

"laawr. ? ~ E L U @ U ~ L  8' ; o t ~ a u r w  ;K ~ i j s  
ynvijs, $71 X ~ Y T W V  ;ypb. K R ~  y i p  
C A ~ ~ ~ E L  .rubs at+a +darcou+as +r 
J.uxSv, ZTL $ YDY$ O;X a?pa (hc 
solrght l o  prove, acconding to Ccns. 
loc. cit., by s tudy  of animals, t h i ~ t  
the secd comer from t h e  marrow) 
~ a h ~ ~ u  6' ~Lar T;)Y n p b 7 q ~  +UX$Y. 

Herrn. h*.~, c, 1 (cf, Jus t in ,  CO- 
h~t. o. 7) : IIippo considers the 
soul to  be a 88wp y i ~ v f l r o t d v .  Hip- 
pu1q.t lw. cit. : .rbr 3; +wxhv TOT* 

pkr dy~;$aAov  PLY ( T P X C I  hiy61.01 
uith Duucker : <pn C&RL) ~ 0 7 ;  8; 
G8wp, ~ a l  yhp ~ r b  ffrrCppa ~ i v a r  11 
$ m ~ d ~ ~ w v  $pTr t;vq Gypo;, ;( oE @?JUI 

$uXhv ybsaflal. Smh. i.798 ; Ter- 
tull .  ne Aa. c ,  5 ; philop. Be An. 



asserted to he f i ~ c  and water.' What 11is more exact 
were a.s t o  thc constitution of thc univc~se- 

whether the erl-oncous statement that, 11c held the earth 
to have been Ale first,2 had any real foundation in fact 
w h e t h e r  in harmony with Anarimander and Anaxi- 
rnene:, he I I ~ R Y  perhaps have taught that out of fluid, 
under the influel-~ce of fire, the extkli was first formed, 
and out of the eartlt, the stass-jvc have uo means of 
determining." As 1;ttIe do we know on mbat ground 
Hippo was charged with atheism: as he ha.s been in 
several quarters. The un favourable judgrrlcnt of Aris- 
t o t h  as t o  his philosophic caprrcity," however, gently 
reconcites us t o  t he  lneagreuess of  t.hc triidit.iorms respect- 
ing his doctrine. Ire w a 3 . n ~ ~  dollbt leas of a philoso- 
pher than an empirical naturalisl, but even as such, 
from what we hear of him," he doc2 not- seem to have 
attained any great, importance. 
rcp  h h  86uror xaraui~5jrzi T+V so$ ' PluC. Comm. Xd. c. 31, 4 ;  
y.vv$uaa.ros GbvaFtv, u~mi jad TC Aler~andtr, ZOC. cit, m d  o l - h ~ r  
7 b v  K ~ U ~ O V ,  contlnenL?.ltors ; Si~r~pl.  T h y .  F a ; 

Bide previous uote aud Sea- De An. 8 a;  Philop. DC 671. A, 
tus. loo. cit. ; Galen, H. Phil. c.5,  p. 4 ; Clemen. GoI6ort. 15 A, 36 C ;  
243. Arnob. ir. 29 ; Athen, riii. 61 0 b ; 

Johannes Uinc. Aliey. irz Hcs. ,%ljan, V, H. ji. 31; Rustach. i g a  
Thqq. r. 116, p. 4513. n. 9 79 ; Od~es.  T BS1. What 

This balds good of I,hc etato- llexandor and Glcrnen~ bag :ihaur 
went. alluded to (p. 281, 2 )  chat his epitaph as thr orcrtsion r ~ f  
Cr,rtinos made the same ehorge th js  imput;iti.tiun r.xplnins nothi3g. 
a g a i ~ ~ s t  Hippo that  Aristophnnzs Pseudo-zlles. itt i4fetaph. ~ i i .  2 ; 
did ngi~in~j t  docratrs, viz. t h t  hc rij. 1, p. 428, 21, 64.3, 24, Ron., a&- 
taught that the heavens were a sertt; t11at Ilia materjaljsm w a s  the 
rurycbs (an oven or 11ollorn corer cuuse ; bn t Lhis is rvidently ;t 

warned hy male), and that men co~jccture. 
were t h ~  eosls ill ~ t .  Hcmay hare 3 In thc passxges cited p. 282, 
salrpnsecl the kky to he a dome 1, .5. 
resting upon the ea17th ; buL how * 'Besides xvhat, has been al- 
h his could ba brought in to  conucc- ready quoted wc should here men- 
tion wich his o:hcr no t io~s ,  wr do tion his t.heories on birth and the 
not kt~ow. farmatior. of the f e t ~ ~ s ,  Censor. Jli .  



d~ Hippo aas influenced by Tbales, so Idaeus of 
Nirncra appears to  hace been influenced by Anaximenes.' 
Anaximenes most likely also originated the two theories 
mentioned in some paesages by Ariutotle ; according 
to  the une, primitive rnattbr in respect of density stands 
~nidway between water and, air ; according t o  the otller, 
lretwcen air and fire. That both theories belong to a 
yuunger generation of Ionian pllyt;icist3 is probable, for 
they occupy an iutermediste position between older 
philosophers ; the  o11e betmcen Thales and Anaximenea, 
the other between Al~aximenes and Heraeleitus. TVc 
must, however, prima,rily refer them t o  Anaximenea,' 
dincc he was the firs& who raiscd the y~lestion of the 
reltitivt! density of the different kinds of matter, and 
~ v h o  explained the formation of particular substances 
by t . 1 ~  processes of condensation and rarefaction. Irl 

this way hc asrived at the oppositivn of rarefied and 
condensed air, or w+arru sir and cold air; if warm air 
were aCIuptt3d as the  primitive element, tllc rcsult was 
an intermediary bctwecn air and fire ; if cold air, an 

iutemediary betmccn air avid 

3kC. c. ?-7, 8 ;  Plut. I'irlc. r. 5 ,  3, 
7, 3, into which 1 cauuut uow en- 
ter more psrticularly, und ii remark 
tibo111; the diffeccnco bctween wild 
rrndc,ultivaced plants iu'l'hcophrast. 
IAst. Pla~at. i. 3, 5 ;  iii. 2, 1. 
~ t h e n ,  xiii. 610 b, contrzinsn vcrra 
uf his agnirlst ~ o u ~ v ~ a 8 ~ ~ o o d v ~ ,  
which resernblcs rhe fdmous sayi~y 
of Eeracleitus; ]It: quutes the gsnle 
verse, however, as culuing from 
Timnn, rrhn might hare borrvncd 
it from Hippo. 

Sext. Ml~lh ,  is. 360 : 'Avail- 
pJvqt 6; K U I  'IlaTos ir ' f p ~ p ~ i u s  urrl 

Aroy6ws . . . . [&&u 
;At.$vl. Besides this wo knuw 
notbirlg of  1d;eur. 

Viilcp. 241.1,  2. Thesepnu- 
sages do not relate to Diogenes. 
as will ~~rpsentIy be ~ h o ~ m .  

In connection with dnaxi- 
mcnas mc s h u ~ ~ l d  ment,ion 3Iele=r- 
gornv ; ilccordingto Brandis. i. 148, 
Clerne~~s (Sirom. vi. 639, A) n,uncs 
him a$ the autlior o f  a book tranu- 
scribed from Annxirnenes ; and at; 
holding similar doctrines to thnse 
of Ansximenes. Clemens :tts~r 
says: 7& lli 'Hrid6ov ps$nha[av 
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Diogenes of Apollonia, i s  a philosol~ller with whom 
wc arc better acquaixltcd ; and his doctrinc shows in a 

striking manner that t k c  Ionic sclloul maintained its 
early prcsnppositions, even when o t l ~ o ~  and more de- 

r i s  h b y ~ v  I C ~  &S I [ ~ Y L Y -  
KEY ~ f i ~ ~ h d ~  T E  K& 'AKOUU;AWS 02 
i r ~ v p ~ ~ p d p o l .  M.Awydpou yhp 
; K ~ E $ F V  r o d a x  5 A c o w b o s  wal 
~ d 3 q ~ o s  b Kdfror oi ia~oplrul, k s l ; n l  
T I J ~ T O L P  6 ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 5 1 1 1 ~  B L W Y  , . . . 
'&+ihoxds se kd 'Apturo~hijs tral 
~ r d t . 6 ~ ~ 0 ~  ~ a ;  'Avafrpdrqs, ndr   EM^. 
v ~ ~ o s ;  nnd so on. But this hfel~~a- 
goras, wh11 wits m i ~ d c  utio of by 
various Listoriana, can scarcl3ly 
hzre been :tl~y ~ t l i c r  than the 
well-known Logographor, whn s a u  
alro'c~llled Alr1cle6rigorns (see Xiil- 
ler, Hkt.  of 01.. ii. 21). and the 
Auarir~lc?ics, whomClcmrns nxmrs 
:i!nong :t number uf tis~orians, is 
certainly 11ot uur philosopher, 11ut 
like>visr; n hisforinn, prnbal,ly 
, k ~ ~ ~ x i m c n e s  of 1.r~rnpsacus. men- 
t iouer l  Ijy Diugsnes, the nepi~nw 
of the oratur. It i e  a qucatiun, 
rno?ror7m, whctl~cr wr; ought not 
ro r e d  Etdhf lu  iustead of MEAv- 
saydpvv,  or Mrhqcaydpas instead 
of ECqAos ; and whcthcr t l ~ c  w o ~ d s  
' ~ ~ t + l h u ~ v s ,  kc., me to  be con- 
n v c t ~ r l  wjth 6 ~ b r + s v ,  and nut  with 
T& 'HvurdSou p.r~~hhe~arr ,  k c .  

1 Tbs ntatcmrnts of the an- 
cicnts respecting him, and the frag- 
njonls of his work, hxve been 
carefully collected xnc? annotnted 
by Pchlejerl~lnchcr ( l ieher iliogenas 
8 .  Apollonicc, third section of his 
collcctetl worlcs. ii. 149 rqil.) alld 
by Ya.nzerLiuter (jniofcnns Byollo- 
nmlcs, 1830). Cf. aleo S t ~ i n l ~ a r t ,  
A@. E m y ~ l .  of E:sch and Gruber, 
Scct. I. 1-01. mrv. ZDF sqq. ; Nul- 
lath, Fmgnk Mil0.0. Gr. i. 232 
sqq. O f  his life rrr knom serj- l i t-  

tle. He was ;t natire of Apollonia 
(Uiog. ix. 57: kc.), hy 1r711id1 Ste- 
phen of Bgzant.ium (De Frh. 8. o. 
p. 106, JIein.) ~undersknds Apol- 
lonia in Crete: hat as he mrot .~  in 
the Ionic dialect, it is dvr~btful if 
t h i s  can be the city. His date 
will herenfter be discnssd. Ac- 
cording to Dcmetrius PI1:tlsrius 
iip. Diog. loc. cit., he wss in di~uger 
through unpopuixrit,y at, Athens, 
by which i s  probably rnezmt t,l~at. 
he >?as ~ h r e n t r ~ ~ e d  wi th  similzr 
charges to thnse brought, forward 
againsb Anaxagoras. But ttle+e 
mrty be sunit? cuufusion lie~>e with 
llingnms. The easertiou of .Antin- 
rllenea, I l ~ c  hizto~ian (xp. Uiog. 
1. c.), rppeated by .Augustine, C ~ P .  
Dci, I-iii. 2,  thtlt Ile attended the 
jnstniotionfi of Anfiximenes i n  
niercly h ~ s c d  o n  ronjerturr, and i~ 
as vortflless in point of evidence as 
~ I l e  state~naut UP Diogenes ( i i  6) 
that .i\nxragoras was a hefirer of 
Anaximenes ; whcroas, in all pro- 
bability, he was dead bcfore Anturi- 
menes mas bo~.n, cf. Krisehe. Fo~sch. 
167 sq. Dingenes's work, ncpl 
$ d o ~ w r ,  was uerd hy Simplicia?, 
but (as Krische observes, p. l l i6) 
he does not seem to have been ac- 
qllail~f+A n' i t l~ the P ~ P O L I ~  book 
nf it, which GaIcn quotes iw Hip- 
p o ~ ~ .  ri. Epidom. vol, xrii. 1 a. 
1006 K. That Diogenes rnmpnseti 
t.wo other mnrks is d o u t t l ~ a s  an 
error of this writcr, founded on a 
nlisappreheusion of some of his 
utterances (Pilys. 32 b), r ide  
Schleiermacher, p. 106 sq., Pan- 
serbietcr, p. 21 sqq. 



velopcd idem had been introcluced into it. On one sidc 
he is cIosely connected with Anaximenes, on anot.her he 
in all probability tran3cends him : vlot only i a  11ih cxpo- 
sit inn more methodical ill form and more careful as t o  
det;~ils, but he is also distinguished from his predecessor 
in having ascrihed to the air, as primitive cause and 
primitive nzstter, certain spiritual qualities, and Having 
tried to explain the life of the Y O I ~  by the air so appre- 
hmded. To gain a fixed basis for his enquiry,' h e  
determined hlle generd characteristics whicll must 
belong to  the primitive essence. 011 the one hand he 
said it maet be the common matter of all things, and 
on the other, an essence capable of thought. His 
argument for the first assertion wiis the following. ?Vc 
Imow that things change one into another, that, sub- 
stances mix, and that things influence and affect each 
other, None of these phenomena would be possible if 
the various bodies mere distinct as" t o  their essencc. 
They must therefore be one and the  same, must have 
sprung from the samt: substance, ;mcl must be resolved 
into the same ~g;iin.~ In proof of the second assertion, 

1 According to  Diugeues, vi. 
81 ; ix. 57,  hi4 ~ P O Z ~  begail with 
the  words : Ad70u n a v ~ b s  ; i p ~ ~ p e c u r  
i j o ~ i ~ t  POL X ~ C & Y  ETVUI T ~ V  &PX$Y 
&V.~+LU@+,TOV T . , ~ ~ E U ~ ~ L ,  74. 6; 
Zpppvlliqv &"rhjv ~ a l  arwvffv. 

Fr, 2 np. Sirnpl. P k s .  !2 II : 
2p01 8; 8 o ~ & s r ,  7.5 p ) ~  Edpl*luw E ~ T ~ T v ,  
~ d v s r r  r h  2 d u r a  & ~ b  TO; u h o i  
i.rrpoto~nOar ua: 7b a5rb €?var. ~ a i  
1 0 k 0  E W ~ ~ A O V .  ~i 6v T $ ~ G  76 
I L ~ U ~ ~  ; d u ~ a  viv fi ~ a l  BElap ~ a i  
TYIMCI ,  8aa $a ip .~~ar  ;v ~ @ i r  T@ 

~ $ u ~ r p  Gdu~u ,  -ei T O V T E I W V  71 q u  t b  
Erepar, TOG E T ~ P O U  Z T E ~ O V   id^ T$ ;6ig 

qbG'f4 RE) 00  5h 5h7b L L E T ; X L T T ~  

aohhca~ds ~d A T E ~ O I O ~ T O .  vjaup; 
I J ~ T G  Fiay~d9ai & M h A o ~ s  486urrr0, 
I J ~ Y T ~  &$iA*rurs TQ i ~ C p v  O ~ T E  BhdBl~ 
. . . nb8' hv 0 6 7 ~  + V T ~ U  6~ T~?S -y$r 
$0rai, O ~ T C  C@O# OAE 6 M v  yfv i#bm 
0;8;v, c; Pi n 8 r w  U V ~ U T ~ T O ,  &TTC 

r*ii+h E T Y ~ I .  dhhb a&a ~ a i r u  E K  
TOG a b ~ a i i  ~ . i ~ ~ o ~ o 6 p c r u  .$MOTE 
dhhyTu yiyvcrctc K U I  i s  .rb abd Irra- 
XWPEGL. Fr. G, q. Simpl. 33 a : 
06Skv 8' 7 s  Y ~ ~ k B ~ ~  TBV C ~ e p v r -  
oupivwv T.rrpov Z T ~ P U U  a p l u  &v rb 
aSrb yc'rarar, and hrist Gm, et  
Cm. i. 6; 322, b, 12. What Dio- 



Uiogenes appealed in a gcne~a l  manner i o  the wise and 
felicitous distribution of matter in the  wo~lt-l; ' and 
more particularly, t o  this testimony of our experiet~ce- 
tlut life and thought are produced in all living natures 
by the air vhich t,hey breathe, and are lrorrnd up wit11 
this ~ubstance.~ IFXo theretbre concluded that the 
substance of rrhic;l~ all things consist must be a body 
&ernd, uncl~angcablc, grcat and porverfull, and rich in 
k ~ ~ o w l e d g e . ~  A1 t,kese qualities he t l~ought  he di3- 
covered in the  air ; for the air penetrates all things, 
and in men and animals produces life and conscious- 
ness ; the seed of animals, also, is of n nature Iike 3ir.l 
He, thcrcfore, with ~lnaximencs, dcclared air t o  be the 
rnai.ter and ground of all things.% This is attested 
almost unanimo~~sly 6 by ancient writers ; and Diogcnes 
himself says7 that air is  the eascncc in which reasoil 

gcnes ix, 57, say& he ta.ug.11t-viz. 
t h d t  nothing corx~es from nothing 
or to uothing-is here indeed pre- 
$upposcd, h u t  whether he eip~ensTy 
enunciated th is  principle we do not 
know. 

1 Fr. 4 ,  Sirnpl. Ew. ~ i l .  ; 04 yip 
&r o&w 6~6iurOa~ [sc T ~ U  ipx+v] 
oTdv .rt 5 v  6vev uoi$utot, Sm-6 T T ~ V T W P  

&pa C ~ E I Y ,  X ~ ~ p W ~ d ~  .rc KUI B i P ~ ~ ~  
-1 V U K T ~  K U ~  Gpgm~n~ KCL: 6 6 ~ 6 ~  K U ~  

dr&pwv HU) eh8~iiiu KCL; T& BhAn d 
71% fiadhwat ~ ~ P O ~ C U S U I ,  ~bp~alto; 
&v o h m  8 r a ~ f ~ $ s v a  Bs dvuarbv 
~ d b h r v ~ a .  

2 Fr. 5 ,  ibid r i ~ r  SL r p b r  T U ~ T O L S  

, ~ a ;  ~ ( 1 6 ~  pry&ha uvp~;a. i;v8proror 
y&p ual I& &ha &a &vasvioura 
@rr 74 &(pi, kl*i I P ~ T O  U ~ T O ? S  K U ~  

+vx+ Ba+i Y ~ ~ I T I S  . . . J C U ~  ;hu 
brahha~flyj ~ T O ~ U ~ C K E I  K L I ~  $ i f d l l ~ l ~  
ixihelrrcr. 

f Fr. 3 from Simpl, Phys. 33 a. 

' Vide n o t ~ s  I ,  2, iind 7.  
Or as Theopt~rastus De SL'TZB~G 

8, 48. Cice~v,  A7 D. i. 12,29, says 
the  Deity; { s f ,  dr is t .  I'hy.3. iii .  iC 
( ~ p r . n ,  p. 248, 1). Sidon. dpoll. 
xv. 91, discriminalee theair of Dio- 
ger1e.s 118 the nratter endowed with 
crcatirr: energy, from God, bnt, this 
i$ of courvc u n i m p ~ ~ h n t .  

Tllc passages in question are 
git9en in exteuso by Pa~tzerLieter, 
p. 53 aqq. In this place it is 
sdfiticient t o  rcfcr t o  Arist. -WtlnpL 
I .  3, 984 a, 6 ;  Be An. 405 a, 
21 ; T h e o p l > r ~ l .  xp. Simpi. Phys. 
G a. 
VF 6. zag. Simpl. 33 a : ~ a i  

pol BOK;FI  ~b ~ h v  Y ~ ~ U L V  8 x 0 ~  ~?var 
d d$p K C L ~ G ~ ~ E V O $  ~b 'TGV ~ V # P ~ X C I I I I ,  

KU; h b  70h0~ T ~ V T U  K U ~  K U ~ E P V ~ L T ~ U ~  

~ a ;  n d ~ w u  upctr~err. k?rh ykp pol 
7 0 6 7 0 1  &,KCEL COOS E ~ U L  (in6ted uf 
dirh Panzerbieterhere reads a h & ;  



dwells, and rrhicl~ guides and governs all tbiugs, bec;~~ise 
i ts  nature is to s p r c d  itself everywhere, to order all 
and t o  be in all. Xicolaus of Damascus, Porphyry,l 
and in one pa.ssil.ge,2 likewise Simplicius, a,ttribute to  
niogenes a! his Erst principle the substance intermediate 
bet>\-een air and fire: so often mentioned by Aristotle. 
This is unquestionably an error, into w l ~ i o h  they mere 
probabIy misled by Dioger~es' opinion, that tbc soul, 1'5' 
analogy with which he deEnes his p r imi t i~e  essence: 
was of t,he nat.nre of warm air. Nor can X agrcc rviih 
Ritter's similar theory: t.hat the  primitive essence of 
Diogertes mas not the ordinary atmospheric air, but a 
more subtile kind, ignited by beat ; for not only do all 
the accot~nts, and Uiogenes' own explanations, spcak of 
the air as that which is usualIy called air ; ' but accord- 
ing  to  his own principles i t  would have been impossible 
for him, \t*bilc deriving all things from ,air 1)y rare- 
faction and condensation, t o  seek the original principle 
(that which constituted the basis of all the cliffcrerit 
fgrms and changes of the atmosphere), not in the 

this I prefer to Mullach's s m e d -  
ment, which retains dub, bnt aulr- 
stit.utes vdos for 8Bor) ~ a i  hi ~ 5 . v  
t @ i ~ B a i  ~ a i  x & v ~ e  G1asr6;va~ K U ~  

i v m v r l  Cv~ivar rca; i f ~ i  p+l P V  b' 71 

p? pcrc'x€r . s o ~ o u  . . . . rrul lrcivTrcv 
TGY {~&uY 82 jl + u X 5  ~d u674 ~ U T I V ,  

;t+p 8 ? p p d ~ a p 0 ~  TOG QD ZY 4 
2 ~ ~ 2 ~ .  70; p C ~ ~ ~ ~  quph .I@ fiehly 
x o h ~ b v  q v ~ p d r c p o r .  Thjs soul is 
hesides I ery digel out i n  diffcrcnt 
beinus : gpws 82 T& u d ~ r a  'I@ ut~+i  
tiai & cal d p 4  K ~ I  ~ O ~ C I  YE) 74" 
I I M ~ v  udquiv Z x r r  inrb 70; a 6 ~ u i i  
s d v ~ a  KU.; I f ~ ( j j s  B C ; K V V L ? ~ ,  adds 
Simplieius : or1 eal rb  ~ ~ a r p / ~ a  T G V  

@mv .nv.;vpa~GSis ; m r  IIO~~GFIS 

ylvovral 70; ddpos ubu T.$ arprr r b  
8Aov &pa ~ & r a h a ~ ~ d v o v . r o s  6rh r i i v  
I $ ~ E / ~ O V .  

Iwording to  Simpl. T'i~ps. 33 
11 , ti II~ - ,  - - 

PHys. 44 a. 
V I ~ E  nl,~)ra, p. 241, 1. 
Gf. the passagr cited, p. 287, 

2, 7, and t h ~  general canorr of 
Aristotle, Be An. i. 2: 406 a, 3, tn 
rjhlch Panzarhicter (1). 50) refers 
in support of his I~ypnthesis. Vide 
also p. 268, 2. 

Gebih. der Phil. i. 228 sqq. 



common aerial element, Llrt  i n  some particular kind of 
air.' Schleiermacl~er's cor~ j~c turc  also '' is improbable, 
that, Diogenes himself held ~ i r  to be thc prmlitike 
matter, hut  th t  AAstotIa war; d o u b t f ~ l  as to hi* mean- 
ing, and so ascribed to lrim sonlclilues the air in 

sometimes warm or cold air. Such hesitation 
on the part of Aristotlc respecting the principles of 
his predecessors is witllorit precedent; from his whole 
spirit and method it is filr more likely that he may 
have sometima reduced the  indefinite notions of earlier 
philosophers to definite concepts, than that he should 
hare expressed himself in u. vacillating and uncertain 
manner in regard to their dctinite theories. Aristotle 
repeatedly and decidedly declares t11at the principle of 
Diogenes was air ; he then sp~aks  of soruc philosophers, 
without naming them, whose principle was intexmediiite 
between air and water. Nuw it  is impossible that  these 
statements can relate t o  the same persons ; we cannot 
doubt, therefore, .that it is air in the common nccepta- 
tion of the word, which our plilosophcr mainlains t o  be 
the essence o f  all things. 

We find from the al~ove quotations that Diogeneu, 
in Itis more precise description of' the 4 r ,  ascribed to it 
two properties which correspond to tlie requirements 

Though he may haye gone- 
rally dekcribed the air in  compa- 
rison with otlier bodies as t,lie 
A F T T O ~ € ~ & ~ T M O Y  0T A C ~ T ~ U T D ~  
(.lrist. Lie An. loc. d,), it does not 
follow that ha held the rarest or 
wwmest air alone t o  lie the prin~i- 
t i r e  matter; on the contrary, he 
sxpr in Fr. G (vide kfm, p. 2!11, l),  
after baving declared the air gene- 

r:aIly to bc t h o  first pri~iciple, that 
there are direrent kinds of air- 
warrusr,eulder, and so forth. F n r  
ther ~lrrrticulars on this point will  
Lo given later on. 

' In his treatise on Anaxi- 
monder, Werke, 3te Abth. iii. 184. 
Ct. on the contrary, Panzerbieter, 
56 siq, 



claimed by him in general for t l ~ e  primal matter. As 
the substance of all things, it must bc eternal and 
imperishr,ble, it must be contained in all things, and 
permeate all things ; as the cause of life and order in 
the \v\.orld, it must ha a thinking and reasonable cssmce. - 
In the air these two aspects are united ; for, according 
to  Diogenes' vicw, hecn,?me the air permeates all things, 
it is that ~ h i c h  guides and ordeix t,hem; bemust? it, is 
the basal matter of all, all is known t o  it; because il is 
hhe rarest and subtlest rnattcr, it is the most movable, 
and the cause of all motion.' We are expressly told2 
that he spolrr, of the air as the Infinite, and t h e  state- 
ment is the more credible, since Anxximenes, whom 
Diogencs in other respects follows most doeely, employed 
a similar definition, BIoreovcr Diogenes  describe^ the 
air in the  same way that Anaximander describes his 
d.naepov ; and Aristotle says that the infinity of  primi- 
tive mstter was held by most of the phy~iologists.~ 
BUG this definition RcCmS t o  have been regarded by him 
a d  of minor importance compared wit11 the life and 
force of Ihc primitive csscncc ; that is his main point, 
and i r r  it he discovers the chief proof of  its air-like 
natnrc. 

On accclr~r~t of this vitality and constant motion, 
the air assumes the most vnriuuu forms. Tts motion 
consists, according t o  Diogeaes (who heye again follows 

SSdep. 287,7, and Arist. Do Aa. ~ o J ~ o v  r h  hot*&, ~ I Y ~ U K E L ~  $ 82 
i .  2, 405 x, 2 1  : Aroydv9)s 8', &rarp h m ~ k a ~ o v ,  M I P ~ J T ~ H ~ J  E~'YCL. 

; T C ~ O [  T I P I E ,  (&I. d m ' ~ a B ~  T ~ Y  Simpl. P h p .  6 n. Probably 
~ v ~ b v ) . r o ~ o v u ~ ~ B c l r s x d u r ~ v ~ ~ x r o -  after Theopllrautus : ?;lr 6; 70; 

)rrpirrrrvror rbar xni i r p ~ f i v .   KC^) 8,& n a r ~ b r  @Luw h+a ~ a l  o h d s  +qurv 
' F O ~ T O  Y L Y ~ U K E ~ V  T 4  KU: ~ 1 1 1 ~ 5  T ~ W  &TCLPOP E ~ V U L  ICd 88111~.  
+ u ~ + v ,  $ p;r npG.r8u ;UTL ral i~ "Vide p. 2GP, 1. 



Anaximeaes), in q~n1it~~ti .c-e changes, in ~ar~fac t ion  and 
contiensnt.ion ; 1 or, which is klie same thing, in heating 
and enoling ; and so there *rise in the itir endless 
rnndificntions in respcct, of heat and cold, dryness ancl 
dsmpaoss, greiltcr or less ~nohilEt.y,~ kc. ,  corresponding 
t o  i;hc diffrrcnt stages of itt! rarefaol.40~1 or condearation. 
iTur  the rest, Diogenca does not sccrrl to have ennme- 
rated thesc diflerenceu ~ysternnticiill~, afi;cr the manner 
of the  Pythagorean categories, though hc must have 
derived tlic different q~tillitied of things, some from 
rarefaction, some from condenaiit,ion, and must so far 
have coordinated them on the side of heat or 
Nor do rve find any trace of the four elements; we 
do not, know whether hc assumed definite connecting 
media hetwecn pm'.ticular suhstanccs and the prirni- 

' n u t ,  ap. EIS. PT. Kv. i. 8,13:  &pnv ~ i v ? ) b i v ~ ~ w v ,  rml khharsohhal 
K D U / A O ~ F O I S ~  8; I I ~ T W S '  ~ T L  10; ? I C E Y T ~ T  E T E ~ D I & ~ I C P  ~ U ~ L R L  K ~ I  ~ ~ O Y G S  H A )  

K I V O V ~ ~ ~ P O V  ~ a l  5 itpurob 5 6 ;  Xpvrijr i i a c r p i .  Panzerbieter ex- 
auxvoi; y ~ v o ~ i r o v  daou u v ~ s r r ~ ~ ~ u e  plains $606 (p. 63 q.) by t:tste ,as  
~b T U K Y ~ V  I I Y U T ~ O + + V  ~ ~ r j l d m ~ ,  the w,ortj d i n  stnnds in Ani~xago- 
o h w  r i L  Aorxb ~ a r h  r b v  a i rhv  hdyoar rds Fr. 3;  Xcnoplion, Ar~nb. ii. 3 .16 .  
r B  K O W ~ ~ T U T ~  T ~ Y  tivw 'W&[LY hafldv- Still bet,t,er ~ o u l d  be the aa%lo~our 
rarbu fihlou Bxwsh~uai. Simpl. bc .  meaning ' smell,' wliicb the s o d  
<.if. afterthe ~ v o l d z  jurt quotcd : 24 has in a fmqmant of Ucraclcitu*. 
05  w ~ ~ r v o v ~ ~ ~ o u  ~ a l  pavoupCvua r d  ep. Hippl. Hef2lf. iYa~.ix. 10; and 
,&~ruRdAhovror 707s rdOwr . T ~ U  T&P in Theophrastus, l)s $c?w, IG, 90. 
h h w v  yiu~o0ai poprpfiv, ~ a l  .ruC.ra Schleiennacl~tir, he. cit. 134, trans- 
C;Y ~ J C Q + ~ R V T V S  ; U T V ~ F ?  mtpl T V S  late~ it feeling ( GtJihl) ; similarly 
Aruyivour. Iliog, iu. 57, cf. wi.llat i s  ~Schanbach(A~aasr~gor F~oym.p.88)  
cited from Arishtle, p. 213, I ,  ; ~ c d  ,[fft'~ctio ; Ritter, Gcdch. (ZCY low. 
Arist. Qen. ct C'orr, ii. 9, 33G a, 3 Phil. 50, bsbaviour (Yerhntten) ; 

"9'1; 
Gf31:h. deii Phil, i. 228, i~ lner  dis- 

I+. F,szyrn, p. 2S7,7 (after the povitivn tiri??crnr LWulh) ; Brandis, 
words S @;I PFT~XIXEI  T O ~ T O Y )  : j. 2S1, internal cvnstitutiun (insere 
F E T ~ X E L  B i  oh8h $Y tp.oI~s ~b ; T C ~ O V  Hr,~cknflcnAeil) ; T'biljppso11, *'?A? 
r$ ; ~ t ~ c p ,  n o h ~ o )  .rpd?rnr KZ) r i ~ o ~ w n i v q ,  p. 205, b01112 ~ ~ l l d l t ~ ,  
abro l  TOG blpos r ta l r9s  v o $ a t o r  cigiv. ijafcnaa. 
gurr ybp u o h ~ ~ p ~ r ~ o s ,  K R ~  B ~ J ~ ~ T ~ ~ I ~ S  As Panzerbieter sets forth iu 
ad Q u x p d 7 ~ p o s  ~ a l  { T ~ A T G P O S  K U ~  dctail, p. I02 sqq. 
byp6reyos Ira) ~ ~ a o r ~ r 5 ~ c ~ o s  KR\ diu- 

rr 2 



tive substance, or identified the endleijs rnulfiplicily of 
particular substances with the innumerable stages of 
ra~efdction anrl condensation, so that; the air mot~ld  
I)ecnme at  onc stage of condensation water, af auother 
flesh, at a th i rd  stone. The most probable snpp~sit~ion, 
howe~ar, ilnd the one which seems to restilt from thc 
above statement< of hi8 about the different kinrls of air, 
anrl also from his opinion on the developrncnt of t l~e  
f ~ t a s  (ride inf1'a)-is lhat he employed neitl~cr of the 
two mode* of exphcat~on erclusilely, and, generally 
~ p e ~ k i n g ,  in thr. derivatiorl of phmomcna, follo~ved no 
fixed and lrnifarrn method. 

The first result of condensation arid 1-arefaction was 
to separate from the infinite primitive stibstancc~, the  
heavg matter which moved down~~srds ,  and the l ight  
matter which moved rrprvsrds. Frvn~ the former tilc 
earth was produced; from tile latter: the slm, and no 
doubt the stays also.' This motion llpwards ar~d down- 
wards Diogenes mas forced to derive in the first place 
fiom 1iedvine:s and lightness, and secondly, from the 
inkelellt animation of matter as such. For the moving 
intclligerzce ~vi t l i  him absolutely coincides wi th  matter ; 
the different kinds of air are a h  diff'erent kinds of 
thought (Fr. 6 ) ;  that thought was added to material 
substances, and set them in motion2 is a view which 
would have beer1 impossible to him* But aftcr  the first 
division of .~ubstances has h e n  accomplished, all mntiori 
*roeeeds from the warm and the Diogenes ex- 
plained the soul of  animal^ to be warm air ; and so in 

plutarrh, ride sxplpra, p. 290,4. I1 1 sq. 
2 As I'anzerbioter rsprcselikq, fr. 6 ,  saipw,  p. 287, 7. 



the system of the world he regarded warm matter ad 
the principle uf motion, the efticient cause; and cold 
derlse matter,' as the principle of corporeal consistency. 
In conseqrlcnce of hctlC,2 t'he univcrse he thought had 
acquired a circular motion from which also the earth 
took its rorind shape." By this circular motion, hotv-: 
ever, he seems to have intended merely a lateral motion ; 
arid by thc ~.oundaess QE the earth a c j l indr i~ , l ,  a,nd 
not a spherical shape ; fur Iie assumecl with Anaxagoras 
Irha.t- the inclination of the ci~rth'a axis b ) ~ i ~ r d ~  its  
surface arose subseqaently from some unknown cause 
( ; K  TOG L ~ ~ T O ~ & T O V ) ,  and that the  axis at first ran per- 
peadicrilar'ly down thmm~gh the ~ a l % h . ~  Hr! was. the 

1 From the unio~t  of these I y  
mcanrt nr vdqurr arosc (rrcrording to 
Steinl~a.rt, p. 290) scnslhlo air. I 
Bnow uot, hovcver, on whdt eii- 
dencn this assumption is bayed ; i r  
sccms tn me iudmiss ib l e  for tho 
reasorla 1 Lronght forw>krd againat 
Ritter on p. 288. Kor do I sea auy 
1)rmf of the aceuracg of t h e  fnrtller 
ul>rervatiuu that ' the semsiblc. aiir 
is supposed to ta11sist of an infinite 
n ~ ~ r n b r r  of simpla badiies ; ' for nio- 
genes is never mentiorled by drix- 
totle i n  Lllr pnrsartge, Dr: T'wt. Aqailra. 
ii. 1, t ~ s  wliicl~ nocc 33 rcfors. 

WhctI~er primitive heat or 
the sun's heat, is not alated, but  
frum Alex. fifi?feo~oEog. 43 h, the 
sun'n heat, sccms so bc intcndccl. 

a Liiox. ix. 37 : T+Y 8; y ~ v u ~ ~ n y -  
yh~qu ,  dpqpe1ap4~.rjw 3v .r@ pdny, 
7hv U ~ U T P ~ P T I U  ~ i A q @ u 7 a u  Y ~ T &  T ~ Y  SK 
708 B~ppvI: r ~ p i + o p b v  ~ a l  rf i l rv hrrb 
TUG q v x p o l ,  on w11ich cf. Pauzer- 
bieter, p. 117 sq. 

' According to the Phc. ii. 8, i 
(Stobsus, i. 356 ; Ps. Galcn, c. I I ,  
to t h e  stme effect) Diogenes arid 

Xmaxagort~r mnintaincd: p c 7 i  ~b 
U Y U T ~ ~ P U I  ~ b u  K J U ~ O U  ltai 78 {$a i u  
r f i r  y)ls ZEayayGv P7.icA~%jcdai r w s  
~ b v  ~do.ctov ;II T O ;  u3~opLi.rou tir T A  
p e ~ q , ~ / 3 p i ~ b u  ahsoD &us (fuws,  arlris 
the authrrr doubtless in his om1 
name, irrrb ~ p n v u l a r ,  in order to 
bhow the rliffe:11euce between the 
habitable and ;~ninha.bihb!e zorres). 
ijnariignras, howerer,  aid^ azcord- 
ing to Uiog. ii. 9 : 7 d  F' grrrpa rar' 
hpXhs P ; ~  B u h o c r ~ i i s  ;vex@ijvar $#re 
ear& aopv++lrr r v s  7 5 s  (;)erpendicu- 
1:irly over the upper surface of the  
earth, mlli cli, Iike bnaximcncu and 
otllcrs, hr, suppnsed t o  be shapeti 
1il;c ;I r.ylindir, cf. ~ n 1 .  ii. Anu.~.) ~ b u  
bf l  ~ a r v d l r ~ v o v  cfvar nLhuv, $UTEPOP 

62 r?v Cyuhrurv Am&iv; SO that, :LC- 
cording to this, tho stars in their 
daily rerwltttiolt would xtfiyst have 
only turned from exst to  west. late- 
12dly nrolind the earth r dlsc, and 
those nbo-i-o our horizon would 
Iievec 11kve gone bc10w it. The 
nbliquity uf the earth's axis t o  its 
surt!nce w,is proJuced later, anti 
~m116ed t l ~ c  paths of the slit1 and 



more disposed t o  ;~dopt Anuag-oras's notion ns t o  the 
shape of tllr earth, and the original motion of the 
heavens, since A~!&ximencs had led him to thc same 
rcsult. Like Anaximander, he conceived of tlre enrtl~ 
in its prirncval state ns a $oft and fl~lid mass gradually 
dried by the s~rn's  heat. This is also provecl ly its  
11al~ing r~ceived i l a  form iu course of thc rotation. 
What remained of the primitive liquid became klle 
seas. the salt taste of which lic derived from the evap!,- 
ration of the aweet portions : the vaporlrs developed 
from the drying up of the moisture s e l ~  ecl l o  cnlargc the 
heavens.' Tlic earth is ft111 o f  passages tlzrougIz which 

stx~s  t o  ctrt the p!;trle uf the lioIi- that the nsa arid a11 the wat,~rs 
zo~r ; herice arose thealrernutio~~ af ~r ros t  h ;~re  overflova~i t h e  suuthern 
(lay hnd nigllt, Whnt irrc art  to pnrt of the cartli's su~facc. Ean- 
think in  ~begard ro ~ l i c  dctajlr of zerLieter, theretore, ct~n,jcc~ures 
chis system is (as Panzerbiator, p that An~sngoras made the  heavens  
188 bqq,  shows) hard to sag-. I f  inrlilie n u t  tn thr  south, but tc t h o  
the whole *ai,wrm, that  is, the north, and that jn the p;tsl;i~gsiu 
l~eavcns rt~d the en i~h ,  inclined l o  the  ?iuaitn w e  fiItoullipcrh~ps read 
~11e south. mithing wo~ild ha?-e r ~ v u ~ d p ~ r o r  or psrro8Jpcrov, ins:cad 
changed in rhe positlo~r o f  the e:*rih of ptnwpBpivdv. l3ut considering 
i o  rclation to  tho bcal-ens, and the that our three text& are weed 
tcmpomry disllgpcar:anre of rnostof npon the word, tlirs is scarcely 
t ha stmrs below the Iio~ixon, and the croilible. We sllall, huu~evcr, 61ld 
>~lCemiarion of day and night, woultl (z~di.a, 7-01. ii.) that Leucipp~~s nud 
Ire incnplicablo. If the hcavci?s ~emooxitusBdievcd in a depresuiori 
jur wlnch is chc same thing, the of the bvutheru palri. uf tlie earth's 
i f p p r  end of tlie rar lh 'b a.xih) had disc. If thtee p h i ~ o s ~ ~ p l 1 0 ~ ~ ~  could 
irrcli~~ed to the bciutli, t he  sun ill disco~cr  an exp-dient unknown to 
its rrvolution around this axis US but s a t i s f ~ t o r ~  hi them, by 
would 1 l . a ~ ~  cnil>e ncare17 :indne:irer n.hictl they could cscape the okriouv 
the llurizun tLs fuurthtir son~h it diliiculties of this hypnlheriq I)Iu- 
want. It would h r v e  riscn i n  t he  gencs ant1 dnuxirgorns could also 
vest and dct in the east ; we should hare discorored one  ; and 011 the 
have Iiati nxidnight when it was i n  o th r r  h ~ n d ,  their theory of tho j o -  
tl:e ~ o n ~ h  ; midday w1.1en i t  was in cliuatinn of the sxr~L us a 
t h ~  no~tll. If, on the  other h;l~rd, cIuc t o  t h e  opinions of Leuoipps 
the cnrtd had jncii~led to the south aud Demozritns on the snnle 
~ r l d  the nxis of thel~eavens had ~ c -  srllijcct. 
rnnillerl unaltered, it nrauld seem ' Arist. ~Ycleu~.ii. 2, 856 a! 21 ; 



.the air penetrates: i f  t he  outlets of these are blocked 
up, there are  earthquake^.' In the same way Diogcnes 
held the sun and stars2 t,o be porous bodies, of a forma- 
tion like pumice stone, the hollows of which are filled 
with fire or fiery air.3 The tlreory of the origin of the 
sbars from moist exhalations,l in connection with that 
just quoted from dlexaricler on tlre grorrtli of the 
heawns by the evapo~atioris of the earth, would lead 
11s to conjecture that Dingenes supposed the  sr~u alone 
t o  have been at first formed from thc warm air drawn 
upwards, and the  stars t o  have afterwards arisen from 
the vapours evolved by the eim's heat, by which trapours 
tile srin himself was thought t o  have been continually 
mlstained. As this nourisllment is at times cxhnustcd 
in each part of the world, the sun (so at least Alexander 
yepresents the doctrine of Diogenes) cl~angcs his place, 
ilH a beast his patitur~.~ 

Alex. ~Vctdorol. 91 a ;  93 b, pm- c i i )  that thc st,zrs, wcmrding t.0 
1):iblg following Tl~eophrastus ; cf. Diogenes,are Grdirvorui (exhal~tions) 
st4p~n, 1). 254, 1. 7 o i  K B C ~ O U  : and lie i b  pr011~Lly 

Seoeca, Qm. A d .  vi. 13; d. more correct thau Itittar (1. 232) 
iv. 2. 26. who, by Gidavorar, nltderatands or 

Among u~hich he lil~ewise gans of respiration. Tbendoret, 
reckoned curnets, PEnc. iii. 2 ,  8 ; loc. cad., ascribes t h ~  GranvoQr to 
xmnless Diogenes, the Stoic, is here the stars themselves; i L  would be 
meant. easier to connect them with the 

Stob. BE, i. 528, 552, 608; fiery vapours streaming from the 
Fl~it. Plllnc. ii.  IS, 4 ; Tt~eod. G r .  ad. stws 
CWT, i v .  17, p. 59. Accuetlillg to the Cf. p. 164, 1. Some o1he.r 
lest tbrec passtbgcs, meteoric RtOncs theurias u f  U~ogcuev on thu~ldar  
are similnr hod~cs;  b u ~  it mould and Ijghlr~ing (Stoh. i. 594;  Sen. 
seem that they only take  fire in (&. Xad. ii 201, on the winds, Alex. 
falling; vide Flcnrerbieter, 122 by. Coc. ciS. (cf Arist. Metem-. ii. 1, 

4 SO, ht l ~ a ~ t ,  Stob. 322 says of begiuning), on the e a u s q  of t h o  
tl?c mwn,  whcn ha ass~rts  t , l~ln i n u n d a l i v ~ ~  of the Nile (Sen. Qa. 
Uiogenes heid it t o  be a. ~ i c r r q p o e r .  &'at, iir. 3,  27 ; 8cAoi. in Apolioa. 
Fks bva,u,ua. Par>eer:rbieter, p. 121 R k ~ d .  iv. 269) are discussed by 
sq., interpret3 in the Pamn way thc Pnuzerbieter, p. 138 sqq. 
statement in Stob. 508 (YIut. Coc, 



Diogmes sllared with Anaxagoras and other 'phy- 
' sicists the helief that, living orextlires' and likewise 

plantsa were prcrclr~ced out of the earth, no doubt by the 
influence of the sun's heat. In ail nnalogo~~.; manner 
he explained thc process of generation, by the influence 
of t,lle vivifying heat of the hody of the mother on t h ~  

In  acuordancc with hi3 general standpoint, he 
thought the soul t o  bc a. m;rrn, dry air. As the air is 
capable of endless diversify, souls likewise arc as various 
as the kinds and inclividuaE natures to which they 
belong.4 This substance of the soul Ire appears to have 
derived partIy frola the and partly fiom thc outer 
air entering the lrtngs after birth; "and i ts  warmth, 
according to  ths ahovc thcorg, from the warmth of the 
mother, Tbe diffusion of life throughout the whole body 
he explainrd by the theory tllat the soul or warm vital 

I air streams along with the blood through the veins.? In 

PJu~+tn, ii. 8, 1 ; Stab, i. 368. 
Theophrastus, If&. Plaut. 

iii. 1, 4. 
9 Eor further detaih, cf. Wn- 

zerliieter, 124 sqq., after Censorin. 
Di. i2i;rt. c. 5, 0 ;  Plnt. Plnc. v. 
15, .I: etc. 

4 Fr. 6 ,  aftor tllc words 
p; 291, l. : K& a 6 v r w v  r$uv62 6 +I& 
T o  a h 6  t d ~ ~ v ,  h+p ~ E ~ ~ ~ T F ~ O S  p b  
70i F[w,  dv & 2cp2v. 1 0 0  P C Y T O L  rap& 
T@ $thjrp C O A A ~ Y  $ U X ~ ~ T E ~ O S .  &nlov 
82 r o h u  r b  B ~ ~ p b v  o i r 8 ~ v b ~  7 8 v  {+v 
Z V T ~ Y ,  Z R ~  058; T&U ~ V ~ P ~ T W Y  6hh4- 
h u i p .  dhhd S~a+<pet pdyujdy a), :ah' 
%#rt nupanh$#ta tTrra1, uv ~ F Y ~ W L  

d r r p ~ ~ d w s  ye +OIOV Zdv . . . 
o h  rohvrpdlrov J U F O I ~ I T ~ S  ~ j 1 s  ;TCPOI- 
d u l o r r o h h p p n a ~ a i  7& [&t uu1 irohhb 
H U ~  W ~ T E  ;B;qv h h + h u i s  & O : K ~ T R  O&F 

8iatrsv O&E vdqmv 706 X A ~ ~ E O T  

rujv ~rspor8urww~ 8,u:uwr 64 k c .  ( supa ,  
p. 287, 7) ; cf. Theoplirastus, De 
b n s z ~ ,  39, 44. 

he expressIy remarks that 
tile seer1 is likc air ( ~ v E u ~ I L ~ ~ ~ F ~ )  
and foam, and deriras thence the 
designntion, hgpoliare. \'id6 slqrcd, 
p. 287.7; Clcmens, Pcday, i. 105 C. 

' PEW. v. 15, 4. 
Simpl. loc. cdt. ; sf. Theopl~ras- 

tds, I)c Smsec, 29  aqq. From the.50 
passages it if i clonr that Uiogenes 
limited the habitatiun of the soul 
to no p:ttticular organ ; the  state- 
mcnt, therefore, i n  the  Placzta, ir. 
2, T ,  that he trausferred the + y e p -  
V L K ~ V  t.0 the d p ~ q p i a d  m r A b  7 G s  
K U ~ B ~ R S ,  can only be rtcw,pted in the 
sense Lht t h i s  is t he  chiEf'seat of 
the vi~ifyiug air. Cf. Panzerbieter, 
87 sq. 
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support of this doctrine he entered into a detailed, and 
according t o  the then state of ansLomieal h o w l e r l g e ,  
accllyate rlescriptiofi of the venitl systc1n.l Sensations he 
supposed t o  arise from the contact of thc vital air w i t h  
ext.ernal imp~esuions,~ and deep and cleat-h from the 
pr.tial or entire cxprrleion of the air by the bloodba 
The seat o f  scnea.tioa he sought; in thc air contained in 
the' brain ;4 appealing in proof of this t o  the pheno- 
menon, that we are not conscious of external impressions 
when we are oecu~ied with something e1se.j Desire 
and disiilclint~hiorn, courage, health, and so forth, were 
the effcct, Be thought, of the various proportions in 
rvhj<:h air mingles with the MooclA6 The intelleoti~nl in- 
feriority of sleeping and intoxicated persons, of children, 
and of animal?, he attributed to the gre:~ter density and 
moisture, and the less perfect circulstion of the vital 
air.l The v i t a l  air itself, however, he was of course 
obliged t o  presr~ppoac in all living creatures. On this 
mru~.md be t,ried to prow, for example, t.hxt fishes and b 

oysters hwe d s o  the power of breathing.8 He even 

Given by 4-irjstmotle, A ~ i m .  
iii. 2 ,  511 b, 30 .sqq., eoit~lncl~lcid 
on by Tanzerbietcr, p. 72 sqq. 

"The somcw11:it arnbiguvus 
statemente, LJlnciin ir. 18, 2 ;  16, 
3 ; confrrsed by l h e  iniroductiotl of 
the S t u i ~  + / ~ * I F ~ O Y A K ~ Y ,  :$PO Clis~ussed 
by Pnnze~l)iet,cr, 86, 90 ; further 
dathilu itre gire11 bjr TI~enphm.il.ns, 
Zoc, cil .  ; cf. Philiypso11,"Th~i irrBpw- 
~lq, 101 sqq. 

Plac. rf. 23. 3. 
"ell, says Thsophrastur, 

lot, cg., he Httribnted .ryj s s p 1  ~ b r  
C y ~ C $ a h r i ~  dip[; ~ o b o v  -f&p dflpouv 
clvur K U ~  u6ppt~pov ~ ! j  duurrudfi. 

Rcaring arises : ~ T U P  d 2v TUG & U ~ Y  

Qbp I C L V ~ B ~ ~  61rb T U B  8[a8+ rphr 
. T ~ Y  2 Y ~ L ~ ~ o ~  ; sight, whcn tho 
image tha t  el~ters the eg-e combines 
wilh t h e  air a i t l l i n  (,uiyvun8ar). 

Loc. e i l .  42 : 671 8) 6 lvsds 
d ~ 4 a ~ c % d v ~ ~ r a c  p r ~ p d v  hv pdpcov 70; 

Beor), u n ~ e i o v  ~Zvai, B T ~  ~ s h h & t ~ s  
nphs &Aha ~ d v  vosv ~ x n ~ c s  o6br 
tpij.u~r UGT' k ~ u 6 o ~ e v .  

' Theupl~r:tst,nfi, Eno. cit. 43. 
T i d e  szyra, p. 896, 2 ; Thco- 

ph~astus, toc. cid. 44 sqq. ; I'Lac. 
Y. 20. 

Arjst. Do I ? c q i ~ .  c. 2, 470 b, 
30 ; Punzer. 95. 
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ascribed somct,bing analogous to  respiration to  metals, 
supposing them t o  abso~b  damp vapnms (ixphs), and 
to  exude them again, 2nd thus  seeking to explain the 
~ttract.ive power of the  magnet.' Only animals, how- 
ever, he considered, can brea.the the air as such. Plants 
are entirely irrationiil, for the  reason that they do not 
breathe itm2 

Like Anaaimander and Anrtximenes, Diogefies is 
said to  have assumed the perpetual alternation of the 
rcorld's constructicm and destruction, and an endless 
number of successive worlds. Sirnplicius%xpressly 
says this, and the sbatement that Diogenea belieced in 
an infinity of worlds4 must have reference t o  it, for his 
whole cosmogony show>, even more clearly than the 
msertion of Simplicirrv (Ioa. c i t , ) , ~  that be could only 
conceive the totaliiy of simultaneons tllings as one 
whole limited in space. S t o h ~ u a ~  speaks of a futore 
end of the world, and Alexander: of a gradual drying 
up of the sea, which mnst both have asimilar reference; 
and even without thi-: explicit testimony, we must have 
supposed Uiop;enes on this point, likewise, to have been 
in agreement with his predecessors. 

I n  considering his theory ar a whole, rve must allow 
that  notwithstand~ng its superiority to the previoua phi- 
losophie theories iu scientific and literary form, and in 

1 Alex. Aphr. Qarpst. h"26. ii, Whcre rcd~,uos could not he 
23, p. 135, Speng. uscd in the singultcla if lnally con- 

Tbeophras~us, loo. cit. 4&. hmpor~u~eous wurlds like those of 
Phya, 257 b ; vidt szcpa, p. Democritus wercinquestion. Plm. 

278, 1. i i .  1, G (Seoh. i. 440) seelrls to refer 
Diog: ix. 57 ; Plut, ny. Kus. 10 Diogenes tllc Staic. 

Pr. EG. I .  8, 13 ; Stob. i. 496 ; i. 410, vide bupa,,  p. 277, 4. 
Theodoret, (ir. of. ow. ir, 15, p. ' )+fdeorod. 91 a, according ta 
5 8 .  Tlicophrastus, ~ i d e  supre, p. 251 , l .  



iLq comparative metlltll of cmpi~ical l r n o r i l ~ d g ~ ,  thcle is 
a contradiction invol\cd in its fundamental conceptioi~s. 
If tllc orderly constiti~tum of tlilc wrnlcl is only t o  be 
understood ir i  refcrcncc to a wurld-forming leason. illis 
presrlppo3es that matter as such does not suffce to 

it ; i t s  cairse c ~ r i n o l  thcrcfore be ronght, in olle 
~lcmentary body, and sa Diogenes is  forced to  asclibe 
ti, this body quahtles which not merely fro~rr our point 
of view, but al)solutely and directly, c x e l ~ ~ d r  one 
anotltcr ; for on Llic orle hand E I ~ :  describes it as the 
subtlest and rarest, heaaruc: it is the all-permeatiug 
and all-animating, and on the other? he makes tlnngs 
;wise from it, not only by aundensatior~, but also by 
rarefaction, which -r~oulrl be impossible if' the  piirnitive 
element were itself the rarest in cxiht~nce.' That lt is 
iiot mcrelyYbe warm air, or the soul, but air in general 
t h a t  Dlogcnrs ~ s l l e  the rarest, we are at  any rate cIearly 
told by Aristotle,3 who says that Diogeues held the soul 
t o  be air, because air i s  the rarest elemcnt and t l ~ c  
primitive rniitter ; and Diogenes himself (Fr. 6) sitgs 
that the air is in all things, and permeates all things, 
which could not be unless it were itself' the subtlest 
element. ROT ran rxefaction refer t o  a, second:lry 
form of air arising from previous condensation ; for the 
ancient philosophers, with one accord, attri'oute the 
power of raretaction, as -re11 as condensatio~i, to primi- 
tive matter ; h n r ~ d  this indeed lies in the nature of 

1 As Bayle Irrs already re- s In the paswgo quoted, szcp~a, 
marked, Dicf. Ddfigijns. 1 2 e ~  R. p. 290, 1. 

9 s  Pi tnz~r l~ l c t e r  (10G) and '' A s  Ritter holds, 5 1 n .  IJ!~il. 
Wendt zu Tenneinantl, i. 141, sup- p. 5 7 .  
pose. Vide sz~pra, p. 200, 4. 



things, for rarr.f.,tct,ion and conderisotion mutually 
preriuppose each other, and n condcn~ctt~ion of on(+ 
portivn of a body nf air is impossible without the 
sirnul.taneous rarefaction of iinothcr. Thus, there is 
a contradiction in the bases of the system, resuIting 
from the fact thiit its author adopted the idea of a 
,world-fiji-wing reason, without therefore abandoning the 
ancient Ionian rnatcridism, and especially the theories 
of Anaximenes on primitive matter. 

This circumstance: monld in itself lead us t o  con- 
jecture tlmt Iliogerles' thco~y did not wholly arise or~t  
of thc development of the ancient Toniaa physics, bnt 
under the inflacacc of another philosophy, having a 
different stwdpoiut ; a d  t1la.t contratlicto~y elements 
hnd lhcrefore ilppcarcti in it. This conjecture becomes 
still more proba,bIe  hen we see, ~o~lkn.lplorti11e011~l~ with 
Diogenes, the very definitions which contradict his 
materiiilistic prcsnppcrsitions, brought forward by Anax- 
agoras in connection with a more logical doctrine. 
We have no certain information, it is true, as t o  the 
exact date of Uiogenes,' but we have the testimony of 
Sirnyliei~s,~ based probal~ly upon Theophrastltu, that 

T l ~ c  only fixed date, t.hc mco- 
tion of the aerolite of hcgosputa- 
~ n o ~ , . w h i c h  fe l l  468 n.c. (Stub. i. 
505; Theod. Gr.  (4°K crar. is. 18, 
p. 5 3 ;  and Pannaerbicbicrer, p. I sq.}, 
l e a ~ e s  an ample margin. 

Phys. 6 x : ~d Aruyi'zqs 6; 
4 'Awahhuv i&~~s ,  u x ~ S b v  vsdrai-os 
T ~ Y  reP l  ~ a i 7 ~ a  L ~ O A W ~ Y T D Y ,  ~h 
p2r rrh cTura uvpregoprlg Cvwr yiypa- 
4 ~ ,  T ~ C  I C ; ~  K ~ T ; C  ' ~ v 4 a y d ~ a v  ~i 6; 
rzastl AE~I:ITTLIY A;~WY, Cf. szljww, 
p, 290, 1 ; p, 201, 1 ; with the ap- 

peal to Thcoplrrastus. That Thco- 
phrastus rexlly supposed Diogcnss. 
to Le later than An;ix:%goras seems 
probable hkewise, because in dis- 
cussing t l ~ i ~  thooric~ ho repontodly 
placcs Diogcncs after him. So Ue 
Smmu. 39 ; Hist. PIui11, iii. i. 4 ; 
r i d e P b i l i p p $ o o , " T A ~ d ~ 0 p w ~ ~ ~ ,  199. 
Diogcsnes is also desrsihd as a 
rounger contemporary of Anrxa-  
goms by iiugostit~e, Oiu. Dei, riii. 
2 ; and S~don .  Apoll. xr: 80 sqq. ; 
a d  fnr  the same reason ;ipparontlj 
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he appeared later than Anaxnqoras, and wrote in partial 
dependence upon him. The carcfr~lnrsd of Diogenes in 
regard t o  the details of n:tturid stbience, and especially 
the great, precision of his anatornicnl kuowledge, wonld 
assign him t o  11 period M hen observation hacl mndr: 
some advances : the pcriod of a Hippo and n Democritns.1 
In the same K : L ~  m e  shall find reason t o  suppose him 
late.,. than Empciloelcs. On thcse grounds some de- 
pendent:~ of Diugenes on Anaxagoras seems probable, 
and the internal evidence of t,hcir doctri~les is wholly in 
favour of this view. The striking similnrity between 
them makes it hardly credible that these doctrines 
should have been produced indcpendeatly of each other.' 
Kot only do Diogencs and Anaxagoras both require a 
~~o~ld-forming reason, but t,hey reilnirc it on the  same 
ground, that tthc order of tlre ~ ~ n i q e r ~ e  was ot.lm.rrise 
inexplicable t o  them : both describe this reason as the 
subtlest of ail t1lin.g; both dcrive the soul and life 
esaentixll-y from it.3 We ennnnt, however, consider 
Anaxagoras as dependent on Diogenes, and Diogencs as 
the historical link between him and the oIder physieists.4 

i n  Cic. AT. D. i. 12, 29, his nitme 
romes last anlong nll  the pre-Sf)- 
rratiticr philosophers. 

' This d ~ t e  is further supportrd 
by t l~eelrcumstancc~hich t'etersen 
has shomn to be probable i u  his 
HippnwaZis Sm+B ad Ibn~p. #at. 
Dbpositcr, part i. p. 30 (Humb. 
1839, Gym-Proqr.), namely that 
Aristvphnneu, ilub. 227 sqq-, is sl- 
1l;ding t o  the doctrine of Uiogensn 
~ p k e n  of on p. 297, 0 ;  which doc- 
t.rinc in t h a t  case rnnst eren then 
hare attracted attention in Arhens. 

2 l'mzerbieter, 19 sq. ; Schau- 

Lwh, dsar(!,q. d'mgin. p. 39 ; Stci11- 
hart, loc. rft. 397, considers n i o -  
gencn to bc rather earlier than 
A n a m g o r ~ .  

a Cf. theaecti~n on Bnsxngoms, 
ir?fiu. 

Schleicrmacher on Biog. 
Werko. 3t,o bbth. ii. 1BB sq., liiB 
eqq. ; Brauis~,  Gesch. d& Phi. a. 
Icant,i. 128 spy., vicieuuprrr, p. 167. 
Xrische i s  1esspositi~e, ~ideFo~scK.  
170 nq. Schleicrmwher, howovcr, 
afterwards changed his opinion. f o r  
in his GesJ. d. Plail. p. 7 7  11e de- 
scribes Dingenes as an ecimtia witll- 



Schleierrnncher indeed thinks tha t  had niogenes been 
acquainted with tllc w o ~ k  of Ansxagcrras, he rn~rjt ]rave 
expressly opposed Anaxagoras' theory that the a i r  is 
snnicthing composite ; but, in  the first place we havc no 
evidence to  shorn thitt he (lid not oppose it; and in 
t,he second me have no ~ i g h t  to apply the atantlards of 
rrlodern phili~sophy t.o the  neth hods of thc a.neicnts, nor 
to  expect from these latttcr a profound investjg;ltinn of 
thcories differing from their own, such as even a Plato 
did not always impose upon l~irnself. The main prin- 
ciple of Auaxi~goras, llorvever, the separation of the 
organisi~g rea,son from matter, Diogcnes seems to me 
clearly enot~gh to oppose, in his 6th 
Schlciermacl~er indccd finds no triice in the .passage 
of any polemic of this kincl, hut merely the tolie of a 
person who is newly introducing the doct,rine of ~ 0 6 s ;  
but. tlte care wit11 which Diogenes demonstrates that all 
the qualities of intclligencc! Ilslong t o  the air, gives me 
t,he opposite impression. In the eame way it sccms t o  
me that Diogenes' is so cnrefnl t o  prove the unihink- 
i~hlerlesu of several primitive sr~bsta.nces, because he had 
been preceded by some pllilosopller who denied the 
unity of the primitive matter. That he is alluding to 
Empedoclcs only, and not to  Anaxago~as,' i s  improbable, 
considering the many other points of contact between 
Diogenes and Anaxagora#. If, however, he had Empe- 
doeles chiefly in view, that alone wa~ild show him Lo l,e 

sut principle belonging, with tlie l'hys. 32 b: npbs $vu~oh&yuus dr-rri- 
L%phists md riton~ists, to the third paf 'vat ,  OBE K ~ G ;  a h ~ 6 ~  U B $ L B T ~ S .  

section of pre-Socmtic phiIosophy, i: Vide a i y ~ u ,  p. 287, 7. 
thc periocl nf its dswp. Fr. 2,  v ~ d e  supra, p. 286, 2. 

' He s q a  of Linlsalf in Simpl. ' Kriiide, p. 173 .  



a younger cnutemporary of dnaxagorar;, and his philo- 
sophy might he supposcd +o h i v e  appear~d at, a later 
date thm that of A ~ R X R ~ O T A S .  Schleiermacher con- 
siders it more natnrd tliat ~piri t  should firat have bcny 
discorered in i ts  union ivith mitttel, ~tnd afterwards in 
oppoqition to  it ; but this i s  hardly conclusive in regard 
t o  Anaxagorads relation t o  Diogenea; for tlne direct 
unity uf spirit with matter, vllich ivas the sttlrting point 
of the elder physicists, I r e  do not find in Dioge~ies ; on 
the contrary, hc introduces thought, because the purely 
physical explanation of phenomena does not satisfy him. 
But if t8he importance of thnurht has once been re- 
cognisetl, it is certainly more probable that the rrwv 
principlr should be first set up in abrupt opposition to 
mitterird c ; ~ ~ ~ s c s ,  than that it should b~ combined wlth 
them in qo uncertain a manner as by D i o g ~ a ~ s . ~  The 
whole question is decided by this fact, that, the  con- 
ception of w world-forming reason is only logically 
carried ont by Anaxagoras ; Diogene~l on the contraray 
attempts to  combine it in  a coutradickory manner, with 
n standpoint cr~tirely out, of  harmony with it. This in- 
decisive sort of eclecticism is r r~ l~ch  more in keeping 
vith tbe youngel- philtrsupber, mhn desires to rnr~ke use 
of the  new ideas withont renouncing tbe old, than livitIi 
the philosopher t o  nhom the new idem belong as his 
orig?naI pnsses~ion.~ Diogcnes is tbercfore, in my 

1 This ix 3160 in opposit,ion to s~ihscq~rrur, inc1in:ttion of the vault 
Krische, p. 172. of hearcn ; thc opiniqu rhst the ~t:irs 

Wrr cannot argue much from are stony 1nitt;ses; or rln tho doc- 
Ihe ~grerrnent of the two pl~ililow- trine of t1:e senses, for suc11 theories 
phers in certain physical theories, ;tm, as A. rulr, sn little eunnected 
such as the form of  the ofirth, the with p11ilosophic principles, that 
primitire lateral movement and eitlier plhil~~sophsr might cqually 



opinion, an adherent of the old 1onia.n physics, of the  
school of Anaximenes; sufficiently affeckd by .the 
philosoy)hic discovery of Anaxagoras t o  abtempt a, com- 
bination of his (Anexagoras') doctrinc with that of 
Anaximenes, but for Lhc most part folIu~iring Anaximenes 
in his principle and the application crf it. That there 
C V O U I ~  bc a rctrogradc rnovc~uicnt,~ according t o  this 
view, horn Anasxgoras t o  Uiugenes proves nothing; 
for hist,orical progress in general docs not cxcludc! re- 
trogression as to psrtieulars : % that Anaxagoras, on the 
other hand, cannot be immediately rclated to rinaxi- 
msnes3 is  true ; but we have no right to conc?lnde from 
this that Diogeues (rat.k~er lhan I-lcracleitus, the Elea- 
tics or the Atomists) Evrrlis the  connecting link between 
them. Lastly, though the theory of the dpo~opsp;i  map 
be a more artificial conception than the cIoct~ine of 
I)iogenes,4 it by no means follows that i t  must be the 
more recent ; it is quite conceivable, 011 thc contrary, 
that the very difficulties of the Anaxagorean expla- 
nation of nature may have Lad the effect OF confirming 
Diogenes in his adlzercnce to the more s h p l e  and 
ancieut Ionic doctrine. The same might be con- 
jectured in regard to  the dualism of the principles 
professed Ly Anaxagoras ; and thus we must regard 
\yo11 have borrowed them fmm the 
uther. But Diogenes' exyl allation 
of the sensuous perception, at. any 
rate, stlowa a development, of the 
doctrine uf Anaxagoras (vide Thi- 
lippson, *TAv b v O p w r i ~ ,  199). and 
his superiorit in empjrical know- 
ledge marha &< rather aa B WII- 

temporary of Democritus ?L;m a 
predeccswr of Anuagor~. fri his 
riieorics also of the rnnguet he seems 

t o  follow Empedoclss. 
Schlciermacher, lirc. cit. 166. 
From dnaxapras to Irchc- 

Ptus there is a similar retrogression. 
Schleie~maohc1; loc. dt. 
Ibid. 

WII t h i s  account, Erandi~ (i. 
279) considers Uiogeaes, with Ar- 
chelaus and bhe Atomists, in the 
light pf n reaction against the 
d~ulisrn of A n w ~ g o r a .  
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the theory of Diogcnes as the &tempt of ,z later philo- 
sopher, partly to save the pllysical doc!trint: of Amxi- 
menes and .the earlier Ionixns as against the innovations ' 

of an ax agora^, and partly .to combine the111 with each 
otl~er.' 

Irowever note~~orttiy this  attempt rnay he, the 
philosophic: import,arrct: of it caanut, be ranlrccl v e ~ y  
high ; Vth chilief merit of Uiogenss seems ilo consist in 
his having enlarged the rauge of the empirical know- 
ledge of nature, and laboured to  prove more compL?tely 
the life and t,elcolngic:al. constit.ution ot 11atur.e i u  de- 
tail. But these ideas wcrc themselves supplied t o  lzim 
br llis pr~~.decessors, Anaxagoras and the aucient phy- 
sicists. Greek philosophy, as a mliole, had in the time 

of Diogenes long siaee struck aul, patha tllitt condnctcd 
i t  far beyond the point of t,lle earlier loninn physics.3 

i l r  is thonglit by most mdcru  
w i t c r . ~ ,  of. ReinI~uld, Gtisrh. cl. IJkit. 
i. 00 ; Fries, Gcseir, rE. Plril. i. 236 
sq. ; 1Ym"d 211 Tei~nerna~ln, i. ,127 
sqq.; Branilis, hc, cit .  ; Philippson, 
Zoo. ai l . , lSY sgq.; Uebcru-eg fiuidd,.. 
1. 42, et?. 

2 The dortrilre thrtt S~einbart 
(lot. cil. p. 298) fin& in him, arid 
considers nu i m y o ~ t % ~ ~ t  dtdv,~nce, 
vjx., ' that,  all rho Phennini.na1 is 
t u  be reg;irdrd : ~ s  the self-rll>negd- 
tiua of s principle that is ycrma- 
T I R I I ~  a n d  persistent i n  it.sclf,' goes 
far beyond any of the artur~l  ex- 
preesiuns uf Diogenes. In roalitg, 
he merely says (Fr. 2 ; ride stcprii, 
p. 266, 2) that all bccorningclnd all 

reciprocal .~et iciz~ [ ~ f  things nnlonp. 
tltetn-clres presupposes thc  iinity 
orrllcir grimitirc 111alti.r This is, 
in truth, a rlotcsarrlly and prtg- 
1i;lnt thought. bat tile coltoc~ltlDtl 
of p r i rn~ t i r e  mattw a:~d of tlie rdn- 
t ion of primirilre ~rlattor in  t l l i I I ~ 5  

derired, are t11e same wi~h  him as 
it-itti bnaxi~trmcs. 

We are reminded of  the l ~hy -  
sicltl norions of I I i u g ~ ~ ~ e s ,  or, st any 
raLs., of the  ancient, Ioriir school, by 
tlla Pseb:dn-Hippoccnt~c work, rtpl 
Qhsros na~Siou {d Iretkrsen, p. 3 0  
sq. o E  the tre:ltl+e quobed supra, 
p. 301, 1).  Here nlsn we find rr i  
ilcnce of the cont~nuance of thdt 
~chool. 



A a r o ~ ~  all the schools of philtuophy known t o  n.;, there 
is none of rvhich the hi~t~ory i s  so overgrown, we may 
almost say, so concealed by myths and fictions, and the  
doctriues of w1lii:h have been so replaced in t h e  course 

,of  tradition by such a mass of 1:itrr constilucnts, a s  

that of the Pytllagareans. Pythagoras and his school 
are s~lrlorn me~zticined hp writers anterior t o  Aristotle,' 
and even from I'liitn, whosc connection wi th  them ITAS 

The recent, 1itcmtur.c cmcern- 
i n g  l'yth;qnrau and lli:. sc l~uol  is 
gircll by Uebcrweg, Grr~>~,.l.riv*. i. 48. 
Clf niore c ~ n n ~ r c h e i l s i r r  worltn, be- 
~itleii tlla  account^ of Grealr philu- 
sop l~y  i i r  ganrs;~l, and Ritter'c: 
Gueh. d. Pyt/)cxg. Ph'i'lil. (18?RI, \vo 
hkve tllr S C C O I I ~  vrrlume of Hdth's 
F;e.rch. d. Abt~~,dLicliin Ph,llo.sr~phia, 
mLiich Lrratc at great length (Abth. 
I ,  pp. 261.984, and 2,  pp. 48-319) 
of F F t h q o ~ , ~ s  ; and Ohxignet'a 
work i i ~  1x0 ~ ~ o l ~ u n c n .  P?yt//rynrs 
et In Phdko~phie P,ytlicyoric~uti?c. 
Riith's ~x~iosi t ion.  howover, is su 
cnt,irely darrlicl of  all 1ita~'alry and 
historicaI c~.itieisrn, lannchcn out 
eu confidently into the most a ~ b i -  
tmry conjcr tu~es  aud the inurt ex- 
t ~ a r a a a r r t  fanc,ies, and leaves SO 

much tu bc desisod in regard ttothe 
intriligent npprehensinn and t h ~ :  
cvrrcct rcnrodnction of autla)rities, 
that i n  respect t o  o w  his tor icd  
knowledge uE Pyt.hngrir~a~~isrn, 
hitrdly my%lling is tu be learned 

fwm it. Chaignet-s m~cfu!  work 
disp lvs  much more sobriety. But 
he plirces far tuo great eonficl~ncE 
i n  sl>ririous f~,agni~nts and ilntrmst- 
~ o r t l l y  sta.tcments, and j s  :,bus not 
seldonl misled into theories, whjch 
cannot stand bcfrire :t mow sca.rc11- 
ing criticism. This could scarrely 
ht: olherwise, airrce he starts from 
thc prf;suppositioli (i. 250, 4) t h ~ t  
the xnthnririrs (withol~t C P C C ~ ~ ~ O A )  

are ' ualubles, tmrd qu'oa w'a pas 
rf&<nvnf.rb I'irnpoa-ililiid qfdi(;Y ?&a b 
soiwzt pas,' infitearl of asFiag. in 
~ a c h  individual cnsr: whetllcr t he  
testimony ia haad on a ~ r d i t i o n ,  
founded on ihe liivlorical fact, and 
only in proportion as t,hjhi~; sennis 
prohablr, giving rt.rcdenc~ t o  it. 

2 The little tl!n~ can l,e quoted 
respecting them h r n  Xenophrines. 
Rsrncl~itus, I3nrnomitu~,Hcroil~~tu~:, 
l o  of Chios, Mato. I~oc~+l.ntes, Anaxi- 
niander Llle Xurlnger, :?nd Amdron 
of Eyl~esns, will be 1:obiced in the 
proper place. 
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so dose, we can glean very feiv historical dctails re- 
specting them, Aristotle, indced, kcstowed much 
attention on the Pythagorean doctrixlc ; not ordy dis- 
cussiug it in the course of his more comprehensive re- 

searchw, but also treating it in  separate 1,l.eatises : ' yet 
~vllen we compare what he sa.ys wit11 later espositione, 
it i d  found to be very simple and almust mcape. While 
later antl~ora cxn expatiate at length  pot^ Py thaguras 
a d  his docf,l.incs, he i s  never melitioncd, or at most 
once or trvjcc, by Ariutotlc ; his philosophic doct.ri*lea 
are passed over in silence, and the I'jthagoreans are 
everywhere spoken of as if the writer mere igrlnriiit  

whether, artd Iton7 far, their theories wcre rcally derivctl 
from Pythagoras himself.' Even the accounts >vhich 
wc get from the writings uf the olrler Peripi~tetics and 
t h c i ~  corztempora~ies-Thcopl~r:~stua, Eudemus, hristo- 

' The stntsinnnts c o n ~ e ~ u i n g  tke (I. f i ~ p i ? ,  d. Arc?&. 79 t;q ), or by 
wrytings irr  qui,\t,ion, s r p l  rGv Ilv6a- R,o,ieZ argument from the f r h g -  
yoyslwr ,  r e p ;  7:s ' ~ p x v r ~ i a v  prnoao- rrient l~i'r~~ftfter to be quoted or 
+1ar, 7 b  t ' ~  7oG T L U U [ ~ ~ U  sel TGU l y  1vh\.;1:tt he ailildnc~* (lo*. ci t . )  fro111 
'APX'P~F;WV, T ~ ~ T  ~h 'AAIC,UCXIWVOS, ihmi~sci~is. H h l l  moro h;tz;-xdr.~ls 
::re giver1 in P w l .  2 i .  5 ,  p. -18, is R,osI:'s reputliation of a11 t,hn 
sccond cditicn. As to  the trentiae, abuvc ivrtt.ings. The quotation In 
r r ~ ~ l  r Q u  ~ v 8 s y n p ~ l w u ,  riifr also Dinir. riji. 3.4 ' A p t n ~ o r 4 h ~ ~  
Al~x;mrlr=r i l a  AIctryA. 542 b. 8 ; TGV ~udperv, would cqi~aily %j)ply 
E'r. 31, 1 Bun. : Str~h. Ed, i .  380; to a pardon of t,he tre;:tise 011 r h o  
Theo, AritBar. 30 ; Ylut. cry. Gdl. P).thopowans, if, inciectl ( i ts IS 
N. A. i y .  11, 1 2 :  Porphyry, V. n ins t  likeiy), there be not. some 
Ejy,fho.y. 41 ; l hg .  uiii. 19, cf. ~ n i ~ u u d e r s t t r d i r ~ g  or il~lerpolatjon 
Emndjs, Gr. Biiln. Phi!, i. 489  sq.  ; ill [.he pil,+%tgo. 
i i  1 1 8 : t o ,  D A r t  r boi ~ a A o : ~ f v o r  lYu@a;idpc~ur ; 
ord. 79 ~ j q ,  F'C~~>,LPS tliesu-calied LW~:tajmh. i .  5, at I he Legi~~lrillg ; i. 
~ s p i l t , i s ~ s  nn Archsrns ;i.i~rl the rest 6, 9S9 b, 3 : -&Infwr, i. 8, 348 :L, 

aye idcntjcal with t l iose on tho 14 ; o ;  ~F(J;  741 ' I T R ~ ~ U Y  K R ~ O ; ~ . F Y O ~  

Yythttgoreanfi, or with certain pxWs Sk l luRayops;oi ,  lle &lo, ii, 13, 298 
of them. hTcnnwhilc, l lorvever rr.. 20 ; ~ i v  ' I ~ a h l h i v  ~ r v c s  &a> x a -  

p~obablo  it be that tlu c r e h l i ~ c  hou.uli.ivmv ~ u O a y o p ~ i o v ~  i T f d w r ,  i ,  6, 
on ilrchycay is spnrio~rs, thip is 3.13 11, 3 0 :  cf. Schsrcglor, Aritt. 
n o t  s u l ~ s ~ n ~ i a t e d  by G ~ n p p e  ( 17cber ilf~taypia, i ~ i .  44. 

x s 



xenus, nicxarchus, Hel;zclcidcs, and Fi~rloxus '--arc far 
sl igllter and more cautions t.I~?n the  sllbsequcnt t.radi- 
tion ; ncvcrtl~clcs~, f s o ~ t ~  them me can see that Icgend had 
;heady taken possessioll of Pgthagoras a.nii his peranw~d 
history ; and that the later I'eripletics l~nd begun to dc- 
velop the Pythagorean rloctrines according to their fmcy. 

These source.; ( n f  which it is t rue  we possess onlv 
fra,pents) give us scarcely a single dctxil which we 
did not already ltnow through Aristotle. Farther de- 
~eloprnents of the Pythagol\ean legend, which relate, 
Iion,ever, rather to  the history of Pgth:tgoras ;md his 
scl~ool, than .lo their doct.rines, appear dnring the third 
and 9cconrl centilricr, in the statements of Epicurus, 
Timccns, Neanthes, IIermlppus, Hieronymn5, H~ppo- 
I~otus, and others. But  it was ncll ~rnt i l  the time of 
the R'eo-Pythago~cms, mlien Ayollvniuv of Tyaria wrote 
his l i f e  of Pythagoras, vhen RJoderatus compiled a 
long and detailed work on tllc Pythagorean l'hilosophy, 
wheii Nicomacll~lb treated the theory of numbera and 
theology in accord:mce with t h e  principles of his orvn 
schoul-that the authorities concerning I'ythagoras and 
his doctrines brlcame cupions enough t o  make such 
cxj~~si t ions  as those of Porphyry and larrlblicl~na pos- 
sihlle.VTilus the tritdition rrspecting Pjtbagorcanism. 

Rirtlr, Abeizdl. Phil. ii. 3, 2i0, 
adds t o  rlicsr l,!co, the oppuneut uf  
Aristut!~ Ccf. Eartii. bl 36, 2,wcond 
ed.), and O l e a n t l ~ ~ s  t h o  Slo~c.  H ~ i t  
it is more pmb;rble that the fornrer 
WAS a Yen-E'ythngurean than  R ~ 0 1 1 -  
temp~rary of Ar;r;t*tle ; and t.hc 
Cleanthas o f  Porp11?.1'y is ccrhinly 
not the Stoic, but most likely :t mis- 
spelling f'or Keitnthes (of C j & u h ) .  

To tho beginning of th is  pe- 
riod belongs also (Part j i i .  b. 74 
sqq.) the vork from whir11 A l e x .  
nnder Polyhistor (Iliog n i i .  24 
sq.) has taken his expoair,io~~ of the 
T'ytl~sgure~im doctrir~e, i ~ ~ ~ c l  on 
which that of Sextu~, Pywh. iii. 
15% xqq.  : ~lf(zth. vli. 94 ~ q q .  : x. 
249 sqq., lili6viso appears t o  be 
based. 



rt11il its founder grows fuller and fuller, t he  farther re- 
moved it is from the date of t,bese phenomena; %.nil 

more nud more rca,~.urty, t I~e nearer we approach them. 
?Tith thc range i~nil  extent of accounts, thcir nature 
likewise cllaliges. A t  first mauy miraculous stories 
about L'ythagoras were in circ~llaticrn. I n  course of 
time his r ~ h u l e  hislory developes into a continuous 
series of the most eutrao~dinaiy events. In tlie older 
statements, the Pythagorean system bore a siniplc and 
pri~nit ivc chin-acter, in ' harmony with the  general 
tentIeilcy of the pre-Socratic philosoplry ; according. to 
ihc 1nt.cr reprcser~tation, it approximates so greatly to  
the  Platonic and Aristotelitli~ doclrincs tkah the Py'iha- 
goreana of the  Chl-istian period conld even maintain' 
that the Philosophc~s of I.hc Academy arid the Lycellm 
bad stulcu their so-called d i sc~vcr i c s~  one and ail, from 
Pyrl~agoras.~ It j s  pliiin t?l:lat s ~ ~ c h  a deve'Iopmerlt of the 
t~atlit,ion coalrl n o t  have been brought ~ h u ~ l t  by history, 

ian for hoiv can we supposc illat U3e writers of the Chri-t' 
period had at their comtna~ld it mass of xut.hentic in- 
firmatinn unknown t o  Ylslto mtd Aristot.1e; and' how 
cil.11 we rccognise as gemUne Pythagorean doctrines, 
propositions wI~ii!h Plato and , 4 ~ i ~ t o t l e  not  only do not 
attribute to tllc Pythago~eal~s, but  f o ~  the most paxt 

Porphyry, I< Py f l~ .  33, pro- 
bi~blg- after l ludpratus.  

" It i r  clear l.llnt. !~rcei.;cly the  
oppositc \-is acru,:lly the c;ise, and 
tltut rhe allcicnt Ppcl~qorean doc- 
trine contair~~il nirnu ol' the accra- 
tions mliich afterwards mnclc their 
;tppcxr;lnca. This is 1,etrdj sd by 
t he  n ~ i t , h o ~  when he ~;tgs that  Piato 
ar~d dri$tutla collected all that they 

colrld not nrlopt, nntI omitting the  
rcmiiindcr, efrllccl rhnt the whule 
of tho Pq-thugirean doctrine ; and 
also in the ~taLemmt of 3101lcrlatus 
(Inc cat. 4Sj  tli;~t tho n u ~ n h c r  theory 
with Pythagorits a~id  his disciplcr 
had been only symbolion1 o f  :I 

higher apecula~ion (cf. Part i ~ i .  b, 
86 sq., secorld crlition). 



expressly deny that they held, and claim as t-heir onn 
personal discoveries ? The so-called Pyt,haagorea doc- 
t~ ines  which are not acknowledged as sucl~ by ancient 
~tutliorities are Neo-Pythagorean, and the  miraenlous 
tides aud improbable combinations ~vivith wl~ich  Pjtha- 
F;O'CNI history is  so largclj- adorned in the later ;tut,hors, 
no doubt in great part emmate from thc same sonrce. 

h t  if the nnLrustwortLy slid nnhistorical cl-wacter 
of these expositio~rs is in t h e  main indispiit:~lile, we 
cannot venture to  make w e  of t.he stateme~~ts they 
contain, even where thcse st'at,erncnts are not  il; them- 
selves opposed to historical prohbilityv, and to t l ~ c  more 
ancient and tr~ist\vorthy a~thorities ; for how can we, io 

regard to minor pitrt.ict~lar~, trust the assertions of those 
whu have grossly dcceived us in the rnost important 
ma.tterx ? in dl ca.ses therefore where tLe later au- 
thorities, subsequent to the appearance of Ne9-Pytha- 
goreism, are unsupported by 'other testimony, their 
statements may generally be supposed to rest, not on 
real knowledge or credible t.r;lldition, bul: on dogmatic 
presuppositions, party jnterehts, uncertain legend.;, 
arbitrary iilzventions, or falsifier1 writings. Erren the 
agreement of s e v ~ a l  such authorities cannot prom 
much, xs they are accustomed to trunscribc one frnm 
the &her without arry preliminary criticism; t,heir 
assertions merit sttimtion only in cases where t,hhey may 
either be dircckly referred to older sourccs, or where 
their internal nature justiCcs ut; in the belief that they 
am founded on historical t~,adition. 

Tlius TamMidlus copier 'for- tinn*, r~~pitd A~wllonius and 810- 
ph3"ry, and both of them. ns fur us daratus. 
we may judge frum their qouta- 



What has j u s t  been said in r e s d  t o  the indirect 
anthnrities for the Pythagorean doctrine, equally ap- 
plies t o  the so-called direct sources. Later writers, 
belonging almost ~vitithout exception t o  t h e  Sco-Pptha- 
gorean and NFO-Platonic period, sped* of an af,c~lsi\-e 
Pythagorean literature, l l le  nature and cornpass of 
which wc may gather not only fi-urn t.he f i : ~  writings 
we possess, but, far more from the numerous fragments 
~ h i c h  exist of lost works." very stnall fraction, 
however, of thcse writirtgx may with any probability he 
ascribed to the ancient Pythagorean school. Had this 
~cbool possessed such a mas;: of written work;;, i t  would 
be hard t o  understand why the ancient anthors sl~oilld 
not  contain mure distinct sllurioas to them, and es- 

pecially why dristotlc? should be so entirety silent as 
to  Yythagoras' own doctrine,* when several of these 

, ' A vmisw of these is gircn in 
Part jii. h, p. 85 sqq., ~ n c n n d  edi- 
t ion.  Blullach, howerex: E L ~ P  
printed, ill his securiri volnrno of 
fragmentu, niosr, of thosc omitccd 
in thr: first. 
' Diogenes, viii. 6, mentions 

three works of Pythngnr~s : R. Val- 

~ E U T L K ~ U ,  a ~ o h ~ r t n b v ,  snd a quur- 
K ~ P .  Herarleides Lelubus ( a h o ~ ~ t  
180 B.c.) besides these speab o f  a, 
trcatistr, x ~ p i  7 0 6  BAOU, at111 R k p b s  
hdyos, in  hexameter^^. llow rhis 
Iavt is rclated ti, the ~ E ~ X S  hdyos, 
consistingof twenty-fourrl~ap~oclies 
ruhirh, according to Snidaq must 
Le attributed to Oirpl~eus, and nc- 
cord in  t,o others, aiis written by 
Theognetus the Thesualinn, or 
Cercups the  'Pytl~agorea~r, nnd is 
proba!>lg idcnrical vith tlic Orphic 
Theopny (Loheck, Agiaoph. i .  
714) cannot be c l i~ovwed.  That 

the frngme~ita of a n u t h y d p ~ ~ o r  
&~j~vos abont nnml>cr ('tp. Proclus 
i z  Tiw  155 C ,  269 11, 231 N, 212 
A ,  G A, O G  L); Syrian in ,1f<,fnpH. 59 
b ; fleho1, i?b Avisb. 893 rt, 10 soq. ; 
Simplicius, PA$$. 10a b ; B e  Cklo, 
259 x, 37;  Snlo6. 81 1 b, 12; cf. 
Thomist. irr Php .  iii. 4, p. 220, 
22 sq. ; i x  Do An, i. 2, pp: 20, 91 ; 
Theu, MUG. o. 58, p. 13s ; Sext.. 
Jfilth, iv. 2; vii, 9 4  109; TambI. 
V P. 1G2. and Lobeclr, Ioc. cii.) 
bclong LO the iepor hdyor of I'ytlra- 
mrae,  it ir; irnpos.;ibl~ to irmsr; 
but Proclua distinguislres rho Py- 
thngor~nn hymn very distinctly 
from tho Orpbic poem. l a m t l .  
1'. P. 148 ; cf. Prodlns in T~,>IL. 
289 B, gives ~ i l e  cotnmence~n~ot  of 
n scconcl i e p h  htyor in  prose, which 
WAS also ascribed t o  Ttrlaugrs. 
Fn~grnents of this are to bo found 
ia Iarrililichns, Xicorn. Arildm. p. 



writings bear hi; very name.' Hut we are esprcsoly 

11 ; Syrian ia 41ct~ph.;  ~ ~ ~ 7 1 0 1 ,  kc 
Ar. 842 a, 8, 902 IL, 24, 911 b, 2 ,  
98% a, 5 : His~wcles z7z Cu~a. Aur. 
p,  166 (Pkilos. Qr. Fr, ed. Mull, i. 
484 b) ; rf. also Pro:.lus in E~~nliil .  
p. 7 (222 1:riiedl.). T t i s  iepbs 
hdynr, as appears from the  n h o ~ o  
quoti~tions. i s  chiefly cvncerneti 
with tho thrr,lu~icwl and met~phy- 
fiical inlpnrt of nnmhers. I n  Thad. 
i. 96 thcre i h  illcntion of n. k p b s  
hdyos of I'ythayoras, by wwhich we 
must prob~I11y 11~1der3t~nd the nne 
in 1-erse, and n u t  the prose ~ r ~ r k  
whirli seen~:: to 11:l~e been Iuter. 
Besides the aJ)orc-nsmn-l writings 
Herrclridcs,Joc c i l . ,  notices otherij; 
ncpl J u x + j ~  m p l  e h r , 6 ~ L a r ,  ' Hr:ln- 
th:rlea,' and ' Grotou ' (rheae l i l ~ t  
wero dielugncs, as i t  would r e ~ m ) ,  

iihhovr ; Ta~ilhrlichus (TIL~uE. 
ArifRm. p. 19) :I. u6yypap1ra xspl 
B t i v ,  psohnldy to be rljstingairhcti 
from t h o  kpo i  Adyor ; P l ~ ~ i y ,  IIiat. 
X z f .  xrv. 2, 1 3  ; xxiv .  17, 1st; sq., 
a hook on the inflner~cos of pLcnts; 
Gnlen, Ds Remcd. P(~rad, rol, rir. 
,567 I<, n t r~ t l t i s e  ?itpi ir~ihhns ; 
Proclas, in 2Ynz. 141 D, a hdyus 
~ ~ h s ' A B a ~ r r ;  Tzete~s. Cltid. i r .  888 
sq.  (cf. Harleps, ila Fdr .  BibE. G'r. 
i. 78li), n p o y v o o r r ~ &  Rifihla; Na- 
1d. G6 Fi ; Cedren. 13R G,  n I i i s -  
tary of the mar hetween the  
Bnmians and Cyrns ; Porphyry, p. 
16, nn inscriptiun on the  Srkve o f  
dpol lo  i l l  Delos. jo o f  Chiob (or 
more proh~bly Eplgenes, to whnm 
R~lIimachns ~ttributerl the rpray- 
p i )  ~ ~ s e r t e d  t h ~ t  he compnbed 
pseudo-Qrphic w r i t i n y  (Glemens. 
lac. cid. ; Diog. rriii. 51, anti  th;~t 
Kippastis had stolcn from him :r 
F ~ u ~ ~ ~ b ~  A h o y ,  and from ,!\$to, the 
Crotnnian, H. whole series or morlrs 
(?i;xenr.;, ~iii. 7). A n a ~ d ~ a o ~ s  
str aFou scorns 7.0 hare g i~an  ~ i s e t o  

the t:& nf the pllilnsopI~er's juur- 
ncy t,o H d e h  (vide ilnfiiz. 34U, 2). 
N ielzache (Recir. 2. &,rri ~di?l~k?f?hdo, 
(I. Ln&. Dio.g., Bosrl, 1 S70, p. 16 
eq.) refers to  t,he same source t.hr: 
st.ntr?m~ut iu Diog. rri i i .  : afi.+oG 
A i y o u a ~  T$P u ~ ~ r i d f i a s ,  substi- 
tuting cor:jectnrrilly uuonhr A78ao 
for u~olrrd8as. 7:hc rersus in Jus- 
t.: n (DG ~Tfnnarch, c. 2, end) ~ H T C  

reference to rr poem forged nr in- 
t~rpolated by B Jerr-ihh h a ~ d  ; 
o t l ~ c r  fragments of Pgch;gore:~n 
~ t r i t i n ~ s  :trc to he found In Ju.st. 
C<;P*lvt. c. 19 (Clemrna, fiulr. 17 . 
C, k c . ;  cf. Otto, noto on t h e  
pxsslige la Justin) ; Yorpll. Dc 
Ahstin. iv. 18;  1amt.I. f l e d .  
/Iridhwz. 19 ; Syriun, Sckol. i ~ a i l r i a t .  
912 a,  32 b, 4 cqq. It is douhtfld 
whethrr the1.e WRY X. ~ g s t e n l  uf 
Srithmetic i l r  c.ircnlnt,ion under  
the name of Fythagoras, to  which 
thr ht;ttoment of his biiring~rittcn 
t,hc first work on Aril.ti~nctic 11;ay 
refer ( ~ i ~ l e  Mnlnl. 67  a ; Cerlre~). 
1 :18 n, 156 K : Tsdor. Orig. 11 i .  ?I. 
The numerous moral maxims 
-r~hicll S t u l i ~ u s  quutev i n  the Flo- 
rile.q!yirw& fronr I'ythngorxh tlo n o t  
seem to ha re  bran t;lk~n from any 
\v.r-orkfxl~ely attributed to him. Tne 
so.mlloci go!den poem rvas by mnny 
awribed to Pytllago~as, n l ~ l ~ o t t g h  
i t  i1ot.s not jbself Iny claim to such 
all origin (ridc 3fullach in his 
edition n f  Hwmclc;i a;b Cu~'~19.,~-n?<r.. 
9 sq.; Prayin. philo$. Ti?. i. 410, 
and the snu~rnnriss of r b e  rixtmrts 
fi.o1n'8tobmls, loc. ci f . ) ,  and Iani- 
blichus, v. P. 158, 198, speirku in 
:I g e ~ ~ w ~ l  nlanrlar of mRny hooks 
embr;icing tI~e.whoIcof philosoplip, 
wllich wnrc tome of them written 
by Pyth~gnrns himself, and some 
under his name. 

For the story of the eoncci~l-  



told that  Yhilolau5 wa3 the hrst Pythagorean who 
a phllosophic,~l work, that before his timc no 

Pgthagilrean rvritixigs we1 e known,' and that Pgthagaras 
himself wrote nothing ; nor diri Hippasus," although 
we posses some supposed fragments of  his work. lam- 
blichus4 says that PyLhngnrean writings were in exist- 

mcnt of t l ~ e b ~  vi-itjngs (vide i.?Pm, 
note A), whic11. ;~ccuru!ir~g t o  1;tml)li- 
chr15, was nn lrnger h c l ~ c ~ c d ,  cvcn 
iri r11e t imc  of Aristntle, C ~ L T I I I U ~  be  
l ~ r o u g l ~ t  forward, more especially 
if Jo 11:id nlrwdy Leen acquniuted 
with the111 ( ~ i d e  p~ctcrding 1:ot.e). 
Xbtlt's grol~ridlcas btahmr\ont  that 
dristotlo and t h o  othor :tncient nn- 
t h ~ r l t l c s  kncw only of the Pvilm- 
gorezns, the exijteri~s uf thr! s c h ~ o t ,  
and not of the esowric dochri~ies 
t;tugIlt to the Pythilgora;bns-(an 
iudiupeuu$~ble and f~undnmcnlal 
pres~~p1~ns,itiion of h i s  xt101e expo+ 
sirion) wiil  bc csirinincd i?dku. I f  
this statement ir disprovc(l, ~lrcro 
i u  a n  eud of the  utternpt lo rccon- 
strrlct the  ~ E ~ ~ S A ~ ~ O S  ot P ~ t l ~ a g ~ r a ~  
from the fuirgmeats o f  the  Orphic 
pueni, said to be idenLicM~l wit11 jL 
(Rijth, ii. 8, 609-764) ; rinro t h c  
Pyrhag!rrean origill uf t h i h  pnsm is 
not  only ~ k t o l l g  undernousir:~ble, 
but. qirito incomp;itiblc with al l  
credible nccoants o f  t h r  Yythago- 
resn clnrtrine. Uiureg:~r~Iing Ln- 
hscli's classical Ii~bours, RGrh con- 
fuses in  such an ulicriticnl 1ntiI>ncr 
statanlsnts horn Ilrpf~ie anrl Py- 
t l l sgor~an rvr>rksrpldtlng to 
cnrircly disrincl, ar~d aepar~~e l l  from 
e:tcl~ other Lp centuries; so that 
I l ia  wholr pretert~icns ant1 clntioriiia 
discuxfiion can only mislead t l ~ o ~ s  
n h o  are less iilstructed, wilile for 
t h e  leunecl it is utterly valuole~a. 

I k g .  v i i .  15, 5ut C P P P C I R ~ ~ Y  

soctiol~ 83 : .ro;.rdv $qa~ A ~ ~ ~ ~ T ~ L O S  

(DemeLrinn Magncs, tho well-k11omn 
cuntcmporary nf (:irrro) i v  'Opwvh- 
p.otr ? r p i j ~ o u  iwFoGrut rdv l"lv%ayi~- 
~ I K ~ V  rtPl $df f€~9 .  1~Itlb1.  br. P. 
199 ; ~ i d e  hplin, note 4. 

Forplr. V. Pydiriq. ST (re- 
peated by Iamhl. v. i'pih. 252 sq.). 
After t l~ t r  pereccnt.ion of C y l o n  
26:ii:re ~ a >  q 2rtn74p77, Ei ,bq~os  <u 
 oil cr~$Bsuiv ~ T L  @ u h a ~ R ~ i t ~ a  6xpr 
~ d r c ,  f idvwv T&P ~ Y T T U V V ~ T W V  pup& 
T O ~ Y  S I ~ ~ Y ~ ~ O V F V O , U ~ Y Y P ~  0 0 7 ~  

?up nu8ayApou u ~ ~ y p a p p r r  $Y, and 
so on. Thusc c ~ ~ ~ ~ s c y ~ r c ~ ~ t l y  ~ v h u  
escaped from t h e  persecution wrote 
sunrm~r ic s  uf the f'~th:tgrrrc:~u rlor- 
trine for their adherents. Eat 
Porphyry Lirrlself presu~iposrs that 
the?@ were hi lc i~l l t  P ~ t h ~ g o r e ~ i 1  
writings, and, thcreforr, adds th;it, 
the Pyth~kgoreans toLlectecl them. 
I n  Lllog. viii. 6, we real: : t v ~ u r  pku 
03" nu@ayipav  pnBi ev KUTEATIPC> 

abyypapud graal. This is marc 
clnph;rt.ioally shted in  Plut. dim. 
Hiwt. i. 4 ,  p. 328 ; T u n l u ,  62 ; LII- 
cinn, Ik Srrlz6t. c. 5 ; Italen, I},: 
Hipp, ~t Plnl. i. 25 ; v. 6, T xr.: 
611, 478, K (;dthon.~$~ lio, in nnothcr 
piate, vide .311131'n, p. 31 2, qliotes :L 
wurl-, of I'.ythagrrx;w) ; Joseph. Cos. 
Ap. i .  9% perhapy after Ari.jtol)ii- 
Ins ,  hugustin, Uc (;'om,s. Emrig. i. 
12 



ence, bnt that until the time of PhiloIaus they vere 
strictly preserved as secret by the ~chool, but this asaer- 
tion can harre no weight against the evidence we have 
just cited; it is rather indeed a c~ufirmation of the fact - -  

tha.t the later writers themselves could find no authen- 
tic traces of the  exiatence of Pgthagnreltn writings 
previous to  Philolaus. When, therefore, the savant's of 
t h e  Alexandrian or Homan period presuppose that, snch 
writings must always have existed, at any rate within 
the Pythagorean school, h i e  theory is entirely based on 
the assertions of the so-called ancient works themselves, 
and on the opinions of a generation which eould form 
no idea of x philosophic school without  philosophic 
literature, became it was itself accnstorncd to get i ts  
science from books. J,Ioreover, the internal evidence 
of most of thesc repoted Pythagorean fragments is 
strongly against their aut:ilentiaity. The greater num- 
her of the fragments of Philolaus indeed, its BiickL bas 
shown in his excellent monograph,' must certainly be 
considered gcnuiue, not rncrely on the score of exteind 
testimony, but also, and fdr  more bee;c~~sc in content 
and mode of expression they agree with one anothel; 
and are in  harmony with ilIl that we lirlow from well 
a~rtkentieated sources as Pythagorean ; tl~ere is trnIy 
one passage of any importance iu a philosophic point of 
view to which we must make an excepSian."n the 

i r e h a r ~ y ~ v ~ a k  ; . r ;vn;k>s dutifvk+at sei?bw TTerka, 18 18. Cf, also 
vstat TB* IIvOayopciwv ;*opvnpCir wu Prellcr, Ph'hilol. ; A/@. E?~qykZ. von 
a ~ p t r c . r ~ u x P s  a p b  T+P + I A O X ~ O W  $?.I- E ~ w h  wtd G1.16bei-, swt. i i i . ,  1~01. 
#(as, ~ A A '  ofiros r p i r c s  l @ j w e y ~ e  7 h  xxiii. 370 811. 
B p u ~ n ~ p ~ r a  7aik-a ~~h P~Phin.  2 Since tha  a b u ~ e  was first 

Philolaus dm Pijthngo~er'8 written, the  genuineness of thcso 
Lchreir, lachat dtn  Bm4cAstiicX.cn fragments of Fhiloleus, aIrh3.2~ de- 



other hand, meording t o  the above quotations, there 

nied by Rase; d r i l .  /,ihr. c ~ d .  p. 2, 
has  baon warmly coril~eslcrl by 
S~hnarschrnidi (DL@ ui?pbEi<hs 
Sclar~'t~tt.llwci des Ph>hilol(tue, 1864). 
and   he work hul l i ah  theybelonged 
has beau asqigned tu  r h o  first, ur 
at eirrliest, the second century be- 
for0 Christ. Though 1 adhere to 
lily or~ginal upinion respecting 
them, I cannot fully expound my 
reasons fur i t  in  this place, but 
will merely jndic;it,e the  chief 
puints. Tu begin with, as regards 
thc trmdiiio~z ccunccrning tile writing 
of Fhilolaus, tho cxisterlce of a 
m r k  under chat Eame is. preslrp- 
puscd by Hnrmipp13s (n~ .  Ding riii. 
$5) nud Satjrus (ihid. iii. 9 j about 
200 n.c., fnr they tell us t h : ~ ~  
Plato thought the work of fbi lo-  
laus, nud copied llir T i m ~ u s  fivm 
i t .  Both speak ol' t h i n  work ns 
well knowrl, and i t  is difficult tu 
w e  how, if it did not exist, the 
statement could have arisen. Be- 
sidaa, Hsrmipplls b o ~ ~ ~ w s d  the as- 
serriotl from nn nlilrr writer. 
Already about 240 B.C. the botk 
w;u known to Keantheu, AS is 
shuwn ky t,he btate~nsnt o f  this 
nathnr in 1)iog. viii. 55, that u p  to 
the time of  Philoldus and Xmpe- 
docles the PyLhagureuns acl~nitted 
everyone to their instructions, but 
that when Hrnprdoclcs hnd mado 
known their doctrines i n  his poem, 
they rerolved never to irnpirt them 
to xtly other poet. The dehign of 
Neuntbrw in thls s t j ,  cml only ba 
to oonple Philolaus with Empedo- 
cles &S one of thefirst Pythagorean 
wri t~rs  ; not (RF. Schitarschmidt, p. 
76 th ink?)  to wcourrt f n r  t h o  ill- 
troduotion of esotwic doctrines by 
the oral teaching of Fhilolautl; 
rhilohua in that teaching, kccor;l- 
ing to ,fimnthes himaelf, only did 

s l i a t  c-oeryone else 11wl (lone np to  
tllet time. l')iogones, it is true, 
afit.rwnrds spraks of Ernperlucles 
alone, and of the exclnsion of 
pocts; bat he carmot 1egltirn:ttely 
conclurle f r u m  this that Kea~~theu  
( did noL krlow A S  grt ui' auy work 
wri~len by Philolaus.' Iiirgener; 
mnkes rhia obscrmtii,rl in his trio- 
grqhy of  I3n1pedvclrs ; he may 
perhaps have ,doptcd flholn Be;il~- 
t.hes ouly w h a t  curlcarrred hiti sab- 
ject. Or again, Nennthes may 
have me~t ly  mciitloncrl the PI'DIII- 
bjtios co which Smyedoclts, as the 
first of the  so-culleci Py~hngilra:tn 
writers, lmd g.i yen rihe. According 
t o  these nuthuritios, too, we mnst 
refer the  ell-known rerses of 
T~inon. LIP. Gell. X. A. iii. 17, to 
t l ~ e  work of Philo1,ms; for it is 
hiinlly concci~aule t h t  the? s b o ~ ~ l d  
r e l ~ t o  t o  no yarticulitr wurk, but 
t o  any Pyt.haguren11 Luoli whatscr- 
crcr (Schaarrchmidt, i5). I t  is 
true rh:tt PhiIoLuls is never Inen- 
tionsd by aristotle, though awurd 
is yuotcd from him in Ellc. D4d. ii. 
8, 1225 a, 33 ; ar~d Plato i n  the 
Pi'mmspl;~ces his pliy~icnl theories, 
n u t  i n  t h ~  mout,h of Philolaus, bns 
of x Pychapronn otherwise UII- 

known. lint Plato had eVmy re&; 
son t o  do this, supposing thcro 
existed a writing of Philolaus 
~ L i c l i  nolild immcdtarely 1r:tveex- 
hibitd tho great. di3erenr:e 01 his 
physlcal doctrines from those u f  
tlre P~tf~;icwrsar~s. And with rc- 
gard to ~ K s c u t l e ,  though i t  iu im- 
possiblr that. hc can I ~ I L T F !  derived 
his namcroas and minute stnte- 
ments about the Pytl:agore~n doc- 
trines merely from oral tradition, 
yet lie ncrm montionr; hi& suthuri- 
t ies;  just as clscnhcrc he quotes 
much from the al~cient pl~ilosopher~ 



can be no qucstiotl as t o  the spliriousness of the writings 

without snyii:g shence he gets it. 
W e  cannot,, thcrcfore. argue from 
his silel~ce respecting Philnlnns, 
that rln \?url; r l f  his was knnu-n 
to him. On the o l l ~ e r  11ai1d. j f  
we c n m p r e  i W d n ~ Q .  i. 5, 986  h, 
2 sqq. with t h o  fragment of Phi- 
lolnus i n  Stob. &I. i .  454 sq. 
(vide i??fra, 371, 2) ; ~ l f ~ t n p l ~ .  riii. 
ti, 1080 b, Y O ;  xiv. 3, 1091 a, I 3  
sq,, with Stoh. i. 4(i8 : Mi?iuph. I. 
.3, 98ii, b, 23 sq, rsit!~ the fragment 
i n  Iamlil. 77iaol. Al-iiilm. p. 56, 22 
(ride i~i.frn, 3 iii.), i t  will Appear 
w r y  prullal)le r.hnt ,Z~istotle in 
these pas~;iqes is referring tn the  
so r l r  of Philo1:iw ; auctconvi~lcring 
t IIC scanty nntr~ber of the fr;agrnents 
w e  poascss, i t  ir nut  &iirl>ri.?.ing tl:at 
furtlli:r proofs tlrr: not  fnrtllcorning. 
( F o r  ~ t h c r  dc t~ i l s ,  ~ f .  X ~ I I C Y ,  d ~ k -  
fo!sle.i t ~ r z i l  I'l~rlof~tns. Hr:nxc.u. x. 
178 sq.) Seuocrates. too, accvrd- 
ins tc\ 1n.lnbl. Theob A ~ i i h ~ i ~ .  p. 61  
sq., orcupi~d hi m r e l f  grtrltly wit11 
the writ,lnzs nf k'hilolaus ; e n d  if  
tL iv  eridence i s  not quite al>irri- 
pcaoh~tle.,  yet i t  II :~Y 111 i t s  f~i -o l l r  
rhdt Senocr;l.te.~ agree$ rr i r l~  Phi- 
lnlaus in hi.; doctrine nf i ~ t h ~ ~  (~ ic l e  
Part ii. a, $09, 1). We meet wltk 
the  s;iilie t,lieory jn t he  Plritnr~ic 
Epinomis ( r ide  lot. eit. 69.1, 'L), Isi~t. 
therc AISO (077 11, rjqq.) tbsj.r rccm 
to  be echoes of Philnl.ius jnp. Stob. 
i. 8, i n f ~u .  371, 1). The  cxtenlal 
ericienc.e, houvere~, is decidedly in 
fttvour of 111c .snppnsiition t l r t t t  Phi- 
lolaus rediy conil>cud tho writing 
zt,tribuied tn  him, and that we 
l l a ~ s  ~ e c e i r e d  ii,om tr.idil.ion genu- 
ille relnnant.~ of it. In I l i a  judg- 
ment uf the fragments themselr~e,  
I ca.rinot a p e  rt-ilh Scl~na~trpc!imiclt, 
as he n-~siigns them dl, withoirt ex- 
reption, tn t he  Ramr author;  and 
on this presupposition easily de- 

rires arguments h r n  some Z6g:tinet 
othcl-s; whereas the queatior~ uE 
identity of au t t~ors !~ ip  urns thcrcry 
first, IIE slron!d hare detcrmincd. 
T, for my psrt,, consider thc interval 
so g r p a t  b ~ : t r ~ r e u  tho fi.%rnent in 
S t o l ; ~ u s ,  1&1. i. 420 (vide r?!i . f i ) ,  

~.11rl the  l n a e  majority ~ r t  the rest. 
both in [r,~rn ~ n d  content, thnt  1 
coulrl no t  ilscribc ;a11 t o  thc same 
author unless L called tlicm d l  
rblike nnautheutic. Schaarsohmidt 
himself calls att.enti on t o  thc fnc t 
t h ~ t  tllc ntti.ranros of this fmg- 
men? about the world-soul arc 
contrndictjoioc t u  tho doctrino of the 
central fire elseallere attributed 
to Philulaus. It further FIppcnrs 
to  me that, n\  tie 112s l~ois~if ic i rnt ly  
diicriminxted between the \-arioi~s 
fragments, neitherhas hed~)nosohc- 
tween t l ie  frngmantu of Phiiolnrls's 
worlc, and. the. accoants girren ur of 
t ha t  work. He :tttsibutes (p. 37) to 
the ; fragmentibt ' the Stoic +yepa- 
YIKBV, and t-he Pl~Lunic Dcmiurguu 
in the text, Btvb. Ed. i. 452, :is 
well as (p. 30) t ho  expressions, 
~;hr~~jrr€ la  ' r i j ~  U T O [ X < ~ ~ V , # ~ ~ O $ ~ E T ~ -  

Bohos yf'vemis, nhvd 489 ; whereas 
the author vllom Stobsas follows 
may i n  dlis case, as in many others, 
hare applird to nncicoc cioet.rimes 
tha  1311pl~gc ;wid p~lnce~itions of 
lrter timcc;. On ptge 38 the con- 
clusion c l r ~ m n  by d t.lien:~go.oraa 
(StcPpl. 61, from x quitc indefinite 
exl~ressioa of Phil01~118 ( t ? t ~  Unity 
nnd Imw;+tey;ality o f  (+od), i s  
trrarrtl as thu s;tyiny of 1.he SO- 
c;~I!arl Philnlnus himself On pngc 
63 ' P h i l o l n ~ ~ s '  iu said t o  ~pealr  
in Srob. Ed, i. 830, of 2 triple 
sun : though tbc narrator clsarly 
disiiiiguishcs his own remark 
' that, :iccording t o  Philo\nus, 
there was in some sorb a triple 



1'H1 L IILA US. 

;zttriliuted t o  PSthxgor'as ; aiirl the scattcrcd fi.agnents 

sun,' from what PI : i luLur  actually 
said : and he afterrva~ds d i r r c t l y  
ascribes two SIIIIS r.n ~ I ~ ~ ! c ~ o c ] c H .  
There may lrldecd be found 
statemerib of writam like ~ ~ v ~ X ' U S ,  
Psourlo-PlutarcT~, Cc.nscrrinus, :in<! 
Er~cchius about Philnlauj, llliluy 
in~ccur~ic ies ,  littlias, and ]ulcer- 
taintles ; b u t  Wt! OU!$IL 1:Vb to 
consider th is  ( H Y  S~.l:trt~rtclOmidt 
clues, e . g ,  p. 53 rq., 56  sq. 74) A 
y o o f  uf i h c  hpurious~wss of t h o  
aritings which they itre descriling; 
fir their s t i t temhta  hiire re]*? 
oFt.en the  sanls  rlef'ec b i n  ciises 
~vtiere they curl be cor~firrnrcl Iry 
mure trustv"i.l.tby (tvidPiler. R:I~ 
Scbn:irucl~inicit seernr to  11ie ~ ~ o t  
srldum to r,tiw ol,,:ectiolrs w l ~ i d l  
c ; ~ n  only be based on RU iucorrcct 
view r)f the  passnEEs n ~ l d  iloci~iucs 
in quest ion. He k.ty~,, fur i:istauce 
(p. S 2  sqq.). tha t  tlie p>~sstlgc in  
Gtoh. I?d. i. 3t i i l  contrailitts t,hc 
atntement of Aristotlc (Be &!u,  
ii. 2. 288 a, 101, that the  Pytl~it- 
gorrans a.fisumed o ~ ~ l y  a rjgllt and 
a ltft in the world, and not n!l 
abort: and a helow: a bafure and s 
liehind ; but this l ~ t t p r  btk~erne1lL 
is ~ x p l a i n ~ d  by ~ ~ I I J ~ I I P ~ .  from tho 
work on the Pgrhagorcan3 (Sc:chol.z~z 
A r k .  402  b, 39), 3vhictl e rcn .  wcre 
it sp~r ious ,  we could sc:ircrly ur- 
tiign to a period 50 recelrt as l l ~ e  
Nen-Pytliagortai~. The Pytliago- 
renns  (we thtrrt: read) a.dmittvA no 
aljove and below i n  ihr or~l ins~*y 
and PPOFCI. S L ~ S I - ,  beca.nxe Ll~ey 
ir1e:ltifictl the ab0r.e wit11 the  ~ c f i  
side of the wrmld, nlld t,llo b c l o ~  
~ i t h  tbs rigl~t; ant1 at  t h r  same 
timc the aljorc with the circ~r~llfa- 
raitec, anil thc below wiLh the 
ccntre. This last coilccption secms 
to ba precisely rhehcnn inq  of the 
mutilateil  pnswige in Stubarls ; it. 

rcaol r c s  the oppmsitioit of thr 
n l ~ u r e  imd t l l p  Laluw ir~t,o t h ; ~ t  of 
the  orrlw~~rcl and i nwarrl. Schnar- 
sc l tn~idt  ( p  38) :Jsrl finds i t ,  i ~ ~ , . o n -  
ccirribli: that Phi 1ol;~un %hoaic1 hare 
called thr Celrtrxl f i ~ e ,  .rb npicrov 
icppoaOlv T B  Bv (ride ii~:/iuj, but he 
inight have t;lrdsrstuurl $ 6  Ly the 
help of Ariutotle, who tlqi~;illy 
spctblis of the iurlnilrg o f  the f p  
\~ i t , l l  rrft~.enea t o  the centlnl firc ; 
an i itr:i>nrd~ug to 111111, it wi13 i t  re. 
c t y ~ i ~ e d  theory t11,rt tile number 
Ul~t. aratr: fru~'com tile odd lrlrd the 
even. Kor el111 wt. wi tll Sch;~xr- 
srh!niilt ( 1 7 .  6 3 )  rrnn>idc~- i t  Iilr- 
P y t h a g o n : ~ ~ ~  thrtt  the hrerpov ant1 
a ~ p a i v o v  4lrruld be rliatili~r~i>Led 
fmm t l ~ c  Lip-rlo~ and rcplo&, fin. 
we finJ t l i e  a;lnle thin:: ill t,nc t;ttjlp 
crf rontrdricu (Ari5 t. rkfsii~pl~. i. $, 
988 :I, 23).  Ililbl; 0~t.l' 0 t h ~ ~  
iusrarrcrs, S(:I~r~srsc.l:r~ri<lt (1). 4 7  
sqq.) cbtnilnt iidmrt that t h e  fivr 
c l r~ncn t s  of l'hilalaaa belojig to the 
x n ~ i p i ~ t  F ~ ~ ~ I H ~ ~ J ~ Y B ! I  doctrme : Ist., 
hec~115e t he  P ~ ~ ~ I A ~ J I . ~ M I I S  (irc:inysl, 
accordil~g l o  hriatotlc.tidniirt.cd ncj 
matorin1 clement,; 2, Ir~scause Ein- 
yrrloslc~ was the first t o  tCi:icI1 tile 
ductrine oi ' the foureismm~s I k11d 
3 ,  li't.c;tuue lriawL!e was tllr: liist 
who added to  these, as A fifth ele- 
nrrllt, wther .  ,\I1 th1.c~ of these 
~ . e i l ~ u r ~ a  1 clisPu~e. Firal, the 1'y- 
ll~ngvrennv nf) r l o ~ ~ b t  pot r~unrbcrti 
in thl: place nf ~n;ltcri,~l sn!jst,anccs 
ar the  ultimata proun:l of t11111gs ; 
Lnt  terrain I')tli;lgorr;tl~u, iur ex- 
ample Ph~loluua ,  nlny ~ayerthclens 
hdre s ~ u g l ~ t  to exp!;rin more pra- 
cisel>- i r ~ z u  tllinys : ~ r i y c  fi.om nunl- 
Irars, by r e i i ~ c i ~ ~ g   he qnalitatire 
flindnment,ai diffi.r??ier of bodirs 
to the difference of forin i n  their 
cr~nstitrroni storns. Pllrto does 
this from a ain~ildr btrtnrlpaint. 



of these which have come down to  us, both in respect 

The Pgthngorexn doctrine does not 
assert that t,hern are no hodira, bnt 
only that bod~es xro sorni:t.hing dc- 
+ired. Second, in refad to  E m -  
peducles, that philosoghrr rvar na- 
qucs!ionabIy bomc d c.md s .tnf,r;rinr 
t o  Philolrnls: why then may not. 
h i s  theory of the elements ( x ~  1 
suggested jrr  my seconil ctiitinn, 
p. 208 sq., 50s rq.) lmre given r ise 
to the ~lleoiy OF Philolans? Thi-cd, 
i t  cannot be vror-cd that AristoUc 
firfit. taught [die existence of n fifth 
element, though it. ylityed all im- 
poyt;lnt i r  I s  doct~~ine .  Thc 
orlglu of this idea is evidently b- 
thxgnvcau. ,Tt,lirr is x1mittt:d by 
all thr; philosoyl~ers of the  alder 
Acxdsmy, who rctrogrnd~d from 
Platonism t u  EJth~ornisrn ; i n  tllc 
h)ipinomis. i r ~ ~ d .  by Pyrusippns, by 
Xenocrares, R I I ~  hy Plfttn himsell 
;tt ihe erld OF I I ~ S  Iife (Flirt ii. a, 
809, 1 ; RGO. 1 ; 8 7 G .  1 ; 894, 2, 
2nd ed.). For all tIirse reasons, 
1 can only ng17co with Gchnar- 
schmidt'y coriclusions t o  a. v r q  
li71ritt.d cxtcnt.  Yn rlo~tbt the 
PhiTolaic friigments h a w  not 
tr;~nsrnittpd to ns frcc frmmadulte- 
mtion. I hxve. n f r f ~ d y  {pp. "9, 
306, 2nd rcl ) qnestionoil t h e   due 
of the ftagrnent uf the rl.q%, 
giren tip. Stob. E c ~ .  i .  420 ~ q .  1 
have xiso exprr~sct! my doubts 
(I?id. 27r,4, B ; 247,3)ofthen1ono- 
theistic sentence cited ly Pbllo, 
1&!157Ld) @if. 23 h, and of the  
saying in Iarnbliehus, in. -Gcol. 
Arifhnz 11. Of the o ~ h a r  fi,a~- 

. ments, what  is quoted in t.he Lhird 
cdition of this work, p. 387, from 
Tkol. A~iihai .  22,  may prrhaps 
most r~n i l i l y  r,zuse hesitjrtion. B u t  
~11th R rcflc~tiou does rioL seein 
impos&ihle a t  a period mhan the 
conception of BOOS liad alrcarlg been 

discorered by Anaaa~orss : lnorc 
espcciallv as 11-.r-a find A r i s t q t l ~  
( A ~ t t o p k :  i. 5. 985 b, 30) namrng 
vols and $vd among the things 
which were reduced by the Pytha- 
gorsa.ur t o  pnrt3o11I:ir narnl~ers; 
while, 011 the oiitrr hand. it i s  
deserving of ~lota, th:tt 11ie Mnt,nnic 
and Aristotclinn t h e o q  of the 
multiplicity uf lllr ports of the 
soul which war knuwri t o  other so- 
eailed Pjthn-orpans (ride l'art 
iii. h, 130. 2nd ed.) iu absent fri)m 
this fr~grnent, ; the difforcnc~s 
which eriit hctween the phc- 
namenn of life antl those of t11e 
soul nrs he70 clirectly corlneded 
with the  corporeal orEAns. Thl? 
same nrgarnenl tell5 in faronr of 
the gcnuinenees of most of r h c ~ e  
f~ i i f in i~n t s .  The influmrc of the 
Platonic and hiurotelian philo- 
sophy, which is bn un~riistal;eilble 
iu all pat-.~dn-Pythagorean wr i t inp i ,  
is  lot perccptiblo i n  tbmn We, 
find much that  is fantastic and 
strange Lo us (for iust;lnnc, t h e  nu- 
m ~ r i c ~ i l  *ymbolism, \-idr p. 337, 
t , h i d  odition), brrt nothing that is 
distinctive of lator Pytl~ngol.cism, 
ruch as t h e  nlq~osition of foiw 
and substance. spirit and mstt r r ,  
t he  transcendant conceptiun of 
God, the ct,ernit,y of t l ~ c  world, 
t he  wrrnoomy of Plato and *Iris- 
~r~tls, the world-soul antl the de- 
reloped physics of tlie Timcus. 
The t.hne and expnsitian (apart: 
from certain particuln~s which nrr 
to be plnsrd to the account of litter 
expusilions) entirely accord with 
rllo conceyf.ion wr bhould nat,urdly 
form of the l a n y q e  of a Pytba- 
gorean io  the t ime of Somates ; i t  
also contains things which can 
srarcely be ascribod t,o a more re- 
cent a~thor,  such us the distribu- 



t o  their form and content,' ca.11 only serve to strengthen 
our suspicion. Opinions arc likewise unanimous i l s  

t,o the spuricrusness nf Lbe treatise on the World-soul, 
attributed t o  Tiru:~us of Locris, but obviously an extract 
from the Timats of  Plato, The dernrn~t~ration of Ten- 
nemann2 in regard t o  th is  is amply sufficient. AS t~ 

Ocellus of Lnc!:tni;i, a,nd his work on the ~~niverse,  the 
only iluestion can be whether 01- not the work itself 
claims to  be of iincienb Pythagorean origin ; for that it 
is not, i s  perfectly evident. l t ,a  latest editor, however, 
rightly maintains that the work claims for its nutlzor 
the so-called Pythagorean, t o  wl~orn ;~neier~t  writers with 
one accord3 ascrilje it, whcnevcr thcy mcnf,ion it a t  all. 
Of the other rclrcs of  t h e  Pyt.h.hagurean Bci~ool, the must 
important arc t,hc works of Archytas ; but after all that 
has h e n  said an t h i s  subject in modern times,l my 

tion of chords (discusseil by Flijcth. 
Phzlol. 701, fur whicl~, xcccirding to  
Kicom. HOI.>J&. i. P. 8, rVtih., P~thn-- 
gora;i had alrelldy subst,itnscd tho 
octjichord. Sc!~aarar.hmidt'e juclg- 
mei~t ,  nn t h e  Yhiloluic fra,rr~irerits is 
endorsed by LTebern,cp, G ~ u e d r .  i. 
47, 50, by Tliilo, Gcsd. d. J"itii. i. 
57, and Rot,he~tl~iichar, ~!h/sfsw drr 
I'gfh. ~ai iuh dm Allgabels ilds AYIO!. 
i n ,  1 Rctheheubiioliar 
aecks to erc,aI)lirh his opinion by 
a criticisnl GI the fr~tgri~ent, ap. 
Etob. Ed. i. 451. 1 cannot. how- 
rrrr, a.t present ontor upox t,11e 
diacussiun uf r.hir critjtipm, as Lhcrc 
will he oypr~r .~ur l i t~  fur  replying t u  
its cl i i~f  nllcgnliol~s later on. 

' The fragments arc mor;tty 
Doric, but Pyt.h;igorns no doubt 
spoke t'ht Ionic dixlrct of his na- 
tire city, m f t e ~ n  118 hail lived up t o  
the period o f  his manhood. 

flystc7n (lei- Plat. Pho'l. i. 93 

q q .  ; cF. the  further protlf given 
by Harmann, Gcsch. twd S)/8d. dc;r 
I'Errt. Phiraid. i. 701 rq. 

3 ;ITtlllacll, R~is.fot.  de .fifdLso 
k c .  ; r,t 0i.cili LLIC. De m ~ i i z , .  7 1 ~ 6 .  

(18451, p. 20 c-qq,.; T'ra.q?n. PBilns. 
i. 383; cf. Part, nr. b, pp. 83, '39 
11 5:  sptnnri cditicin. 

"itter, Gezch. dcr Qfh. l'h'hil. 
67 sqq. ; G C S E ~ .  IZCP I%.il, i. 377 ; 
and Ha~.t.r:nfit,ci n, Dr: k,t.fi,~yfo: Tu- 
ve7j.ll52i F!fl,qm. (Lr5 rs2ig7 1833)- 
bu:.h, especi:tlly Hittrr, clisrarrl the 
gre:iter Ilurnler of tho fragments, 
find tlios1: the rrlcrst i r ~ ~ ~ o r t i t n t  frum 
u pltjlosophlc point of view. Eggss  
(De Aruh?/ire TXT. Fitn Opp. et 
PhiC., X'i~ris. 1 6 3 3 )  ; Yeters.cn 
(Zea l srk~?f i . f i i l*  ALtwtiLumsm. 18.16, 
873 sqq .) ; Beckrn~ua (Re IJ:qthl/,q. 
Ji'cliqaiis) ; and Chaignct (loo. eit. 
I. 191 sqq., 255 sqq.) rccognise the 
greater number. Grupps ($her die 
E ~ f l r ~ ~ a .  dm Arehglns) repudiates 



judgment is st.ill that  arnrlng the aumcmus longer (Ti- 

shorter fi.a,oment<s att;ributed t u  him, by far the greater 
number have evidence against them; 
and those which may he cwnsidered autl~entie can add 
little t o  our knowledge of the Yytllagorean philosophy 
as a whole, belonging as they do chiefly t o  mathematics, 
or other spcci1;c branches of enquiry.' This judgmeut 
is not to be set aside hy the fact t.hat Pet.c~sen,a in 
order to  explain the  undeniably Platonic element in 
the so-callcd books of Arohytas, regards him as having 
antjoipated the Plalonic dot:trine of Ideas, and Beck- 
manna makes him out in t h i s  respect a disciple of 
Plato; for not, a singlc :l.ncient :iuthority alludes to  
this  pretended l 'latoni~rn of ArcZiytas. ?There the rela- 
tion bctwe~n Plato and Arcliytas is mentioncd, we hear 
only of a pers1111;tl relation, or a scientific lnterco~lrse 
wlr ich .~vc>uld by no means i~lvolve a similarity in philo- 
pophie t be~r i ee .~  On thc contrary, where the philo- 

all rrirhorit. exceptiun ; rlnrl &I- 
1 ~ ~ 1 1  (m. l'hil. Gr. ii. 16: sq)  
rljiuhs i L  prollable rhnt w e  poss~ss 
i l e s t  to n o ~ h i u g  of ArcllyLis. Cf. 
Uerkrnnnu, y. 1 .  

Ci: Ari.;totle, JfeInph, v i i i .  2 
E, xr ; 2u1d Endemus, kp .  ,S"impl. 
Phys. 98 b, 108 >I ; ptolem:rus, 
]Jnr*nt. i. 13 ; and l'orpllgrg, ill, l'lol. 
1In/ni.111. v. 236 sq., 2 i i 7 .  267. 269, 
277, 280, 31U, 313. 315, cf. h . r t  
i i i .  I> ,  Y 1, S ~ C O ~ I [ ~  editl~li- 

a l n c .  c i l .  YU4, $90 .  
* Lot,. t i t .  16 sqq. Siri~ilarIy 

Chaignl.4, j. 208. 
4 This, stxictlg speaki~lg, j s  

true of rhe two pirccs n f  eriderwe 
on whichRer:kmnnn (p. li sq.)rclirs 
so much, namely that of fi-atas- 
thc,ncs cap. ~ u r o i .  in, Arclii?n~d. 
S'hara c t  L"y. ji. 2, p. 1 . 1  Ox. 

quuted b S p  I;ruppo, p. 120) t o  t I ~ e  
effect that  of tho mathemnticinns 
crf thr, Acadenlr (71th rap& r@ 
nhdrwlrl e'v 'A~c l8~p iy  y ~ ~ p h p n s )  
A~rh$:ts nnrl E~ldoxus  vere the 
t ~ o  who solrcd the Dciihn pro- 
lilerl~ ; xnrl that uf t h c  Fsendo-Ue- 
nlokthaae$ (Aincifor. p. 1415). who 
snys that. Arehytitr: was previuusl;~ 
hcId in  co~ l tcn~pt  by his couutry- 
men, but acqnirpd his honoural~ii: 
repat>rtion ill conbequance of his 
co~rncrt'on with I'lhto Tlre first 
of thcsc statr~ncntu is given by 
E~iitoijll~anes hirr~srlf ;IS ii mer- 
lpgei~ct ; and tlie second hnu proba- 
bly about a s  much l~ih[uricnl fourl- 
dntion as anothcr iisscrtion in the 
same work: th:rt Pericles became 
the great stittesrnia he ITAS, through 
tho teachrag of Anaxaguras. 



sophic opinions of ArchyLas are ~polren of, he is a1w;lq.s 
described as tt Pgtl~agoraan, and that not only by the 
more recent writers aubseyucnt t.0 Cicero's time,! b u t  
even a.s early as Arisloxem~s,~ whoui: acquaintance with 
the later Yptl~ayure~ntns is beyond question; iacleed 
Archlyta~ dearly calls himself a Pythugcirean,Virl 
fragment t l ~ a  atithenticity of which can scarcely he 
disput,ed.' It is true thatt the  8chool of Archytas is 
also mentioned as an indepe~deot aelioo1,j hut that 
does not disprove our thesis. This school is aa much a 
Pythagoreari school i l s  that  of Xenocrate~ i a  Platonic, 
or t ha t  of l'heophrasti~s Pcripaiet,ic. If, I~owever, 
Archytas was a. Pythagor,ean, he C A B U O ~  have been a t  
the same: time an adherent of the dnct.rine of 1dea.s; 

' An~oug  these Beclimann (p. rhue, V. I? p. 261 (0; 8 ;  horao: 
16) ciles the follow in^;: Uic. Uc r i v  nv8uyopsiuu iraiar~aav sijr 
Ort~ t ,  iii. 31, 130 (a passage which ' I~ah ias  rrhhv'dpxdrot~ 7 0 ; T a p ~ v ~ i -  
is rrmarkable, beca~we vbile ugrec- vov), for  i n  the ~ i n ~ c  of Archybs 
ingln  uLher respect9 wicbthr abnre there was no longor any 1lacesair3- 
mentioned t~st, imony of the  Pseudo- for the F~tl~:qo!mr:s ti] flce from 
Dsmost,heneq i t  m;ikes Philoli~ns, Italy ; thc passage is, how-ever, so 
insteird of Plato, the invtr~lccor of mutilated, thaL we ctrxou~ cven 
Arcl~ytas ; v r e  must raad with discover the connection in u-bich 
Orelli, PJiilolum Brchytmz, a11d the smtcmmt uccur~rd  in  :histox- 
no~Plizloinx,,z~A~ch?,dri~). It~id.Fin. enus. 
v. 29, 67 ; Rep. i ,  10; Taler. illan. a Cf. Tart ii. b, 711 s r  , :nid 
ir. I ,  ert. ; vii. 7, 3, pat. ; Apul. infin, p. 364, 4. Stob. FLOT!~. 101, 
Uqqm. Plat. i. 3, p. 178, Hlld.; 4,callsl11n1aYythng~rtan. Suitiua 
Diog, riii. 79 ; Uierun. l?pi,5l. 53, 'Ayrrr~di., more precisely, .zpupll of 
T. 1, 268, Mart. Olympindor. V. X~nnph~luu, ehe Pyth~gore>\n. 
Pluto, p. 3, ~iTestt .rm. Tu Lhase "eco1din.g to Yu'ur)~lh. in Fto- 
may be added, besides Inmbiichl~i, !em. Ffari?~, p. 336, his work, 
Ptolemaus ,  H C I T ~ .  i. C .  1 3  sq. p d q f i a ~ i ~ i ~ ,  b n g a ~ ~  with these 

2 Yiog. ~ i i i .  82 : yrydvaur 8' words : wm\Ms SOL 6o1cu0vs~ 1st. o; 

'ApxGsac T~TTEJIES . . . ~ b v  QC r1110a- n u f 3 a 7 d Y ~ ~ u q  T& ~h P ~ d $ F a ~ a  
~ O ~ L R ~ V  'Apiu'rd[~wdf qh)ut pq8Cno~~ E ~ d y v O ~ u i .  KU) ab0;u %TOTOY, 6dpOBs 
asprs+q. jo ivra  ~ / T T ~ @ $ Y Q I .  B~cli- a;~obr m p i  ;IK~BTOC R z o ~ L ; ~ .  rtPi 
mann's doubt of this passqe IS y&p T&S T&W 8hmv q6rno.s &pB ,G~  
~~nfuunded. Cf. ntso n i o q  79. We 6 r a y v 6 u ~ r s  ~ p ~ h h o v ~ ~ i  nfpi TGY K I L ' T ~  

shouid 1,einclincd t o  md~'hpXlxrrov pipor o h  Z v ~ l  i$caBat. 
fbr ' A p X d ~ o v  in the text of Io,niblj- Vide Beckmenn, p. 23. 

TOL. I. Y 



for it is not merely irnpossiblc to prove1 that this 
doctrine was known t o  t.he Pythagoreans, but Aristotle's 
evidence is most distinctly t o  the c o n t r a ~ y . ~  Since 
therefore in the fragments of the  so-c:alled Archyhs we 
eneoimte~ Platonic as well as Peripatetic doctrines and 
expressions, we must consider these a fiure sign of a 
later wigin, and eonseqnently reject by far thc greater 
numl~cr of the f~ngments. Even mlppo:i:lg t.he modern 
case for t,heir defence mere suooessful, they could not be 
regarded as records of the Pykl~agorean doctrines; for 
if they CIZL~. only be rescued by malring t.11eir author a 
Platonist, we cannot be Ellre in ally given case how far 
they reproduce the Pythagorean point of view. 

A conte~nporl~~y of Arehytas, Lysis the Tarentine, 
has latterly been conjeot.ured by Mullach" to  be the 
author of the ~o-called Golden Poem ; but the corrupt 
passage in Diogencs viii. 6 is no evidence for this, and 
t,hc work itself i so colo~lrless and disconnected, that it 
looks rather like a later collection of practical precepts, 
some of rhich had pcrhqs  been long in circulation in 
a metrical form.5 I n  any case, huwever, it does uot 

: Plato's utterances in thc So- 10 his edition of Hieroclee, 
phifit, 245 sqq. cannot, as Petawen p. 2 0 ;  F P ~ ~ L .  Ppj6,i!o~. i. 413. 
(Ioc. oit .)  ; ~ n d  Mxilet (Ecolg de ylypar~ar 82 .rq nuBay60~ 
Miam,  liii. sq.) believe, relntc to o r 1 ~ ~ d ~ ~ a ~ a ~ r ~ [ a , ~ a t 6 ~ v 7 r a h v ,  woAr- 
the Ister Pythagoreana (cf. ii. a. T ~ K ~ V ,  +truiuby. rb 66 + ~ p d ~ ~ u o u  &S 

215 sq. ) ,  and the  polemic of Ark- nveaydpov Ahot8bs ;ur~ .roc Tapau- 
totle's H~tc~pl$y$ic.? agai ast nnm- d v a v .  
her-theory bound 11p wit!] thc As is certainly trmo of the 
doctrines of Ideas is dirccted not mell-lnomu Pythagorean oath, v. 
agrrinsl Yythqpreans, hut tlie ra- 47 sq., which is generillly con- 
rious branches of the Acadau~y. sidorcdast,l~e property of the whole 

2 Akfr-irtnpi~. i fi, 9 5 7  13, 7, 27 s&oul: and, according to IambI. 
sqq. ; cf. c. 9, beginning; xiii. 6, Thew!. Arithm, p. 20, is also to be 
1080 b, 16, c. 8, 1083 b, 8 ; xir. mot with i n  Empedocles (cf. Axt,. 
5, 1090 a, 20 ; Phys, iii. 4, 2o3 fi 2'hfol. Arithm. and Mnllach, 
a, 3. notes on the goldau poem, lop. cit.) ; 



mate~islly contribi~te t o  our knowlerlgc of the Pythp- 
gorean philosophy- 

In ~-ega;ard to the remaining fragments, with f e ~  
and nuimportant exceptions, those ~vhicb. bet~r the names 
of werl-liuown ancient I'ytbago~eans, such as '1'11ean0, 
B~ontinus,  Clinias, and Xcphantlls, are certainly spur- 
ious. R h t  of them, however, are attributed to men 
of whorn we either know nothing at all, or arc iguoralzt 
when tllcy lived. But  as these fraglrrcnts prcciacly 
rescmble the rest in their content and exposition, m7e 
caniznot doubt that they too  claim t o  be of ancient 
Pythagorean origin. If they hare ila such origin, they 
must be cr~nsidertirl deliberate forgeries, and not the 
genuine ~~ror l~rc t ions  of a later Pytl~agoreanism approxi- , 

mating to the  Platonic or Peripatetic philosophy. 
Morcoccr, the later Pythagorea~~isrn which professes t o  
bc older t,hm Neo-Pytf~agoreanisrn, has been altogether 
derived horn these fragments, whereas all l~ i~ to r ica l  evi- 
derrce ;>&Tees tll:tt t,he l a l e t  mmififittions of the ancient 
Ppthagol.tan School du not  cxtcnd bcgoizd the timc of 
Aristotle. In tnlth, few or no elements of ancient 
Qythngoreanism w e  to  be fonud -in these nlrmerous 
pssmge;'. Of these fragment.8 and of the otbcr vestiges 
of rgthngorennism, so mnch a.s claims our attention 

from a philosophic point of view w i l l  be treated further 
on ;  we sltall also cliscuss more at length the fragments 
we possess uf thc  writ.ings of certain philosophers whose 
relation t o  Pythaguras is nilt quite ascertained, snch x s  

Hippasus and Alcmzorl. 
the same may probably hold gooil it, sp A. GeU, vi. 2, pwres not'ling 
of u. 64 Cunsequentiy the cluoba- in regrJ  to  the aye of the poem. 
tion which Chrgsip~~us rnhlie* t'rorn 
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CONSIDERIKG) the  nrlmber df tl.ailitions in existence 
respecting the fou~lddr of thc Pythagorean school, the 
amount which can be ~eliecl on with any historical 
proabbilit,~, whcn scparitted from t.he hhjrinth of nn- 
certain legends and later conjcct,urea, is very small. 
We know that his father's name tvas 3lnesarchus,' that; 
Srtmos was his 11orne and doubtless also his birthplace ;" 

' I€er~r le i tus ,  ap. Biug. 1-iii. ji. h, 393) :+nd f i s c h e  (Dr! Sotiel. 
6, Eerodotus, jv. 95 ,  and most of a Q:yih. toladit& s ~ p o  pditi,w, p. 3 ,  
the other authorities. Tlte name, ct&) that ha rame of a Tyrrlleno- 
Narrnwuo, given t v  liirn, according Pclnsglc ?a.n~ily, which hind srni- 
t o  Ding. viii. 1, by scveml ~rritcrs, grated from I'lilins to %m~r:s. 
is pcrhaps foundcd mcrcly on a Pitus~nitir ( i i .  13. 1 sq.) nctu;rlly 
~cr~ptur:tl error. .Tl~sti11 (ax. 4) rclat,cs as a Phlinn legend t J i d  
cslle him Denramt~~s, which is Hipyrasns. the  p a t  gmndfachel.of 
most likely also founded oil wine Pyth,tgoras, weut from Phlius to 
confusion or anot'l~er. Barnor. a ~ t d  this is confirmed by 

Hc is ~ n l l e ~ l  a Snn~ian by Ding. I,. viii. 1 ; in the fi~bulons 
IIermippus (ap. Diog, viii. I),  by ttnIe of AnL. Diog~ncs, np. Yorph. 
lIippohotus (Clem. Skrollt. i. 300, I< l'. 10, and in thebettr;rillteated 
B), and 11y later miters illmost statemcni, ibid. 2,  BInesacclkus i s  
w ~ t l i o s t  cxcrpt.ion ; 1:~rnbIiclias spdmnof  as a, Tyrrhenian who hxtl 
(b'.  P. 4) mentions the statement emigrated from his 1101ne. On ~ 1 1 e  
 hat both his parents wecc descend- o t h ~ r  hand. t , h ~  s r ~ t s l n r n t  in l'lut. 
ed from Anc~eu.~,  t he  founder of Q?d. C0n.v. riii. 7 ,  2, that hc was an 
9a1nn.q; Apollonins. hnwerer (dip. Etrorcan by lrirth is e~ir lent~ly a 
Porph. V.  P. 2), ahserts this of his n~is take ,  as also the opj~i ion  (f ig.  
mot.her only. lIis S;arniim origin Porph. 4) rhat he originally came 
mag be re&nciled with the state- from Mu~ctapontuin S e a n ~ h e s  i;n- 
rntmite that he was ;i TYrrheni:in stead of which our text, of Por- 
(ride Ariiitoxenus, Arlstarchus, plkyry, ns lye hare sccn. given Cle- 
and Tl~eu~ornpus, t ~ p .  Clenrent..and anther;) ap. Po~$l. V.  1'. 1, makes 
Diogenem, loo. cit.; the simjlnr &lncsarchas a Tyriau, who, olr ac- 
passnge in Ttsurloret, GT. afi  CTGT. count of 11is ~ l e r ~ i c r ~  a t  Silrnos, 
i. 24, 8, 7, together will1 Eub. PT. re te i~ed  L11e Ijght ~f citizeuship 
EII, x. 4, 13, is tnkcn frnm that. thoro (Clernens and TLsod. loc. cit. 
of Clemcns; Diodor. i+u.qnr. p, s a ~  illcorrectly that. he asscrted 
5 2  Mress.) ur a Phliitsi~rl ( H U O I I ~  Pybhagoras I~itnself to have becn a 
mvus writer cited by Porph. Pylla. Tyrixn or a Syri;rn) : huc the st;tte- 
p 5 ) ;  if we supposr: wit,h 0. 3rd- nie115 is of little conasquanee, since 
lcr (Gesehichh dw h~!b. Sd. u. St. i t  may be explained p t d y  by a 



but the time of his birth, death, and removal t o  'Italy 
can only be apgroximatcly determined ; I the  statement.^ 
collfusion or ~ h ~ r o s  and Tujprivhl, Tiition, G,a. (ii.ec. r.. 41 ; Cyrill. 
tL1lL1 part[y from A.D attempt t n  a* i r ~  Jrrl. i. 1 3  A ; E1isel.l. LYbron. 
count for t11c supposed oriental Arm. T. ii. 201, vide Krische, 11. 
lvisJvm of the phllosr~pll~T by his 11). Diodor~ls ( lo t .  cit.) wen gives 
extractiun, Probably in ~~e fe r snca  01.61, 4 ,  an11 Uiogellps, viii. 15, 01. 
to this stoiny, I*~ir~trliahus, I*, 1'. 7, 00. BOCII s ~ a ~ e ~ n e n t s  are prohalily 

' rcprafionte him 'rs h a v ~ n g  I~een born for~uded ou t i le  assertJon of Xris- 
duriuq s journey of his piarenth to toxcnus, who, lollnu+ng Porphyry 
Sidor~. The ~~,ell-i ;nuwn s tory  of 9 ,  nwkeb- P,yLhngorns emigrate tu 
Horacleirlcs of l 'umtus, :and of' Suai- lt;~ly ;a his fortieth $ear, t u  escape 
rmtes (ap. Cie. T t s d o .  r. 3 . 8  ; Diog. from t,hc tyrimny of Poigcra~es. 
i. 1 2 ;  viii. Y ;  cf. Nicom. ;lritlh&. A u 9 1 d i n ~  to thu d s ~ c  assigud to 
sub. iniL.) xl)out I'jthnyori~s' con- the commencemelit of rhe ryrxnny, 
versstion with the tyrant Leo nf the former nr the latter date w.15 

Phlius, in which he Jeclarclt him- fixd far I'jth%oras (cf. I lul~dt ,  
hclf t u  lie a +ihdou+os ,  polxlta tu ,r Q x e l l s l ~  As Ir<,,thl, iu his Bioyr. r h s  
con11ec:iorr with Hllius. Pylyih.; Rds.irh. ~WIIS ,  xuvi. 868 sq. ; 

The c;tlclilutionr of Dodwi41 DipSs. lih.APollo:lol.'a Chru,~ikn, ilrirl. 
and Tlnnt,lej-, rhe fortner of  horn xrxi. 23 sq.). It' the fortieth yerw 
places h.3 b i r th  itr 0 1 .  62,  3, :tlrrl of the pl~ilosupllr,~'r; lifr; be p1;tccd 
the Litter in 01. 43, 4, have Letu in 01. GZ, 1, we get 01. 32, 1 us  
suficieutlg refnted by Krische, Zgo. tlte date of 111s birth (572 B.c.) ; 
eit. p. 1 ,  anhi nm.ndis, i. 422 .  The this u,ould agree with the rcxt o f  
usual opinlon now i s  t h a t  Pytha- Euwlrius, Ch~u71., which st.ates that 
goras WAS born about: the 49th Ihe died i n  the 01. 40,4 (447 n.c.1, 
(31jmpj~,,d, that 11n cirillt: r o  Italy if w e  srlppotc him to haro attained 
a h u u ~  tho 59th or ,60th; and died his 76th ycnr (Anon. iip. Synccll. 
111 the G'Jtl l .  T11ie is no doubt np- Cii~on. 217 c.). Thr tradition;; as 
pruxiurutel:' c o l ~ c c t ,  i ~ n 3  grtdter  to the length o f  h i s  life vary excaed- 
t.,wctiiuilil caunot 1.c attained; ingly. HeraclcidosLomli~~s(a~,Dio~. 
even tkc. statements of the ailcicnts ~ i i i .  14) givts it as dO jeii.rs (~vhich 
:%re prubably based only u i l o l ~  1111 may l ~ . t > . ~  Ilcen dcl'ivlrJ. from Diog. 
c8rtaiu estimates, ~ l l d  not upon  uiii. 10) ; but most avitcrs,  follorv- 
distinct &ronolngir:ll t l -d i~ ions .  in: D~og. .14.lxtva 90 : Tzeta. LSllii. 
Arcording to Cieeru, Eop. ii. 16; xi. 93, aud Sync. Eoc. cil . ,  c;y 99 ; 
cf. 'Z?usc. i. 16, 88 ; i v .  I ,  2 ; A .  Lmtrljclius (265) nedrly 100 ; the 
(;ell. s v i i .  21; Jz~n~tr l .  J'. 1'. 33, biogruphrr. ;ip. Phnt.. (Cod. 249,p.  
Fytil:~.goras L-imle tu l t ~ 1 :  in the 438 b, E e k l ~ )  104 ; a I'sendo-Py- 
ti2ud Olympiad, the fvurlli year of  tkagorexu: ap. Gnlcil. ( B ~ f i .  Pwa'i. 
Tarquillius Snyarl,us ($92 n.o.): T. siv. 5fi7 K) 117, or more. If 
wlltroas LIV. i. 18, reyrcscllts him Yythagor~s (as aiserfed by  l a rnb l .  
:ls twaching t , l l ~ r e  under Serviua 265) mas at, thz  head of his xhool 
Tullius. Other.:, doublless ~tfter f b r  30 )ems, and if his a.rrrva1 In 
dpollodo~~us, n*>,mc thc Gaud Dl. as S t a l ~  occarred i n  632 R.c, .  his death 
the pol.iod 111 which he doanshc.i n~ust ,  have r,ccurred in 493 M.c., and 
(so Clem. S~TWIZ.  i. 302 l3> 332 A ;  supposing him to h a ~ e  been 66 



of the ancients as to  his teachers seem aImost entirely 

(Iatnbl. 19) -,hen he camo into 
Italy, me shou1.d gct 588 as the 
year of his birth. If, nn the other 
I~nnd (IamLl. 2G), the at,tack on 
his school, which he is said not t.0 
hase aurrire(i vcrj- Ion? (ride i ? ~ f i u  
1' 282,1, t h i r d  edition), be brought 
into clirset confiect.ibn vith the 
de~ t ruc t ion  of Sybar1.s (510 n.c.), 
his d e ~ t k  must hare rnkfnplilcc ill 
t.iic? s i ~ t h  century. Lastly, .%ntilm- 
ehus in Clorn. Slru7i~. i 309 B, 
places the j h ~ ~ i a  of Iythagoras 
(rlnt his birth ;is l3rrrndis, i .  434, 
S?LYF.) 31 2 ywars ea1.1ier th3n the 
dmiith nE K~IIC~IPIIS, y-hi~h,  aceorrlin~v 
to Uiog. x. 15, happened in 01. 
137. 2 ; this would bring us t.n 01. 
49, 9, slid the  philusupber's birth 
n ~ u s t  Ira put back t o  t h e  beginning 
q,f tho 9ixth cenk~ry. VTc, nrp ta- 
ken still f~rtI ler  bark hy Yliny, 
r h o ,  accordirlg to the best :ttteyted 
ri<ading of list. Nat. ii. 8, 37, as- 
~ i z n s  an as t rononl icd  discarery of 
X',ythngo~s t v  t.11e 4211d Olyrnpiaif, 
or the 142nd yew uf the City; 
uhile, on the collt,rary, liis abbr.~?- 
\.ii~tor, Solinus, e. 17, says that 
i-'ytlmgorxs firet cnmo to Italy 
during rho cnnhulate of BruL~la, 
therefore A. U. 0, 2L4-5. vr 610 
~i c. Ro:h (p.  287 sq.) comhinrs 
with this ~ R S L  statement t l lr  xsser- 
t iun of Iamhl. (V .  P. 11, 10) that 
Pythago~ss left Samos at the nge 
of eigllt,oon, receiver1 inht,~-urt..ian 
Porn Ph~rccydes, Thnlca, and 
husxirnander; u a s  22 yrxrs ju 
Egypt,, aud after its eoilq~l~si  by 
Ca~nhgses (625 n.c.), 12 more in 
Babylon; and nt the age of 50 
again retu~ned to Sanlna. Clanse- 
q11cntIy he places his hirtb in 5lj8 
B.c.; his return to Galnos in 613 
B.C. : his ar~:i~:lr in Italy iu 5 1 0  ; 
*rid lris death ju 470. But thesa 

btat.eluents ale entirely destitute of 
evii!eaca. w~h snppose.: L h t  
Iernblichus may hare borrowed 
them from Ayolloniux (of 'l'yanu), 
b11t el-en if this ware true, me ]nust 
still ask where Rpollnniusobt;iir~ed 
tliem? Them is no rnsnt ion errn 
of the so-csllcd Crotonian mcrnoi~s  
on wliic!i d p u l l u n i u ~  (np. It~nibl. 
2GZ) founds 11iu urrrrllr-ivc of thc 
e x p ~ ~ l s i o n  OF tho Py:haqraaus 
from Oroton. This iwrritire, 
bnwevr;r, oar~r~ot Lt: recuncilrdwith 
Etith's cnlct~lario~~, as i t  rnalres tihe 
residence of 1'gth;lgoras in C ~ C J ~ O I I  
prccedn tl:e destructjoll of Sybaris 
(lambl. 255).  Now i L  ib trarr that 
his deitlh mist be put hack nL leust 
to  470 n.c., if, a s  Uics;trchna and 
others maintafn (ride mlj<i), t he  
attack on t h e  L'rotrmias Pyth;igo- 
recrns, f r ~ ~ r r ~  -rvl~ictl Lysis tlud dr- 
chipplls nlono ATP mid to have eu- 
cnpmd, tnnkplare  in tltc lifctime of 
Pytkn~oras; nay, i n  th.tt case, u-r: 
must wen allow 18 or 20 ye:irs 
mnTe ; far the lrirt.11 of Lysir, as rr e 
shall find, ran scarcely have oc- 
rnrred before 410. Th(: only i n -  
frrence from this, horr.c~u.., is tliat 
the  st,atement must Ire discarded ; 
that I)ica?arehue does not hare de- 
serve the credit of trnot,worthiness 
rnhrll  Porphyry (Y. P. 56) sccnrtis 
t o  him ; nud that  no thoi~ghtf~nl 
c~jtic  could regard 1.his jiidgmcnt 
of Porpllgrg's as decisive in favour 
of the nxrnltive uf D i m : ~ r ~ I ~ u s .  
Pytllngorns cnnrot  ha1-elircr! t,o bl~n 
ycnr '$70 n v. : this is enden+ from 
tho n1:lnner in which he i s  iil?oken of 
by Xcnophsrcs and Hcrarleiius, 
both of whom arc h f u r e  t.Ilar date 
( ~ i d e  i?z:fi-a, p. 381, I ,  thn-d edition, 
283, 3) ; their ex1)reasi~nr certainly 
du110t g i ~ c  us t h e  impression of ye- 

lating to  apersofi still nlire. More- 
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dustit~ztc of any aecme historic folmdntion,' and even 
his connection with Pherecydes, which has in its 
&pour ;in old and respectable t r a d i t i ~ n , ~  is nol quite 
beyond a doubt.3 Of his diskink journeyiligs, rc-hich 

over, none ofour n~rchuri~ies, r ~ c r p t  
Su]inw, y:br, is uot to Lo depended 
upon, plsoe the nrriwl of Pytha- 
gorns ill ltnly later than 01. 69. 
Pur  lxmblichus himstllf jthnr is t u  
SHY, ~ ~ 0 1 1 0 1 ~ i ~ ~ ~ ) d o ( i s  n o t ~ ~ l t e n r l  this 
( K  P. 19) when llc s:tys that h e  
f i ~ g t  cnmc there ~wa lva  years aft~r  
the conquedt of E g y ~ ~ t  by Gambgses 
(therefure aRe~ 425 0.c. Even 
rlpol!unius, ny. Inmbl. 266, %s a l -  
reuity obscrprrl, makes him nutlivo 
by Tery littic tho destruction of 
Sybaris?, bat  Ia~nbliehus it; tou care- 
less or too ignorant of d~ronologi- 
cal marters t u  18en1a.rk t ho  corlrvit- 
diction inta which his nnr ru t i~e  
has fnllcn. It is c l e a ~ ,  liu~revsr, 
t h ~ t  none of our inyormants bad ;it 
their eommnlid ~ r ~ ~ s t w u ~ : ~ l r y  and 
exact ehronologicnl details au to 
the life of Py~1~agoi-a~. Perhaps, 
indeed, all their  statements were 
infprrcd from a few notires, e.g. 
coecernilqhis ntiguatiun in  the timo 
of Polywatcs, or thc I'j thsgorean- 
iam of Milo, the co:lqucl>ar aL the 
Trads. W e  must, therefore, 1ear.e 
it ullrlccidecl mhetlicr and ~ I L I K I D I I ~  
the pliilusopher sur~ ivcd  the end 
of  the sixth eoncu17p. 

1 Diog. viii. 2 ,  names l'hera- 
cydcs and Herlwdamas, a des- 
ceuzitnt of the  Homerid CreopIiy- 
lu:: of Samoa, and, accni,rliog t o  
Iamhl. 11,  himself ridled Creophy- 
luu. Sesn t l t t s  (ap. Purph. 2, 11, 
15) orldv to tlieso Annximandsir, 
Jrtrublicl~us(!), 11,186,152) Thales. 
Instead of 'I'halaa, Apuleius (Florid. 
ii. 15, p. 61, Hiid.) niuncr Epinle- 
nides, with whom, according to 

I)hg. vi i~.  3, Pythegoras was ac. 
qudntad. T h e  Sahnliast of Plato, 
p. 420, Brkk. says that ho first 
attended PLerecydes' instrilct ior~s, 
then those of Hermudamas, 
ialtsri+ards those of ALa~is, ~e 
Hyperborean (vide i?t/+a). Tbue 
it is p1ab1 t.hat as timi: wcnC 
on, cclebratcd names continued 
to be iid~lerl to the  list. dbar iv  
and Epilneuides tire, Itowever, 
also cal1r:il disriplon of I ' y ~ I ~ a g o ~ ~ s ~ s  
(Ia~nld. 135). 

2 Essideu the teht I L I P P ~ ~ ~  
quoted, Djog. i. I I8 pq. ; viii, 40 
a. t o r  A r i s x ~ e n u s j ,  Bndmn,  x n ~ l  6' 

~11tyrt13 ; rhe epitaph of ap1licL 
Uuris, ap. Ding. i. 120, spaalih ; 
Cic. 7'0s~. i. 16, 38 : 1h Dtu. i. 50 ,  
11'3 ; Dindor. ifi.rrg?)a. p. 5 6 4 ;  Pa. 
Alex. zrt ~Welupk. 838 a, 10, Er. 
800, 24 Eon. kc.. 

3 For in ~ l l e  first place i t  was 
rcry n,ltur:tl that the thaumatnr- 
gist, Fyt l l i t gu~a~ ,  8houltl have beell 
rsproserlted as tho pupilof ;tn older 
co~llcv~pornry of sinli1:xr ch;rr;wter, 
who likexrise 11dd the dogma of 
Traosmigri~lion ; ant1 secondly, the 
accour~ts on the sul?ject aye not 
~ r c c d  i ~ s  to details. dceordi~lgto 
Diug, viii. 2. Pythagoraa was 
brought to Phcroeydes at Lasbos, 
t ~ n d x f t c r  Phorecydes'death, handed 
orcr r.o .Hcrmociarnas in Y:mnios. 
larnbl. 9, 11, sags 1.hnt ha wan 
iusLructed by Pherecydcs r t r ~ t  in 
Samos, nnd then iu Syros. Por- 
phyry (15, 58)  nays, folluwing 
Urczt3archud and others, thnt  ho 
Lended h is  ~naster, who was sick in  
Deloe, and bluiecl him Liefore his 



are said .to have acquai~~ted him nit11 the wisdom and 
religiorls cerernanics of the  Yheniuians,' the Cha ldzan~ ,~  
thc  Persian hIagi,3 the Hiodoos," the Arabians,Vhe 

departure to I t a l y ;  on t h e  other Porph. 6 say that he learner1 ab- 

hand,Diodurus (lo(:, eit.),l)iog. viii. tronomy fram the Cha1rl;r;tn~. 111 
40, and Iambl. 1114, 2S2, following Justin HH. 4, he i~ sitid to have 
Satyrus anti his cpitonlise~, Hcrx- trarslled to Ealiy11,n iuud Egypt, 
t l e ide~ ,  ~ a y  that shor~ly before his adpenliwesdos sidfir~~m q ~ t 7 a  ori- 
own dco.ch hhu -went horn  Italy to ginenip~sn~uvtdi.rpcctn?2dmi&. Apol.  
DeIos for that purpose. Ffaril. ii. 15. s ta tes  that, ht: was 

According r.0 Clcat t the~ {Ke- instructed by the Cllaldenns in  
anthcs), in Porphyry, V P. 1, ss~ruuomy. astro1ug)-, and medicine. 
Pythwurfix v-xs brought as a boy Arcnrdjng to Ujogenes in the book 
to Q r e  by his ht,her, and there of Yrodi,@es (np. Porph. 11) he 
instructed by tho Chaldaaus.' learned theinterpret.ation ofdreanis 
Iambl. V. P. 1 4 ,  says tbaL when he frum the Chsldenns trnd Hebrews 
left Sanlos on his grcat ~.I '~P.QP~s,  he ( n r  from the Hebrews only ?). In 
first Went to Sirlrrn, and thcrt mrt, Jn.mhl. 1'. P. 19 ; Z'?AW/. A~idh??~.  
with prophers, the  descendants of p. 41, we are tu l r l  thal in  thc con- 
the ancient Mochus {vide yrtpvol.n, p. quost of Egypt by Carntasas he 
48, tt~ld i q f i a ,  chayt,er on the n+ns carried a? tt prisont.~ to Rahy- 
Atomists, note 2), and nthcr hiero- Ion, remajnhd twelve years jn that 
plrancs ; thdt 11ze ~ ~ i s i t e d  Tj,re, city, where in his intercourse with 
Riblus, Cxrmal, &a.,and wap init;. the D.lagi, he not oniy perfwted 
at011 iutu all che msstcrics of the himaclf in mnt,licmat,ics and music,, 
country. Porphr.ry ( f r .  P. 6 )  is bnt completely adopted their reli- 
mure moderate ;' hn rncrrly states gious prescripts xrtd practi~es. 
that Pythagoran is mid t o  ham That Ikmblichus is here t?~llowing 
pained hi.% arit.hmetica1 knuxvledge snmc rlldcr auihority (Apofloniu~, 
from the Phwnicians. no doubt), is shown by the state- 

h c c o r d ~ n ~  t o  Nrfinthcir, Py- ment- uf dpul. Flo?dl. ii. 15. Many 
thnpvas had, w~hen a boy, been m ~ i n t n i n  t.hat Pyt,hsgorna maa ta- 
instrucled by the C lmlds~ i~~ i s  ( v i d ~  ken p l - i so~~c r  by Cambysen in his 
previous noto). Arcording to a l l  Egyptian ccmpaign, and Tas only 
other  testirnuny, h e  first onme to sat :it I~berty :t long time dter  by 
BdbjJo~l frum Egypt., either of h i s  Giillun the Crotnnian ; nnd that in 
o n n ~ r c o r d ,  or as t h r  prisonoi. OF C O ~ ~ ~ C ~ U O R C B  nf this he had the 
Cambyaes. This statement ap- Benefit of t.l~e invtructione of the 
pears i n  its simples~form i n  strabo, Persian Magi, uspeeislly 7hroaster. 
sir. i. 16, p. 635: IivBa~dpair ; m o -  Pythagoraq n ~ u s t  early hxm 
pu<orv . . . . &w~hBe> E ~ S  AIYU~TOV been I~rnught into connection wi th  

BaBvhrSvcr prhvpciH~~as ~ L p r r .  ths  %$, and eapccialiy with Bo- 
Clernrn~,  f l l ~ o m .  302 C, mere11 roascer, i f  m b ~ t  Hippolytiie F ; ; L ~ S  i s  
says : XaASaiocw re ~ L i r  i\l&-y;yruv r v t  true (X$lu t .  HLW. i .  2, p. 12 1)) ; 
hp~o.rots  o v v ~ ~ b ~ s o  ; Jhs. f i. Fa. cf.~ vi. 2Z : Amk6wpor F k  d 'Epc.rprahs 
x. 4, 9 sq. ; dntipho; zp. Diog. viii. (a writer :rothervise unknom) 
3 ;  Schol. Plut. p. 420, 13ekk. ' ~ ~ t a . r d < ~ v u s  J P O U U ~ K ~ S  $am apbr 



Zaphav 7bv Xah8a7ov ;h~huBlvar this relationshipis Alexa11de1'(P01~- 
nv6aydpnv: he imparted to Pythil- histor): who, atc~~d i l lg .  to  CIernens, 
goms his doct~lne, which Uippaly-  strop,^. i. 804 R: said in his work 
tus  proceeds t n  describe, hut  in a on ~ h c  qth*o~ertn symbols: Na- 
very 11nt~~rsts.ortlry mnmncr. This (apiE.ra T$  ' ~ a o v ~ i v  ~aOq.re;oar 78v 
s t a t c ~ ~ r c n t  of Hippolgrus, hos- n o ~ a ~ d ~ n v .  This h'~{~~u~osis evi- 
eTVer, is hardly sllficient to  prove dently Zomnster ; if, indeed, ~ a ~ d ~ ~  
that  AArtnxenus asserted a. pcr- uught not tu  be eubsticuted. That 
s a n d  ncquaintarlcc bctween Pytha- Pythagorns risiicrl the Persia11 
g o n s  an? Ziwoaater. Hc m:i;y, Xagi mc are likp,mise told in Cic. 
p e r l a p ,  bkvn obsewed t,he dmi- Ir7fn.. T. 29, 8; ; cf. Tmc. iv. 19, 
larib). of the  i.wn doctrines, and 44; Diog. viii. 3 (perhaps after 
hnznrded the  conjecture that Py- Antipho) : Eus. PT. E71. 8. 4 ; Cy- 
tllagornh mas acquainted with rill. c. d d .  iv. 133 D ;  flchol. in 
Zoronstcr ; forthere i s  no certainty PEcrt. -p.BZO.Btrkk ; Apul. (videpre- 
at all that Uippo17tus himself ceding rlote); Suidas, nu%. Taler. 
knerv the work of Bristorenus. Max. ~ i i i .  7, 2, assert that he 
What hr; sa,ys al-~ol~t t l ie  Zoron~.  lcnrncd astronomy and astrology 
Lrixn drietlines x h i e l ~  l'ythagoras in I'ersia from t.hc IkInsi. Anto- 
adopted cannot hn1~r. bct.11 taken as uins nioji~nes relates, ap. Por- 
it,stands from Aristoxenus, because phyry, Y. P. 13 (i'v rorr 6 d p  
i t  presupposes the s t n r ~  about Py- QoiShvv &niu.ro~s, the well-known 
tlra~orxr' prohibition of beans t o  book or  fuldes described by Phnt. 
be, t rur :  wlrilol clswe >lvuil prese~ltly Old 166,  arrrl treated not only by 
find, Aristoxcnus ~ X P P P R B ~ Y  con- Forpby~y, but nlsn by Rijth, ii. a, 
tradir:ts it. Besides, t h o  eviilrnro 343, AS n work of the  11ighest au- 
of Aridtosenus muulcl morely pror-e ehe~~tieity), t h ~ t  he  rue^ Z d p p a ~ o s  in 
thmt  cm:n in his time similnri Rnbylon, R ~ Y  ptlrified by him flqorn 
ties hiid been disco\-cred bctwrcn thc  sins of h i s  p m ~ i o n s  life, a d  ill- 

the Pjtl1a.gorelt11 and the Zuro- titrueted i n  t,he abstiuenaev neces- 
astrian doariije, tIierr  ell kno~v~i  sary In piety, and in  thr: nnturc 
in Greoce (cf. Dir~g. La&. i .  i3 sq ; a n 2  reasons of things. 
Darnasc. Do &izc. 125, p. 38b,snd ' Clem. S I I - G ~ ~ .  i. 302 D: ;H?J- 

t.h%t, thcsr; rcsomt~l~noos had heen ~ v : v a r  TF apbs T O ~ T O I S  rahwrBu K Q ~  

fxplalncd ~ f t c r  t h o  lnnnnrr of the  BpaXpd#ur T ~ I J  rr~eaydpav P O ~ ~ F T ~ L  
Greeks by the hypothesis nf :t (n:tmeiy, Alex~nder in thc work 
personal relatiou between tho quoted ili the prcrinus nut,e) : af te r  
t w o  authors. Plut,arch scams to him, Eus. Pr. W.  r. 4, 30 ; dgnl. 
have derived his shorter stat,e- fisil. i l .  10: uf Lhe Hrn!~rnins 
rnent from the same source :as whom 11e ~ i c i t d ,  he l p ~ r n c d  pun 
Hippolytuu : there iu ,  tllrrefilre, all airnz2itc.m riuee~nzcl~in corporumpe 
t he  less rc,?hnn to doillst that here r.xtrcitaisendn, qtcot pctrks animi, 
too, as in Hippn1yt.u~~ Zarxtn3 ori- pant  vices v i t q  e , x e  Diis wrtnibii,~ 
ginally meant Zornaiitrr ; supposing pro ~ ~ x r i i o  p l t i  wzque imm~nta vcl 
evcn C11nt Plutareh himself, who f-lsc~nrie. l ' l~iiostr ,  V. ApoIZ. viii. 71 
(Da is. 4G, p.3(;9) makes Znroaster 4 4 , ~ % y ?  that the wisdom uf Pytha- 
t u  Lave lived 5000 years befot-a Ore goras was Jerir,~,d fi-om t.hr Egyp- 
Trojan war ,  disc.riminated them. ti;rn yv,u~ii.rar and t h e  Indian sages 
Our mo6t tlnsicnt i~uthorit,y fox Uiog, i n  P r ~ r p h y ~ ,  11. 



JCWS,~ thc Th~ac ians ,~  thc Druids of blit, abor:e 

That I'ytytlrnguraa borrowed 
many of h i s  duc,rrines froln the 
,Jews is asserted by l r is tuhulus  in 
Eus. PT. Eu. xiii. 12, 1, 3 (ix. 8. 3), 
irnd the same is: repeated by Joicpk. 
Gus. Ap. i. 22, and Clem. Stro1n.u. 
560 A (w110 thinks rh:it t h ~  RC- 
ql~aintance of Elatu aud Pytbago- 
ms with the M o s ~ i c  writings i . ~  
shown in their doctrines). Cynll. 
e .  Jzd. i. 29 U, Jos. appeals ill sap- 
port uf this t n  H e ~ r u i ~ ~ ~ u s ,  who, i n  
ilir wol-k on F'ytl~agoras, say&: 
.raG.ra 8' ~ T ~ ~ T T F  K E ~  E ' A ~ ~ c  7 & 3  

'IouSuLeu ~ a 1  Bpau&v 8 4 t m  jitfin$fig- 

vor ~ a l  pi.ra$ipwv E ~ E  ?awdv. Hl: 
had also said tho  same, ~s Odgen, 
c. Cds. i .  19, relates ~ i t , h  the w o d  
hi-p.sur, l v  7$ ~ p & t ? p  mPL PO$OBE- 
7 G v .  If evcn these authors ~ ! e ~ i v c d  
their statements from Arintoh~~lus, 
i t  is not r r r t a~n  that Hn~mippils 
really erpreseed himself thus; But 
r;uppu~ing he did su, i t  would orlly 
prore th.r.t, this dlernnd~an sago, 
nf t he  early part of t,he eecond een- 
tury before Cbriat, 1i:d found tllir 
w~sertiorl alnolig the A1ex:~ndriau 
Jews, and belicred i t ;  or else tlriic 
he had h im~s l f  ul>,5rrved sorue 
simildrities b e t w e n  the Pytllago- 
wn.n and Jewish doctrines, a n d  
had inferred from them that Py' 
tl~ngoras was tlctlua~intt~cl wit8h t h o  
cnstums knd doctrbles d t h o  Jon7s. 

2 Horlnippns, ap Joios., vide pre- 
ceding note. This sLata~rrent w;ia 
no doubt based upon tho  likencss 
of  he Pythagorean mysterics to 
tllose of the Orphiea, and e ~ p s c i a l l ~  
in tbeir commuu dwtrl~lo of Tcins- 
migration. In  cousequence of 
this likeness, g t h a g o r ~ s  was re- 
presented as the pupllof the Thra- 
clnns ; hc hwl, ~t i s  mid, rrcoived 
his consecration from AgCaopha- 
rnuv in LiLethra; ss tho pseudo- 

Pythagoras himself (not  Telnuges 
s s  Koch ii. a, 357, b, 77, fiuppos~s) 
says in t h e  frapnent of a i ~ ~ b s  hdyos 
in h m h l .  V. '., 140, cf. 151, :md 
fb~lowing that, suthorit,y, I'rocl. ill 
7im. 289 B ; Plai. TTPOG. i. 3, p. IS .  
Conversely, in tho legend of ZaI- 
mnris (ap. Hemt!. iv. 95, and 
others after hiin, e . g .  Ant. Diog. 
np. Phot .  Cod. 166, p. 110 a ;  
Strahn, vii. 3, 5;  svi .  2, 39: p.291, 
762; Kipyolyt, ride ncxt. mote), 
the  ~ O C ~ P ~ I I C  of  ilnm0rt;tlit-y u f  the 
T l ~ r ~ c j u n  Get= is derived frorrl 
Pytllago~as. 

3 S~~rpl*ising ns ~fl is  soundr, i t  
is ~mdeniahly :isserteJ by 41ex- 
under In the passage quot~il p. 
339, 4; and R i i t h  (ji. ,A, 3-16) is 
entirely on n wrnug track w t i ~ n  he 
discovers in it, a mihnndrrstanding 
of t h ~  ntatomrnt t h a t  l'yt,il:igon~s 
met in Babylon wjth I ~ l d i n n s  and 
C~lnt,inns (an Inrlinn r.wcmsnt;oned 
in lleroti. lii. 28, 97, who, baing of 
it dark colr~ur, lie cnlls also Ethio- 
pians, c. 94, 101). The idtsx Fro- 
bxlily rlrnse i n  t h i s  m-ay. Tho 
Yythaqoresn doctrine of Trannmi- 
gration was found, or suppo~ed to 
Ire rvnnd (vide orpln, p. T3,1), among 
the Gal~lr.. as exrary si~ch slrnila- 
larity was thought to bc based 
upun x roIatinrl of teameher ~ n d  
trtugl~t, eithrr F y t l ~ a g o ~ ~ u  was 
made a disciple of t he  Gauls, as 
by Alexarider, or ttie Druids were 
mule diaciploh of the Pvthagoruan 
ph~losophy, ;ES by niadorus and 
dmmixfi (ride suyr-n, 73 ,  I), into 
which, according tu Hippolgt. 
RqJict. hw5, i. 2, 9 I% ; ibid, c. 25, 
shcy were regula~*lg initiated by 
fitmolxia. Iarnbl. (151) says also 
tlrat Yythagoras wnr insmocted by 
t h e  Celts, and cmn by tho Ibo- 
rinau. 



all mith  t h e  mysteries of the Egypt.ians l-cven thc 
journey to  Egypt, thorigb tbi3 is comparatively the 
best at.tested and Gnds supporters among quite recent, 

1 The first knovn authrlr who rmcd at Iength overcame, ga~ncci 
bpeaks of Fythagoras being in  admittance t o  the Egyptian mys- 
&gptis I~oc~attea,8as. 11: B ~ ( r I u t 7 . )  k r i e a .  aid holy rilcs. He says 
~ ~ , & C V U F  CLS AI~OT~OY ~ a l  u&vsSls also that he 1exr11ed the Egyptian 
~ K ~ ; ~ w ~  Y e ~ d p e ~ ~ ~  T$V T' dhhqw $LAO- I:ingungc. Frunl t h i ~  autho~', 
aocplavapGros cis .rois"Ehh~vas ; ~ d -  Clemens, S1ro:r~. i. 3112 o, and 
p m ,  KV.~  7& acp; ~ h r  ~ U U ~ Q S  ~ a ;  7hs Tlieoiiuret, Gr, (if, ccu. j. 15, p. 6, 
& 7 ~ r r e i a s r h ~  i v  TOYS irtcpois ;rrr$avF'B- 110 d b l d ~ t  derive t l ~ s i z  sh>lo~us~lL 
.rrpov ra iu  h A o u  luxo~6uusv. Tho thiit l ie  rrw c i r ~ l l r u ~ i ~ e d  i l l  Egypt. 
nes t  tostimuny, Cic. F ~ A .  v. 39,87, Antun. Dingcnes (:LEI. Pm.ph. V. P. 
merely snps Aigyptu?,z luslmml ; 11) says thathe lcarncd t,hc wisdom 
s,rnil;~rly S t r a b n ( v d e ~ ~ ~ p a , 3 2 8 , 1 ) ;  of t h c  E~yptian priests, sspsci:tlly 
Justin, TIiul. xx. 4 ; Sclrol. in Piirio, thcith religioud duetciui., t!ie Kgyy- 
p. 420, Bckk.; J)iorlo+us, i. 96, 95, tinn 1an;u;rge a n d  tlio tlircc 
learned much more fronl the stdtc liintis of Egjptixn wyicing. Ia~n- 
ments of t h e  Egylitiar~ prirtt,s, said hlidlus, 1'. , P. 1 2  r;qcfi (cf. p. 
to l)e taken from their sared wi- 32.5, liotc), glvc!s a rirc11lns~en~it~1 
tings, vide S U ~ , , I ~ ,  p. 27, 1. Plut, :LCEUIII I~  uf  1lis ~01lderf111 TOT- 

Qu. Cmv. riii. 8, 2, 1, innkos ouc age frum 3Iuu1ht Ctirmd t o  E~lgp t  
that Pythago~tis wax a Ion;. while (whither, according. to T/&tok. 
in  Egypt, and adopted theprecej3tu dritilfl?. 41, he h:id fied h o r n  thr 
eunceruing the i ~ ~ a ~ t ~ a l  &yru~c;ra~, tyrauuy of Po:fcrates), and goes vn 
snch RS the prohibition of beans ti, tdl of his 22 years' in:orc~,urse 
i t m i l  fish. 't'lie s:tme a l ~ t h o r i t . ~ ,  wit11 t . 1 ~  priosts nncl propllets, in 
f i e  )e$. 1% p. 3 5 g  derives Lhu Yy- wl>>chllc lcrrned rilI th:rt ~ H S W O I : ~  

thagorean synibulism finm Egypt; Irr~owing, risitad all tho  telnples, 
Ps.-Justin (Cohort. 19) says the I'y- gililierl aecoss to ill1 thc myslt.i.ias, 
t h i i g ~ ~ ~ t ~  d o ~ t P i ~ ~ t :  of the  B101litd :ts and devotod himself t o  astronomy, 
the first principle c a n ~ e  from t i ~ e l s .  zcometrr,  and religious e r ~ ~ ~ c i s c s .  
According to Apoi. I"loril. ii. 15, T h e  Ling irr whose reign I'jthago- 
lJythagoraslcarned frumthe Egyp- ras carnu lo  Egypt is culled by 
tiau pr iesk ua.i~ii?ionla~a?n poteia Pliny (Hist. at. xsxri. 9, 71) 
liw, xwrr6ePuruxa uices, yrnlnclrice Yren~etnepsel$llres (for whirh  the 
j i~rn~uJas;  >iccord;n; tu  manuscriptu also give SarneLr~ap- 
>lax. viii. 7 ,  3, bc filind in  thz:tn- 8crtt:s aod oihcr forms) ; tlir yr'itist 
c ieu t  book8 vf the  prios~s. mhnn !lo rvho instructed him is s ~ i d  by Plu- 
hxd le~irlterl t he  Egjptinn wr.ri~ing, t;u.cl~, I)c Is. 10,  t o  harc lieen 
i ~ w ~ ~ ~ n c r h i l i ~ ~ r n  . S P C ~ ~ O T P ~ L  o L s e w ~ -  Oinuphanu o f  Hdiopolis. Clean. 
kioites ; dnt ipho (Uiug. vlil. 3 unct S.iro?d, i .  303 C!, nsrncs Sonclies. Plu- 
Porph. F7. P. 7 sq.) relates horv tarch (DE Is. 36 ; Solon, 10) makes 
Polycmtcs introduced him to An~ir -  Sonches the ihst~uctor of Sulun. 
ais, and d l n ~ s i s  :n the Egj-ptian ' E.g, indapendently of Riith, 
priests; and how he thus after C11a.fgnt.t (P~llimgure, i .  43 sqq. ; 
Inan$ dificulties,.sl~icli his perserc- ii. 3.53),mba is rely inaccurate when 



rvriters-cannot be satisfactorily established. The most 
ancicnt evidence for this journey, that of Isocrates, is 
more than , a  hundred and fifty years later t,han the 
event t o  n-hich it refers, and moreover is contained, 
not in a hstorical work, but in a rhetorical owtion 
which itself rnalrcs no pretension t o  historical credi- 
F i l i t y . q u c i ~  testimony has obviously no weight at 
>ill.; and eveu if Iaocrates did not  1JmseIf originate 
the idea that Pythagoras had been in Egypt, there 
would still I-cmain the do111)t whether the source from 
which he took it, was grounded on historical tradition. 
This, however, i s  not only hegoad the reach of proof, 
but i s  contrary to all prohahilily. IIerodnt,us, it is 
true, remarlis on the analogy of one Pythagorean usage 
with a custom of the Egyptians ; he also says that the 

h e  s.~ys (i. 46) that 1 declare it 
certairh tkut I'ytlingtrrasrlerer molrt 
t o  EgypG. I my it is andemon- 
rrcalilc that he wns t . l i e~e;  I never 
mid i t  ras delnorietrable that he 
w e  so t  therc 

1 Tho Busiris of I.cncr~tes is 
onc of thnsc works ill which the 
Greek rhetors, a f k r  the time of 
the Gophiuts, sought to surpass ona 
mother in panegyrics an cril or 
worthless persons and things, and 
in accusatiuus against inen ~mirer- 
sally admired. Tho Rhelnr Poly- 
cr&t,es: had wl*itt,en an  apology for 
IHuiilir, Isnrrfitep. sllorvs 111m llow 
ha shmld hare hmidlad his tl~orne, 
He expla~tloa his points of view rwy 
candidlg, a. 12. The ndrersary of 
Busiris, he stiys, has &scribed 
wbnl1;r. incredible thinge t,o l ~ j m ,  
~ l ~ c h  as the diverting of tllr hi1c 
horn i t s  courds, and t l ~ e  devouring 
of st~.;mgers. Ie i s  trur thtlt Iso- 
craLcs cannot prom what he affirms 

of him, but he certainly does n o t  
attribute to him in~pubsihlo deeds, 
nor acts o t bestial savagery : ~UEIT' 

6 ;  ~ a 1  . r v y X d v o p c v  h p @ d r e -  
p o t  $ e ~ 8 :  A ~ * / O # T E S ,  khh'0 ;~  
< y & p ? ~ ~ ; x p r l p ~ i  T O ~ T O L Y T O %  ~s'$)'uIs, 
u7s wep xp+ r o b s  Isurvofiurar, uL 8' 
0:s ?rpou$~f i  m b s  ~ o r 8 o ~ o ~ ~ a s .  It 
is e ~ j d e n t  that m~.itings which an- 
nouac.e tlietns?I~es as rl~eturiwl 
inrentions cannot be ofttie smalies; 
value : and if we cailuot prorc fram 
this work that Busiris ras  the  
author of' thr whole Egyptian cul- 
ture, neither can ve accept it au 
l~ishr icnl  eyiden co for the  presence 
of Pyt.I~qoms in Egypt. and hiscon- 
nectlnn w i ~ h  the EFyplian pricsts. 

" ii. 81. The Hgyprian priests 
w m ~  lini:n t~ousersuntler their wool- 
1cng;vmcnts,in wl~iehrheywtire not 
allowed to enter thr; t,emple, or t o  
be buried. o 'po~ybaur  62 .rau"ra 
7 o i o r  ' (p@r~oio i  ~ahcupivnrur rai 
B a ~ ~ t n ~ i u r ,  $ v i m  6s Aiyurriorui, ~ a l  
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belief la Metempsychosis came from Eg;vpt into Greece ; 
but  he nevcr  hint,^ that Pythagoras brought it thither, 
seeming rather to  assume tlmt it had been transmitted 
t o  the C;reeks2 before the time of that philosopher. 
As to  tile presence of Pythagoras in Egypt,, though 
there was every opportunity for mentioning it, he pre- 
serves so strict a silence that me can ouly suppose he 
knew nothing of itm3 Nor does Aristoxenus seem t o  

h:we been xrvarc of it.l Thus there i s  a n  entire dearth 
of all trustworthy ecidcnee respceting the supposed 

nu8ayoprlorur. 'That i n ,  :they agree sient-7 ' &hn iotrodncrd the rlocirine 
in this respect spith the sn-c,~llcd of Trausmigmtion into the Orphii! 
Orphics arid Bacchics, who, how- Dionybiac rny~tcries. I n  that case 
ever, are in t ru th  Egypt.i:ms, and Pjthagoms would not h r ~ w  required 
with the P y t h q o r e a ~ l s ; '  not, 85 LO go tu 'Egypt, in order to become 
XGth (ii. a, 381) and (in spite of acquainted with this doctrine. 
the prcvioiis remark) Chaiplet (i. For Rdt.hla oxplanntion (ii, 
45) traurlats i t :  'They agree in b, 74) thnt  Ucrodntus purposely 
this with the t~sagcs of the Orphic aroidrd rnent,~oning Pythagoras 
xnd Rncchir: rites o f  c o ~ ~ s e c w t j o ~ ~ ,  from his antipathy to the Gro- 
which, llowcver, are Egylltiin xnd t.nniates, who were hostile to the 
Pythagorean.' Tl~urimar, i s  nnt only very far- 

' ii. 123. The Egyptians fiut fetcl~eil, brlt <ismonstr;~hly false. 
taught Immortnlit,y and Transnt i  Horod. does mention him in ano- 
y r ~ t i o n  : ~ o 6 - r ~  r@ kdyy eirl d t.hnr pl;ice (iv. 05), aud wi th  tilo 
f E h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; X p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ i ~  ~ p d r ~ p o v ,  honourable ar!rlit~un : ' E A ~ ~ P W I .  u; 
oi 6; B a ~ e p a r ,  &r i8io hmur3r.<dv?~. .r$ b t r 0 e r ~ a r d r ~  cru$irr;?j n l ~ e a ~ d ~ ~  ; 
T&Y ;yA c;S&S  it o h ~ b f i u ~ a  06 alld in  ii. 123 (prerious nota) Ile 

Y P ~ $ ~ .  passes over his and other nitmos, 
Though i t  i s  probable that not fro111 a v e r b n  but forbearance. 

Herodotuus, in  the passage just If he is silent ns t o  his corlriectiu~~ 
quoted, whou spcaking of tllc lakr with Eeypt! the most natural roe- 
philosophers who ~ d ~ p t . ~ . i l  tlic doc. son for  his fiilenre i~ tk~t hc kncw 
trinc of Transmigation, K ~ S  rsps- notdling of any auch c~nnection. 
ciolly rcfcrring tu Yyt,haroras, he i\l,qn in r i .  81 (vldo mhpra, p. 332,9), 
dnsv  not ~~eceesnr i ly  mra~;that pY- he vould doubtless have expnsscd 
shagoras 111mself acqui reti ir, in himself otherwise, if he had (lcnvsd 
Egypt Herodotus names Melanl- t,he Pythagore~ns from Egypt io 
pus as haring imported the R y p -  t he  hdmR mdllner as thc  Orpllicu. 
t i r n  Dionybiac cultus into Greecr: ' Pione o f  our authorit.i~;s, at 
(vide 71, 4) : ~t would seem, any ri~te, who spstilc of Pythago- 
thcrcforc, t ha t  Mslarnpns is pri- ras' Egyptinn jwirneys: refer to 
~narily nliuded t o  among the  an- A~istoxenus. 



journeys of Pythagnras in the East ; our authorities 
become more copious as we recede from the philoso- 
pher's own time, and more meagre as me approach it ; 
before the hegnning of thefoiirth centnry they entirely 
fail. Each later writer has inore to  tell than his pre- 
deces~or ;  and in. proportion as the acquaintance of t h e  
Grcelts with the Orjelttal civilised nations increases, 
the extent of tllc journeys rphieh brought the Samian 
philosopher t o  be inst,ructed by tbem likewise increases. 
This is t,he way that legends are formed and not his- 
torical tradition. We cannot, indced, pronounce it im- 
possible that Pythagoras should have gone to  Egypt or 
Phrenicia, or cven to  Babylon, but it is on that account; 
all the more inrlemaustrable. The whole character 
of thc narratives of his journey4 st,rengt,llens the sup- 
position that, as they now stand, lhcy can have been 
derived.from no historical reminiscence; that it was not 
the definite knowledge of his intercourse wi th  foreign 
nations wliich garc rise to  the theories as to t.lle origin 
of his doctrine; but, conversely, the  prcsnpposition of 
the  foreign sowee of liis doctrine which occasioned the 
stories of his intercorirse wihh the barbarians There 
is qui.tc enough to  account for such a presupposition, 
even if it were founded on no actual. contemporary 
tradition, in the syncretism of later times, in the false 
pragmatism' mhieli could only ~xplil;in t,he similarity of 
Pythagorean doctrine6 and usages with those of t,he 
East by the theory of personal relations between Py- 
thagorss and the Orientalp, and in the tendency i n  

There 5s no English equivalent the tendency to  explajn the  b i s t c ~ r ~  
fort.'le German word P~nymnfirmrru, nf thought, by imnfiinnry rornl,in;~- 
which may perhaps be explained nu tionv of fact.-J7ok b?/ Yl'ra~z,~kufo,..  



pmegyric of the P~thagorean legend which l o ~ d  1.0 

concentrate the  wisdom of  t he  wbnlc human race in 
itu kcro.1 The staternckt that Pythilgoras visited Crete 
and Sparta, partly to become acquainted with the laws 
of those couukries, partly that he might he initiated 
illto the mysteries of thi: I d ~ a n  Zeus, stands on no 
better fo~mdat ion.~ The t.hing is in itself conecjr~ablc, 
but thc evidence is too ancertain, and the probability 
of any historical tradition as to these details too scar~ty 

to allow of oor placing any trust in the assertion. So, 
too,  the theory that the philosopher owed his wisdom 
to Orphic teachers a 2nd writings, even though it may 
n o t  be wholly wrong as to the fad: is doubtless hased, 
as it, stands, ~ ~ o t  on any Jlistorical reminiscence, but on 
the, presuppositions of a period in which ail Orphic 
tIleoaopEly and 1iter;ltilre had forn~ed itself t o  some 
extent l~nder  Pyt,hagorean and Nco-Pythagorean in- 
flocnccs. The truth is, that, wc posse~s no document 
wl*ich deserves t o  bc cnnsidered a h i s to r i d  tradition 
conccming the eduentioa of Pythagoras and the re- 
sources at his cornrna.nd. Rllet<her it. be possibIe to 
supply th i s  want  by inferences fl-om the internal nature 
of the FjtE~agorean doctrine, we shall enquire later on. 

The first l~rmjllo~is point in the history of this 

I Xecause I'ythagoras coulJd 
scarcely have atr4ci ned that ' prrlp 
mathy,' fur vhieh he is extollcd by 
Herwlcitux ( o d e  zqf=-a, p. 536, 41, 
otl~erwise than by travels (Cliaig- 
net, i, 40 ; Schustar, fli.rrc~.Z. 372) 
it does not nt %lL follow that he 
went to  Il:gypt. nr risited non-Hal- 
leeic countries. Moreover, H e r b  
cleitus rather derives his  lenr~ling 

from writings which he studied; 
it is possihlc, howevor, thht these 
may have becn collceted by him 
previuusly an his juurneys. 

JUST-111. XX. 4 ; Taler. Wax. 
~ i i i .  7, ext. 2; Ding. viii. 3 (Epi- 
mcnidw) ; Iambl. 23; Porph. 1 7 ,  
ci'. p. 36.7, 2. 

Vide sqm, p. 330, 2. 



philosopher is his emigration to Magna Griecia, the date 
of wl~ich we eannot precisely fk,' nor can wc do more 
than conjecture t,he reasons mhich led t o  it.-is 
ac t i~ i t? -~  however, does not  seem to  11ave 1)sgun in 
Italy. The ordinary accounts, it i s  tnie, do not leave 
space for a long pcriod of activihy in Sa~nos. Other 
texts, however, maintain that hr. at  first labourcd there 
successfully "for some time, and i f  this assertion, con- 
sidering the fables i:onnected with i t  and the ~mtrust,- 
rvorthiness of its evidence, mag hardly seem clcserving 
of notice, yet the manner i n  which Pyt.ha.goras is 
menkionerl hy Ileradeitus and Herodoti~s would appear 
to  bear it Heracleitns soon after the death 
of this philosopher speaks of his various knowletlge 
and of his (in Heri~clcit~is's opinion erroneous) wisdom, 
as of a thing well known in lonix."on~, it is not 
likely t.hat the report of it had first rcachcd Ionia from 
Italy. Fur, according to other testimony (vidc i7lfrcl.), 

Vide svpiw, p. 334, 2. Inmhl. 28 says 11c did eo in order t o  
The statment.s of the ancients a~iiiri the poliximl aclirity, which 

are p b n b l y  mere a~bitrkwy c o o  fhearlmir:ition ofhis fellow-citizens 
jsctures. ~Vost of them assert, with would I I L ~ V E  Er>rct.d upon him. 
Ariutoxe~ns (ap. Porpil. 9) t h o , t  the Antiphu.ap, Poxpt~. 9 ;  Iambl. 
tj-rann J of P ~ l p c ~ a t ~ s  occasioned 20 ~ q q . ,  2 6  ~ q q .  
his rnigmtion (Strrbo, riu. 1. IG. p. 9 9  R f r r ~ r  pertirle~~tly re- 
638; Diog. riii. 3 ;  llippolyt. R~fi t t .  marks. Pylh. Phil. 51. WlmL 
i. 2, sub init.; Porpl~.  I6 ; 'L'hc- Bfalldis t u  t h e  conrrary closv 
mist. Or. xxiii. 235 b ;  Fl'lut. Plnc, not nppcar t,o me conclusire. 
j. 3, 24 :  Ovid. ~Wetanl. xu. 60, etr . ) ,  Fr. 22. ap. Iliog, viii. 6 : 
rtnd that this assertion co~~tradicts n ~ % a ~ ; ~ n ~  ~ v ~ o d p x o u  ;rrrunlqv 
the uncertaii~ story OF Polyrratns's $a~.rlrrev irvepdami pdhro~a ? r & u ~ ~ v ,  
coinn~ondntory let,tl;rs t o  rlmasis is K U ~  ~ K ~ F < ~ P P Y O S  ~ a d ~ a ~  TAY F V ~ " / P = -  

no argument, against it. Dut, it $&n inolqs~v imuroD aogrlqy, T ~ ~ I I , I L ~ +  

cannot be co r~~ ide red  as pored .  B q t ~ v ,  c a a o ~ r , y v ~ ~ v .  (Cf, ihid. ir. t .)  
since Ihe combiuation was perfectly The words ;KAF[ . . . ( T U ~ ~ P A + R S ,  

obvious. O t h o v ~  (Iainbl. 20, ?S) whic-h T chnnot think inswtcd hy 
Y R ~ .  chat. hf emigrated b~cknse tlrc the nnrmtor, r rn~s t  refer to mritings 
Samia~w l i d  tau little t m t a  for prer-iously mentimod by Uom- 
philosophy. On the other hand, cleitub. Cf. p. 22;. 2;  2nd edit. 



the spread of Italian Pythagoreanism was l)ror~;ht 
about by the  dispersion of khe Pythagoreans long after 
the death of the master. Again, the well-known and 
often qr~oted narrative of Zalmods ' presrrpposes that 
I'ythagoras had already played Lire same part in his 
own country t h a t  hc afterwards played in Magna Grzcia. 
In this story a Gletic divi~lity takes t he  form of a 

Inan and communicates with Pythagoras. The motive 
of tha t  fiction evidexltly is to explain thc presumed 
similarity of the Gzetic belief ia immortality with 
the Pythagoltan doctrine (vide ssrp.cr.la, p. 23: 1 ) ;  yet 
the story could never harye heen invented if the rlarue 
of the pIbiIosopher had 'heen unknown to t.he Greek$ on 
the  Helleulpunt, from whom IIerodotus receivcd it, and 
if in tbeir opinion his activity had first commenced 
in Italy, Whether among his counlryraen he found 
less appreciatior~ t,han he had hoped for, or whether 
other reasons, such as the tyranny of Polyerates or t.he 
fear of the  Persian inTasion, hacl disgusted him with 
his natire city, in any ca.se he left it and took up his 
abode in Crotuna, a city with whiclt be may possibIy 
have had some personal connections, and which may 
1~~11 have commended itself t o  him on account of the 
far-famed salubrity of i ts  site and the vigorous activity 
of its inl~ahitants.~ Here he found the proper soil fnr 

Hrrod. iu. 95. t ine  of that  name mentioned in 
2 Bcmding to  a st,rtcment (ap. Herocl. iii. 138), llberatcd him 

Yo@. 21, he had some fivrn his Persian imprisonment.. 
connection with Cwtona, hal.iag According 10 Iambl. 33, 38, 143, 
tr;~velled thither rcs a b ~ y  with his Pythago~as r i b i L e d  innny other 
father; but this is hardly more Italian aud Sicilian towns besides 
historical than the story menlioved Crotoua, especially Sybaris. Thnt 
Isy dpuleius, Flm61, i i .  16, that he wenC Gfbt to Sybaris, and thence 
Gillus, f i e  Crotoniato (the Taran- to Cmtona, l~uwe\.er (vido Riith, ii. 
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his endemours, and the school he establislied was unt i l  
its dispersion so excluaivcly aasooiated wit11 lower Italy, 
that it i s  often described as the Italian school.' 

Bul this portion of hi:: life is still so much obscured 
by fabulous Iegends that it is hard to  discover anything 
with a historical foundation in the mass of pure i n -  
vention. If we may believe our informants, even the 
person of Pythagoras was surronnded with miraculous 
splendour. A favourite, and evcn a reputed son, of 
Apollo,2 lid i s  sald t o  have been revered by his fvl lo~ers  
as a superior being: and to have given proof of this his 
higher nature hy prophecies and miracles of all kindsS4 

a, 4211, is nowhere staterl. R,iitk 
deduces from tile words of Apoilo- 
nius,  ap. Inutbl. 255, on whicl~ he 
puts an rntircIy wrong intcrprrla- 
tinn, and from Jul .  Firmic. A$tron. 
p. 9, (Crotona?n ei Syljdrim c.rd 
z ~ m ~ l ~ c i f ) ,  th.11, after the de~ t r t~c t i o l i  
of Eybarir. Py'ychagomu betook him- 
self tn the estates which the Syba- 
rites bad given him ; that ,  however, 
and everything else that  !e S ~ Y S  

~hout t b i ~  country life, 18 pure 
irnaginatiun. 

Aristot. Netuph. i. 5 ,  087 A ,  

9, c. 6 ,  sub. init. ; c. 7, 988 a, 25 ; 
Dc &LI, ii. 13, 203 a. 20 ; JJ-lcor. 
i. P,,  31.2 IJ. 30; tf. Sextus, Math. 
x. 284; Hippolyt, XeJat. i. 2 ; 
Plut. Pim. i. 3, 2 4 .  

2 Porph. 2, appeal5 in supp r t  
of this t u  Apollonius. Ixmbl. 5 sqq., 
m Eplme~~idcs, F:udoxns, and Xenu- 
crrttcs : but the first of these t h r e ~  
names can vuly be introduced hcrc 
through n inere blunder. For the 
well-known Crohn mentioned by 
Porph. 29, a~rrl Lmhl. 135, 2?2.'a.s 
a disciple of Pytha,gorni;, atid Ijy 
o t l ~ ~ r s *  vide p. 32,7,1,  BS his teacher, 

can kcarccly haw been alive at t.bc 
d ~ t e  of Pyrhxgor:ls's l i i r t l~  : the  
other tmo narnes milst likewise be 
considered rloi~lrt,ful. Xenocrirten 
( 4 9  1 hare already observed in 
Tart ii. a, 875, Lhi1.d edition) m ~ y  
pcrhaps haye mentionsd the stats- 
nlsnt us R repn&, but  he cannot 
himself have d o p t e d  it. 

a I'orph. Z O  ; Ia,mbl. 30, 255. 
After Apollnnias and Nicomanhus ; 
Diudnr. F~cryjr~ 11. 554 : Ilrir;tn~le, 
ap, lambl. 31, 144, quotes. as a 
Fythagorenn clarrsificztittion : TO$ 

h v ~ t k v i  5 4 0 1 r  TX ; r ~ r  B E ~ s ,  ~h 6' 
dvRpmlror, r h  6' oror iYdaydpas ; and 
&lian. ii. 26, attributes to him the 
often r ~ p e ~ t c d  statement (also in 
Diog. viii. I I ,  and Porph. 28) that 
Pyt,hflagora w ~ l s  called thl: Hyper- 
borean ApolIo. Gf. tlie following 
note. 

Acrordirrg 1x1 Allinn, Tot. dl. 
cf. ir. 17, Arifild~tlc had already re- ' 

Iated that Pythagoras had been 
sirnultxl~eousIy seen in Crotonaand 
Matapontun', that. Ite had  a golden 
thjgh, and 11rtcl burn spoken to by a 
rirer god. This st~temenf how- 



He alone arnong mortals understood t h e  harmony of 

the spllered ; 1 and Hermes, whose! son he was in a prior 
state of existence, Lad allowed him to  retair~ the sc- 
membrance of his whole past amidst the larious phase9 

eper, has s11ch x ~n.upjdous sonn:l, wild bcnsLs by a mnnl, for~tnlling 
rh:+t one mig l~ t  be tainpt,ed t o  con- of the future, nu? so fortli. arc to 
jrctrire an eenur i n  the word#, rrd- 11e f o u ~ ~ d  in Z'lnt;tmlcll, loc. ctt. : 
I L E ~ V U  6: ~ ~ o ~ ~ a r h d y a r  6 TO: Nd~dpd- -4pul. 3 8  Mogh, 31 ; Purph. 9; 
X O W ,  vi th  whit11 A.:li:in introduces sq. : Inmbl. 36, 60 sqq., 142, who 
it.. and to SUpp050 tltaL Nicoma- ui l for to~~:r te l~ ,  hotverer, Ears not 
chus, the celelirnted Neo-I- ' j t l~:~go- unrned tlle Ltruswort,hy anricnt 
rean, and not Aribtotle. wns mlikn s writer&' t o  \thorn they awe their 
authority; had not Apollon. Llfl.iirahil. info~mnt.ion ; cL also Hippol. Ea- 
c 6, likewisequoted t.he same thing fu t ,  i. 2, p. 10. I:, is  olcxr frorrr 
from Iristotle. It cnnnotpossibly ' the statement of I'orphpy. a?. 
I~ar-e Leeu Aristotle hilnself, ho-ir- XIIS. Pr. Rv. s 3, 4, t h ; ~ t  ci-cn nl 
$!yer, who stated tlieee tllingb. t h o  fonrt,h ccntnl-y t l~erc  \vt,rr: 
Ire inust have mcnt~io:rcd tht:m akuriex curr,?nt. in pronf o f  I'ytha- 
merely ns PycI~ng~rean I c ~ c u ~ ~ Y ,  gorils's B I I P ~ P I I R ~ U T U ~  Irrr~lwlerlge <IT 
and t l~m Itimself have lwen taliall t11c f ~ ~ t , ~ i r c .  Andron is said to have 
by later writers as the autl~ority spoken in his ~ ~ [ r u u s  of the prr)ph;.- 
for tliem, This, illdeed, i s  possi- nies of l'ytli:~gorai;, and especially 
ble, arjd therefore these statements of MI eartl~qrralre whielt ho forh,- 
ern1 furnish no deciiljsivo proof of told from tho rriiter of a stream 
the ~paripusness of the driatcte- three (lays before it happened. 
liltu t~ear.:se, m p l  T ~ Y  ~ V B U ~ O ~ E ~ W Y ,  TIlcirpompus then trmderred these 
~vlljch they n a f , u r d l ~  recnll to us. stories to Pi~ewcydes. Tho rers6.j 
'rhc s a m c  rnir;irles arc mlnterl h i  of Ernpedwte~, ~ p .  Porpl~. 30. 
nuta rch!  3$mza, c. 8 ; Uiog. viii. a ~ l d  Tarnlrl. 67.  relnrc t.hings mu(.!: 
11 ; Pol$. 58 sq~l. ; Talnbl. 00 ICSS wonderful. They do not i in-  
~ q q . ;  134, 140 s$ jrhc: two l ~ t r e r  ply superw~tirral knowledge, f t ~ r  
after Nirnmxchus; cf. RoRohde, X?h t l i r  a~lc1s11t.s (according ro D i n p -  
nfrrs, x x ~ i i .  44). Atcording to  nes, v i l i .  04) wcr* nor. qreerl ns to 
Plnttiroh he sllorved.his gnlden tb ig l i  Whcthf!~. the TCPSP r ~ f e r ~ e d  to PP 
to the  n ~ ; ~ e m l ~ l y  at Olympia; a<- thi~goras or to E~rrneuides. For 
cordin7 t o  P o i . p l i ~ . ~  :tiid Iambli- the rekt it i s  quite credible that 
chus, to the  Uyperborean priest of doring the  IireLirrle of Pythagorns. 
Apollo Ahr i s .  Fur furtlier ~JSLT- and immadint.clg. after his death, 
ticuIars, ride Hernd. i v .  36 (cf. rumour  may krvc asserted rnucll 
also K r i ~ r h ~ ,  1)i: Socict. R. I'jih. that n . ~ 5  rn i r a~~ t luus  about him, qs 
eolrd. A?), who refers the legsncls of wnu suliscqueutly the case w ~ t h  
Al~trris, told l ~ y  later rvi,iters, wit11 Kmprdwlrs. 
Enme probrtbility, t o  HerxcIeidcs I Porph. 30 ; Inmbl. 65 ; Sirnpl. 
Ponticus. x:tng othrr inirnclcs, %a AT&. fit! )r:@lo, 208, b, 43, 21 1 
often of the most extral-%ant a, I 6  ; Sehal. in AtCt. 496 h, 1. 
descriptiou, sucli AY tlie larning of 

z 2 
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of his existence.' Them i d  nwntion even of a. dsscexkt 
into HsdesS2 ECis doctrines are said t o  have bccu irn- 
parted t o  him in the name of his divine protector by 
the mouth of the Ilelpllic priestes~ Y'Iiclni~~ocIea.~ It 
cannot, therefore, he wondered a t  that on his first 
appe:rance in 61+atona4 he stGacted much attell- 

I niog. uiii. 4 sq. after Xi~ruc- ~ ~ ~ O I J ~ J S  nl f l~h[S~~.  ivljero the P P C .  

loides (Font.); Poryh.S6,48 ; Ixilrbl. bent nkr.~v points t o  s o m ~ w r i t i n ~  : 
$ 3  : Jlornt.. Corm. i. 28. 9;  O\id. cf. ~ v h a ~  Rohde. Eoc. tit. filxther ad. 
;Mcram.xv. 160; Luci;~n,Dial. ~lfijri .  dt~ces. Tliitt, wr i i ings  of th is  kirlci 
2.11, Z,et pxes. Tortull. h. An. 28, wort: n u t  str:rligc. to the Pgtl~agw 
$1. Acfiording to A.  Gellius. i~ .  rerns is wvli known. Tho  Orpbic 
11, C1r;irchus and Dic*t.archotl, the  Kntnlrasis j q  said to hin-c Bcell 
dib;(:ipipler; of .kri.ristotle, uscerteci lbar con~posect by the Pjtl7ngu~~:~n CCP- 
Ythagnras rn~rinh~ineci t . h ~ t  hc had cops (Clrtm. $l~o?lr ,  i. 333 A). 
fort~~arly existed as Eupl~orbt~a, Aristox. tip. Tiiog. viii. 6, 21 ; 
l'ywnderand utiier* ; hutthc rersss Torph. 4 1, A stalen~rnt do 
nf Xenuph;ines, ap. Dirg. riii. 36, orythic~%l, and ao iiuprobrlhlc in 
~q 11di ing of ally remlIection o f  it.celf. gives u ~ ,  hr~aever, no 
n g r ~ v i o ~  s i ~ ~ t e  uf  existence. Ilc right t o  identify Pyth~~gore;~rlisrn 
is aldo said to 1 ~ 1 ~ 2  lrcpt up cun- rvith Jlt. Delp!~ic philosnpfig, 
stmt iotercour~o with the son1 of Crtrtius dues, Giiceh. Geachich. i. 
8 f r i e d  whu liar1 died (ETerm. in  427. 
Jmcph. 60n. Ap. i. 22). FurtLez ' Uiccarc~~us,  ap. Porph. 18  ; 
particulars Liter 011. cf. dr~st,in. Ifisl. ax. 4 ;  speaks of' 

1 3 ~  H i s r ~ n ~ ~ u u h ,  no doubt the  Icctnres, wl~ieh,iu the first instance, 
pirip;ttetic, np.  Diog. viii. 21, cf. he delirorcd before the Count,il of 
3 8 ;  Hermippus, vide Ding. viii. Elders trb rdv Y C ~ ~ V T Y I I  &ISY~T~~), 
41, in irnitnr,jon of t h c  stc~r-y of irnd t l w n  ljy comm:knd of t h e  aut!>o- 
Zalmoxia !nerd. iv. 95). puts an ritiw kaiefora the ~outlzs, and finally 
insipid 2u;ltural i~ltcrpretlition upo~i the woman,  A lengthy and declu- 
this legend, dmut which Tert~tllisn, maror7 account of the content*: uf 
]IF An. c. 28, in umeccssarily these lecturet; iu  giren in I H I I ~ ~ I .  
angry. It* tlue origin is probably Y. P. 57-57, hnd a mrrderl~ixed 
to be found in x rvo1.k artributed to psrap1r~:xsc iu  Rot-11, ii. ;r, 435-450. 
Pythagm~~s ,  called Ka~&Baulr 6;s I do not bcliera thrit this enlarged 
$80". (:f. Diog. 14 : &AX& K Q ~  ai-rbs versiun i u  taken fmm Uiceaeehus : 
<v rij y w f i  +VCI ,  81' ~ T T &  {for partIy ~ E M U G B  i t  seems too  poor iu 
uphicll llolrde, HA,. ,.Wm. xsvi. 558, content for this pbiluruphcr, aud 
appe~liug to  Iambl. Thcnl. Arilhni. pnrt1.y bccnasc Dica~rchns,  nccor- 
p. 41, would substitute I w ~ a i C t n a )  ding to Porphyry, mnkes Fytl~ago- 
~ a l  6ranoa;rv C T ~ W Y  C.[ 6 f k  nupa- 168 appear iirst before the ruling 
ycyepfirOarls &vOpBtovs. l b i d . 4 :  roiuicil, and the11 bsfora the  
~ilirdr qTJrw i ~ p ~ ~ ~ f B ~ r  i I i o v r ~ x b s  yonths ; wherc~a in  Iamblirhua he 
xtpl a t ~ a &  T ~ B E  ~ C ~ E L Y ,  QS €17 W O T ~  is repres~nted t o  hsro madehis first 
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tion,' and soon acquired the Eligkiest renown tl~roughout, 
JtaIy.2 I)iscipIes, both men tirid wornen,3 flocked t o  
him, nof, only froin thc Gseck colonies, hut from the  
whole of I t t~ Iy  ; 4  thc most celebrated Iegislntors of  

:LppeaPanne in the ~ m n n s , i u m ,  and 
tllall 011 the rtlpmt of 11is lecture 
theye, to hare  been commanded to 
speak bcfore the council. It would 
Reem that ct Hlilte~ h i ~ g ~ p h e r  of Py- 
t h a p r a x  hail ntldeti t o  tlip. stnte- 
ments of L)ic.~arclius; and it is 
p~ob:lble t l ~ a t  t h i s  wa5 ~ D T I ~  ot,her 
than Apnllonius ; xince Iaml~lichu* 
in his I' 1'. 249 hq. addi~cox almr- 
r:itive from him in a similar style, 
and (:w Ruhde, li'hcim. ; l f ~ . s ,  x x ~ i l .  
29, ranlxrks) Apollur~ius, ahid. 264, 
eq)~eusly nlakes rnenr'iuri or the 
templo of the Muser, to tllr bnild- 
j11g of which, nceording to sc.cticin 
50: thpse disrnnrses of P~ t l~ : igo~ ; t e  
hati gircn occasion. dguliuniur 
l ~ i m s s l f  (,IS is ?roved lly RoIidc, 
lot .  cif. 27 ~ q .  fror~i Iain!)l. hcctlon 
5 6 ;  cf.  Ding. riii. 1 1  ; a d  J1i5t. 
xx. 4, srtb. Ji>i. ; cf. also Purpli. 
V.  P. 4 )  bccins t o  liar-r: l)&hi,d tiis 
own account on nn crporsit,inn of 
the  Tirnzas, and t u  have also m d a  
rrst uf silyingr reported by Aris- 
t.uxrnils and othcrb : cf. I ~ m l , l .  
section 37. 40, 45, \ n th  13iug. riji. 
22,  23 ; Stub. I"Lri7iL. 44, 21 ( i i ,  
164, ~ W c i n . ) ,  section 55 wrth Stab. 
71, 33. 

Vide besiilcs rvliat. has h ~ e n  
rtl~v=arly qunted, tbe legsr~dnr~ a e  
count of Nicomachos, ap. Purph.  
20, A I I ~  1xllrbl. 30 ; I)iodor. FWp. 
p. $,$I ; Pa1,orirl. ap. Diog. t-iii. 16 ; 
Taler. 3Iax. riii. 15, cxt,. I .  

Cf, Aleidamas, ap. A ~ i s t .  
XAcI. ii. 23, 1308 h, 14: ' I ~ a h r w ~ a r  
nuBaydpav j l r f p ~ a a v ) .  Pll~t~qrcIl, 

Xrwtn. c. 8, st.&tcb. on the l t l ~ l l ~ u r i t , ~  
of Epich,lrrn~w, that Pyt!iagoms 

 aspr resented 11y the Romw.; with 
the riglit of citizonkhip; but he 
b ~ q  been deceived by a forgcd 
writing, r i r l o  \T'clrklrer, Xlfii~z. Schrif- 
tni, i. 550. ilcctrrding t o  Plutdrch, 
toc. cit., n11d Yliny, Hisf.  fld. 
xxxir. 6 ,  36, a piliar v,vsa subee- 
q~rentlp, ri  t the tiini. of the Samnite 
war, erecttd tn  him in Rome A S  the 
misr+ut. of thc  I+rcclia. 

Porph. 22 : srporijhBov b a h $ ,  
AS +?)air ' A ? I ~ ~ T ~ < E v o s ,  K U ~  AEUKUVO: 
rru; Merrud~:nror KU; 1Icur;sior ka; 
'Pw,uaZ.i. Ylrc uznnc, ~ i t h m u t  t l : ~ ~  
appml t o  Aristoxonas, is to  be 
found i11 Diog. viii. 1 4 :  Yic. ap. 
l ' o r~~h ,  19 s q . ;  Iembl. 29 sq., 265 
sqq. 127 (where mention is m;dc 
of nu Etruscan Py~hagorean). 

' Cf. A S  1.0 L l 1 ~  Pythagorean 
womeo, Djog. 41 sq. ; Porph. 13 
sq. ; F,imlil. 80, -54, 132, 26'7, eud.  
n s t o t l ~ e  nlost celelxated of  them, 
'I'h~ano,xXu is ~ r l i a ~ ~ i l l y c ~ l l d  tlte 
wife, but sometimes the dnu4htrr 
of Pythngoras, cf Hcrmeslnax. 
np. dthen. xiii. 599 a ;  Ding. 42; 
:Pmrpli. 1 9  : 1:unbl. 132, 1 4 6 ,  265 ; 
Clem. S'honr. i. 309 ; C. ir. 525 1) ; 
l'lut. Ci~ry. Prec. 31, P. 142 ; St01). 
Rci. i ,  3 0 3 ;  1'Evr.l. 74, 31, 53, 5.5; 
Fl(rTil. h a m .  268-270 (Stob. 
Ft!vril. Ed. Mein. ir. 289 sq.). As 
to t,he children of Pythagoras, 
Porph.  4 (where there is a atato- 
n~cnt of 'I'i~nzus of Tauron~soiuril 
about his da*llter, repented in 
Hierun. A ~ u ,  Jociqa. i. 42); Diog. 
42 v q .  ; lamhl. 146 ; ARol. in Pltrt. 
p, 420, Urkk. A s  to his  househo!d 
economy, lsnlL1. 170. 
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+these countries owned him for their teacher, and by 
his iufluencc, order, freetlnln, civilisation, and law 
were re-established in Crotona and all lllagua Grzcia." 
Even the Druids of Gall1 are called his disciples by 
later writersS3 The PyLhagorean school is represer*te.d 
to I S  n o t  merely 8,s a scie~ltitic association, bat also, 
and principally, n religious and society. 
Entrance iuLo it was nr~ly t.o be al~tained by a strict 
probation, and on condition of several years' s i l e n ~ e . ~  
The ruenlbera reeognised each other by secrct signs ; 

Espceially %:rleucus and Clta-• 
rondas, of which this is asserted 
1,y Senec:~, Y+. 90, 6, and also by 
Posidorlius ; ~ i m i l a r 1 ~  Iliog, viii. 
16 (whether this i5 t,aken T ~ a n l  
A~istoronus cannot be aster- 

tn~ncd)  ; Porph. 21 ; IalnLil. 33, 
1 0 ,  120, I72 (110th prtrba131y fol- 
1 0 1 ~  Xi~omdch~ i s )  : cf. -Xllan, V. 
11. iii. 17  ; Zsleocw is also men- 
~ ~ o n c d  i n  this cunncctinn ap. Dido-  
rum, xii. 20. Kou- Zaleoc~~s s.hs Cer- 
tainly a hundred years earlier than 
Pythagoras, t~nd FO probably was 
CL~nrvudits (cf. Herma~lu,  Griech. 
A n t i  i s e t  89) ; if, on 
the. other hand. we recognjsc tlris 
Charroudas (ridn Diorlorus, xii. 11 ; 
ScImI. is 1'1fit. p. 41 91, as L l ~ e  liiw- 
girer uf Thurii (445 B.c.), he w o ~ ~ l d  
be much ttoo young for n pcr~olrn.1 
disciplu: of Pythagorns. 'I'lie ap- 
p m v ~ ~ n w  of ~ u t h ~ t a t ~ m r ? n t s ,  thew- 
fore, intkeabure-mentionud writera, 
i s  n fresh prouf Luw littlc rcitI his- 
torical found:ttion exist*, even f o ~  
~ncicnt  and widely q~rea(l ;wco~mtr  
of Pythxgozi~s. Sonle other Pglha- 
goxetru lawgivers :irc nnmcd in 
Tnmbl. 130, 172. The story of 
Eumn's rclatiunr with Py~t~:igoil:w 
j, discussed in rol. iii. L, 692, ae- 

conrl edition. 
* Diog, riii. 3 ; Pnrph. 21 sq., 

$54 ; Tairtbl. 33, 50, 133, 214 ; Cic. 
r ,  lidso. 6. 4, 1 0  ; T>ir>dor. Y ~ ~ ~ y m ,  p. 
: I j4 ; Justin. nx. 4 ; Din Clrrpmt. 
Oi.. 49, p. 249 R. ;  Plat. C, P ~ r c .  
Fhilos. i. 1 1 ,  p. 776; cf. rhc sup- 
posed conversation of E'ythngori~s 
with PIlaLwir ; Ia~nbl. 31: sqq. 
' Vide supla, p. 73, l ; i.f. p. 

39 0 

... T~WIIS,  RP. Gell. I .  9 ; Diog. 
Y I I I .  10 ; Apul. Flor2. ii. 1.5 ; 
Clem. Sivort&. vi. 580, A ; Hippol. 
??fit. i .  2, p. 8, 14;  lamb]. 71 
sqq. 91 ; cf. 21 sqq.; Philop. Dc 
An. U, 5 ; Lucian, Fit. Auct. 3. 
The t e s t s  themselves, among ~ l i i c h  
that  of ~~hyaioguurn). is mrntiuned 
(Hippnlytus cniled Pgthagorns t h e  
r1ixi:ovcrrr of physiug.ntimg), ;1nd 
the duration of tke rilelit noviciate, 
is ral-iuos!y givor~. The cunnte- 
n:irjcs of thc tpathcrs WAS hidden 
from t,he novices I)? o cort.ain. ;ts 
in  the  nysterics. Cf. Diog. 15. 

Iernbl. 33s. The Pentaeor~ 
i n  said t,n hhre hecn snch a GRn 
(Sc'chnl. ifa A r i s t ~ p h  ; Cloucla, 6 1 1 , 
i. 849, Dind.; Lucilm, Us Sulz~t. c. 
5). Krisch~,  y. 44. Lhinks the 
gnomon also. 



only a certain number of them were admitted int'o 
the inner circle and initia.tcd into the esritcric doctrines 
of the school: persons not belonging t'o the society 
wcre kept itt a distancc,Vinworthy members mere 
excluded wit11 cunt~~rnelg,s According to  later ac- 

counts, t.he Pythagnreaus of the higher grade had all 
their goods in corn mot^,^ i r ~  oheclirnee to ii minutely 

' Gelliuu, loc. cit., Iinrncs t h r ~  in the concrptians uf J'ytl~ngorns, 
r'lttr.?es of Pythagorean dirciples: which a r t  genuinely .Kgyptlw. 
~ n o v r r r r ~ o 1  or norices ; ~ L X ~ Q . U ~ T ~ R O ~ ,  Thise r e r e  the P-ythugnreans, and 
&uar~toi : Clem. Strom. r. 576 I] ; thcse illone ( to  Lhcm bclonged Em- 
Hipl~olyt.  Bdbb. i .  3, p. 8, 1 1  ; pt~doclea, Philc~lnus and d ~ c h ~ t a a ,  
L'orph. 37 ; Xarnbl. I f .  P. 7'2, 80 ilnd Plato and his followart; werc 
sqq.; 87 tq. ; and Tilloisun's A a ~ c d ,  allied to thcm], to whom the ;to- 
ii. 216-two, the Eiotsrics and cou~its of ,\dstirtlc hnvr refcrencc, 
Exot,~rica ; t.hr fonner 1vc1.e alru :mrl who were generally recogniaed 
crillcd Nat,hcmnticians, ,rnd the by the ancients Licforc rllo pcriurl 
latter Acrmsm;ttiri;tns; a t - c o ~ d i ~ ~ g  uf the Ptolcmies. K o ~ v  all the &u- 
to Iliypolytus and L~mhlichns, the ihorb who ment.ion such l,r. diutinc- 
Eso~erics were called Pythag~re-  tiun pall the  exutericr bthrgoristr, 
nns, and the e ~ o t c ~ i c s  Q t l l a g o r i ~ t , ~ .  nnd the esole~.ics, t h c  t.rue d ~ s c ~ p l c s  
Tho unltccwn n.rit,rr, ap. Yhut. Cod, of PSthngo~ts, Pythagorean5 ; ~ n d  
240, distinyiilibhes Sebasti, Politici, the auonymous n-rikr in Phoiius 
and M~~theinutici; also Pyihngo- q,pli~:s this name oniy to the ae- 
rici, Pjt.I~agnrerns, nn(1 Pjtl~ago- cond gentrxlion. Hnt Rijth f i n d s  
r i s t u  ; a;illing the personid st-hnlars ;L n a y  out  of this  difficulty. We 
of Pythagoras, l'jthagorici ; the h ~ v e n r 1 1 ~  to E O ~ T C C L  the allunyinul1s 
scholarsotther;c,P thayorcnr~s ; aud writ,er tu the exte~ltrrf ur~derstnrd- 
the bhhws <{*Osv JhwTai, P y t h ~ g o -  ing rlcousmxPieians under Yyt1l:t- 
rists. On these statements (the gureiins; and it1 rekpcct t o  Ian]- 
recent data of' which he dues not  blichns LO snkrsti~ure 'Yythr~gnrici 
corisidcr) Riith (ii, a, 45 5 hq. ; 73 6 fur Py I hagurskus, and ILy ttiagure- 
cq.  ; 893 sqq., 966 b, 104) grounEs ans for Pythagorists (Ruth tias 
the folloniny xsnefiiun. The mem- urerloukcd fllr pilssagc in Hippo- 
btrs of the inner Pythagorean Igtns), and all will lic nght.' On 
s~hool (he says) were callcrl l'yfA(t- Lhc:e orLitr:trg- runjectures a the- 
gcri(s, and thosc of the wt,& rir- ory js built np, is entirely 
cle P ~ i h a p ~ e u n s ;  t11cl.e nxi an t o  01-erturn, IIOL only t11c I l i thc~to 
important distinction b e t w e n  their accepted tlkeoly of Pythagure>itiism, 
doctrines, nl l  the sgslenls of the Lint t ho  t e c t i l ~ l n n ~  d Philul.rus, 
Pylr'myurtnns being founded 011 the I'lnto, ~lristotle. kc. 
Zuwastrian dnsllum, which (RC- ApolIon. np, Iemlil. 237. 
coding t o  p. 421 sq., it was im- Ftrnbl. 7 3  sq., 116; Clemens, 
ported into Crot.onn by t he  physi- Stvow. u. 374, D. 
ciau Dcmoc~dca) is not t o  he fcund Thc oldest authorities for 



prescribed rule of  lifc rerrerenced among them as a 
divine ordinance,' This also enjoined linen c l ~ t h i n g , ~  
and entire abstinenae from IJoody offt:rings and animaa 
food,Vrom 1)ei~ns and some other kinds of nourish- 
ment ; 4  even celibacy is stlid t o  h a w  been imposed 

this %re Epicuriiq [or Ujocles) xp. Cau.; a i d  tn the Pjt,h?~goreans 
Diog. x. I t  ; ~ n d  T i m ~ n s  of Tau- gencmlly by the poets irf the  Alex- 
wurcninm, ihid. vi i~ .  1 0 ;  Sckol. andrian pried, ;IF. Diag. riii, 87 
in Plal., Phtedr. p. 319, Bekk. sq. ; dthea, iii. 108 sq. ; iT. 161 
SubsequentIy, akor the appear- a. sqq., 163 d .  Later on, the stntc- 
ancr of the Neo..I'ytL:igorean~, who men;. bocarne almost unirert;nl : 
mil& hsvc taken their notions vide Cic. AT D, iii. 36, 8 8 ;  Rep. 
chiefly from the  id(:al Ylatonie iii. 8 ; Str~bo, v ~ i .  1, 5,  p. 29s ; 
state, the stat,emant. i s  ~inirrl-sa1 ; Diog. riii. 15,20,22 ; Porp l~ .  I". 1'. 
ride Uiog. riii. 10 ; Gcll. IOC. t i t .  ; 7 ; De Ahslis. i. 1.5, 23 ; Iambl. 54, 
Hippol. R$xt. i. 2, p 13; Porph. 68 107 kqq., 130 ; Plut. Da Estc 
2 0 ;  Inmbl. 30, 72 ,  168, 217, k c .  Corn. sub ]nit.. ; Yhilostr. luc. ral. ; 
Yhot. LPZ. IULU&, luakes I'yt,hbqo- Sext. Math. ix. 1 2 ,  7 hq . ,  ;and many 
gorasintrnduce community ofgoods others. 
among the inhnhitnnts of Mxgna ' Heracleidns (no doubt of Pon- 
Grzcia, and cites T i m ~ u s  as xu tug) :md Diugenes, sp. Joh  Lyd. 
authority, De kfmhs. ir. 23. p. 7 6 ;  (:allimx- 

Porph. 20, 32 nqq.; follow. chus. :ip. Gell, ir. 11 ; Ding. viii. 
in: Xicomadlus s ~ r d  IXogcnrs, the 19, 24, 53, frsliowing Alexander, 
al~tbor  of the h,ollk of prodigies: Pulyhiaror ;met ot11el.s ; Cic. Biviw. 
I ~ m b l .  68  sq., 96 sqq., 165, 256. i .  30, 62;  plat. Qu. Conc. viii. 8, 
The latter gives a det,ajled descrjp- 2 ; Clcmens. M o r n .  iii. 435, 1) ; 
tion of Lhria KIIU!C ilnily lifc. Porph. 43 sqq. ; Js,~nbl.  109; Hip- 

* Iamhl. 100. 1 4 9 ;  both as pvl ,R+ut. i .2,p.  1 2 ;  Lucian, V, 
it rrolild sccm (Rohde, I l k e i ~ ? . J f i ~ y .  A Z L O ~ .  6, e t ,~ .  Accnrdi~lg t o  Her- 
xx~ i i .  35 sq., 47) originally from mippus and others, ap. Diog. $9 
Kicornacl~us, seetion 100,iadirectly sq, Pyttiagul.i~s was fitsin in  hi^ 
from Ari~fxxenus, wl~vho, h o ~ e v e r ,  iilght, beeauae h e  \+*auld nut escape 
was only spcnking of t h e  P y t h a p  orer a 11ra11 field. Heanthen (np. 
reans of his own time; Apuleius, Iitmbl. 189 sqq.) rehtes t i l e  m e  
I h  Mngin, c. 68 ; Ph~lo.~tr .  Apobina. of Y y t h ~ o r t . ~ n s  in t he  time of 
i. 32, 2, who adds to the prescripts Ui~nys iuc  lhe clder. Ee also tell8 
of liilen clothins a prollitrition to a filrsher legend, to be noticed 
cut the h$r. Otliers spenk only i,tfra, as to  the pertinacity =it,h 
of -white garrncnts, e.g. Bl ian ,  which the Tramson of the bean prp- 
V. H. xii. 32. hibition ~vds  kept secret. This L s l  
' Fii-st attributed to Tythego- with a little xl teration is tmns- 

ras himsclf bt; Eudrrxus, ap. Porph. fcrrsd to Thezno, by David, SchoE. 
V. P. 7, anh Onesicritus (about tn Arirt. 14 it, 30. Pythagoras is 
3'10 B.c.), Stmbn: sr. i. 65, p. 716 also said ro hare prohibited u-int 
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upon t.hem.' Older writers, indeed, who are more to  
he trnstcd, say not,hing of the community of 
though they extol the  lngalty of the PjLhagare:~ns 
towards friends and co-associates.VThe precepts as t o  
food and clothing (over and above the generd 
of modcratinn and simplicity 4, are reduced by these 
writers t o  a few isolat,ed ordinances. "in connection wi th  

(Iambl. 107, 69. and Eplph. Hm. 
p. 1087 13). Tllc proliilrltion of 
beans is discusssd at le~lztli 
Bsyle, Art. Pyikcg, Rem. H. 

Ap. Clem. Sfroni, iii. 435 r 
(Clemens hil~lsslf cnntmdicb i t . ) ;  
cf. Uiug. 1'3 : o h o r '  <yvAa8~  
( 9 t h . )  oBre ~ L C C X W P ~ Y  o i ; ~ ~  jtmpoSi- 
ald[wv ~ G T E  pe0uaer;r. 
' \'iilr. .wpm, 843, 4 and 

Krisct~e, p. 27 sq., ~v l io  riglrLly 
finds n, rrxson fiir this etatcmcnt in 
a n~iwndc~nstonding of t he  pmre.ri> 
~ o r v k  7; r i v  q i n w v ,  whirh w:ts pro- 
bably n o t  p~culinr to  the  Pytlkqo- 
rc;ins (cf. ~Iristoclc, Rth. A'. ix. 8, 
1168 b, 6) .  It is. hoxveoer, also 
ascribeti to Pyti~aguras  by l T i m a u s ,  
ap. Ding. 10; Cic. Leg. I .  12, a$, 
and An?. Diog. ap. Pnrph. 33. 

CE the wcll-lcoorvn story of 
Damon Pllintias, Cic. 0$? iii. 
10, 45;  1)ioclor F~cuy?ir. p, 551 ; 
Porph. 59; lambl. 233 sq, aftcr 
dristorenuir, to wl~om Uioi1y8i11s 
hirnsslf told the stury, alrd others. 
AIuo other sner.tlutes, a?. Diodor. 
loo. c i f .  ; Iambl. 127 Y C ~ . ,  185, 237  
a q q . ,  and thr mow gcner,ll ~l ta tc-  
mmt* i n  Cir. UQ: i .  17,  rr6; Diod. 
loc. oil. ; Porph. 33, 59 ; Inrnlil. 
2 9  sq. ; also IIrischo, p. 40 sq. 
Tllesr storics, however, for the 
most paH. presuppose the eaistence 
of private properLy among tbc 
Pg-t,l~goronns. 

dristorcnurr : ~ 1 3 ( 1  I+co, rlp. 

Athen.ii. 46 sq.: x. 418 o ;  Pnrph. 
BR sq. ; 1;nnbl. 97 ~ q . ;  I)iog. viii.19. 

"irigtoxc~rn.;:,, IL? Athen. x. 
118 sq. : IJiog, rlil. 20 ; (+ell. iv, 
11. expressly denies that Pyth~go- 
r a n  n.hstaiued from meat: ha only 
1rf113cd tlir flcsh of plntighi~ip nsen 
anti bucks {the former probably on 
:rccour~t of thoir ~rtility, and the !at- 
ter nrl nwolint of their  ln$tfulnces). 
Pl'lnta~cll (($ell. loc. car. ; cf Ding. 
riii. 19)  quotes the same statement 
f ~ o m  ~r i s iu t l e .  dcourrling to h im,  
the I'ythagnrcnns mcrclp absteined 
fyoin l m ~ t ~ n u b r  pitrts of ?~nirnals 
nnd fmnl certain firbea (80 t h a t  8s. 
Uiog. uiii. 13,  only the  ro~nxrk 
nbolit the iln1,'nnrl~ altar, nnd ilat 
the s t o ~ y  nhout Pgtha~urau, can 
hare lleen taken from Bristotle). 
Ylrltru~ch, Qu. C(I~LU.  3-iii 8, I ,  3, 
and Athen. vii. BOH e ,  my thar 
t11e Pjt111gnrenns sitt no f i ~ h  and 
wry little lijeac, chiefly the flash 
of offcrinwr~ similarly Alexander, 
3p. l)ig !vi. 33. spanking of 
lnany pr.ohtbit.lons nf f u d  (orten 
witl~oilt, historicill foadat jon)  does 
n n t  mention abst i~~ence f m ~ r i  flesh. 
Even Ant, Diog. (sp. Porph. 34, 
36) and Ielnlrl. 98 (In an accrmnt 
which no doubt is indirectly Ltken 
f iwn Aristonenns) fire agreed on 
tihs pui~it. ~ v i t h  these writers, 
111ougl1 di i ror iog from them urn 
nlally others. and PI'luc. Ntcmcr, 8, 
s i l p  of the Pytl~agur~xticln oRcdngrj 



particular hrms of worship ; u-hethcr these ordinances 
originated with the Italian Pythagorcms, or only belong 

that they rcre,.fni- fh most part, the same  WON^,^ tts Pol-phyry ; and 
F>l,loodler;s. On t,hc other htrnd, thisugh the contradiction ofhristox- 
Thoophrastus Inust have ascribed emrsitsslf presrpposes that such a 
to the Pythapoi%eans rllc abst.cntinrr pruhibitionl W ~ I S  eren at that period 
from flcsh, which is  nsscrtcd uf t h e  attributecl to Pythngnras, if. ncvcr- 
Orphic Pythag.ore~lr myslcrics of t!~elecju shows that ~t r a s  not :LC- 
hns time (cf, Yf. ii. a, 29, I ,  3 r d  ki~orlcrlgerI by lIiose Pythapreans 
ed, ; Pt, iii, b, 65 sy. 2nd ed . ) ,  if all whose trsdition lie follovved. Gell. 
r I i n t  we rerid in I'o~.ph. Be Absfin, loc, ciS. rxplain: the story of the 
ii. 2 8 ,  is taken from him. Bernnys, beans as a ~>iisnndc~standin: of n 
i lon-ev~r  j'&oph. v. d. Frknwa. symboliral cxyre$siort; the  iijout 
p. 88), thiulra, p~uL&bly wit11 jaa- probable exp1an:ttion is that a ens-  
tice, that  thr: scntenccs which treat turn, which really bclonged to thc 
of the  I ' g t h q ~ r ~ a t l ~ ,  6r' ~ C P  . . . Orphics, wafi transferred to the an- 
nnpavopbr,  H r e  nrldcci by k'o~pliyry. eieiht P~I1lrgore;tas; cE Krivche, y. 
But,, even according t o  this rrprc- 38. Thr st:lt.t~~rtcnt that the PJ- 
sentafiol~, they, a t  least, bstcd the  thsgorcails KO! c only liilen CIOTIILY 
flesh of offerings, so that  theg ie cuntradictcd Lr the acpount, in 
must h r e  had auiniul sacrifices. Diug. vili. 19 (cf, I i~~isi .hf ,  p. 31?, 
The smrifice o f a  bni! is mcribcd to  where he excuses lftsn~ clun~sily 
P.ytiingorns 011 tlzc occasion of tlic enough for weariug woolltri gu- 
discovtq-of lhe PYihHC:orear: p i n -  ~ l ~ e n t . ~ ,  by assertin; t ha t  lincn ilt 
ciple, and otl ler  mat.l:emaiical drs- t l ~ i ~ ~  time was ~ ~ ~ H I I O W I ~  in Italy. 
~ : o v e r i e s ( d ~ n l l n d o r ~ a ~ . A t l ~ e n z u o ~ ,  Aucordi~g to Herod. ii. 81? the 
x. 41 8 sq., and Uiog. viii. 12  Cic. wholo mottcr is reduced to this : 
it-. B. iii. 36, 88 ; Plut. Qn. Cfiiitzv. t h ~ c  in the Orphir, Pyt,hagorean 
i 2, 4, 3 ; x, P I . ,  1 1  4, myder ies  the  deml were forbidden 
11. 1094 ; P m c l .  in Eu:~11.1. 1 I0  11, to  be buried iu woollen clutl~es. 
426 Fr. Purpll. F. P. 36, i,uIere ' As B;exr~~ider (Diog. viii. 33) 
from this thc sacrifice; of a. oTatvrvor axprendg sags : ix.lr;~co8ar f l p w ~ w v  
floes), n i ~ d  h c  i s  also s h t l  to hwr 8ur,uei6iwv r e  ~ p t L j v  K E ~  ~p~,yhLjv leal 
introduced n:rat. diet :mong t ha Irchavo~pwv  ~ a l  $Gv ~ l a l  . r i ivr f ;o . rd~wv 
:bt,l~l~tcs : rirle fru. 111 regard t u  CGuv ual ~ v 6 . u ~ ~  K U I  r2r tthhwv 6" 
beans, Aristoxenus (ap. Oelliua, naparrtA~;ov~ar ~ a i  ui r a s  T C A F T ~  

Loc a ~ t . )  maintains that  pyth.q+ i v  TOTS i ~ y o T s  ~ 6 ? n ' r f ~ u ~ a r s s ,  cb Pla~ .  
r&q, f w  fro111 prohibitirrg Ilie~n, Qo. C0n.u. viii. 8, 3: 15. T11:lt thr :  
partir.~~lnrly rceomln~~uded i l l i i  Pythagoremr hiid peculiar reli- 
vegetable. It is, theraforo, pro- gious c;orricts and rites, and bhrit 
t ab le ,  that  Hippol. R ~ f u f .  i. 2. p. thew fonncd th r  catc~.nal hcnd of 
12, and Pnrpll. 43 sqq., derived their s ~ c i e l . ~ ,  moat be presulipu&ed 
their a f , ~ u r ~ I  account (mentioned from Herod. ii. 81. Pbio also 
>llw by Lucidn, Vit. Auct. 6) ofthe (86~. x. 600 R)kpealis of a nv8ar$- 
prnhihitio~i of ~CIZIIY, nut from1 P F I O S  T P ~ Y F O P  r o i  BIc)u, by which the 
Iristoxenos, but from Antuuius disciplasofPlatoaeradistiuguish~ed 
Diogsneti, from whom Joh. J~ydns ,  from others. Such a distjnctire 
Dfi Jfens. iv. 28, p. 7G, qucrt,es it in pcu lkwi tp  in their mod0 of life 



to the later Orphics a€ Pythagoreai~ t~nilencies ; whether, 
consequently, they'arose fi nln Pgthagoleaniwl 01 irom 
the Orphic mysteries, rve do not  certainly know. The 
celibacy of t,he Pythagvreans is so entilely rxnrecog- 
nised even by later ivriters that they represent; 
thagorar as married,' and cite from him and from his 
s c l i n~ l  numerous ~irrcepts ~ o n c c ~ n i r ~ g  conjugal life (vide 
inJ1.a). Arnong the sciences, besides philuaoplty proper, 
Ihe Pgtl~cgorcans chiefly cidtivated mathematics, which 
oryes t o  them its first fruitfisl developmtint."y ny- 

ruu l t l ,  in itaself, lead ns b cun- 
jccture something uf x religiuus 
c!larnctcr; ar~rl this appears still 
morr: dear1 y f'roin snell histodc,ll 
ncco~mt* as w ~ :  possrs~ u f  the 111~1.c- 
ticill life of the Pyth~gorems, 31111 
froin what mny be  :iccryrled tls 

gennirle nf t.11e c e l . ( ? r n o ~ ~ i > ~ I p ~ b ~ ~ ~ i p t s  
In Diog. 10, 33 hqrl.: JmnbI. 163 
sq., 266  ; also from the early con- 
neelion of Py thqorea~ l i s rn  %it11 
t h o  Rmxhic Orphir, mysteries, thc 
evidcnce for whirh i u  t o  be found 
P~rt, ly in  the above refarslxes, 
ant1 p:ntr ly in the f o r g r y  of flrphic 
wri t i n p  by Pythagn~ennu (Glomtns, 
Sirom, i. 333 A ; L n b ~ r k ,  Aglrwph. 
347 sqq. ; of. Hitter, i. 363, 293). 

Vide sxpTa, p. 341, 4, ant1 
YIusnnius, ap. StoG. Elorll. 67, 120 ; 
cf. Diog. 21. 

"It i &  scarcely rtacesalrg - tu  
q110to c r i d c ~ ~ c c  for this, ns drist. 
: l . /~ . in~la.  i. j. sub init. j o i  ~ah .06-  
#<#or ~ u f 3 u ~ d p c r o r  TGV pofli~prlrwv 
&$&pcvol ? r p i ~ o i  rairu *po?jyu- 
yuv ~ u i  ~ . ~ t , o u + l w r ~ r  ;V abrrars 
,as ~oLrmv ipxds ~ i r r  Currug 
d p ~ h $  Il.48grrav F T ! J ~ L  ndvrov),  einre 
i t  is hntffioieutly proved by the 
whole chsmcrsr ofthe Pythupt~i3io 
doctrine, and hy the nnmea of 

Phitolaus and 1rchpt:~s. Eren ;lt 
a 1:tlcr prr*ioil ilizgl~u Gwcia a114 
bicily co11ti11uc.d to I,r the ~ l r i n c i ~ n l  
seat of mar11rmstic;rl and ast,rono- 
I ~ ~ V H !  ~ t ~ i d j ~ ~ ; .  COIIS~~OV~IIJ~ :  kno\$ - 
Iecigv nntl rl~ar:o~.cr~cs 111 nlntha~ i~ i l -  
tics :and m t r ~ n u r n j  were ascribed 
co Pythrgo:i,i.;rs himself: cb dristux. 
itp Stab. E I ; ~ ,  i. 16, and Diog. riii. 
12 ; Hcnitcs~a~iax anti .Apo!lurloi.. 
ap. At l~en .  aiii. 599 8, a, 418 sq.,  
r~nd Diog. I .  95 ; dii. 1 2 ;  t i c .  
-b7. D. iii. 36. 88 ; Plin. Hist. $a(. 
ii. 8, 37 ; Diog. vi i i .  11, 14; Puayll. 
Jr 7. 36 ; Pllrt,. QH. fin*. ri i i  3 ,  
4. 3 ; A- P. h t t v .  Vici. 11, i, 1). 
I09 i ; Pino, ii. 12 ; Procl. i ~ :  Eu;~.;!. 
19 m (where, j~lvtcad of Irhcyuv, 
~ v n  hhnilld doulitlcr;~ raad buaki- 
yay), 110. 111 (65 ,  44G, 828 Pr.); 
Stub.  fil. i. 502 ; Lucian, Vit. Aicc.6. 
2 : T L  a i  pdhiurar,'3~v ; ~ P I ~ ~ ~ T I K + J P ,  

h i r ~ p o v o , u i e ~ ,  T G ~ Q T E ~ ,  ~ E I V ~ F T P ~ C Y ,  

gourrrrhv. yo~rslav,  p f v r t v  tircpov 
u s .  rllthuugh Pythagorar 
uuyueatiua~l~ly gilre the impulse 
tu rho truitful development of 
nirthcmxtlcs in his school. it i a  im- 
pv~sible,  fri~rn the fragmcnhry a113 
wholly untlxstnurthy stiltemeats 
about him. to foltoi any aonmptioa 
uf his nlrthernatica~l knowlcdgo at 



plying rnatl~cmstios to mnsir, they became the  founders 
of the scientific theory of sound, which enters so deeply 
into their system.' The practical importa~~ce of music, 
however, mas quite as great among them; it was 
cli~ltivated partly as a means of moral cdocrttion, partly 
in connection with the art, of medicine ; for this, too,3 

all nppror imat jng  to histnriciil ccr- 
laintry. Eren the state of mathe- 
innt:cnl scicilce in the Pgthagnrrxn 
school, at the time of  Philulnus and 
Arr.hyias, roulcl only be dc~c!.iJjed 
by one nccumtcly ,acquainrcd wi th  
a~icient mathrm;!t~cs,  and by socli 
a one oriIy with the greatelitu~ntiull 
anrl Tcsorvp. We shall confi~lo our- 
s c l ~ e s  here t,o m-bat c.nncerns thc 
geneml princ~plrs o f  the  mtmlier- 
theoryand halsmony, or the cvncty- 
iiolls ut' tile system nf t h e  universe. 
RGth (ii x 962 b, 314) quntcr 
with ct;~r.ntial on1is8ioi1~ and alters- 
tions a passegc from Varro, L. 
kitit. v. 6, to  prove that Fytllagorns 
mark a map in 'l'arentunt, of which 
Ir:trro svs iiot it nord. .He is 
there spcekii~g of R, bronze i o > a p o f  
E u r o p  on thc bull rcl~lclr Pjtlre- 
goras (Pythaguras of R h n g i ~ ~ m ,  

- the  wall-lini;wn sctlipfor of t he  
beginning of the fifth century) 
mpdc st ' I ' a~en t i~m,  TtT:n*c Capella, 
Dc &?ipl. Philol. ri. 6, p, 197, 
Grot., nl,iributec to Pjthlgorasthr: 
determifistion of tllc terrestrittl 
mnes, mti not n mnp. 

' Aecordiltg t o  Xiccrmacl~us, 
H m m .  i. l o  ; niug.riii. 12 ; Jnmbl. 
1 15 sqq. and others (ride i?tfi?c). 
l'ythngora~ himself inrented hxr- 
mony. Wlint. is more certxin is, 
that it wii.4 first, devolopccl in hie 
school, as is ghovn by the name 
and the t,l~eorieb of Fhilolnus a.nJ 
drchgras, on wliichmore hereafter. 
Flat0 says in Iirp, rii. $80 I), that  

Ule PYtl lngorc~ns regarded Hsr -  
Iiiong- : ~ u d  lZstronomy as two sister 
scicnees. 

f i d e  Pnrpli. 5 2  ; Iarnbl. 33, 
64, l l O  aqq., 163, I Y a ,  234; Str:i- 
h o , i . 2 , 3 , p .  IG; x.3, 1 0 , p . 4 6 9 ;  
Plut .  18 .  c l  0s .  c. 00. p. 364 ; Virb. 
&for. c. 3, p. 441 ; Cic. Tuko. i ~ .  2 ; 
Srrr. UP rra, iii. 9 ;  Uuintil. Im?t?f. 
i. 10. 32 ; ix. 4, 12 ;  Censorin. Dd. 
~ k t .  12 ; d44:lin~i, V. H, X W .  23 ; 
Sext.  math, ri. 8; Chunaleo, ap. 
Atlrcn. xiii. 823 (on Cliniau). 
Tllcsc nccounts, no doubt, cnutain 
much that  is fa,buInus, liut thrir 
h iu tor id  foundation is bayo~ld quse- 
t i o ~ ~ .  Tire. Hamony  of the Pytl~n- 
torennu praupposes a diligent 
study of musir, Thr mom1 appii- 
cayion of this art corre~pnnds to  
t , l~e cllaraetpr of the Doria lift! m d  
of the cultna of Apolla;  and we 
elsowhero find that tl~at ei~lLus wirs 
connected with lnueic as n mcdici- 
nil.1 cure. I n  accol>dauce ~r-it11 this 
the Pythagorean musir. is reprs- 
sentcd as grave and quirt, anti tIir 
lyre as their chef  insrrument. 
hthen. ir. 184 e, hourerer, mume- 
rittes a wl~ole seriea of P~thagoreari 
flutc-plnvcrs. 

Uiog. ~ i i i ,  12; Porpk. 33 ; 
Inmbl. 110, 163. Apollun. ap. 
lamb]. 264. Ccis17%, Uc ~Ifrd ic .  i. 
Ray. names Pyt11;rjior;ts nmolig 
the m o ~ t  celebrxterl pbysician~. LX 
wbk~t is m i r l  f ~ ~ r h l a ~  on ahout Alc- 
n w n n ' ~  councction with tlie Fy- 
tbagureans. 



as well flourished among the Pytha- 
gureans. As might: he expected, after t . 1 ~  proof of 
supernatrrraI wisdom relatcd in the myth of the Samian 
pIiilosopher (vide m p , ~ c c ) ,  I'gthagora.3 and his school 
arc sairI to have applied themselves to  prop'r~eey.~ Ae a 
help t o  morality, we are told that strict daiIy sclf- 
examination was, among other things,3 especially en- 
joined on the members of the s o ~ i c t y . ~  Sin&, however, 
at that period, ethics were inseparable from politics, 
we are also told bhat the J?yth~gureans not only occu- 
pied themselves zenloudy mitb politics "nd exercised 
the greatest influence on the legislation and ad~ninistra- 
tion of the cities of Magna G r ~ c i a , ~  but also that they 
constituted in Crobona and other Itdiaa t o m s  a regular 
politicaI confcderatinn: whiel~, hy its inducnce upon the 
deliberative aasernMies of these towns, really held the 

1 Cf. Inmbl. 87; Strabu, ri. 1, Liiodur. bc. cit.: Uiog. riii. 22,  
1 2 ,  p. 203 ; Justin. rx. 4 ; ~ l s o  l'urph. 40 ; IarnL1 164 q.. 2SE. 
Dir~dor. F~flgm. p. 554. Milo, the According to  IunbIichus, 97, 
ctlebra~cr1 athlete, is  melt k ~ ~ o w n  the ~IOUVS after Y ~ I ~ A I R  were devoted 
to tl;t\re been a Pyitr;lgorea~~. Tho t,o puliticn. and Tarm, vble Augns- 
sratomerlt (Diug. I Xsq., 17 ; Porph. tin. Ue Ord. ii. 20: 171;tint.,ains t b n t  
K P, 1 ; D i d  i 2 ; I Pyklyoras  only cornmunirated his 
2 5 )  thiit Pytlmguws i~ l t~ ro~ lucad  po l~ t lcd  doctrines t o  i l~s  ripc*i of 
meat diet itrnong the  attil~t.es, hia sd~ol irrs. 
whicll is, hnwcrer, scaroely histo- ' Vjde supra, p. 3.1 t ,  5; 312, 1 ,  
rid, seems LO rcfer t o  I'ythaguras imd l r d c r .  Max. riii. 15, ext. I ;  
the phriosopher. $Aid. c. 7, ext. 2. 

2 Cic. Dh~ht, i. 3, 5 ; ii. b9, Cunsisting, i l l  Crotuna, of 300 
119 ; Iriug. 20, 32 ; Ltmbl. 93, members; itccordiug to some at- 
IDG, 147,  149, 163 ; Clenl. Gtrom. e o u ~ ~ t s .  of more. 
i .  334 11 ; Plut. f'luc. v ,  1, 3 ; ' In Cmtnn?, these wero des ip  
1,uciau (vide srrpm, y. 33S, 4). nated by t he  wn1e o f  o i  ~ f h l o r  (lam- 
Magical iirts %-ere likerise attri- blichus, V. P. .45, 260, after dpollo- 
buted t o  Pythagoras, dyd. DG nius), which i~ KO liirgc a number 
,Va,gia, c. 27, p. 504. for a senate, that it might l e d  us 

Diodor. fiuglii. p. 645- rather to sappose f h s ~  [he ruling 
* Carm. ,Aw.  T. 40 sqq., and portiohof the citizens wasintcnded. 

after this source, Cic. Cuto, ii. 38 ; Uiod. xii. 9, eullb. them d y ~ t h ~ ~ o r ~  



reins of government, and employed their power to pro- 
mote an aristocratic org~misation of the ancient Duric 
type.' 'I'hey no less rigorou~1.y maintained the doct.rine 
of their masterL, and silenccd all opposition with tlle 
famous dictum a j ~ b s  i . ' q h 2  We arc told, however, that. 

Pnrph. 18, T L  TGV y ~ p d ~ r w ~  &~XI;VY. 

130th Diorlurns and Ianil~llcllun, 
lruwercr, speak of the B i ~ o s  and  
?KKAVC~LZ. which, %tc>nIing t01~111- 

-bliclrris, ZGO. only Imd tn  resolre 
up0!1 th~ t rvh ich  \ m a  hro:~ght before 
i t  by the x l h ~ u i .  

J<~unill. 249,~f ter  ilristoxcnus, 
254 sqq. ; aftw Apol!onius, Diug. 
viii. 3 ; Justin. xx. 4. Polybius, ii. 
39, mentjcns tlic PyLh:igorean avui- 
Bpra in Clle cities trf h g n a  G ~ ~ P . c ~ R .  
n u t ,  C. P?%Lc. PfiilUfi. i. 11, p. 777, 
rpeaks of the i o f l ~ ~ r n r e  of l'ytha- 
gorat: 011 ihe lerrtli~~g ltxiioces, and 
P o ~ p h .  54 .sa~s the 11,nlians hhlldcd 
over thc direction o f  their stat.es 
to the  Fylhagorcans. l n  the cull- 
teat between Croton;i nnd Syh:tris, 
nrhicl~ andacl in t h v  destruction of  
the latter, ir way, acrnrdirig to 
Biorlvrus, r c s p ~ r t  for r y t f ~ a f ~ t ' f l ~  
~1lie.h deej*jcil t h c  Crotoninni tu 
rcfi~sc t.o delirer up tllc f~~gitir-e 
Sybarite nublea, and to nudcrtske 
a n;;w vrilh thoir more poverft~l 
~ i ~ & l .  It was Illilu, the Pyt!?ago- 
rrxn. who led liis countrymen t o  
the fatal k,~t.tle on the Trais. 
Cice~o, indeed {De O~lrct, iii, 15, 5 6 ;  
ef. Z'usc. v. 23, 6(;), includcs T'ytha- 
goras r y i ~ l ~  Anaxagorns rtnd D c ~ o -  
crilus arnollg those vho rennlrllced 
poI i t icn1 activity in ordex to lire 
cntii.cly for sri~nee : but th is  docs 
nut destroy the fornler evidcncc, 
sixce jn t h e  first placa it is nncer- 
t n i n  whcnce Cicero derived hie iri- 
.formation : and in the sccond, Py- 
,thxgurae himself hcld no public 

office. Still ICBS does it follow 
from P1:ito. Hy, x. 601) C, that 
the Pyt l~a~ormns alistainnd f i .u~n  
political acririty ; though, accnrd- 
ing to this p ~ s m g e ,  thoir foilnder 
Illnwclf worked, not* a statesmdn, 
bu t  by p.rsoual iritercourse. The 
strictly nlistocratic c11arac.ter of 
t h e  Pgthngureun politics nppcurs 
from the charges agknst them ill 
Iambl. 260; dthen.  T. 213 f (ef. 
Ding. riii .  46 , Tertu.ll. Apologct. 
c. 461, and frnm the whr~lc 
peroect~tion 1)s Cylon. Ch4ig- 
net's tlioory (i. 54 sq.). IIOWRTRP, 
that thc g o ~ c r l ~ m c n t  of Orotona 
was lilrt c l m ~ t ~ e d  Pgthagnra~ 
Dun1 a mud~mte  domocr.lcy into 
an  xristomarS- ir supported by no 
trac;idit,ion; it js, on t I ~ e  cnntmrx, 
cont,l-xdicted i i )  thr plnuagp i)i 

Stmho, ~ i i i .  7, i. p. 384 (,liter 
Pnlglri~is, ii 39.5),  whe1.e it is said 
of t h e  Itdinus: per t  .r+r mdurv  
T ~ Y  vj~llbs r o b s  I I V I I ~ ~ O ~ E ~ O U Y  ~h 
rrhriu.ra r 8 v  vopipGv p e ~ i ~ ~ y r c ~ ~ 8 a r  
.nupi 7 0 6 7 ~ ~  (tlie AC~MIIY,  who 
h;td n tlen~ocratit conatitutinn), 
xhich wrbuld not 11avo been neces- 
bary if t h q  had only required to 
re-estnhlish their own doinocratic 
inbtitut.inns ; while, crn the otllsr 
hand (ride j~rirwilme note), t l>o 
2u*IquL~ decided many thing?, 
pvcn under the Pythagorcnn xd- 
ntinistrntion. 

Cic. ,!!. D. i. 5, 10 ; Iliog. 
\-iii. 46;  Clernens, Btror18, ii. 369 
C ; Pl~ilo. Qn. i l r  Ges. i. 99, p. 70. 



this doc t~ ine  was carefully kept within the limits of 
tile school, and tiiat every transgres~ion of these Iirnits 
was severely pi~uisl~s!l.' In order that the doctrine 
might be quite incorn~rebcnsiblc! t o  the uninitiated, 
the Pgthngo~eans, and in the first instance the founder. 
nf the school, are said to  have ,employed t.hat s~mholical 
mode nF cvpression in which are contained most of the , 
milxims handed down to 11s as Pythagorenn.2 

1 ,ilnistorenus, Diog. riii. 15, 
says ic ITRS a principle of t h c  Py- 
thagureans, fi;I tTvar npbs nivrar 
adma issd, and, acroriling to 
Iurril)l. 31, r l r i s~o t~ le  rcckor~s tiic 
saving nhout Qth~goraa ,  qllnwd 
p. 138, 3, among the xrivv d a d $ ~ ~ r a  
of the school. Later \eritel.s (:is 
.Ylut.  X>snm: 22 ; Aristocles,ap. Fus. 
PT. Eu. xi. 3, 1 ; the Preudo-lyaia, 
i ~ p .  Zi~mbl. 76 eqq , ~ n t I  Diog, vil i .  
42 ; Elom. 8trom. v. 574 TI ; Ianb!. 
V. P. 199, 228 sq., 248 q.: a. KOIU. 

pa8 Iuror  ; Villoisou, A~lecd. ii p. 
21 6 ; Purph. 88 ; an eriomylx~ous 
person, ap. Blen;tgc, niog. ~ i i i .  ; 
cf. Ylato, Ap. ii. $14 A) dilate 
much on tl>sstrictness aud fidelity 
with which tbc Pg.tli~igo~eans kopt 
cren geometrical and other purely 
scientific bheorerns as sticretu of 
their frate~nity, :iud on the abhor- 
rerice an3 punishment, of t h e  gorls 
~vh i ch  overtook every betragnl of  
this myst.ery. The first proof  ia 
slqJport of this opinion is t,hc nsror- 
tion (swp. p. $15) of Nranthss :il~out 
Empadoales and PhiloL~uu, and i n  
rhe 1pgcniIary narrative of the same 
author, as also of Hippobotus, ap. 
IarnM. 189 syq. (consider3bly more 
recent, cf. Diog ~ . ~ i i i .  721, s e c u ~ l i n g  
to which Milgllias and Timycha 
arltyer to the ui trrmo.st, tlzc luttrr 
eren biting out  his own tongue, like 
%onn iu Elea, i n  order not to rereal 

to the older nionysius the  reason 
of Pjthnjiorne's prohihitiou of 
bca~ls. On thc  otltcr hnud, i t  i s  u 
q u e r t i o ~ ~  ~vhather the s~%t,erncut, of 
Ti~na?us, in  Ding. viii. 54,  on whicll 
that of Ncailthes is u n q r ~ e ~ t i o n ~ h l ~  
founded, thit Empedocles, and 
a f t e n v z r t i s  mato, were excludcd 
from Pythngnrean teaching, being 
licensed of Aeyorhcria-renllx re-  
fers to the publishing of a secret 
doctrine, aud not to the proclaiming 
in~properl y of Pythagorean dac. 
tr ines AS their own. Noreo~er ,  we 
cannot give much rrcdit t,o the 
testimony of an  anthor, who, in 
s p i ~ e  uf dl chrunrjloqy, makca 
F:mpedocles (Eoc. ciri.) the persunal 
pup1 of' Pythagoras. 

Iambliah. 104 sq., 226 sq. 
Collections and intcryrcL~tions oi 
Pythagoreanaymbols sre rnsntirrned 
by Ari~toscrnur; in the ~ 1 ~ 8 a ) . o p t ~ a ;  
drrogdaers, and by Aleznnder P4lg- 
histor and d~l : tx ima~ider  the 
younger, ap. clanl. St?-om. i. 304,  
B. Cyrill. c. .Jd. iv. I33 D; Iambl. 
T'. 1'. 101, 115 ; TheoL. Atitbm, p. 
41 ; Sr~idas, 'AvaffflarauBpor (cf. 
Krisehe, p. 74 sq. ; Mahoa. Dz 
ArisLoxexo, 94 sqq.; Brandis, i. 
498) ; another ~ o r k ,  said to be of 
anrie~rt Pythagorean origin. beal'i~lg 
t,he name of Androcydarj, is dis- 
cussed. part iii. b, 88, second edi  
tiorr, .kristotle's rork o n  the Pg- 



H o w  much of these statelnents may be accepted as 
historical it is dificult t o  determine in detail ; we can 
ouly establish approximately ce~tain general results. 
We see that so early as the time of AristotIe, Aristoxe- 
nus, and Dicwa~chue, many miraculnus tales respecting 
Pgthagoras were in circl~latiun ; but whether he himaelf 
appeared in tlre chi1riic:Ler of a worker of miracles 
cannot be abcertained. The manner i n  vbich hc is 
spoken of by Rrnpedoclcs and Heracleitus 1 lenders i t 
probable that, for long after hin death, he was merely 
esteemed as a man of un~rsual u-isdorn, without any supcr- 
natural character. This wisdom seems t o  have been 
chicfly of a religious kind, and t o  have served religious 
ends. Pythagoras appears as the founder of a religious 
associittion wirh its own rites and ceremonies ; thus he 
rrray have pasbed for a seer and a priest, and may have 
declared himself as such : this is extremely likely 
from the whole character of the Pythagorean legend, 

thagoreannti seen13 to h ~ v e  given 
mmy d ~ h c s e  sy rn!rols (cida porph. 
41 ; Hieron. c. II2+1: iii. 39, T. ii. 
565, Vall. : Diog. viii. 311, and v:r- 
=ious :iuthors (as Demetrius of 
Byzantium muntionrd by Athen. x, 
452 0) hhve spoken u f  the111 inti- 
der~tally. From these ~ n c i e n t  cnm- 
pilntions probably eune t,hp.greater 
part of h e  sontencss ilscrihwl to 
Pythagoras and the Py Ll~agoreula 
by ptcr writers, H 6  Pltlt.arch (es- 
pccially in  the ruproalaad), Sto- 
baus, At,heeatnr;, Diogenes, Pur- 
pbyry, and Inmbiichur. Hippolytu, 
. These sei i teucw, however, 
cannot be much reliud up011 ns re. 
prcsentiug t h o  Ethics and religious 
doctrine of thc Pythagurcans ; fur 
iu the first place their rncaning is 

very uncert.ain, and i n  the second, 
r r l u t  is geuuincly Pythagorean ia: 
llard t o  distinguish from -later in- 
grodients. In regard t o  t he  Yy- 
tllngowan Wi/oaoph.y, they are of 
l i t t le  iinpnrts~ice. Collectjoi~ti nf 
these seatenccs nre to be fi)uud in 
Ovdli ,  O p w .  G.rm. vet. Sent, i, 00 
.q. ; afullach, F'rnqm. 1'Rilos. i. 
506 sqq, ; Giit t l iug,  688. Ahhand. 
i. 278 sg., ii. 280 sq., hna su1)jected 
lham to s thoruugh eriticiuni. But 
his intclrpretnt~ons are often too 
mtiticial, md he is apt to seek 
punccessaril~ for hhicirleil mennings 
III prescripts, which originillly 
were of a pmely ritualistic cha- 
racter. Cf. Jcro Rohde, Rh Nus. 
X X V ~ .  561. 

Vide sapTa, p. 386, 4 ; 338,4. 
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the fact that the most ancient authorities represent 
Pythagoras to us rat,her as a prophet, a wisp man and a 
mort~l reformer, than as a statesman.' The alliance of 
Pythagoreanism luit1-i the 1)oric aristocracy seems to me 
the consequence and not the renson of its general 
tendcney a d  view of life, and though the tradition 
which bids us rccognise in the Pythagorean societies of 
31:ignn Ci;rlccia a political combination may in the 
main bc worthy of credit, get I find no proof that  the 
religiorls, ethical, and scientific character of the  Pytha- 
goreans was developed from their political bias. The 
contrary seems, indeed, more probable. On the other 
hand, it, is difficult to  admit that scientific inquiry was 
Dhe root of I'yth8goreanism For the moral, religious, 
and political character of the school cannot bc explaineri 
by the theory of numt)ers and matliemittica, in which, 
as we shall presently find, the distinguishing pec'i- 
liarities of the Pyt,bagoresn science consiuted. Pyt8ha- 
goraauiam seems rather to  have originated in the moral 
and reiig-ions element., which is most prominent in the 
oldest accounts of Pythagoraa, and zppeara in the 
early Pyth:~gorean org<cs, to which alqa the sole doctrine 
which can with any certainty be ascribed t o  Pyt.hagoras 
himsdf-the doctrine of transmigration-relstes. Py- 
thagoras desired t o  effect, chiefly by the aid of religion, 
s rcform of the moral life; but as in Thalesp the first 
physical speculation ha.d connected itself with ethical 
reflection, so here prrzctieal ends were united with that 
form of scientific t;lleory to  mlrich Yythagoras owes his 
place in the history of philosop3iy. Again, in their 

3 Vide supk, t c x t s  quoted pp. 3313; 346, 1 ; 350, 1. 

A n 2  



religious rites alone must we seek for the much talked 
of mysteries of the Pythagorean Society. The division 
of esoteric. and exoteric (if this indeed existed among 
the ancient Pytlragorems) was purely a religioris dis- 
tinction. It resulted fro~n the traditional distinction 
between greater and lesser initiations, between com- 
plete and preparatory consecrations.' That philosophic 
doctrines or even mathematical propositions, a p t  from 
their possilde reliligimls symbolism, should have been 
held secret, i s  in the highest degree improbal>le ; a Phi- 
lolaus at any rak, and the other a~ithorities from whom 
Ylato and AristotIe derived their kno~5dedge of l'ytha- 
goreanism, can have known nothing of any ordinanoe 
of t h i s  nature.= 

The political tendency of the Pythagorean com- 
munity was &tal t o  its material existence and t o  a 

In  regard to the leter con- 
ception of the imyrtaaee of tlrjs 
cIi~tinccion, I cannot agpe  with 
Rohde (Rb, Mttn. xxsi. 560 sq.) 
in explaining it, fmm the snpposed 
fact that after there appeared x 
Pythagnean philosophy the adhc- 
rents of this phjlofiopl.:g regarded 
the original Pytha~ore;anism,which 
was limited to religious prescripts 
and observances, xs merely a, prc- 
paratory stage of the higher know- 
Iodge ; thifi seems t.o me to & :;in 
invention dthe Net-Pyhagoreans, 
a h  thus attempted t o  rcprcscnt. 
as the opinion of Pythqorns what 
thcy themsel~es had fuivted upon 
him. and to -plain away the entire 
silencc of ancjrat tradition on the 
subjwt. It is only in their wri6ngs 
that these two  classes of Pythsgo- 
reans are retopiwed; and i t  is 
they who, in the passages disoussed 

p. 309,2, declxre thr; cclcbratcd pro- 
posit.ions ofthc Fythngo~~eans to  be 
surnething exoteric, the  true mean- 
ing o f  which cas only be discorered 
by rcgardiug them u ayrnbuJs of 
deeper doctrine4 kept up as a my$- 
tory by t.hc ~chool ,  and lost  f i o h  
gcncrel tradition. That the true 
philusophy of the Pythagoroans 
shvuld be represented as an occult 
doctrine, only imparted t u  a select . 
minority even of the di;isciples, is 
quit,e in L a r ~ n u n ~  sit11 this ten- 
dency, which, indeed, is its most 
ohvious explam~tinn. 

' So also Ritter, Pylh. Yki1. 
52 sq. &c. 

What Porphyry, 58, and 
Iamblicl~us, 263,199, my in its da- 
fence, carries on the fr~ce of  i t  the 
atamp of later invention. Cf. 
Diog. viii. 55 (wpa. p. 315). 



great part of its members, The democratic movement 

1n opposition to the traditional mis t~cra t ic  institutions, 
which in time invaded most of the Greelr States, de- 
clared itself with remarkable rapidity and energy in 
the populous and independent Italian colonies, in- 
habited hy a mixed population, excited by ambitious 
leaders. The Pythagorean a v ~ k 8 ~ s a  formed the centre 
of the aristocratic party: they therefore became the b- 
mediate object of a f~uiuus persecution which raged 
with the utmost violence throughont lower Italy. The 
meeting houses of the Pythagorcans were everywhere 
burnt ; they themselves murdered or banished, and the 
aristocratic constitutions 0verthrow-n. This continued 
until at length, through the intervention of the Ach~ans, 
an agreement was brought about by which the m- 
maiuder of the exiles were allowcd to return t o  their 
llomes.' As to the date and more preciae details of 
this persecution, accounts differ consiclerably. On the 
one hand, l'ykhagoras himself i~ stated t o  have been 
killedZ in i t ;  and, on the other, it is  aid of certain 

So much we can @her from 
the dehiled accounts p~eseotly to  
hn nnt~ced, and also from tho state- 
ments of Polybius, i ~ .  32, wlio s&ys 
(unfurtumtely only incidentsily,antl 
witl~oot, any ment~on of d h t ~ )  . KRO' 
OBF y i p  K U I ~ O ~ S  Iv  T O I S  KUT& T ~ P  

'I~ahiav r d ~ o r s  ~ u r b  7$v pcydhqv 
'EXhd8a 7 6 7 ~  a p o s ~ y o p ~ ~ p ~ v q ~  2ui- 
upqnav ~ & o v r ; 8 p r a . r ~ v  IIvBayopeicvr, 
p ~ s d  sewn 61 y~vop ivov  K I Y ; I P ~ T O P  
~ ~ P U X ~ P O ~ B  irepi  7&$ T O A I T E ~ S ,  8tlfp 
E ~ K ~ S ,  ISs  BY TGW T P ~ T W Y  ;1vBpGv 
;rr&orqs r d h ~ w r  U ~ T W  i ~ a p a ~ d y ~ s  
6ra.$Bap~vrwv, o u r i B ~  ~2ir K ~ T '  
;rreivov~ ~ 0 0 s  r4aour 'hnhqvtndrf 
r d ~ r i s  ic~o~hqo~ijvar +dvav uar 

csdvewv ual m r 7 0 8 n f i r  ~apuxjr .  
O n  ~l l i s  rpaB the  assertion tltac the 
Achcans uuitsd Crntoni~, Sybnds, 
and Utulonia in a league and eon- 
vention, and f l m ~  in1r~CI11eed their 
colrnlitut.ion into those cities. 

The verir~us acronnta are 
these: lut, according to Plat. Stoic. 
Rep. 37, 3, p. 1051 ; Athenag. 
S~u1qlic. c. 3 1 ; Hippolp. R~fut. 
i. 2, mah fkn. ; Arnolr, ddu. Gmt. 
i. 40 ; Schal. im Plnt. p. 420, Bekk. 
and a passage i n  Tzetz. Chil. xi. 
80 sqq., Pythagorhq TT8S burned 
alive by thn Crotoniatra. Hippo- 
lytas adds that hchippus, Lysis, 
R U ~  &molais eacaped fmm the 



Pythagorenns of the fourth and fifth centuries that they 
had escaped from the persecution. Crotona is most 

cuzlA:~graf.inn, and Plutareh't: words ttxat, more than the forty werc put 
seem to admit the possiLilit,y that to death. He, like most. uf the 
hc only me:tnt m atteupt nt other authorltios, soemstomendtrn 
bunling. 2. i\len,~cst to t h i s  comes Cylon ns the author ofthe persecu- 
the accounh of Diog. riii. 39, that tion. -4s to  the sojourn of Pythngo- 
Yythagoraa and hi8 people ware in ras i n  Tarentnrn, XBth, ii. a, 962, 
tho Irousc of Milo mhc~r thc cnemy refera to Claudirtn, De ~ofl.?ul. M. 
set fire t o  i t ;  that be ercaped in- 31dE. Tkdod. xvii. 151 : At nun 
dacd, ba t  was intrwcpted in his Pythugove mol~ i t z cv  unmpur! sileiat6.s 
flight, and killed ; thc grcattr famoaum O8bniii l.murn prc8sere 
u u ~ ~ ~ l > e r  of his f~biends (furty of Y'arEnti; but  theso wurds appa- 
them) r r . 0 ~ ~  also put tu death : only rently valy at.test the weil-krluwn 
a f s  w, ainong darn were A rc.hippus fact that r r t l r e ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ m  >%is  afterivnrds 
and Lysis, escapcd. 3. Acc~rding n cllicf centre of Pythilgorcsnisn~. 
t o  Porph. 57 and Teetz. lac. cii,, Riith  nur re over n~akeu ou t  of O ~ U -  
others Llhiuk that I'ythagoriw him- Etxm Tnrentam a Taronl~!)o of t,hc 
self oticdpcd horn the xttacl; in Cro- namc of Ocbalius, vl~ose  luxurious 
tono to McUpontum, his disciples life Pythagorns vitinly nttanptcd 
nx~k ing  a Irrlrlgr: through tbc firc to regulate, wl-llich i i  men a greater 
for him ~ i t h  their bodies; and all, discovery xhnn chat about the rrvup 
except Lysis end Archippus, being o r  Euvope, which the  p~~ilo~oyher is 
destroyed; that he there stavved snid to have made in Talonturn 
hirnscIf to dcath, being Teary of (vide stlpsa, p. 347,2). 5, ACCO~YI- 
life, as Porphgry says ; or died of ing to the ~nu~tuillly c~lnplemrutwy 
want, aceorchng to  Tsetzes. 4. aceuuats of N ~ m t h e s ,  ap.  Porph. 
AccorulingtoDic~rchus,ap.Porph. 55; of Satyrus and Heracleidea 
56 sq., and Diog. viii. 40, Pyrha- (Lcmhus), ap. Diog, viii. 40; and 
gnras at the tirnr: of the &ttt'1tk on of Rieomachus, ap. I~rnbT. 251, 
t h e  forty Pythagnrrms, was in the Yytht lgur i~~ at tho time of cylo~is 
town, but not in   he !louse; he fled attack m s  not i n  Grotona at all, 
to tho Locrinns, and thewe toTa- but in Uelrrs with Pherocydoc;, to 
rentum, and u%s rr;ject.od I>y both. tend in his illuess and btly him ; 
hwceeding to Netnpontum, he when un hjs I-olurn hr! found that 
there, after forty days' starvation his followers, nith the exception 
(barn$oavra, says Ilioge~les ; i v  of Archippus aud Lybis; hdd beeu 
rndver r fv  &caynaiwv Btup~[uav.ia, bwned in fililu's house or slairt, he 
sa,ys PorpLyq ; honce, no doubt, hetor~k himsclf t u  Dletapontum. 
Tzetzes' theory), died. This view where (nccordiag to Ho~acleideu, 
i 6  followed by Themist. 0ral.xxiii. ap. D i ~ ~ t ~ n e n ~ )  ho starved hirnsalf 
p. 285 b ; the account in Justids to  death. 6. According to the ac- 
F h t .  x k  4, seernr also to hare count of Aristr~xer~us (ap. IamM. 
az.isen from it; here sixty I'ythai 248 sqq), Cylvn, a. t y m n n i ~ l l  and 
gurcnnv are sil.id to b a ~ o  becn ambitdous man, being angry that 
destroyed, and the remainder Pythagwas had refwed him ild-  
bmished. Dic~archus alro stlys ruishion iuto his society, commenced 



generally named as the place where the first decided 
attack was made, and Metaponturn as the place where 

e riolent struggle wit.11 thc philn- 
E O ~ ~ ; I I M P  and his fo l la~crs  (iurinlg 
the last years of Pqtlt<golr:iu'n I lk .  
1.1 ~ o u i e t ~ ~ ~ c n c e  of this, I'ytl~gbras 
)limsaiT cniigrated to Xetttpuntum, 
A c r c  he d i d ,  but, the struggle 
c~ntinued, and nf t c r  thc Pythapu- 
reans ha1 muintained them~cl~e-as 
fw some time longer at the head 
of t h e  atatas, they were at I d s t  
attitcked nt Cmtona daring a pa. 
liioal aol~wltation in the l~oasa of 
Milo, 2nd all, ex(:ept tho tng Fa- 
ri:ntint;s, Archil~pns and rdYsis, 
were destroyed by fire. Archippus 
retired to hi6 I I ~ I . ~ Y G  c.ity, and LY- 
sib l o  Thcl~es ; the re& of tile X'y- 
thnguroarls, with tho exception of 
drchytaa, alatldo~icd Icitly ~ n d  
lived together in Hhegiu~n (rr-irirh, 
bolrercr, is nleu iu It;ily), urttil the 
school, as t h e  politiea,I conditi~tls 
becl~rne worst nnd Ivorsc. gwdually 
died uut .  (The cuufusiui~ at t l ~ e  
arid of this awount Ilohde, Ric. 
*?fK?. xsvi, 565, o a p l a i ~ ~ d ~  :tn 
invcusion, which con~rnc~~ds  itself 
eqr~ally lo rile. The tr~ia rrteen- 
ill$ is Lhat the Pythsgo~.ern~s 
livod aL first together in Uhegium, 
but ~rhen things became worse, 
t,hey, nirh tho exc.option of Archy- 
tab, l e f ~  Xtulg.) 'I'l31.s vas the ac- 
cuunt u.I~irh Uiodol.ns, Pi.ayn~. p. 
G G ,  had bcfore him, w appears 
frr~lll a coml>urisun will1 I;l,mbl. 
246, 250. ApolIonius, ~ W i f u h .  c.  
6, rnirki;~ Fythngoras f i ~  to iilat,a- 
pouturn licfoxc! che attack wbicli ht 
foretoid. JLI Gic. Fk. v. 1, nfc arc 
told LhaL the clhvttl1111g of Pytlmgo- 
ras a11r1 the. 11l;tcs of h i s  death were 
show11 ln illctapontu~u; in  Taler. 
iZ1ax. viii.  7, ext. 2, that thornhole 
cily d Netapontum atteudcd the 

fullern1 of i l ~ c  philosopher with 
the der+peat rovereIice ; in Aristid. 
Quint.& NYu.v. iii. l l G  3Ieiib. tha t  
Pyt.l~ngor~s before his d ~ a t h  re- 
eo~rlrueudod the Lse of the mono- 
oho~rl t o  his disciples. These ac- 
coullts agree best with lho plLesent 
\-enion, as i;hay all presuppose 
that  the phjlosopher was n u t  per- 
sona,lly threatened up to the tima 
of his death, and when Ylut. Gcn. 
Smr. 13, p 583, speaks of the ex- 
pulsiort nf t,ho Pythagureurts from 
various cities, aurl of the burning 
of their lluuee of asscml~ly in  Me- 
tapo~~t.i~rn, 0u which occasioil orily 
Ybilola.un rxnd Lysis ~ V C ~ F  S : L V O ~ - -  

though JLetapont,um i u  suLstituted 
ior Crotona, anil Pl~i lulaus  ior Ar- 
c h i p p u ~ t h e  silei~ea in rcgard to  
Pyrhaprn:, hirrisclf, and the placir~g 
of the whole pcrsccl~tiun IU t h e  
period efkr h i s  cisath, urn both in 
accordance with the sIatcrnsnts of 
A>'istoxenus. So Olympiodorus i7t  

Phdsd. p. 8 ~ q ,  mentions the Pythor 
goreans only, ant1 not; Pyt,h;l~,rk~,  
rn hario,rr Zwen barned; I-'i~iloLau's 
and H~ppnrrilnr (Archippus) alone, 
he aaytS.e, escaped. , 1. The account 
of XpiiLIuuius, ap. 11;trnLl. 254 bqq., 
resctnbles thxt  of Ar i s toxcn~~.  
Acllortling t o  tLis,thsPythagorean 
:tristocracy veTy enrly excited dis- 
sat~sfaclion ; nftcr t lm iles~~rt~ctirm 
of Syh~r is  ;ind the dz-th of Pgths- 
goras (not merely his departure: 
JREL S i  t ~ c h c b q b c v ,  it is said, and 
in connection with ~ T E A E ~ T ~ U P ~ ,  t h e  
prcrlouh ;irt6ilrrr R D ~  unijhde B P B  

to bc erplninetl), thia rlissat.isfac- 
t i u n  u a s  stirred up by Cylon and 
other membars of noble f~mi l i e s  
not  belonging to tho society, m ~ d  
ou thc p a r t i ~ ~ o n  WE the conquered 



Pythagoras died; but there are so many discrepancies 
as .to details, that zt complete reconcilia.ti~n of the 
various statements is impossible. What i s  most pro- 
bable is that t l ~ e  first public outbreak must have taken 
place after the death of Pythagoras, though an opposi- 
tion to birn and his friend8 may perhaps hare arisen 
during his lifetime, and caused his migration t o  Meta- 
pontum. The party struggles with the Pythagoreane, 
thus begun, may have repeated themselves at  different 
timcs in the cities of Magna Grzcia, and the varia- 
tions in the stat,emcnts may be partially accounted fur 
as recollections of these different facts. The burning of 
the assembled Pythagoreans in Crotona and t-be general 
assault upon the Pythagorean pmty most likely did no t  
take place until the middle of the fifth century; and, 
lastly, l'ythagoras may have spent the last portion of 
hi3 life unmolested in Metaponl~lm.~ 
lands broke out into opein hostility. kjl Led in  flight., while the ile~nainder 
The P y t h a g ~ r ~ ~ n s  were dispersed of the Pythagorenns, t,o the  nmnber 
during m e  ~f their assambliea, of thirty-five, were burned in 
then defeated in combah, and aftcr Tarenturn. 
ruinous disturhnnccs, tho whole A q  iir non7 generxlly s u ~ p s e d ,  
Yydragoresn party wsa driven out according to Bockh. PhiEol. 10. 
u f  Lhret! naightior~ring citie.s by Uie Thc above suppoait~une arr 
judges, who had been corrupted, chiefly based on the followicg 
and a distribution of 1:inds and re- grrr~~nds: Pirstly,by CAT LIIE proatpP 
rnision of debts f ae dnr'reed. Not number, and t h e  most creditnbie 
till aCt.r~ many gears did tho mlrhorities, maintain thot Pstltn- 
A c h ~ a n s  accomplish the return of goras died i n  Metaponturri (cf. 
the exiles, of ahurn about sixty Ianrbl. 218) ; m d  BVCI! rhosn who 
came b ~ c k  ; hut even theso fell in place tile burning of tho house in 
X I I  unfortunntr: encuunter with tile C:rntona in his life-time: .for the 
Thurians. 8. Lastly, Hermippua moet part asstrt thrrt 11e hitnself 
(xp. Diog. viii. 40 ; rf. SeBoL dm esciipcd. Althnug1;ll it is cloar 
Plat. Znc, tit.), differing from rlll from thc contrclictoriness of these 
othni. acrount,s, says that- Pythagu- latter slslernents that uo urlirer- 
ms WAS vith his Triaud~, fighting sally accepted traditiou cxisted a t  
at tile ]lead o f  drc Ag~igcntiaos the tiina, jet. the  fCxci, itsolf t.hxt 
apinst the Syracusnns, nud was Pytkngorits fled to Alehpontum 



It was only after the dispersion of the Italian asso- 
ciations, and in consequence of this dispersion that the 

~ n w t  hare been pretty firmly es- 
tablished, since the nroat im robit- 
blc expedients were resortefto by 
the truchors of  these statements to 
reconcile it with t,heir or.her theu- 
l i es .  Other accouuis ijay that he 
was put t o  [loath in Groton* or 
Sicily, but this is no douht nn in 
stance uf wkrat so often happens in 
regard t o  Fythitpr;rs-that facts 
about his school, or rr portion of 
Ilia school, nre transferred Lo him 
personally. Secondly, the occasion 
of P~thaguras's retrcat to Meh-  
putrtnnl could not have been the 
incendiary attack on the assembly 
at fiotoaa ; the nthck mnst harc 
owu~~cd mnny years after his 
desth, Aristoxenus and tlpulio- 
nius say this exp~essly. Aristoxe- 
nus, however, IS the nuthority 
whom me c;hn~~ld most expoct h 
Teprodure tha Pytlxlgorsm trt~- 
dition of his time. Wfth wI3;rt 
right ApoIlonius al>peals m sectiun 
262 to rir 72, K ~ P ~ L Y I ~ T & ; I Y  b ~ o p 1 1 6 -  
pum, we do not kr~ow. If evon 
;my work thnt might be so doqig- 
nakd were within his reach, the 
designation might apply to auy 
Crotoniate writing whatsoever.. 
Rot,h, bowcvcr, thinks it m~ni fes t ly  
implies ' contenlpurary records,' 
and he deduces from tlrsm, not 
only the soi~~trwhnt unimpnrt~nt 
poiut f o r  which tliey were citerl, 
but t he  whule narrative of Ipollo- 
nius. Horeover, the diff~reat xc- 
counts iLsecl% with singular urstni- 
niity thnt only A~chippus xnd LJ- 
ais escaped from the n1;tssacre ; and 
cis this is ~rkairttaiued eren by tllude 
who place that crcnt in the life- 
time of Pytllagorag, jt must,, at 
any rate, be h a e d  on an arrcis~t 

and l~niversal tradition. N o v  
Lyais, at an advancad age, wss the 
invtructrrr of RlmminonBs (Aris- 
tux. ap. Iarnbl. 250 ; Diodo~. lot. 
ci$. ; Kcanthes, ap. Porph. 55 ; 
Diog. vii i .  7 ;  Plut. Gea. Sow. 13 ; 
Dio Chryeuu. Or. 49, p. 245;  R. 
Corn. Nepos. .?+om. c. I). and the 
bicth of Epmninondns rannut be 
a~~pposed e~r l i cr  than 418-420 
B c.; n ~ l t  unly hemusc he fought, 
vigorously at  BI~autinea in 362, but 
also becaunr. n u t .  De Lnt. Viw. 4, 
5, p. 1129, namcs his for~icth year 
es the at wlrich he began to 
be important, and this period (nc- 
coriling to Vit. Pelup. c. 5, end, c. 
12 ; De Ge7~ S ~ c r .  3, p. 676) could 
n o t  havfi bacu h~ffii-B 378 R . G . ,  the 
deliver%ncc of 'rhchrs. Supposing 
Lysis to ha\-e bee11 fifty years older 
than his pupjl. we thus arrive at  
468-470 B.C. Re tila earliest date of 
his birth, and the attxrk in Crotcma 
could scarcely, even i n  h a t  CBUB, 
k a ~ e  occurred before 450 B.C. It 
is more probabie, hnwever, t h ~ t  the 
diftreoce between t,ht xges of Ly- 
sis ant1 Epaminondas wits not a o  
gxwt ((aceording toPJut. Gen. Sow. 
8, 13, Lysk died shortly before the 
dell romnce of Thsbes), and thxt 
the Oro~unian mass.icre murt be 

aced shout 440 o.c., or even later. 
$1)~ stktement of Bristoxenus 
ribcut. Arrl igt~s xnd that of Apol- 
louius- that a pr t lon  of the Py- 
tttagore;tns, who hat1 k e u  expelled 
from Gntoua, ratuurmed a f t k  t.he re- 
ronci11nt.ian effected by Lhe A c l ~ ~ & n s  
-yoirlts to such date. For 
lillhough, according to  Pobh. ii. 
39, 7, t.lte sttacks of Diongsius the 
Elder (who come to the throne jn 
JOB) left the three Italian cities 



Pythaprenn philosophy heenme more widely ~JIOIVU in 
Greecc, although the Pythagorean rites had previously 

(CroLons, Sybnris. and C~ulonin) 
110 oppurtuuity fur the C U ~ O ~ I ~ H -  

cton and maintenance d the  nev 
institutions borrowad 6.o1n tho 
dclllrauu some tirne (per6 r~vclp 

X P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ )  after t.hG ~djll~tIlltlLlt 0f 
tho  Pytli~gore,zn t,roubIes-yct tho 
Achzan madidtion could 
liuvs occurrod cmlrer than from 
ten t o  f i f teen  years previous to the 
end of tlie Pcloponncsian~vnr ; hilt 
P(~Iybi.us himsclf seclns to nssurnc 
tllat t he  truubles to w l i i d ~  the 
burning of the Pythagvrean ho~~stb: 
gave tlni. sigutll. mare not very dis- 
rmt ch~onologicnlly from the in- 
tcrvsrlt,ion of tho  dcl1;r;mx. It 
mattars not that the I'ythagoreail 
arrernl~ly 1~hic1i w w  bbr~r~iled js 
univeraslly piaced in the llousc 
of Nilu, and that thc authors uf 
.the deed ,we slsn called by Aris- 
toxeuua Cylnnulns ; for Milo's 
huusemay Lax-a remain4  ihc meeG- 
ing p l a c ~  of tho Pytht~gowans sl'tcr 
tile death of its ovncr, ax I'lxLo's 
gwdeli --as t l u ~ t  uf i!lc Aewlcmy ; 
and ' Cyloniaiis ' seems, liko l'ytha- 
porcnm, to luvo brtcn i~ party Ilmne, 
which su~rived the chief frurn 
urlium it ?xis derived ; cf, Ariitox. 
loc. cit. 249. Thirdly. It is nercrd 
thnless prokrablc tha t  before the 
death of P~rhagorus, a party ad- 
verse to tile Pytllago~~cans wxs 
formed by Cylou in Crotonit, which 
pitl-ty may have been strengthened 
m;ri~ily by the demand fur a diri- 
sion of i1le conqtlcrod Iarlds, and 
by cho T ~ C ~ O ~ ~ O U S  ennflifi with tho  
Syhsritts ; and thst  t.hie. disturb- 
ance may hare determined Pytha- 
gows to remuye tu Metalmnt~un. 
This is admitted by Ariet.menus 
and Xpoilonius, though the former 

makes the  hrirning of Milo's houfie 
take place nn indefinite timo after 
the dwth of Pytlir2goras ; and the  
Itrttcr, instead of tho burning, re- 
Iatos anozher i~icidelit in the tirue 
of CYlou. Even dristotle (ap. 
Diog. ji. 446, cf. viii, 49) inci- 
ilentdly mentirrus G.vlon'b elrmity 
ughinss Pythegora8, which hrul be- 
come l)rnvcrhial. Tllcfie esrlier 
confiicts, howcver, cannot have oc- 
c~sinnerl the overthrow of the Py- 
thi~guresns in ldowcr Italy, T h i ~  
can only h s e  happened (ere11 aa- 
cortiing tn  Polytrius) when the 
burning of the cot~ndl house in 
Grololla gwe  the signal for similrrs 
uers in other pluees, nuda universa1 
st.r~rm broke out agiinnt the l'y- 
thagoreans. >-hen, thercforc, 
Adstononus says that the?yt.Ii~gu- 
raallr Bcpt tbe Iead ofputilicaffwirs 
in the  ciliss of Blaxna. G m , i a  for 
some tirne after tho first ~ttack  
upon tltcm, there is e v r v  remun fur 
wediting t.he statement. Fourthly. 
If tilo fist pnpul:~r movu~ncnt 
ngainst the PLythsgnreans was con- 
fined to Crotuna, and if they finally 
maintainad thernselre~ there, it is. 
not proh.ilrrle that 7?gtliagnras, cou- 
trnrg to  the pri~iciplos rd his school, 
shr~ullr hitre ahtrved hirnsclf tJo 
death, ur aven have died of hnn- 
ger. It rather scnrns es if, ex-en 
in Ariscotle's t imo, tradition had . 
hem siIent s.s t r r  tho  particular 
cireums~.ancas of his rlcarh, and 
t ha t  tho  laruna was s ~ ~ b s e ~ n e ~ ~ t ~ ~  
filled by arbitrary wnjecturrg ; so 
that Ar;stosenus. is horc most 
worthy of credit, wl~m hc restricts 
himself to the remark : K ~ F ;  A;-/E- 

T U L  naranrpC$ar rbv B ~ P .  Chnignet 
i, 04, object3 to the foregoing that 



gained entrance there,' and cer t~in  individn~ls  had 
turned their attention to the philosophic doc:trines of 
the sch001.~ At this period, at all el~cnts, we first hear 
of Pythagorean writings and of Pythagoreaas who lived 
elsewhere than in Itdy. The first of' these with whom 
wc are acquainted, i u  Philolaus.4 R e  lrnow that Le 
was a contemporary of Socrates and Democritus, and 
probably was older than either ; thitt iu the lasr decade 
of the fifth century he resided in Thebes," and that he 

if tho J?j th; lgu~e~nu !lad been 
hanishcd frou Italy for aoventy 
years, th8y u.oald n ~ t  h ~ r e  bee11 
called the Italian philosophars 
(ride s r y l ~ ~ ,  1). 338, 1). I know not. 
with \vlmt ryes ha can hare raarl  
a discnssion, wfiiclt ttsl~resaly :it- 
tempts ta show that thr; Fyt,hago- 
rcanrc Ir3crc not expeller1 till B P O ,  
and returned before 406. 

' Tido W t p i n ,  2. 346, 1. 
Virlc the exprt:mion of Hem- 

cleitus, quoteti p. .33fi, 5, and the 
a~ser t iona of Thraayilus, G launrc;, 
and ApoIlodor~ra, tly. Uiog. I X ,  38, 
according t o  which Uemoaritus r a s  
xcquaiur.ed wit11 Pi~ilulauz, that he 
bpo6ewith ~ d n l i r i ~ t i o n  of Pytli~~go- 
ras in  a treatiue calleil i t f t ~ s h i r n ,  
and, iu general, had niade indas- 
trious use of the Pytlrogarear~ doc- 
trines. Democritus, hon ever, XVZL~ 
certainly younger t h m  El~ilnlaua, 
and it is doul~tft~l horn fu Hcritc- 
leitus lwd knuwlerigt: u f  Pyt,haporas 
as a philusmpl-ier. His words scam 
raibrr t o  rcf'1.r to t h e  fnundcr nf 
the religious association. He 
charge~ Pgt.hrlg~.~~~b with MQKOTE- 
X ~ i n ;  and thc cuyypagai, from 
which ho is mid to haw gtnineti 
his false wisdom, miiy either mclau 
Orphic Iiymiis, or the t t nc i e~~ t  my- 
thological poclus, of which Hern- 

c!cjtus gel i~ral ly  s p e ~ l r s  so slight- 
ingly; or, at any mate, the writings 
of Pliercrytios snrl An~nirnlii~der.  
The passage concertling Pj thagoras 
and 11iv uuivsrtul kno>r~lcdgil per- 
haps st.aod iu thc salnc conncctiou 
as thc polemia against th8 i lncient 
poets. 

8 ViZc sngwn, p. 313. 
For Arthipplls, r h o  is rcpre- 

gen t~d  in LIiamu. u.  Rzg. iii. 469, 
Mart. (vd. ii. 565, V~11.) as tewh- 
iug wit11 Lyfii~ in Thebas, was a 
so~neirhat younger conleinportiry 
o f lys i s .  The: s~atcmcnt, seemu t o  
have arisen from t h e  two n m e s  
being elsewhere msntioued to- 
gcthcr; f o ~  a l l  o t l ~ w  ztu[,hurities 
xpree that Archippus rot.11rned t o  
'i';.renturn after L ~ C  conti:tgr;itic~n 
iri Crutoon, and t h a t  Lyais went 
alone to Thcbcs. Vide h e  yassa- 
g e ~  quoted stcpra, p. 357, 2. 

Pla~u, Ykr~do, 61 I1 ; Diog. 
Zoo. c i i .  Diog, viii. S4, names Cro- 
tons ss the imtira city of Philu- 
laus ; all ut11t;r suthoriLick, Taren- 
turn. Gf. Bcckh, Philcd. p. .5 sqq., 
wherc t h c  crconeuuv statements 
that hc cscaped from t,he firo in 
Cro tum (Plut. Gm. SOCY. 13, Tide 
w p n ,  p. 358); thkt  110 w m  the 
ins:rur.tor of P1:tto (Diog, iii, 6). 
and a persond pupil. dk'y'ythagorits 
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was the author of the first exposition of the Pythagorean 
system.' Lyais must also have corne to Thebes about 
the same time ss Philolaus, and probably resided there 
up t o  the second decade of the fourth cen t~ l ry .~  I'lato a 

assigns Timacus the Locrian t o  the same period, but i t  
is not certain whether or not this Timsus was a his- 
torical personage. Among the disciples of Philolaus 
i s  mentioned Eurgt~~s ,~  of Tarenturn or Crotona, who 
must also be supposed to have spent a part of his life 
ont of Italy, siuce those of his pupils who arc known 
t o  us came, one of them from Thrace, the others from 
l ' h l i ~ ~ s . ~  These scholars of Eurytus are called by Aris- 

(Illrnbl. P-. P, 1041, with othcrs of 
a sirrlilar hind, a r e  refuted. AC- 
c o ~ l i u g  to Diog, viil.'84, Philolaus 
wis put to dcnth in Crotvnn ou 
surtpicion of aiming at the Tyranny. 
Ha must, tllarefure, h a w  rctriruiid 
to Italy, and beconre irnplicnted in  
the final party conflicts \ i i t h  the 
Pytllagort.sur. 

Cf. awpra, pp. 313 ; 314. 2 ;  
and 13lickh, Philnl ,  p. 18 sqq., who 
rightly contests the asserrion lhilt 
the work of Philulxus w t s  first 
hrought t o  light liy l'lnto. Prdler 
(AIEy. E*cycl. iii. Sscl. rol. anii i .  
371), x t  :bay rate, doea nut co~lvincs 
m o  of tho cont , rq .  Tho result of 
Backh's onquiry, p. 24 sqq., is, that 
the work bore the t i t l empl  +;ocws, 
ti1rc.t i t  was divided in to  three 
hooks, and is identical with thc  
writing t o  which Proclus gircs t h e  
n~yst ical  nanre of B d ~ ~ a r .  

VCf. p. 561, and Iambl. V. P, 
185 ; ibirl. 7.5 sclq ; Diog. ~ i j i .  42, 
,z portion of a letter said to bc his. 
Further details as tu the writiilgs 
nttnbnted tu him, p. 922, Part iii. 
b, 37, second edition. 

' In ths Tinraus and Critias: 
cf. especiirlly Tim. 20 11. 

' Iarnlh, I :18, 148, c*tils him n 
scholar of Y y t h ~ p r > ~ s .  He dso, 
in  bsction 148, nslnes Cribtnna as 
Itis native city ; i n  section 67, how- 
ever, agreeing with Diog. uiii. 46 : 
dp111. U y m .  R a t .  ( ~ 5  inil.) ; 
'I'arantunr ; ~ect ioi l  2fi0 1-eprraenta 
him, tugetl1ler ~ i t h  a ccrtain Thea- 
ride*, as lil-ing in Xetapont.um; 
t h i s  statcmel~f, howaver, stands in 
a rery doubtful connoclioi~. Iliog+ 
iii. 6, i t l ~ i l  4pul .  lot. '.id. meutioli 
him among tile Ihlian instructors 
of .Plat o. Sorr~e tenets of his vi1l 
be mentioned further on. The fr:~g- 
rncnta in Stub. i21.i. 210, and Clem. 
IVtron!. v:55Y U: do r~o t  belong to 
him, hnt t o  an lrrwginary Euryaus, 
:tnd are nn doubt ~puriuus. 

We know little more of them 
than w11nt is said in Diug. viii. 46 
(cf, InmL1. Vita TytAag. 251): 
~fhtirraior ydp ;y;vuu.ru 7Gv IIu8a- 
yapeitvs 08s ual ' A p ~ r ~ d l e u o s  IISC, 
Zfvd#rAds 6 d Xah~ii3tbs &rb  @p+qr 
rai f idwrwv6 dh~llrriosxal ' E X G I C ~ ~ T ~ S  
~ a l  AioshGs KU; I I O A ~ ~ U ~ U T O ~ ,  qhrrfe- 



tosenris the last of the Pythago~eatis, and he says that  
with them the school, as such, became e x t i n ~ t . ~  The 
school, according t o  th i~ ,  rrlust have died out in Cxreece 
proper soon after the middle of the fourth century, 
though the  Bacchic Pythagorean r i t e s  may h a w  con- 
tinuedZ t o  exist some time longer, and may have fur- 
nished a. pretext t o  Diodorus of Aspendus,3 for desig- 
nating his cynicism as Pythagorean X'hilosophy. 

Even in Italy, however, the Pythagorean school mas 
not. annihilated by the blow which destroyed its political 
ascendeney. Though the persecution may ex- 
tended t o  most of the Greek colonies, it can hardly 

rot wal a h o f .  qsar 6' brpoa~al +LAO- 
hdov K U ~  EAp6~ou r iuTaprr ivwv .  O f  
Xenophilas we are told (Piin. Hist. 
hht. vii.50,168; '%lnr.31ax.riii. 13, 
3 ; Lucian, ,'Mnmob. 18) that he at- 
tained thc age of 105 in perfect 
health. The two last authorities 
appeal to Arihtoxonox in support 
of this statcmont. Pliny m d  the  
Pseudo-Lucian call ~er~ophi lns  t,he 
musician ; according t o  the lat- 
ter, he lired in Athens. Eche- 
crates is thc same person wbo is 
mentioned in the Phreclo and in tllc 
ninth Platonic letter. Cic. #in. v. 
29, 87,wmngly calls him a h c r i a n ,  
cf. Steinhart, Phtda Fflke, iv. 
568. 

' Vide previous note, and 
Iambl. be. sit.  : ;@6ha<av $Y D ~ Y  

ipxiit $ 8 ~  K C L  T ~ L  P ~ B ~ P U T ~ ,  
xakor < K ? . F A T O ~ U ~ ~  7:s uiP;rtcas gws 
iwrhais fi+crvfa8~uav. ~at7ra p h  081, 

'Apru~d&uur ~ L ? T ~ s ~ T ~ I .  Didor. xv. 
7G. The last Pythagorean philo- 
sophers lived in  the third YeRr of 
the LO3rd Olympiad (366 n.c.). 

e A s  will be shorn Iat.er on. 
This Diodorus, who cam* 

from the  city of Aspendus, i n  
Pamphylia, iri mentioned hy h i -  
crates, ap. Ding. vi. 13, as the ill- 
rentor of the  Cynic garb, or,  as 
Athen. iv .  163, murc accurately 
says, the person who first wore it 
among the PyLhagoreanu. With 
this Timzus, ap. Athen. loc. d ,  
agrees. lambl. 266 cd l s  him a 
pupil of Ares=, the  Pythagrtrehn ; 
bur. this is manifestly false, as 
Aresas is said to have escaped from 
the persecution of Cylon, aud Uio. 
dorub, arcording t o  Athanzus, must 
hare lived about 300. To t hc  same 
period Lyco seems to belong, -irho is 
called by Uiog. (v. 69) n&ayoptrh, 
and whose attacks upon Aristotls 
are spoken uf by Aristoclcs, Ew. 
&. Eu. nv. 2 , 4  sq. Tha latter says 
of him, Airnmvo~ TOG h&yoyowas aEut 
ndayop~rrbv iowdv, and includes 
him among thoae advel-saries of 
Arjstotle who were cnntempumry 
with him, or somewhat later. 
(This Far orerlwked, tupo., p. 
308, 1.) It is probably the same 
person who is called in  ImbI .  267 
a Tarent.ine. 



@orean have done so t o  all, and in certain cities Pqths, 
teachers mould spem t o  have maintain~d their position 
even before the restoration of peace. At al l  events, if 
the  sojourn of Philolaus in Heraclca,' for instance, be a 
historical fact, it perhaps may have occ~zrred previously 
to  t h a t  epoch. In thifi same town is said t o  have 
lived C:linias the Tarentine? who in any ease was no 
dorlbt a nra,r eontcmporary o f  Philolaus.3 As to his 
philosophiiral importance, wc can decide nothing. 3Imy 
proofs have come down t o  us of the pmify, gentleness, 
and nobility of h i s  character ; but we possess very few 
of his philosophic propositions, and these arc lly no 
means of ~lnquestionable auth~nticity.~ Prorus is men- 
tioned as another of his contemporaries in Cyrene," to 
rrhick city, i f  this  statement b~ true, Pythagnrennjsm 
must have spread from its origiual centre. I n  the first 
half of the fo~n.th ceutnry, it cven attained, in the person 
of ArchJtas,7 to new political importance. We know 

1 famlrl. ZEB, urhere from the 
context t,ht I t n l i ~ n  Herxc le~  ran 
r~loae hc m r n ~ ~ t  ; th i s  city vas a. 
colony from l'arentun) :~nd Thurii, 
fuunrlclrl i n  I.he fonrth gear of t.he 
86th Olympihtl. 

Izmhl.  266 sq. 
"s is  presuppoilcd hy the 

n F o q p h n l  story jn l)iop, ix. 40, 
that lie n.nil Anlyclns restrnirled 
Pl&t,o f ~ o m  hurning thc  ~ l i t i n g k  
of Democritua. 

larnb1. V. P. 2 3 9 ;  6. 127, 
198, Athen, xiii. 623 sq. after 
Cl~nmclcon: Xliao. T.- H. xir. 23 ; 
Uaail. Us Lpg. GWC. lihr. Opp. ii. 
179 d ( S P T ~ .  xiii.; Opp, iii. 5.19 
c.) ;  cf. note 3. 

The two f r q m r n t s  of an 
ethical character jn Stob. I'loril. i .  

65 sq. arp s ~ i d e n t l y  sp~irious. as 
m8.y Ile seen from t6e modc of ex- 
pression. 80 nn doubt is the  state- 
ment fibout the One in Byrim, on 
~%?ciuph. Schnl. in, AT. 827 a, 19 
sclq. A smnll fr~gment, nhich we 
find in Iamlll. 71a~oE. Anthn.  19, 
hcars no fiefinit4 mzrk of being 
spurious ; hut,, on t he  ut.hor hand, 
its  ~ntlienticity cannot bc demon- 
strated. Lastly, I'lut. &M. Cam. 
iii. 6 ,  3, i s  a passage of small im- 
portance, whether peuuine or not. 

c l ~ ~ i > r d i n g  tn Diotlorus. Fruqm. 
p. 554, We~s., Clinias: learn~ng 
tllxt Prorn~ b;ad lost hja property, 
journeyed t o  Cjrcne 1,o the rciliof 
of this brothcr Pyih~porcnn, who 
whfi pe~:~fionxlly u n k n o ~ n  to him. 

' What we know of his Iife is 



little, however, with certainty concerning his scientific 
theories; nor can me determine how far s philosophic 
impulse was connected with this renewed life of the 
school. Soon after the  period of Archytas the Pytlla- 
gorean school, even in Italy, seems to  have died out, or 
at any rate, t o  h a ~ e  becn represented only by some 
isolated followers. Aristoxi:nus, a t  least, speaks 0:' it as 
an entirely extinct phenomenon,' and we llavc no in- 
formation from other sources as to  the longer continu- 
ance of the ~ c h o o l , ~  although the knowledge of its doc- 
trines was not confined t o  the  snges of G r e e ~ e . ~  

Besides those Pyt.h,agoreal~s we have spoken of, 

limitrd to n very f e \ ~  statements. 
l3o1mn in Tarenturn (Diog. viii. 74, 
&c.), a crrntomporary of Pbtu 
and of Uion~sius the voanqer 
(Aristox. ap. Athen. s i i .  546 a ;  
Bog. doc. At. ; I'lato, Bp, mi. 338 
c), said t o  bo Pktto's inatl-mtor 
(Cic. Fh. r. 29, 82; Ilcp. i. 10; 
&to, 12, 41) ; according to ano- 
ther equally untm~t .wnr t ,~~~accoul l  
(ride ~ p w ,  aZO, 4) his pupil-hs 
NOS cqunlly great as a stttterman 
(fjtwhu, vi. 3, 4, p. 280: ~ p o d s q  
7nr rdhfmr  ~ o h t v  X P ~ V O Y ;  dt.l~cn. 
loc, c i t . ;  PIut. Prm. Ger. Re$. 
28, 5 ,  p. 821 ; XI, TI. a. iii. 1; ; 
Demostl~. A m l o r .  vide supra, p. 
320, 4) and fir ii generd (Aristox. 
ap. Diog. viii. 79, 82, ~ i d c  .sup-a, 
p. 321, 2; Blian,  F. H. vii. 14).  
HP. distinguished Iiimself in math- 
cmrrtics, mechanics, and hannot~y 
(Iliog. riii. 83 ; Horat. G i ~ w i .  i. 
18 ; Pto l e~n .  H m .  I. I3 : Pnrph. 

i'tuE. Hama. 41 3 ; P m c l u ~  is 
Ew. 19 166 Fricdl. &er Eurle- 
mus] ; Apul. Aypoi. p. 456 ; Athpn .  
ir. 184 e),  of n noble and wcll 
balanced chardoter (Cic. 2 9 s ~ .  iv. 

36: 7 5 ;  T)lur. Ed. p7dcv. 14, p 10;  
Bss. Xxm. Vind. 5 ,  p. 551; other 
pnrticulms ap. Athen. xii. . i l D  b ; 
BI. xii. 15; xiv. 19 ; Divg. 79). 
His i!eath by d~owning is well 
L n o m  from LIol-net. 9 9  to his 
writings, vide mpra ,  p. 320 sqq., 
and .Part iii. li, 85 sqq., tieeond 
etlit,ion. 

1 Vide stypa, p. 364, Q. 
2 For Nmrchus t l ~ c  T~wentine, 

t,n nhom Cato(ap. Cic. Cnlo, 12,41) 
refers the tradition of fi, dinconrss 
of Archytas against, pIeitsilre, is 
probahly ;sn imnginxr? person, and 
is not even called by Cicem a Py- 
thagorea~~. lt is PlutwcIt  who. in 
repeati~~g Cicero's statement (Cnto 
34gj. c. 2) first so deacribcs him. 
This discourse, t h e  pendant to the 
hedo~ristic discourse wllich Aristo- 
scnua, ap, dt.lien. xii. 545 b sqq., 
put? in to  the mouth of l'olgarchus 
in ~ I i e  presence o f  Axchytas, no 
do~&t. ~ O S P ,  oitl~er d i w c ~ 1 ~  or in- 
directly, our of  is pasaye ofrlris- 
toaemus. 

Tide in fvn ,  Pirt iii. b, 68 sq,, 
second edition. 
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many others are named in the confilsed and ill-arranged 
catalogue of Xamblichus,' and elsewhere. But several 
of these names evidently do not belong to the Pgtha- 
goreans at all ; others have possihly bcen introduced by 
subseq~rent interpolators; and all are worthless for us, 
because we know nothing further about the men they 
designate. There are. however, some fern men who are 
connected with the Pythagorean school, but do ne t  
properly belong to it, whom we shall have to  notice 
later on. 

I 11. TIIE PYTHAGOREAi'i- PRILOOOPHY ; ITS FUiVDA- 
NESTAL COXCEPIIONS; 8U.FfBLR AAD THE htLE- 
MEflTS OF ;TUMBEB. 

In order t o  estimate rightly the philosophy of the 
Pythagoreans, it ia  of the highest importance that  we 
shoilld dis t inpish in their doctrines and institutions 
that which is pliilosophical in t,he narrower sense from 
that which has arisen from other sourced and motives. 
The Pythagoreans constitute primarily not a scientific, 
but s moral, religious, and political association; and 
t ,ho~~gh a definite tendency of philosophic tllougllt was 
developed in this association at an early period, and 

, probably by its  very founder, yet its members were not 
dl philosophers, nor were all the docbrines and opinions 

Vat. PyfH. 267 sqq. their enemies. This seems to er- 
Vide stcpra, 352 sq. The namq plain Aristotlo'a sxpressiun, o i  

* Pythagoreans' or ' Pythqorici  nrrhrhprvol nv0aydprror (vide supru, 
seems to have teen originally, like p. 307, 2 ) ,  cf. Dicaarch. ap. Porpb, 
Cglonists or Orphici, a party de- 56 : I l u O a ~ d p s i o r  8' dkA4huav + 
signation of a political or ~eligious, o u o ~ a u ~ ~  ~ U U E  4 u u v a ~ ~ ~ o u ~ ~ u m u  
rather than a philosophim1 kind, ah+. 
bestowed on t h m ,  perhaps, by 



which t,hey entertained the  result of philoaop'r~ic enquiry. 
On the cout,rary, many of t.hese may have arisen inde- 
pe11dent;ly of  such enquiry, and may haye relatcd t o  
okjects with wl-lich t .11~ I'ythagorean philosophy never 
concerned itsclf. Altl~ougi~, therefore, in considering 
these doctrines and op~ir~iona, wc oughl, not to  lose 
sight of their posailole cuunect-iun with  the puidy 
philosophic doctriries, yel; wil must, not rt:r!lcon all that 
is Pg thagorean as b ~ l u ~  I ging t o  the Pythagoi-ean PlriEo- 
s q h y .  -4s well might me regard all that, is Eellenic 
as Greek philosophy, or all that is to  be fourd among 
Christi:.n peoples as Cllrist,ian pliilosophy. We lmve 

conscqucntly 1.0 enqnire in each particular case how 
fnr any Fythagorcn,n doctrine is philosopliic as to i t s  
cont,ewlt, that  is, how far it Inily w may not be ex- 
plained by the philosophic charxctcr of the school. 

Thc most ge~ier~illy distinctive doct~.iac of the 
I'ythagorean philosophy is co~itaiaed in tbc propasition 
that number js the essent:e of all things, that every- 
thing, in  it;^ csscncc, is number.' How ve  are t o  uuder- 

Ar is tn t .  Met<tyh. i. 3 : i v  62 70;s Ap~Bpo;s ; & U ~ V E T O  r h v  q6fl1v 
IULTOLS ~ a l  ~~b ~ n & ~ w v o i , r a ~ o 6 . u ~ v o r  ELr$mpr~La%a~ ~ i n a v ,  ni 6' bpl6pol 
n v 8 ~ ~ 4 ~ s w t  .rGv , ~ a 6 ' ~ , ~ 8 ~ w ~ i ; $ & a s u p r  *$fftlr rFjs gJoc-s rrpoiroi, rh + i j ~  

s p Q ~ u i  raihu ~rpofiyayov rta: ?v~pa-  .&p.pltJ$Lir c r u r x ~ i u  'a7;v 6 v r w v r r ~ n r ~ ~ i . a  
+ ~ V T F S  ZY ~;711;7 .AS TO;TCCV hpxhr T ~ V T W P  eTvar S~tAaBor, ,  ~ a i  T ~ V  8hvu 
saiv SYTWV iPXhr  ++8nsar ~ h e r  olipavbv &ppov;ar ~ 7 v a r  K U ~  ipiEpdv, 
a 6 v r w r .  Zrrd 6; r u & ~ w v  oi &p.pl@poi Cf. ibid. iii. 3, l0D2 a, 8:  oi p2v 
qv'aei wpG.ror, d r  ruir A p ~ ~ p o i s  xohhol ~ 4 1  O !  wpd~tpov T$U ohulav 
i 8 d ~ o u v  Biwp~Tv bpordPa.ra n u h ~ &  ~ a i  T A  Gv ~ O V T V  rb ~ 1 ; p  ~IYUL . . . 
70% 0881 H L L ~  ~~-jq/op.Cvoiy, UEAAOP ?j oi B1 i i r ~ ~ p o v  H$ U O ~ $ ~ ; T E P O L  ~ O ~ T W Y  

;v #up> K U ~  ?tj ~ a l  ;Ba-rr, 8 ~ r  r h  p ; ~  f ? u ~ e  ~ ~ ~ u V T E S  7 0 b ~  &plop~If$. Cf. 
-rorov8/7Lir iLptbu.ijli X $ # P T  B l v a i o u d ~ ,  the  following note. It seems nn- 
~b 8; ~ o r o u 8 :  +uXh ica: voik, S ~ c ~ o v  necsssn.Yy t o  add t o  thcsc Ariato- 
"k x a r p b ~  ~d ~ 6 i v  dhhw.u &r f !~rre iy  telisn passages the R X ~ ~ ~ L ? ~ : I ~ ~ U ~ S  

;K&.;-TOU d,uoiws. ZTL 82 T ~ V Y  ~ P P U Y ~ K ~ ~ P  nf later writers, such a.5 Cicero, 
2v dpr%pnk 6pGy1~s T& *&d3 ~ a l  Acad. ii. 37, 118, Flut,. Phc. i. 
70;s hdyous, C T E I B ~  T& P;v tinha 8, 14,  kc. 

'POL. I. D U 
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stand this foimula, however, is a point on which 011r 

ai~thorities a,re in appearame not fully agreed. On the 
one side, Arivtotle frequently asserts that, according to 
the Py.thagoreau theory, things consist of numbers,' or 
of the elements of numbers ;Z that numbers are not 
merely qualities of a third subshce,  bnt immediately, 
and in themselves, the substance of t,hings; and form 
tbc essence of things ; yet for that very reason, do not 
exist apart from things, like thr: Platonic ideas.3 He, 
therefore, in considering the relation of the Pytha- . 
gorean numbers t o  his fiirlr kinds of caoscs, places 
them among thc material, as well as thc formal causes ; 
for the Pythagoreane, he says, sought in numbers at 

' Vide prayions note, and IWC- bnph. i. 5, 987 n, 14 : T O ~ O G T O Y  8 i  
i ~ p h .  xiii. 6 ,  1080 b, 16: ~ a l  oi rrpootai8mw Lo1 no8aybpcror] b 
nv8aydp~101 &LC 7bv U ~ B ~ J ~ O T ~ K ~ Y  X U ~  Zidv Ldllv ~ ~ T G v ,  8 ~ 1  r b  XITE~CL-  

[ i p l e f i 8 ~ ]  TA+U a; uexwp~uPl*Cvov, apivou ~ a l  .ri d?r~rpov ~ a l ~ b  tv o j x  
&AA' ~ I C  ~ o l ~ o u  ~ 8 s  a i1~8~rAs o;oiar &r;pas ~ l v b s  ~llenruv E ~ V U  +duel$, 
rvvemr iavar  gadv (or, as in  1. 2 : ozov ncp  yyl jv TI TPLO;TOY Z T E ~ O Y ,  
&s ;H: TGY i P ~ B p i b  ~ Y U W C C ~ X ~ I T W V  Ahh' a67b 7 b  draipov MU: aLrb .rb fv 
dvra *h ~ i a # ~ r d ) .  Vgl. c. 8, ofiufuv E L I ~ ~ L  . r o h ~ ~ w v  &v K~TTJYOPOIY- 
1083 b, .I 1 : ~b 8; .rA n r S p ~ a  2{ TUI, arb wal Lp.prBpbr dvar f i lv obutav 
bptO~$v d v a ~  uvyrrelpcva ~d ~ b v  ~ T ~ V T W V .  S;milarly Phys. iii. 4, 
i p ~ i 3 ~ b v  ~ U ; T O Y  errat f i u B q p ~ ~ ~ ~ b ~  303 X, 3, of the i i u ~ ~ p o v  alone; 
d86mrdv Z r r v  . , . ~ K E ~ V O L  6; ~ b v  17fednph. i. 6, g8T b, 22 ; iii. 1, 9Y6 
+rOp;)v T& 8 ~ ~ ~ 7 a  A ; ~ U V U I Y .  T$ Y O ~ U  a, 5 ;  ibid. C. 4, 1001 A, 9;  X, 2 
~ ~ W ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T ~ T ~ O ~ ~ T T O U U L  10% adliaa~v in i t .  of the bv and the ;v. 
;Y ;< ;KG;YWV ~ Y T W V  ~ i j v  kptBpljv. a ~Wetayh. i. 5 (vide reviow 
mfv. 3, 1090 a, 20 : 01 8; lTu8ayd- note), c. 6, 987 b, 27 : 6 prv ['dhtf- 
p=ror 3rd ~b dpGv T T F O A A ~  TL~Y kp~BpYLu .rmr] .rob$ &~.ptepobs *up& r h  a i u 8 q ~ h ;  
r d 6 n  GrrdpXovra .TOTS aio&1~oT~ ol [ I I U ~ C S ~ ~ ~ E L O L ]  F' kpiOpbs tbar  
8&paurv ,  dvar piv &pi$#& & ~ o i q ~ u u  p w ~ v  u5rh 7ir npdypara . . . rb $v 
r d  h a ,  a; xwprtrrobr 62, hhh' n%v .rh Eu K& 70;s kpqprOpobs naph T& 

A P r e p & ~  T A  BWIT, wllence the cen- r p d y p a ~ a  .rrurtucu K U ~  ph r5unep oi 
suw in  1. 32: m r r b  Z t  & p ~ 8 p i i ~  r &  nu8. kc .  Ariubtle often makes 
+uur~dr ~ d ~ a ~ a ,  ;K ~ X ~ V T W V  Bkpos use of the same distinction to dia- 
pq82 Y O W + X T ~ T U  : ~ o v r a  X O U + ~ T ~ T U  criminate the Pykhagorean doc- 
ml Bdpos. i .  8,990 b,21: ipiBpbv a? trine fmnl the Platonic; ef. iielaph. 
& X A ~ P  pg1186a eTv~vsr rapd rbv bpi6fibv xiii, 6 ( r ide  note 11, c. 8, 1085 b, 
TO;TOY, 2f 0 ;  UUY;~FT?JKIY d ~ ~ b u ~ o s ,  8 ; z i ~ .  3, 1 OD0 a; 20 ; P&ys. iii. 4, 

Vide previons note, auil Ma- 203 a, 3. 



once the matter and the qualities of things.' With 
this I'bilolaus in subsirtuce agrees ; slnce he not only 
describps uumher ;LS tlie law of ooiverse, and that 
which holds ~t fogc~thrr, the  pntrer that rule3 over gods 
aucl men, t i l e  r:oittIition of all dehition and know- 
ledge,=but, he calls t,hc Limit and the Unlimited, whicl~ 

' Mttaph. i. 5 ,  986 n, 15 : 
~ a l v o u r a t  6;1 udr o h 0 4  ~ b v  irprOpb~ 
uuE4tS;ur~s h P X i v  t ? v a ~  K U ~  As 8 h q p  
r o 2  u h r  KQ) o5r irdOq .re uai  ELK 
To t l~ ia  lrelongs d d r ~  the pasgage in 
986 b, 6 : ;oircrrnr 6' is ;v B A ~ S  ~ i 6 r ~  
78 V T O L X ~ ; ~  T ~ T T F L V .  <K T U ~ T W L I  yip 
BS b u a a p ~ d ~ r w v  uvvrlrrtEvir; aal'lrc- 
~ ~ d n o r s t  @aui r h v  obuias: whel.her 
we rcfer these words, with R O I I ~ ~ Z ,  
i n  the first instnncc, to  t l ic  ten 
oppositions prurioaely euumerclted 
( v g c  i f p a ) ,  ur directly to the # T O ~ -  

Xaa  T O U  dpiBpoC ( r n ~ ~ l t i o n o d ,  U S 6  R, 

li),  the Uneven or Limitcd, and 
the E ~ s n  or Cnlimited; for the ten 
uppoiires are only the ulterior de- 
valopir~er~t u f  t h e  f i ~ r ~ ~ m a n t . n I  
npposition uf the Limited mcl Un- 
limited. ,Ir;stottr; prolwtbly had 
in Itis mind the plssagr fyom Yhi- 
l o h ~ i ~ . ,  quoted p. 3 i2 ,  1 .  aa tias 
drearly beon obsemad, p. 316. 

Fr. 18 (U8clrh, 139 sqq.) ap. 
Stob. j?cZ,  i ,  S : ocwp~?u i u E i  .rrl $pya 
ua; T A P  r'rraiav T& B p ~ O p i ;  KUTT&V 

861,alr~v, $+IS I w l  Cr T$ B E K ~ B I .  p y d -  , 
ha y$p warreh$s KU; 1~uu~oipybs  
KUL BeIu ~ a i  o3pav;w Biw rcal dv8pw- 
nivw dpXd ~ a l  &yc,uiv . . . &vcv 6; 
ra6rar  n d u r a  Lreipa tcal d6$ iu  K G ~  

d@uvG. vourxh yip & +durs T& dcpr8- 
flij ua: b y q ~ o v t l r h  wai 818auh'aht~& 
TG L ~ o ~ u u ~ i u w  navrhs ~ a i  hyuoou- 
J L ~ V W  ~ ~ 1 1 7 1 .  06 yhp 4s 8iihuv ofih'6vi 
rLBiv ~ u i v  npuy+rl.rwa oGre c(6.r;~ 
xo6' at& o R e  t ; .~hw ro+' dhho, ei 
p+ 4 s  Q L O ~ ~ P  ral d ' T O ~ T W  z ~ u i u .  
rGv 8; o$ros w a ~ ~ b v  $ v ~ b v  kp.pp@r 

B U 

aiaiHpn~ x&ra  y r w t r ~ &  KU: ro7dynpa 
i h ~ c h o t r  ~ a 7 k  ' ~ Y ~ ~ O Y O S  $ 6 ~ 1 ~  (ef. 
Eiiekt~, 1. c.) dacpyd{erur, dwpartjv 
xal u x l c i ~ ,  702s hdyovs xwplt 6xdu- 
YOUP ~ L j u  trpay,ud+wv +GV T E  bmlpwv 

~ i u  T C ~ U I Y ~ Y T W U .  f50~5 8; KC; a; 
phvqau $v r o i y  Ga~,uou:uir ~ a l  B~Eo2.r 

npityuaffi 'Thy 75 & p i p -  p6bcv %el 
rh# ~ A W C C U ~ U  I U X ~ O U T T ~ Y ,  bhhh It41 ZV 
TO:< br8pwut~o;s fpyols kai ndyurr 
xJor rrrlura rrai x a ~ d  rhs Sup~ovpylas 
7;s T G X W K ~ S  ~ ldbus ~ a l  K U T ~  TAP 
~ . O U U I K ~ P .  + ~ O 6 o s  8' oh8;v S d X ~ ' l a [  d 
TG bpiOpi;r cpicrs 058; itppoviu. 0; 

ydp o i ~ c i o v  ah-07s h r .  7;s y&p 
A r r ~ ; ~ w  &a: b ~ ~ ) i l + *  ( - ~ T U )  KU; k ~ d y *  
grLailrr ~b $ E G ~ O S  ~ a l  c i  ~ 8 4 ~ 0 s  2tll, 

and sirnilarly af~ernrlrds, pl'0I>rllhg 
hkon  from another plwo, worci~?, 
$FGSOS 8; ~ i B ~ ~ , u i r  3 &p[Bpbv ~TMTCYT. 
rohiProv yap K U ~  ZxBpbv U ~ T S  7+ 

$ha;. & 6' & A ~ ~ C L U  O;FC;UY xu1 u ~ , u ~ u -  
7e TS dpleua YEYE$. F?? 2 

(Rockh, 58) np. h o b .  i. 4,56: ~ a ;  
?rdvra yu phv r h  y i y r ~ i ~ ~ & p e v n  
AprOpbv g X o ~ r t .  0 ;  ybp & r i v  oldv .re 
 fie;^ O ~ T F  V L - ~ B ~ , U F V  UCTE Y V W U O Y ~ I V  

kveu robrw. With the abore agrccs 
subs~antially the  assertion uf Iam- 
blici~ua, in .Xicorn. A~ithna. p. 11 
(ap. Bockh, p. 187), which i s  re- 
peated by Syrian, in Metqb .  
(Schol. 27s Ar. 902 a, 29, 912 14 
17) : cPiAdhuos 86 qnfrv  &p~8irhv 
cbavcri ~ ? j s  T&Y KOI~LKL;IV aiwvius 
Biapclv5s T ~ Y  K ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T F ~ B U C ~ Y  teal 
USTOYEG~ U U V O X ~ ~ Y ,  but those words 
rannot ham occurred in a gcnuine 
work o f  Philohus, 
2 



are the two constituents of n u m b ~ r ~ ,  the things from 
which all is formed.' On t h e  other hand, huwevpl, 
Aristotle Iikemise says tElet tllc Pythngureanv represent 
things as i~risil~g from the irnltntion nf ~l~imbers ,  tllc 
manifold similarities of ~ ~ l l ~ c h  with thingi they prl- 
~ e i v e d . ~  In a.nt,thcr place be seems to confine l,lr!: 
irnmimcnce of numbers in  things t o  one poltion of the 
Pythagorean school : zud in laler ; l izrounts the \fate- 
merit th i~ t  :ill things consist of nnrnbers, i r  opposed 
1)p the assertion that things arc formed, no t  out of 
nnmh~rs, hnt after the pnttern of nrnnberr.UTe ;Ire 

FT. 4, ap. Stub. i. 458 (Ra~kh,  
62)  : 6 ~ k p  4 u d  [ = o b a i a ]  vijrlrpa- 
ygdrwv $k&to~ trrrra wa:  a h d  p iv  & 
&TLS OCLRY ~~{Ikiri l l .  crlnj. Bcia E.vTL) 
KQI o i r ~  dvtlpwn~vmu <vbi ,ywar y v & ~ r u  
nhluv (8loi11. nhdv) ya, 8 8 r r  o 6 ~  
o h  7' $3 o Q 5 ~ v i  7 6 v  2dmwv K R ~  

y ; y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ; ~ ~ ~  ;@' d,uOv yvuaOilpev, 
f i$ hxapxutiras atiras [ ~ { s  &piiouias) 
~ V T ~ S  TGP T ~ R ~ . ~ ~ T W Y  1E 6~ € U U ~ ~ T C L  

6 d i r p r  sBr .re ~ f ~ a t u d u ~ w v  cai 76" 
&sclpov !~cr.ordi:lg t o  B8ub-h's cur- 
rcction). 31ein1:kc reads /L$ ;nap- 
~o;uar 72s 2 l r ~ u i r  ~ 8 v  rf u - i p d ~ w ~ ,  
alicl Rorl~rtll~iichcr. &ysrenr rlrs 
Pyt/,r/y. p. 72 .  i'o~~nlls upon the  ;%b- 
srlr.lity of rhis merely ronjcctui-al 
~*o i~ t l i r l g ,  a proof of the uo:ruthen- 
t~eilp uf thr frzgnrcnt. ITI the  
vmmlnencernant of the fragnleni 
t h e  ~orc!s a h &  ,U>Y ib $6ur< am nht 
vv,~,y  good sense, and even Nsili- 
E ~ C ' S  xrnendme~lt: phvn 6 $;b!s, 

dues not ~ ~ t . i s f y  mr. 1 ii-uuld 
souricr (8s  xlrr;dv O ~ I S B E V O ~  in 
I[ermtr, x. 188) discard tllr ,u;v ss 
r rt,petition of  t l rn  a n d s  hefure 
i o ~ r ; ,  hilt i t  would l?e bet.ter still 
to  rtnd &fFtos Pros fral &el ;oa,u&a 

p h t s  : the  essecce OF think?, a h  n 
natl~re wl!iclr i s  eternal and ~vlkich 

will nlmys exitst, i~ divine. 
"Wrtirph. i. 6, $67 b, 10, co1:- 

cerrling l 'I:~tu, T+Y 62 J L ; e ~ ( ~ v  ( t l ~  
p%rticip%tion of things in tho  
Idea-,') .ro;vofira p d v ~  +~FT;@CAEY. ~i 
psv jirp nu8aydP~ror P ( p + ~ ~ ~  T& 

Zvra +mlv rivar T&Y &pr'djliv, nhd-  
r w r  32 p€fl;&l T D B Y O ~ U  p ~ l d f l a h & v .  
Aristoxenus, ap. qt b .  P b . I ,  ' 1 6 :  TluOa- 
ydpas . . . . r d v r a  r h  rrpdy,u~rcc 
b r ~ ( ~ d ( w  TOTT & P r O p ~ i ~ .  Cf tlic 
eaprcs.;inl~s. 6 i ~ n i r S ~ 1 ~ t r 0 ,  ;in,I 
~ * O I O ~ ~ L  in thi: pusvice quoted 
%hose from 1Vefi7pA. i ,  .5, nt~d the 
bprtJ& 8; r e  ~ V T '  Z T T ~ O I K E P ~  ap. 
P11it-, -0s An. Procr. 33, 4, p. 103r1; 
Theo. Mus. G 38 ; B e x ~ ,  rW<!/B, il- 
2 : pi;. 94, 109 : Tamlil. T. Pqfh. 
162 ; Thc.mibt. Php. 32 n ( T ~ I ) ,  
32 Sp.) ; Sirnpl. .& Crb, 259 a, 
39 (8chol. i?b Ari,*f. 51 1 Is, IS). 

a De C@h, iii. I sub. fin. : $ V I O L  

yip ~ h v  Qhorv ;[ &pr%lrGvovr*ro.r~orv 
i i u ~ c p  7iru ITuRay~pe~uv TLV+. 

Theono, ap. Strob. Ed, i. 802 : 
r l ~ ~ v o b r  $v 'EhAvivwv & r ; ~ ~ a ~ a ~  
u ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~  +L;YCI~ ~ U ~ U ~ + U V  z: & p ~ ~ L t O ;  
r d v r a  $&errOar , . . 6 82 [so Hce- 
ren] o h  ;[ hp10fi0; K. T ;C 8; iPtOFLv 
f h q ~ d w ~ a  ylyvea8ar. C ~ C .  The 
pseiuio-fi thagur~s is reprebented 



a .1~0  i n f o ~ ~ n e d  hliat the  Pythagoruazls distinguislled 

between numbcrs and l i e  things nuulbered, and es- 
pecially tietween LTnity and the One+' From this it 
iraa beell inferred that they developed t,hcir. doctrine of 
numbers in dilYcrent directions; one division of thi: 
school holding i ~ u ~ n b e r s  to be t,lie inherent ground of 
things, allrI another seeing in them merely  prototype^.^ 
Ari st,otle, I~owcvcr, gives no countenance lo such a 
thcu1.y. In liis mork on the l~eiirens, indeed, he is only 
speaking of a portion of thc  Pythagoreans when he 
says they made the world t o  consist of ilurnbcrs ; but 
it docs nut follow that  the rest of t.he school explained 
Ihi: r ~ ~ o d d  i11 a different way. Hc may wry  possibly 
have expressed lliraself in this ma,nner, hecause all 
theories of iirunbers were nof developed into a coil- 

strut:tion of the un i~ ,c r se ,~  or because the name of 
I'gtl~ag.ow~un dcnotcd others besides the Pythagore;~2 
plrjlosopbers,4 or bccause he hirnsc-lf had access to thc 
uosrnological writings of some v d y  among t,hesc philo- 
na saying  be silme tlring in the ~ u ~ ~ u r o r ' t a r  rind K ~ I T L K ~ Y  ~napoupyui7 
i t p a p  hiyo% r i c l l :  Ltmbl. i-ll xi tun^. Ow; ; i p ~ a ~ o v .  
iti.?rlb,n, p. 11, >z11(1 ,Sytivria.n 6~ XP- ilo;ler,~tur, ap. Yt.r)b. KcZ, i. 
ic~pia. jhchul, iri AT, 902 a, 24), 20 ; Thn~. rlfubr'r. c .  4.  Furthe1 
wr,en he clescribc+s ~ i i nnbe r  as the detail.. Ialcr on. 
ruler u l  torrnb ;tuJ itleap, the skn- ' Uraudis, I Z L b .  Ilftd.~. V .  +V2- 
dard t h o  artlstie &iculty by b,t&hi' ~wbd Ew~ndij ,  ii. 211 srjq. ; 
which thrl Uaity crea~.ed the wul.lcl, (;r. IAJI~A.  i3kil .  i. 441 sqq. ; Her.- 
tlrc primitire thought of  tllc Uc~ty. rnaun, Gr;sch.zck. und Sysl. (I. PL(it. 
Tide a160 Hippahuh (~vflfise doc- i. 1G7 sq., 286: $9. 
hine on ihls porm is not oppusrd ' Ue dues not ~.oxlly eay that 
to that uf P ytll;gorau, as was main- only r partio~i of the PYtil+orea~ls 
hiucd aftcr Brnildis, ju thc first m ~ l e  th:i>gs to coueirt of nuntbevs, 
edjtiolt of this work, i. 100; iii. but: h o t  ~ i l v  +;otv ;E i p t 8 ~ i v  
$ 1  3 ;  h u t  is t ~ c r r t r i l  wr a develop- v u v ~ a ~ ~ u i ,  ur as it stands p1.e- 
ment uf  i ~ )  ; ap. IaniGl. loc. at. ; riauslg : 26 dp~%ir t jv  a v v ~ r 0 ~ a o r  7bv 
Syya. Sc,l;ul. ia  A?. 902 a, 31, 912 oirpuuo'v. 
b, I 5  ; Bimpl. Piays, 104 b, when Kds szkpra, p. 368. 
he callr nnmber ~ a p d 8 ~ 1 y ~ a  ?rpGi~ov 



sophers.' But he elsewhere attrib~rtca bot11 clnrtrincs- 
viz., that things collsist of numbrrs, and that they arc 
copied from numbers-to the Pgthagoreans generally ; 
and the iwo statements appear not in widely separated 
passages, but in such close juxtaposit,ion, that if they 
Elad been in his opinion irrecanciIahle, their contradic- 
toriness could not possibly have escaped him. Becuz~se 
t h e  Pythagoreans discovered inany t,ituilar.itiss between 
n~lrnbers and things, he Fags (Metirrph.. i. 5 ; sir. 3) 

thcy held the elements of numhers to  be the elements 
of things ; thcy perceived in number (he sdda in the 
.isme cl-taptcr) Loth t h e  matter and the qualities of 
things ; and in the ~ a m e  place that 11e i~scr i lws  t o  them 
the  doctrinc of the imitation of thing-; numbers, 
ilfutccph. i. 6, he asserts that they differed from Plato 
r n  considering numb~rs, not as Plato did thc icleas as 
scparnte from things, but ss t he  things themselves. 
Frum this it is esrident that the two statcmexits ' num- 
liers :ire the substance of things,' itud 'numbcrs are the 
pr~totype.7 of things,' do not, in Aristotle'x opinion, cx- 
rlnde one another ; the Pythagoreins, uccorrling to his 

1 Aristotle is fond of omp1ny- 
ing limitetiona and grlardcd EX- 

prorsions. Tl~us ~s conti~~u;rlly 
fiad Yuwr and similar mirds where 
lie is g i ~ i n g  utterance to his most 
dcc~dcd opi~iionv (e .g ,  ~Vic l f l pL .  viii. 
4.  1044 b, 7); and tbe  sarnr: is tlie 
c!iise with gvror. rrheu be sags, fur 
inshrrce, Dg Gmb, a t  Cwr. i i  5 itlit,. : 
cl y&,p iusr rijs pvui~8v a w p d ~ w v  
3 ~ 7 ,  8osep ~ a l  Sorr? Evfolr, $ 6 ~ ~  K U ~  

dilp ~ a l  ~b roic~ka:or, ns in .Vetwe(u;iJh. 
i. 1, 981 b, 2 :  r i v  ; ' + & x w r  
r v r a rrortiv &, o f i ~  d 8 r a  6: ao~tTu 
d ? r o r ~ ? .  As wc cannot  infer fi.o~rr 

thcse worde thi>,t, rlristotle believed 
s3m~ Iifeless things to  ueL with 
cuncciuasness~ neither ducs it fol- 
low fro111 the ptssage in Ue Cwh 
that some Pytli.ign~~cnns nirtde Lhe 
worlrl t o  col>sist of sotnctl~ing other 
tlrsn numbers. 
' Thus in h'etuph. i. 5 (to 

which Sd~rvcglar in his commerr- 
ttwy a11 t l i i s  passage r~ght ly  cxlls 
at,tentiun), the corrcepti~n uf t,he 
6poiwpa itself i~ tmnsferred to t l ~ e  
curporcal tlIan~ant,i, for  it i s  said 
the Pjthn~olrans t t~ough t  they 
olser\,ad in nuntberb ~nariy simi- 



rrprescntation, considered things to bc the copies of 
numbers, for the very reason that numbers are the 
essence of mhich things consist, and the properties of 
which must therefore be cognisable in them. Philolaus 
places number in this same relat.ion t o  things when he 
describes i t  (loc. dt.) as thcir law and the cause of 
their properties and relations; for there i s  the  same 
relation between lam and its fulfilment as between pro- 
totype and copy. Tiater writers, indeed, concci-ve the 
Pjt.hagorean numbers entirely after the manner of the 
Platonic ideas-as models external to  things. Tbere 
are traces, however, even among -those writers of the 
contra~y opinion.' Eut i e  cannot attach mueh im- 
portance to  the testimony of persons who are evidently 
unable to  distinguish eadier theories from later, or t h ~  
Pythagorean doctrines from those of' the Platonists and 
Keo-Pythagorean~.~ 

The meaning of the Pythagorean fundxmcntal doc- 

trine then is this :-All is  number, &., all consists of 
numbers; number is not merely the  form by which 
the constitution OF things is determined, but also the 
l~tritiex t u  things, p&Aoii +) r'v xupl, the  Idens, Slob. Ecl, i .  326, asserts 
-pj K U ~  ~ B A T I ,  and on the other tlieL PjLhn.gorab- aough~ them jn 
hand, Aristotle (Phy~ .  ii. 3, 194 b, nornbelx 2 n d  their harmonies, a ~ ~ r l  
2 6 )  cnlls the Form rrl~ich ha regrr~ds In geometric proportions, i ~ d p t u ~ a  
nu the immanent essence of  things, TGY U W ~ ~ T U Y .  

rrapdlcryira. !JOT ~ h i b  P ~ ~ S O U  I eoa~ider it 
Theo, for tixa~nple, loc. c ~ t .  p. urlnecmsnry to dibcuss the mani- 

27, remarks on the relation of the festly incorrect sL~tcmcnt3ofSyria11 
Monad to the One : 'Apxhas 6; ( ~ n d  Ys~udo-Alexaudsr iri rezad tu 
~ a i  +rhdAaus kS~a+h~rvs 7.b l r  ~ s r l    we eta pi^. xiii., xiv., which eontinn- 
povd8cr xaAuCcrr ~ a l  ~ j l u  gov&Ga iv .  ally mnfi lm the Pythagoreans and 
Also AI~xltnder {ad iWetaph, i .  6, Platouists. I n  xiii. i ,  rndeed, they 
986 b, 86, p. 29, 17. 8011.) pre- &dl tho  theory of  idea^, ns well as 
suppuaes the a m c  when he gays of the X~noeratic distinttion of the 
the gthagorcans : rhv uoGr povk8a Xatheniiltiwl sphere and the Sen- 
.TE ~ a l  CY ~ E ~ U U ;  md corlcsrning stble, Yy-thagoroan. 



substance and the  matter of which they consist. It is 

one of the essential peculiarities of the PgtT~agorean 
standpoint that the distinction of form and matter is 
not as yet recognised, TVe regard numbers only as an 
expression for the relation of substances, they directIy 
seek in them the esscncc and substance of the real. 
The Pythagorcalls (as we are told hy Ariut,otle,' and 
d s o  by PMlolausZ) were do~lbtlcss led to this theory by 
perceiving t,l~;tt all phenomena &re ordered according to 
numbers ; that especially the relations of the lleavenly 
bodies, and of tones, and, generally speaking, all 
mathemztica! conceptions, are goverrwd by cccrtin 
x~ulrtbers arid rlulaerical p r o p o s ~ i ~ w .  This observation 
is itself conrleeted with the ancient use of symbolic 
round numbers, and with the belief in thc occult power 
and significance of particular n~~rrlbers," which belief 
was current among the Greeks as aulong other nations, 
n.nd probably existed from the very commencement in 
the Pythagorean mysteries. But as' Plato snbsey uently 
gave substance to t he  Ides-ad tibe Rleatics made the - 

real, ~ h i c h  was at first cor~ceived as ii predicate of all 
things, the sulr: and unirerszl substance--so by virtue 
of the same realism, which was so nalural t o  antiquity, 
the Pytllagoroi~ns regarded rnatllematical, or rrhore nc- 

curhtely, arithmeticitl determinations, not as a, forrn ur  

bfcf~iph. i .  5,   xi^. 3, ride stc~~scr,  
p. 369, 1, 870, 1 .  
' Tide the passqes q~roted p. 

370 q. Furtl~or p3i%iculars lirre- 
a f k .  

V n  proof of tliicl we nerd ooly 
call to mind the importRnci. of the 
number seveu (su wlebrated among 
the Fythagoreis), esyeciaIly in the 

cult uf Apullo (vide Preller, ~Mydhd. 
i. 155) ; t,he mirug triylc nrdurs in 
the mythology - Hesiod's exact 
prescripts concerning lucky and 
unlucky days of the year ('Ep. ~ a l  
fifi., 7ii9 sqq.); Llonler's prcfi:~.smce 
for certain nnmlierr, anti t he  like, 
rrran[iuud i n  Pa. Plut. V. How. 
145. 



a, quality of things, but t ~ s  their whole essencc, and 
without any discrimination or restriction, said gene- 
rally :--A11 is nu~nbcr. This is a. mode of presentation 
\vhich sorrnds strangely enough to us;  if, however, rve 
consider horv g~eat  an impression must have been p1.o- 
duced upon the receptive mind by the first perception 
of a. uaivec~al, a , ~ d  uualtewblc mathematical order in 
phenomena, we shall better understand how number 
came t o  be reverenced as thc cause of a.11 order and 
dehniteriesa ; >as the ground of all knowledge; as the 
divine power t l l i ~ t  rules in the world ; and how thought 
accrlstonled t o  move, l tut  in thc sphere of abstract 
conceptions, but in t.hat otirittu&ns, . .. . . . could hypostasise 
number, a s  t,he substance of all &Lings. 

Al l  nurr~bcrs are divided iutv odd nncl even, to 
which, as a thircl class, the cvcn-o!ld ( r E p ~ ~ o ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ o v ,  

i s  added,] awl every ggiveu uurnllcr can be resolver1 
either into odd or even ~lcrnenl3.~ Fl-om this thc 

Ybilol. FP. 2. a?. Stoh, 1. 456, 
&c. 8 ya  dpr02ubs gXfr 660 p i v  
f 8 ~ a  aq, *epiaabv KU? &priov, r p l r o v  

6; AT' A . U @ O T ; ~ W U  P ~ ~ R ; ~ ~ ~ u  i P 7 i o -  
W ; ~ ~ U U U V .  ;rtarkpw 6; r P  ~r8i~sos 
T oh ha: pop@a[. By the k p ~ r o & -  
pruaov we must nnderstalld either 
the Onc, uhicb war: so called By thr  
Pjti~agorcana (crdr: zndfi,n,p. 379,  I) ,  
Lut wI~i& uTe should surca l j~  ex- 
pect:~ lie ilcscribed as n separala 
spscles ; 01. those w e n  nunibcrs, 
vhich, w1he11 divide:] by two, grvo 
;in one\-en rcs i~ l t .  i'irls IalulJI. i,r. 
B-ic.u~lz, p. 29 : ~ p r r o n l p r ~ a o r  66 {uriv 
d u d  U ~ T ~ S  p ; ~  E;S 86" fda ttarh T L  
~ o ~ v b v  Brarpoip~vor, oh p ; v ~ o i  YF T Z I  
pipll #TL Z E U E P E T ~  ~ X U Y ,  ~ A A '  F ~ ~ J s  
C r d r r p u v  ~cprua6u So i n  Xilrunz. 
drilbm. Aug. i. D, p. 1 2  , Thor), 

N i l f i i .  i., p. 36: cf. NuJrratus ap. 
stu~r, i. '12: & U T ~  21. TQ 8 1 u l p ~ i G ~ u l  

6 1 ~ a  TOMU: .rGv bprlwv ds r r ~ ~ ~ r r o u b s  
T+V ~ Y ~ A V U L Y  h a ~ $ d v ~ u u ~ v & ~  i. T i  K U I  
8d1trr. This is the trno roiiding. 
U~iafu'urtl ~qould keep d i ; 1 ~ a i 8 c ~ a ,  
whicti is azlinst t!lc sense ; and 
Heercn; wit11 rhom Meineke agrees, 
con,jrctui.cr, nui  rTery ht~ppily, fix7a- 
~ a i 8 c u a .  

Cf. Lllc: ~ rords  in the passage 
frnm P~iilolaus ap. Btnb&us, I. 450: : 
~h plu ydlp ab78v $K ~ ~ ~ a r v d u ~ w u  
ncpnivuvra ,  T& 6' ;I< ~ ~ p a l ~ d v r w u  71 
KUJ daeipwv ?repaivovrd T E  ~ a i  oh 

ir<paiuorra, 7k rl GC k i r ~ b ~ ~  Zrslpa 
pariowal.  dmung rn~mbcrs, of 
m-llich llf~ilrrln.us i s  ehiefly thinking, 
t.hmse wlrlclr result from nnavcn 
fix tor^ or~ly belong to  the t i r s ~  



378 T1.E I'Y THA G 0 B I? A NAY. 

Pythagoreans C O I I C ~ I L & ~  that the odd and the even are 
the universal c o ~ ~ s t i t ~ ~ e ~ t e  of nube rg ,  and filrtlicnnore, 
of things. They identified the  uneven with thr: 
limited, and the erren with tilt: unlimited, becailse 
the uneven sets a limit t,o bi-psrtit,ion, urld the even 
does u o t . V l u l s  tliey arrived at the proposition that 

class ; those which result from even 
and  uncscn factors, to the secnnd ; 
those 1vllic11 resnlt from even fat. 
tors only, to the third. 

This is the reason given by 
the Greek commentaturs of h is -  
totla. Simpl. Ph.y.9. 105 a :  U ~ O L  

8; h ~ ~ i p o u  rbu l ip~ lov  dpiprB~bv 
&.'hryov, 6rh r b  l r i v  pi.v i i p ~ i o v ,  &r 
qaurv o i  Z t ~ y v ~ u ; ,  ( is  7uu Sta~po&pe- 
ruv d s ~ l p o v  ~ a ~ h  ~ $ 1 1  6 i ~ u ~ o p ~ a v .  ?j 
r lrp e;s ?ca ~ a l  4 p i m  8 t a i p t ~ r s  ;?; 
C c l p i ~ v ,  7 8  6 i  W P ~ I T T B Y  G ~ O S T C ~ ~ V  

rgulvrr r t h b ,  H W ~ ~ E I  ?up ab~oi  T ~ P  
€14 74 rrra B~uLp~utv. n&w PLY O ~ U  

0; ~ ' [ ~ ~ n ~ a l  (to ~hnin Alex~ndsr 
doubtless l~clnngfi). SlmiLtrly, 
Philop. IJhy6. K. 11, ,[Lid. 1 2  : 
7b &&kV T E ~ L ' T ~ ~ Y  TEPQ'TO? ~ ~ 2 1  
6p;(~1, 7 b  Bi &PT&OY T?S 2 ~ '  k m ~ p o v  
rofiijrahrdv EUTLY, btl T ~ V  B I X O T O -  
piav B<~hpcvov. Themi~t. Phys. 
32 a, t,. 221 Spe~g. T h e  Pytha- 
Enrenns declare the &prior kpt8-uubs 
only a s  unlimitrd: roGrov y;Ly pivat 
r5s cis 7 h  ~ G U  ~ 0 ~ 4 s  p l i ~ t u v  ~ T J S  

ii~crpos. Adrto~ls Ilimself sztys, 
Phys. iii. 4, 203 a ,  10 : oi fi;v (the 
Pythagoroane) r b  & u ~ ~ p o v  e7vauar r b  
irprrov TOGTO ybp ~vuirohupRav~~irevo~ 
(Lhe uueveu included) ~ a p i x ~ l v  707s 
o k r  rhv irxrrp;av. Thie, indeed, 
itsserts that t.ho cvcn mu& be tlio 
cause of unlimitedneus, but not 
why i t  hhould be so; nor do we 
giathcr this from the additional 
wordn, oqfi€iov 8' c ~ v a i  T D ~ T O U  ~b 
sup8aiuo~ irrl .rSu by i8pGv  X G P ~ ~ L -  

B~uCvwv ydp TGV yuwpduurv ?rep: 7 8  

;r xu: X W ~ ; S  672 p;u &hha Y I V E T O C I I  
.;-b cibos, 672 6; i;, TIIRY~ WOITIS 
were explained Iny the Greek com- 
menl:htors (Alex. up. &vnpl. 105 b ; 
81:4al. 362 a, 30 sqq. and Siul- 
plicius hitnself; 'rhemist. loc. mt .  
ph*gop. K. 113) anauimousIy 8s 
follorps: A gnomoti i s  H. n~irr~ber  
xvh~ch, bcing added to  a stunre, 
gives another sqwrro; and as t h i s  
is B property of dl urwrcti num- 
hers (for 1? + 3 = 2?, 2?+ 5 = ;2, 

3? $ 7  = 4' and so on)  s11cI-t num- 
bers (as $67ttpt. 105 a, I%lilcp. K. 
13, axprassly asticrt) were c s l I d  
1)y t t ~ c  Pythagorenns -yvdpoves. By 
the drlit , ion of uclcl nulnhms t o  
one, we get orily square numbers 
( 1 + 3 = 2 "  1 + 3 + 5 = 3 $  ur~d st, 
on), and t,heroforo nnn~l>ars of oue 
kind ; w11cre;~s iu any other w3y- 
~rhe ther  by adding together odd 
2nd w e n  ~ ~ u r r ~ l e r s  (sn Philop. 
S F I Y ~ ) ,  or by adding even nrlmbsrri 
only to thc one (so s;ay Alcxan- 
der. Gimplicl\is. and Themist.}, me 
obt:~iu uuruhrrti or the most diffe- 
rent sorte, ~ T E P O ~ $ K I I S ,  TP~YEYUI, 

imdyovoa, &G., anrl conseqncn t ly 
an unlimited pluralig of €3~. 
This i l~ te ry ru l~ t ion  seernc: to  me 
prefcralde to  those of rtiitl~, lo t .  ci l .  
and rrnntl  (Aribt. PAY?. 489). 'Po 
bring them into barmony with the 
text of Arisiotle wrrs a difficulty. 
even to the old comm~nhtors. The 
m o ~ t  prsbable supposition nppmrs 
to be that  the viorcis? wFch are 
obscrlro, f ror~l  the excessire c o w  



all consists of the l imi ted  and the 1;nlimitcd.' Wit11 

eiucness of ~ a i  ~ w p i s ,  lneun this : 
tliitt if OII the  one hanil tile yvdflov~s 
be added to tha one, t.here s ~ i s c s  
unc  mid the same kind of numl~ers; 
but if, on the other h ~ n d ,  thn other 
nlunbers, without the Y V ~ ~ V F S ,  

differs~lt kinds. So that xai ~udpir 
rcolrld sign if^:  cat xrpr~r8rp ivwv 
7 ; ~  ?tp.ptC?,&lI X ~ P h  TWV ')'Yo)L(;PwB. 

1 briht. rW8iaph. i. 5. 986 a, 
17 : TOG 6; Bpt8poD [vofil<ovm] 
u.ror~t%~ TJ T E  t i P ~ ~ o v  RL: 78 T F P I T -  

rbs,  roh~cov  6; r b  f l;v W E P C P L I V ~ ~ ~ ~ U  

.rb 6; irsrpov,  rb  8' ;P 24 hfi.ylpnr;pmv 
~Tvai ro&+cuv ( ~ a l  y i p  6pr iou $ tar  
~ a l  ? r ~ ~ c r ~ b v ) ,  r b u  8' i p 1 0 ~ b v  2 ~ .  TOG 
Cvht, &pp8,U~i1s 61., ua%drrep rfpn-rar, 
T ~ Y  6hov oi)Pu~dv. Pllilol R.. 1,  
"p. Stub, i. 464 : drdyitsr .rir ! d v ~ a  
G ~ L L F Y  ?r;l~7a $ T E ~ ~ ~ V O Y T ~  q &rmpa ,  f i  
P E P R ~ # O P T ~  TF  K U ~  6 ~ ~ 1 p a .  This is 
probalily t he  rommencrmcnt of his 
worl~, S U C C H H ~ ~ ~  by the proof of 
this theorem, of w11ir.11 the follo\~- 
Iugwords only liare beon prcscr~od 
l>y Stobteus, &rtrpa 6; p d u o ~  ~ L K  bci 
[ u 5  Ka dq 31ei1l.J and these in ad- 
dit,ion hy lamb1 i:e 3T'ico7n. 7, and 
ill TiUuisun, Anecd. ii. 19 6: Q~xiLr 
y8p 01%; 7b y ~ w r r o ~ ~ t v o u  2irctira1 
~ d v r w v  &a*ipwu 2dv-wv, ride Biickh, 
p. 4: sqq.  Schxarcchmiclt, un the 
other l~nnd (&'eh*ff. diiql'hilol. 6I), 
reproduces the toxt of Btnbeus 
witl!cruL any rncnt.ion of rrbclacdns 
in i t  ; and Hothenbiicher, Syst. r!. 
Py'yih. 68, makes obj,jacticns lo this 
t c x t ,  which immdiatoly  disappua.~ 
aporl s wght apprehension of what, 
Philol:tuli rs;aILy said : ?acl ~ o i u u u  
+alrerul o6r' krfpe~rdrrrwv a d v ~ w v  
;dwa a&' 25 ~ R F ; P W V  T ~ Y T W Y ,  85hdu 
7' dpa 871 <K n ~ ~ a t u d r r w r  r e  *a; 

& r c l p w u  B TC K ~ U ~ O S  ~ a l  7d i v  a h @  
au vap~d~Bn .  6nAo16k us1 T& 8v TOTS 
+yots. ~ i t p 2 ~  TAP, ot,~., ride p ~ o ~ i o u s  
note; cf. Plnio, IJI~i leh.  16, C : oi 

irahemi, sprlrrovts &iv KU? b y u -  
T+Y k i v  o i u o i ; v ~ ~ s ,  T U ~ T V V  & q v  
aap.'80trinv, Ls ;F Zvhs $v ~ a l  +?K 
TWA,\&V ~ V T W V  769 dd hcyofidvwr 
efrrcgr, *(par 62xal & ~ t l ~ i a u  i v  i a u ~ a i s  
<Lp@trrov i X d n w v ,  ibid. 23. C :  
vbp %rev !~k-yqudv aou 7 8  p2v ~ W E L ~ U W  

8 ~ 7 ; a ~  T&J ~ V T D V ,  ~b 88 T ~ ~ U P .  The 
latter is also c n l l ~ l ,  23 J3, sad 20 
13, r(pur gXov; and tho diferent 
kinds of the Limited arc (p. 25 
Li), includerl un1ior thr: name xqa- 
rvrr8is. Arisrotlc, likc Pl'l*to (Me- 
foph. i. 8, 990 a, 8 ; xir. 3, 1091 
a, 181, has rripur fur wliat Ile had 
cdlorl, Mernph i 5, ucrrapaupivo~,. 
,There is, in fiict, no diflerenec bc- 
~TYCRII  thesc I 'H~*~I ) I~G app)l)~Ilatiuu~ ; 
they are all i l l t~ndcd T ~ J  dcnotc the 
idc:~ of Lin~irxtiun, ~ h i c h ,  11tiw- 
crcr, sr; s rnle is apyrcher~dad, 
ilft,ert tho manner of t h e  ancients, 
as coi~crct,~. and might be EXPPES- 

sncl either ~ ~ C L ~ Y F I ~ Y  o r  passively, 
either su Limiting or Limited, for 
tlist which limits another by itF: 
,zilnlixtum with it must i n  itself 
t 1 ~  something Limited (cf. Plsl.ti, 
2im. 35 1, whcrc the indivisll>le 
s~ibbtance as snch is the binding 
rsnd limiting pincipla).  1Z1tter.s 
obserratior~s, in~pugni~ig the MI- 
th~ntici ty of Aristotlc's cxprcsvioits 
(Pyth. Fh'hil. 1 16 sqq.), AM, there- 
fort, hwdly well foundetI. Nor is 
it of auy corlaequmce that in the 
aborre quotation someLimcs nunl- 
I~ars, somet.imes the cnnetituonts nf  
number (the Limited and Unl im~.  
id). nrld am..-times (as we 411all 
see furttier on) the uliit,y fit' theso 
r:lements, Ilarmony, are mentioned 
:is the gmu~id :and substiince of 
things ; for. if all tllingx consist of 
nun~bera, all things must npcessa- 
~ i l p  be composed of the uni~ersal 
elements of uuinber-the Limitod 



this proposition is connected the following observation : 
t l ~ t  everything unites in itself apposite characteristics. 
These characteristics they tried to  reduce to  the funda- 
mental oppuaitiou of the limited and tbc unlimited, 
o2d and evm.  Tl lc  limited and thi. uueven was held, 
however, by the Pythagoreane, in a.grecrnent witl-i the 
popular belief, as the better and more perfect, the ua- 
limited and the even as the impelfecb,l Wbcrever, 
therefore, thcy pcreeived oppo5:it.e q~ralities, they r e  
garded the better as limitcd or uneven, ;laid the M-orse 
as iuilimited atid even. Thus, according t o  them, all 
things were divided into two catcgnriea, of which one 
rvas on the side of t,he limited, and the other on t l ~ t ~ t  
o f  t l ~ e  unlimitcd.Vhe au~nber of these categories was 
thrn more p~reisely fixad by ihe sacred number tcn, 

:and Cu!imited; and uu thufin file- 
manta only constitute number in 
their htiir~uouic con~bin:ttion, a.11 
things are likevise I Iamuny,  cf. 
pp. 369, I ;  370, 2 ;  354, I .  
La&, if BGckh (Pl&'ltilol, 56 q.) 
objrctb to the e ~ ~ o s i t i o n  cf Aria- 
totle that odd and crcn num- 
bers nruat not  bn confu~i~ldsd with 
the UnlimitetI and t he  Limited, 
hecause k n y  detelw~infd thcy all 
pnrticip~te i n  Unity nnd srr limi- 
tpd; n.nd .Kr;indis, o11 the other 
hand, conjectures (i. 462) tint t l ~ v  
Pythngmean~ sought for t I ~ c  Litillti- 
ting principla i n  ut~evcn nu~nbcrs, 
or gnorl~ir. nurnhrs (which are aluo 
uneveu. numbers) or in the d e e d ,  
x e  may reply t h a t  the Ecris and 
rhe Odd arc not the same as odd 
and eve?& II~I?IL/ICP ; the ltiLlor is 11%- 

csssarily and ~ l w ~ y s  dc t . c~mina t~  ; 
1110 f o ~ m ~ ! r  m e  const,itllei~ts of ;ill 
numbcr.8, whetl~m erea or odd, and 

so Far are Xentical with the Limi- 
ted aid Unlimited. 

' Vide next note, and Arist. 
Hh. 3: ij. 8: 1106: b, 20 : ~b ykp 
K ~ K ~ Y  TQD k ~ t i p o u ,  & S O ;  nv0 l tydp~ i01  
sr<a[ov, 7B 6' h.yaBbrf r o c  ?re*rpa- 
np;vou. It will be shown filrtt1t.r 
on that among the  Greek3 ar~d Ru- 
mans odd nuinbers were cu~~sidcrod 
more lucky thal~ evra. 

? Irist. h7.I&. 3'. i. 4, 1090 Ir, 
5 :  nt8avrS7epor 8' doLiualv ni IIuec- 
~ d ~ ~ l u r  A ; ~ G I Y  litpl a5ruU [TO;  ;ulrs'j. 
~16;wsr  ( v r j i  r G v  & - y a B r j v a u a ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~  
sb hv. ~Mctnpla. xiv. 6, 1093 5, 11 
(01) P~t11agure;ion ar~d Aeurlclmcn 
rvilh P y t h e o r a a ~ ~  tendencies): 
ZKC>V(I F ( d ~ ~ ~ ~  T U L O ~ O ~  qcvcphr. 671 7 b  
€8 h d P X ~ i  ~ a l  . ~ j s  o u u r o ~ ~ ~ a s  ZUT; 
rqs 70; rahu6 rb  r r c p r ~ ~ b r .  r b  F & ~ ? I ,  

TA fuvv, a; Su~&.~trr Zviwr bprtuGv, 
not to ment.ion 1xGr writers, such 
aa i%, Illat. V. Horn. 1.15. 



and the ten f~mdamental oppositions were as follorvy :- 
1. Limited and Unlimited ; 2. Odd i ~ d  Even ; 5, O;le 
arid Many ; 4. Right and Left ; 5 .  Masculine and 
Feminine ; 6. &st and Motion ; 7. Straight and 
Croolied ; 8. Light and nnrlrlless; 9. Good and Evil; 
10. Squarc and Oblo~ig.' It i a  true that this c!lasgi- 
ficatiori belongs only to a portion of t h e  Pythagorcans, 
who were probably lat'er nicmbel-s of the school ; a but 

Arist. .Hei~ph, i .  .5, 9;YG a, 22 
(dire(-.t.ly after the quofatin? nn p. 
379, 1) : grrpor 32 v&v crtr&r ~oi17rov 
~ h p  QpXhs 6 d ~ a  ~ . ! ~ o v r r c v  ~ Z V U L  r b ~  
h-ad n u u ~ o r ~ i c t v  (in two w r i e s  di- 
rectly opposed to nne another, the 
Good ;ind the Evil) Aryopiuas, 
xdpas #a; &rrrpov, aqnrbu K ~ E  
iiprrov, ~ I J  ~ a l  aAil?os, ~F@Y KRI 
d p r u ~ c p h v ,  E i $ j ~ u  K U ~  Bijhv, i?p~,uoGv 
~ a l  ~ i v o ; ~ c v o v ,  c;83 ~ a i  ~ a ~ i r t h ~ v ,  
 pa^ K U ~  Q H ~ T O S ,  &TuObu kal h-arcbu. 7r-  
TP&.-~(L'L.uv un; ~ F ~ ~ ~ K E T .  Tlut the 
Pycilngorinns dcrirecl lnutiau frorrr 
tl:e Uc1irnite.l i s  also nssort.cd by 
Endernus, ap. Simpl. P h p .  9 8  b : 
~ ~ h h w v  6; .rb p+ja ~ a l  .rh pitphi. 
~ a l  r b  ,u#j a# #a: 7 b  bvdpahuv ICE? 

&a TU;TOLS ;xi T U ; T ~  $dprc ~;IY 
K ~ Y ~ ~ I Y  h&y~r , . . @&irlo# 8; d'rm 
[RC. T?~S KIV; IBCWS] A ; ~ C L Y  r a j ~ a  
Luxcp 'Apxdres, KU: w s r '  dhlyor r b  
8' h d P ~ u ~ d ~ ,  Qqrr~, K R ~ C S  h i  rhv 
w l v ~ r i r  01 IIUBCI-Y~~<IOL K U ~  6 ~ J ~ ~ T w P  
Zaa~L~uurrrv, &c. Br;tl;tiis (i. 451  ; 
Rheila. JT?tp.  ii. 221) cuni.lud~s from 
this p.iss;lge that ,Ir*chj.t.zs rrfimrcd 
motion to  the L j~r l i~ ing  ; but  he i a  
deceiued by thc o s 1 i r ~ s s i u r ~ ,  a f ~ r a v ,  
n-Ilirh, in any case, should b+ conl- 
pleted by r t s  ~ w h r r ~ w r ,  orotl if t ~ c  
adopt his rsading, ~ T T I * ~  h+crr 
Yaacp 'ApXhac. (111 the Gbst.h, 
L?4Y E;L?w:. dm Gricck. Phil. i. 169, 
hc has modifiscl big vicm of tllis 
passage. He must, ho\rcrer, I:aee 

s o r n e ~ h n t  f o ~ g o t t ~ r r  his ~jrevious 
nttsranres, f o r  ho  sxyfl: 'That 
drcliytav referred mot,ion t u  the 
I7nliqlitcd T still ln;~intain, in 
spitc of Zellcr's objection.') This 
d e r i r a l i ~ ~ r ~  of motion wc &Is0 find ir. 
Arist. Ph'ilys. iii. 2, 201 h, 20 : h i u r  
t 7 ~ ~ 6 r ~ ~ m  K U I  B Y I I T ~ T ~ T ~  wal r b  pfi 
bv ~ ~ Q ~ O Y T C I  CTURL T ~ Y  C I Y $ ~ I Y ,  
which Simpl. Ph.ys. 98 a, !J, a n ~ i  
Pliilop. PLY$. i ,  16, connert, with 
the  Pyt.hagnrcnns, sndPlaro xgreas 
mith them, cf.  PRY^ ii. ;t, 803, 1. 
Tliere is all th -  less ri.:tsnn to con- 
test tire X H ~ ~ C ~ U U  of Eudcnnus 
(wi th  Ch:~ignct, r. 146\,  rincc, w- 
carding to Alclnzoll, the gojla and 
the stars :Ire nl>v;r)x InoTlrrg ( d d c  
i?:fucz], arid 11le w ~ l ,  too, js r l l  coi~- 
starlr. motion. The c~asele~sness 
of rhis morion, , the facr; i,l~at, its 
Alcmeun a a j  s, 1t itomrcct..: the be- 
ginningrrrjth h e  ~ n d ,  might hr; con- 
sidcrr:(l :I l~rrfectiun. even though 
~noticln itself mere nrl inkperfectition ; 
it  s!lurru t.h:~t t h c  bearenlY bodies 
thernsc!res consist of the I,imiting 
nmrl 7Salimitc.d. Xdth's ~tntrmefix 
(Piailol. Frrsgm., rtpi + x i s ,  21) 
that  in the tnhln of the tell oppo- 
sites it i s  o111y motic~n cxtrrnally 
prodlrced, which is plrice~! on the 
side of t,be I;netpoa, i n  entirely 
groondlrss. 

Chaignet ii. 50 cq. questions 
Lhilii;, bec;tilae, according to  dristo- 
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it was ~ l n i v e r s n l l ~  drnitted both by earlier and later 
Pyihqorems that things are compounded out of 
opposing elements ; and ultimately, out of the odd and 
the even, or the limited and the unllrnitcd; and there- 
fore they mnrt aZI have reduced the given phenomena 
to these and similar oppn.-ites.' The &awing up of a 

t l ~  ( r i r l c  dltfr~ 5 ~ i i . )  QIcmeon had 
ali.wdy atlrnitkrl the ten cppusi- 
tiuns, ' tsl .? quc rims .tenons de les 
csyt/~.wr.' Hut Arirtotle asserts, as 
is qnite O ~ T ~ O U S ,  not t l ~ t  l l c rnson  
dmitted the twb oj~y~osifes. but 
that, in Vreement, with the Pytha- 
gorcnns, he nssiimcd human life t r r  
be nrIed by oppositions; which: 
however, he did not like them 1.8- 

duce t o  fired and definitk cake- 
gosiw. Aristutle, in short, a s s ~ r t s  
prrtty nearly thc contrar7 of  hat 
@Ilai&~.et findr in him. 

' Tide axp. p. 378 c;q. Brmdis 
t,hinks he difimvcrs in  this a, trace 
of a differeut manner o f  eouceivlng 
the  Pyt,hegureau pltilosopby(I2116ila. 
iWu8. i i .  211, 239 sqq. ; FT. vom. 
Pl~il. i, 445, 502 sqq.). All, hov- 
ever, that can lit inferrcrl from the 
wods  uf dcistotlc is tnir : th&L 
the l?$hngorcnns did not hold the 
dccuple table of oppositions, but 
some of tbern held nnly t l ~ c  Euuda- 
~oeutn l  nppositiur: ol' the odd or 
the Limited, and the Xven ant1 the  
Unlimited. This does not. exclude 
the possibi,ility tilzt t,hese latter 
rythagoreans may have kpplierl 
that funadmental oppositiun tn tkr: 
eaplallation of phenomentl, and 
nlny have reduwd to it  Lhe oppo- 
sites which thcy ohsersed in things. 
Such altcmpts, jndccd, were so 
directly necessitated by the gene- 
ral theory of the trchool that things 
are a combination of the Limited 
and tho Gnlimitcd, the Odd a d  

the Kven, tlwt 7we can himdlg cork 
cejw of thc  uue without the othor. 
How could this doctrine of the 
Fytl~egoreans eyer have a ~ i s c n .  
and wl~atimportnnae wwlld it h,ave 
had for them had i t  not. heen ap- 
plied to concrete pher~ornena ? 
Granting tha t  dristotle map. per- 
11%ptl,s", in the passages cited from 
the Nicornwltean Ethii-s, hare had 
p ~ i m ~ r i l y  i n  riow the table of the 
+GI: oPPusite~ ; gmnting that less 
stres, is l o  be hid on Melllph. xiv. 
6, bocauve this passage dues not 
rcIate merely t u  the Py thspreans : 
gratiting that the slight differcncc 
to b~ found in the enumeration 
i n  I'lutarclr (Ile h. e. 48) is to 
Ire rfigiil'dcd nnirnportant, and 
thxf the septuple t;l.hlc of EII- 
dams (ap Simpl. PRy.9. 39 R ; 
tide iltfm, p. 388, 1) as 1~e11 as 
the triplr: tnhlc, Diog. viii. 26, 
prove little, because these writcrs 
cvidenlly mix  up later doctrjlles ; 
grnnrina that, for the  same rewur1, 
we cannot. attach much weight to  
the text of Ps. Alex. in ~Vetupi .  
rii. 6, 668, 16; and L~stly, that thc 
diffarent arrangement of the save- 
ral m ~ m h c r s  I R  Simpl. Phys. 98 a, 
an3 Themist. Phys. 30 h, 216, is 
~mmate r i s l  to the presentquolition ; 
yet it lies i n  the nature of things 
that even those who had not the 
decuple hble, must bare rpplied 
and developed tho doctrino of op- 
posites ; not, indeed, =cording to 
that fixed scllemc, but i n  a'fresr 
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table of snch oppositei was nothing more than R formal 
aion of t he  f1111darnental development ; for the cornpi-ehen- 

doctrines of Pytlrsgorennism this iable is of  the less 
importance, sirlee in it thc separ~te  numbers are nut 
the result of any dedrlction according to  a definite 
principle, but out of all the opposites that are given to  
11s empirically, celllain of thc most pr~minent ,~ chosen 
in a somewhat arbitmry manner, are enumerated, until 
the number ten is complete. So :tlsn the apportion- 
ment of thc particular concepts t o  the several serics is 
t o  a great exteut arbitrary, altl~ouglrl, generdly spedring 
me cannot mistake the lending point of view, which 
consists in an akternpi. t o  assign the uniform, the perfect, 
the zclf-completed, to  the Limited ; and the opposite 
categories of these, .to the Unlirr~itcd. 

According to this theory the primary constit ucn t s  
of things are of a dissimilar. and opposite nature a 
bond was tliereforc: ncccssary to unite them, ar~d cause 

n~~mller .  That other oppositions, 
besides the ten, were ob~ervcd i q  
clear from Aristr~tle, :tp. Simpl, 
l l d  Caiu. 173 e, 11 ; Schol. in Arisl. 
442 s, 24 , ~b o h  Fctibv &to 

~ a l  ~ p ~ p u a ~ s u  hya8Lu d w h o v v ,  sB 62 
&proscpbv ~ a l  K ~ T W  ~ a l ~ a r o O ~ v ~ a ~ b v  
f i q o v ,  tr uhrbr ' A ~ I U T O T & ~ ~ S  ius6- 
pqdev ~ I J  ~ i j  ~ i v  nv8ayupd~ls  (for 
u8hLh Karaten, clearly uajnstlfi- 
ably, readn, nvOaydpa), h P c c ~ X u s ~ ~  
auuayay$. The prohibition of 
placing the left thigh 01-er tho 
right (Plnt. De TVii. p d .  8, p. 582) 
i s  connected with t,lin preference uf  
right and left. 

' As may cwily be shown, creu 
irrespectively of the reaons for 
which, e.g. Plut;trch, (&I. rum. 102, 

p. 288 (and si~niiarlg Dc Ei. up. 3. 
c. 8, p. 388) derives t,lre compiiPison 
of the uneren with the male, and 
the e r t n  with t i c  fcmale, ydvrpor 
yap ; a ~ r  [i rrepr7.rbr ErprBpbsl K U ~  

K P C ~ T E ;  70;  &~T[OI I  C U V T L ~ ~ ~ E U O S ,  ~ a i  
Srurpovp;r~uv r$ rhs povd8a~, 6 pkr 
&p~prros, ~ a e r l ~ ~ ~  s b  fi?.v, -gdpav 
p e ~ q i  usvjlv Ir8lBwut, TO; 8; T F ~ L T -  

TO; p6p10w k ~ [  Tr r r h j j p ~ ~  h o h d ~ i -  
T Q I .  It is sraid that Pythaguras 
designated odd ullmbers, and espe- 
cially thc Monad, as male; and 
even numbcrs, especially t he  Dyad, 
as femde, vide h. Plut. % Horn. 
115; Hippol. R&t. pi. 23, i. 2, p. 
10 ; Alex. ad. ~V#taph. i .  5,20, 13; 
Eon. Schol. 540 b, 1 5 ;  Philop. 
Phys. K. ii. cf. Sext. Matt. r. 8. 



them to  he proilnctive. This bond of the clemelzts is 
harmony,l wlhich is defined by ?hilolaus as the unity of 
the manifi~ld, a.nd the accord of the discordank.' AY 
t,llsreforc +,he opposition o f  the element,d is prescei in 
1111 things, so must harmony bc pre~ent  Iilicmifie ; a.nd it 
may with eq11a.l prilpriety be said that all i s  u:lmber 
and that nl l  is harm on^,^ for every number is a definite 
nrlion, or a Ilarmnny of the odd and t l ~ e  even. Rut, as 
wit,h the Pythagoreans, the pcrccptian of tho  inherelit 
e~nt~radictions in things primarily coa~lects itself with 
the idea of number, so the recrrgnition of the I is rmo~~y 
which reconciles tbcse cout,rarlictinns is connected !dth 
tlie idea of mnsic::i.l relations ; harmoay as coaceiveil by 

Yhilol. ap. Stoh. j. 460, in 
aont inuation of the pnsszgr quoted 
vtrp''a, p. 372, 1 : Z7;ck 8; IF i fxa;  
f i r r i p ~ o v  u ; ~  dpviut 068' hpd+uAirr 
Fcrm~, $87 &6iua.rav 5 5  &v rral a k a G  

* 6YET0, K U U ~ + ~ ~ W ,  e i  pjl6ppovia 
4rrvl &r 7 p d r w  2yiz~e.ro. ~h p;u &v 
duoia nai 6>rb@vh~  &pporra~ oirO?u 
drr~i3turro. ~h F ;  dvu,uoia uqSi 
;@d$vha pg8; irorsn+ dvLy&a r h  
.rora%a dppovia r rvy1 ic~~~?o8ar ,  e i  
p ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~  ;v h-dllfip ~ a ~ ( ~ ~ 0 8 f i i .  The 
proposition that c.ni; tr'tri a s  only, 
and not similar things, r ~ q u i r a  
Harmony is thouglit. so stra~lge by 
Rothent i icher  (Sytt. d. P y t h .  i8) 
that it seems to him x decitled 
argument, ~gn in s t  the anthenticity 
of t,bc fiagmait. Eut t.his b i n s -  

h i t p  unl: al.;roc linrt~usc Iiothcn- 
I~ i ic I~er ,  r~inllr[ost.ly ttjiainst the 
opinion of the m:bor, substit~~t as 
thc a r p a I v ~ ~ ~ a  for ihc Spala, and 
the Lnrtra lol.  the drdpota. For 
the rrst, n o t  nllly du IIsritclaitus 
(ride i~ f ra j  and others, follo\vir~g 
him, ~n~iuLain that  v v c q  Earlnnny 
presnpposer; AU opposite, but 

Rristotle (De B w .  i .  4) himijelf 
quotes the theory t h a t  thc soul is 
a havoiony, rral y i p  ~ 1 ) v  k P P ~ v I w  
upirrrv lcnl o6ufl~alr 2vamiwv r h 4 ~  
(just so LJlzjlnlaus, ridr; folIowi~l_~ 
note) ~ a i  ~b d p a  cuyh.?h8ar it 
;var~;wv,  a~rti 131atu pnts t11e same 
illto f h u  ~ n o a [ l i  o f  a pupil of' Philo- 
lnur ( P h ~ d o ,  SG B). 

' Kicom. Aritlalm. p. 39 (Biiclch, 
Ph:ilol. 61) CUT' hpuovia .rnlhvFt- 
yCwv Zvwuir xxl 8rx.Z +puucivrwi .  
a8p$pmrs. This ~!ofinit~on I S  (~Iltrr~ 
quoted ah Pythagorean, vide Ast. 
in linc loc. p. 809.  bock!^ ascribes 
it t o  Philol~ns. with prol)nbility, 
or1 tbe ~ t r e n l ~ t h  c ~ f  thi: :~bnre  pis- 

snge. 
Arist. i lfcfu~~7~. i. 5 :  ~ b v  6hov 

obpavba kp.ppov;uv &at ua; 2ptBpdv. 
cf. s ~ , ~ ~ ~ I u  3, 10, I-'. ;SF; C ; ~ R  : 
~ O U . T I K ~ V  iudheir~ ~ A ~ T W U  uu1 
a p d ~ c p o v  of 11~0aydp~ lnr  7 % ~  +r?.otro- 
play, ~ a l  K U ~ '  kPfiouiav T ~ U  R & ~ ~ D Y  

rtvvcr;.rdvar $arri. _4khon. x i ~ i .  632 
b : ITuBaydp~s . . . ka;  T$V TO; 

xaurbs afiolau 8th povar~; ls d m -  
+alvei a q ~ e ~ , v . C v n v .  



t l ~ e m  is nothing else than the uctave,' the rela.tinns of 
whic l~  t.hcrefnre Pliiloli~iis proceeds at 011co to expound, 
.when he rvishes t o  deserihe the cscc11tii~1 nature of har- 
molly.2 St,rttnge as t,his may seem t~ us, it mas natural 
erlnllgh t,o those ~ h o  urere not, as yet :i,ccn;t 7 omed to  
di~t.ingui511 definitely genci~l  concepts from tlre par- 
tii?t11ar plienomena, through which t,bey arrived at the 
perception of these concepts. In t h e  concorrl of tones 
the Pythagoreans reeoguise +,he general law of t,he  union 
of opposites : they therefore ctdl every such cnmbinstion 
harmony (as Heracleitus and F:mpedoeles likc~a,isc do): 

'Ap{tar:a is the ntirne for t.he p:is.ingc in 5:xtus, "icrth. ir. G. Inny 
ontme, cf, e.g. Aristcrx. ,W?s;l, ii, r1.o r e f c r  t,o it; this p:T,<snpe like- 
36:  TGV I n c r y l i p h v  Zacihouv wipe corrcct.ly enl~lnins iT~r nrcarl- 
&pgnu/ar. Sikorn. Hurin. fi?.drod. in? uf Ilar~llorvy. t~ -yhP T X Y  Bhou 
i, 1 6  : u; ~ahatd-rarot . . . d p ~ o v ~ a v  K ~ U , W O P .  RUT& Bpuovlav hiyoarc 8101- 

@;v ~ a h o i i w ~ s  T ~ Y  &a TUUGV, ett. ~c?aOar, v k w  rai .rb (Gov $VXPCN(T~QL. 
Ap. S t o b ~ u s ,  i .  4G3 (Nicuru. Souei 6B 4 r f h ~ r o r  dppovia Zv ~ p r o l  

Hmcrrq;il. i. 1 7 ) ;  h e  thus ~ont , inncr ,  a u p d ; w d a t r  ~ a b c ? v  T ~ Y  & T ; B T ~ ~ L Y ,  

i n l ~ r ~ n d ; a t ~ l p  ~ f t c r  the passago just 'r$ T E  h d  T E T T ~ P J I W V  K U ~  T? S ~ ~ L I I C V T F  
quoted: b p ~ o v l a s  6; p i y ~ 8 6 ~  ~ V T L  ~ a 1  T$  8rh ~ u c i v .  As to  the ]MY- 
uvhha8h (the fourth) ~d 81' dEriZv munic sgrrem: r ide f a f i c ~ .  
(the fii'ib). 71 62 82 ~ { F I E Y  p ~ i ( o ~  * Rijc:kh. Yhilol 0 5 . 1 1 ~ ~  r;~t!~er 
7;s uuhhufiCis d~o).6dw (a. tone - R :I different jntc+~prcfaLioa of thit;. 

8). ~ U T L  hnX &nd.;as 2 s  uisav 770 snys : 'Unity is the Liwir, 1x1: 
uvhhaflb, brh 8; plums nos1 E I E ~ ~ T U V  Z ~ I C  lllllinliteti isiiiitetiuire I)u;tlit.y, 
6,' &Es<;iv, brrb 6; vcdrus i s  s p : ~ a v  which bnco~ues debini~e Uuality 
cvhAafi&, h b  82 r p k a s  Zr Cndrsv since tw~zi: t.ba nlorisuyo of Uriity 
81' ;Eci;;v 7 b  6' ;v pldas H U ~  is iu,~luCled i n  it ; Limithtion is, 
q p i ~ m  2rrdy8oov. b 62 ruhhnpd tlie~:l.efore, giver! tEirou$ ~ h c  deter- 
dahpi-rov, ~b 62 $2 6 t c i i v  $pr~ihinv- ~ninnt,ion of  T)uality by nleilns of 
~b Bld - ~ a o G u  8; Sirrhdsv (the fourth 1TCTrnit.y; ~har. i s ,  by fifirirrr the pru- 

3 : 4. t h e  fifth = 3 : 3. thc na- po~tion,  1 : 2, which i s  t h o  rnatll~- 
tact 2: 4). o h m  h p ~ o v f a  Z ~ U T G  mil.tl~1~1 pl.(~pnrtjnn of t h e  Octarr. 
Zv?rdyFoa xu) 660 8t:ffr€s, Ki ifctica8; The Octsve is, thcrofura, Llarrno11~ 
~ ~ l '  2~d-/Sou ~ a ;  G i c ~ r r .  otlhhabb 8; it.srlf. t , l ~ r a ~ ~ g l ~  which Lhe oppujita 
6B <rdy80a ~ a l  Bi~rrrs (thn lcssar primitire cailsns \i.crr! lluitcil.' 
semi-tone w,l,rllcd xrter\vatds hci;upa I V h x t  prevp~thv mc frnrn x~-lol?t.ing 
= 248: 250j. A n  exp1:~nxtion of thin ingenious view is rriy inabiLty 
this pssnge is giren by Bvckll, ab~o:utely to idcx~tify the Lirnit, 
Philol. 65189, nnrl sftcr him, by and Unlimit.ed with Unity a,nd 
Bmndis, i. 456 sqq. Pcrhaps the Duality. 
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and transfer t o  it the rclatio~~s of musical harmony, 
which thcy were thc first t o  determine.' 

Before we go further, however, it scems neccRsary 
t o  cxtlmine some different opinions concerning the 
Pyt.ht~goretzn docbrine of first principles; opinions 
founded partly nn the statements of ancient authors, 
and partly on the conjectures of modem scholars. Ac- 
cording to our exposition so far, the Pythagorean systcm 
started from the proposit.ion that all is, in its essence, 
numbcr. From this results the doctrine of the prirni- 
tioe oppouites ; and coasequcntly, the opposition of the 
croolred and the straight, the  limited and the unlimited 
precede all otliers. The unity likewise of these oppo- 
sit,es wai sought in ni~mher alone, which rvss therefore 
defined more particularly as harmony. Many of onr 
anthorities, however, represent the matter differently. 
They a,sser!rt that thc entire system was foiinded on t h e  
nppo4ition of unity a n d  duality, which is then 
t o  the opposition of spirit.ua1 and corporeal, of form and 
subrtance, of the Deity and matter, and is itself derived 
f rom the Deity as t h e  original Unity. According to 
another theory, the starting point of the syetem was not 
t.he arithmetical conception of number and its conshit~l- 
cnt,s, but the geometrical conceptiun of the limits of 
space and of iinlimited space. A third opinion bases 
the syetem not on the cnnsideration of number, but or1 
the distinction of the limited and unlimited. We have 
now t o  cnquire horn much in all this is in accordance 
with historical evidence and internal prtrhahility. 

The first of the above-mentioned theories is found 

Further detailb hcrcafte~*, 



soon after the oommencement of the first century be- 
fore Christ in Alexander Polyhistor. The Pythagoreans, 
he tells us, appealing t o  statements of t l ~ c  Z'ythagoreans, 
regdrded Unity as t h e  beginning of all tbings;  from 
Unity arnse indefinite nnality, which was related to 
Vnity as matter to  the efficient cause ; from lTnity and 
Duality sprang numbers, and from numbers, po4r1 ts, <!kc.' 

This view is developed in the exteusi~e excerpts in 
Sextus2 from a Ppthagorertn work. According t o  it, 
the Pytbagoreans,, in a ful l  discrlssion of the subject, 
maintained that  the causes of sensible phenomena can 
lie neither in what is sensibly perceptible, nor in any- 
thing corporeal, nor even in mathematical figures, b u t  
only in Unity and irtdeterrninate Duality, and that, all 
logical categories are in the cnd reducible to the.se 
two principles, They, therefore, regarded TTnity as 
eEcient cairse, and Duality as passive msttcr, ltnd sup- 
posed not merely nnmI)ers, bu t  also figures, bodies, 
elements, and the ~vorld itself, to origintlte frarn the  
co-operation of the t w o   principle^.^ 'fhe:;e principles 

niog. ~ j i i .  2+  sq. : @q(r; 8' d I. 249-291; ~ i i .  94, 109. Jt is 
' A A ~ ~ V S ~ O S  ;v ~ u i s  rGe rplhoad+wu erident tliat t1ii.ye three texts a r t  
Graf io~a7~,  ltal rrG.ra ~ b ~ ~ c ' v a r  Cu Ir:lsrd upon the  same work. 
nvOeynprxo;s hi-rop~paurv. upxb ' Uf. Math. I. 361 : d RvEaydpas 
P;V L ~ X ~ Y T W V  G L O Y ~ K ~ .  ;K a;: ~ i j t  a p X h p  +WEV E ~ U U I  T I ~ P  BYTWV T+V 

povt/60s B b p r r ~ v v  Bvd6aSs Br Bhyv rlj posal8u, 6 s  r a ~ h  ~ E T O X S V  ~ K ~ Z V T O Y  

pord8~ d+iq 6v7r l n o u ~ ; l v a r  t~ 8&.r?js TGV ;I,TEY f~ A;~CTUI, RPI T G G T ~ Y  
p ~ ~ d 8 ~ ~  7:s ~ O P / P T O V  ~ U & ~ O S  70br XZT' O ~ ~ ~ T Q T U  p : ~  ;C%UT~S ~ ( i d ~ / . L $ ~ y  

cEp~Bfiods. I ~ S & ~ i ; l ~ . i p . ~ l @ f i O j ~  r d  ugp~Ta, f i ovE i8a  P Q E ~ ~ B U ~ ,  ; ~ t b u v ? e O ~ i ~ ~ ~  6' 
ctc. In t,he =me sense the luythicfi.1 Jaw$ ra8 I . ~ ~ p d r r / ~ a  &TOTEAE~V T ; ~ Y  

Xaratnu, the instructor of Pythjio- xahnuP;vqv idprs'ruu SvdBa, eta. 
ras, ap. Plut,. Prom. A%. 2. 2, p. SecLiun 276: 2( &V yi~euBal +srr 
1012, called tile One the father, and r d  T '  i v  ~ o i s  &p.pl@po;s E Y  ual d v  i?rl 
indeterminate Duality the   noth her ~ o k o ~ r  adhw Gud8a, plv r e s  

uf nulubere, ef. p. 3811, 3. np&rvr pov;8ar TA tv, inb 6; 7;s 
Pyrrh. iii. 152-157 ; iVutb. povdFos sol sfs dopiurov 8 ~ 6 8 0 s  rL 

c c ? ,  



receive a further intetpretation from the Kea-Pytha- 
goreans and Keo-Plat,onists. The Pythagoreans, says 
Eudorns,' reduced all things uli-imately to the One, by 
which they underst.ood nothing else than the  highest 
Deity ; they &riyed from th is  two principles, the  One 
and indefinite Ilualit,~, God a n d  matter ; under the 
former they cliis~ed everything that is good, under the  
latter eve~ything evil. Co~~seqirenUy they uused various 
names t o  rlesipate these principles. The One they 
called thc uneven, the masculine, the ordered. That 
which is opposecl to  unity they called the even, the  
feminine, the unorclerad, k c .  I~~asrnuoh, however, as 
this second element is derived from the  One, the One 
alone is to be regarded as first principIe in the  tme 
sense of tbc rvnrd. Similarly, AloCloderatus2 asaert,s that 

8Qo. Fls -yLp 7; f v  660 . . . XU+& T O ~ V  XbSous. ti ./clp i) &v ri;a8c, ij 
 aka (1. .raLr;r) Sk wal o i  h n ~ x n l  6: TGUEE <irr;u kp.p~4 oh4 eiui ~ o l v a l  

dptBPd 2,r .rofi.rov bx~-rih;aOquav, ~ d v . r w v & p ~ a l  t5o.nrp ~b Eu. *.at rrrihiv. 
. r o j  $P. i vbr  dsl aepixa~oGulor,  .r+r 816, +VTA, ~ a l  I C ~ T A  &how .+pd~oy 
6: &oplo70v Bucisns 640 ysrv&o?p 841 dpx$r ipauav r i u  r r i v ~ w a  7.h $v Ls 
<is 8re ipov ~ ~ j j 8 o ~  ~ 0 ; s  &p~Bgo:s &P K U ~  'r i js i h q ~  KU: T ~ ~ V ~ ~ " ~ W V Y ~ & W Q I I ,  

~ K T ~ I V U ~ K ~ S .  5 O ~ v  @ a d u  *P ~ u i r  ciPxa7~ 25 aLwi7 yryevqpivwv, ~ o h o  6; <bar 
7 a ; ~ a r s  ~ b v  ,pip 700 ~ ~ ~ P T O E  L L ~ ~ O U  T ~ V  b ~ e p d w ~  8 4 6 1  . . . @g,u1 T ~ Y V U  

kdyov 2 1 r i ~ s r v  T+U pt~uciSa, sbv  8; r o b s  r ~ ~ t  .rBv ~ u D a r 6 p a v  ~b piv $v 
7+ ~ ~ ( q o d ~ q ~  ijhqf ~ $ v  SrrdZa. W&!JTUV dpXhu dr~Ar?rsiv wai' hhhor 
Tide ibid. on t.hc f ~ ~ r m a t i n n  of ~ p d x o v  BLo T A  hvwrdrw I T T O ~ X E ? ~  

figures and things fvam b~~mberr. rrapcradyelv, c a h ~ ~ w  86  r d  Sfio 1u0rcr 
1 Silnpl, P h p .  38 a :  y p & b ~ r  f l ~ o i x t i a  nohha?$ ~rpouqyopiars' ~b 

8; aepl r o 6 f c ~ v  d E176up.s 'r(;8e1 kar& piw ydp a 6 ~ G v  iirropd{?aBar TE?Q-& 

.rbv ~ C P W T ~ T W  .kdYav $ ~ T ; O Y  r o b s  YOU, ~ J ~ I L T ~ J * : Y O V ,  Y Y W ~ T ~ Y ,  d$Jfu, 

nut?ay~pl~oBs 7 b  2v dp&v 5-3u r d v -  s ~ p r ~ ~ b v ,  6eE~bv, +Gs, ~b Bk EIYLZVTCOC 
.rwv hiyerv, K ~ T A  F; ~ b r  S F ; . T F ~ O I I  vothiTiY &TRICTQY c t . ~ .  %UTG &S siv 
~6yc.u 360 kpxlrs r G v  t r x o r ~ h o u ~ i v w u  bpxh rb  Ev Br 6b crolxcia r h  $v ral  
~Tuai, ~6 TE tv K U ~  T ~ J Y  ; Y U Y T J R P ~ O & T ~  $ A d p i r ~ o s  Buds i p X a i ,  &gar t v  uYwa 
qiurr, tro~dsrsrRar S t  rrdvndr r i p  xdhrv, fiat GiiAov Zrr dhAu p h  ia-riv 
K ~ T $  ~ P ~ ~ T ~ Y ~ L Y ~ T ~ ~ O U U , U ~ Y W P  ~ b p i ~  ; i ~  jl i p ~ ; I  ~ i v  T&WY, hhha 6 i  $v 
Bw.>v I$ i v l   TI^ 8; q~aGhov T$ *par T B  75 6udsi t v ~ r ~ ~ i f i c v o v S  ~ a :  povd8a 
TOCTU . ? Y ~ Y T L o u ~ ~ ~ ~  $;PEL. arb C(qBi I L ~ A P ~ ~ I U .  

clvar ~b U ~ V O A O Y  rahw Apxhs KWU Porph. Vidiln Pythug. 48 sqq. 



the Pythagorenns briefly designated by the One the rela- 
tion of unity, identity and equality, the ground of all 
concord and of all fixed uonsistency; and loy dllality,1 
the principle of all multiplicity, inequality, division, 
and change. Tn agreement mit,h this, we  redd in the 
Plutmal.cEljc Placitcs' that of the two principles of PjtLa- " 

gor,as, Unity dcnnoted tht! good, reason, or deity; and 
indefinite Uualily, cvil, matter, and t.11~ d ~ m o n s .  Of 
these two writers, the former only is at t.he pains to 
tell 11s that the doct.rines he ascribes t o  Ihc Pylhagn- 
r y t s  were lzol stated bg them in so many words, hut arc 
merely hinted at in their num ber-theory. Other \vriters 
of later times express tliem~e1vt:s t o  the same e f k c ~ ~  

1 I'uq?hyrg SRTS himself, scc- ~ d w a  cis ipr%,uuhs iLua@Qwv . . . 
Lion 26 : ; ~ d h c a  ?kp i v ~ r i c c i + b  6Jo ~ i r s  brwrd~w kpxdr d ~ & ~ , 6 a u c ,  
~ p r p  B U V ~ ~ ~ W Y  ~ $ 1 1  B ~ X ~ i o v a  7;IvP;v & p t ~ , u C q u  JLUYII~LI, T ~ Y  Bi bd- 
p.~lvdBa ~ a l  girs rral B E ( ~ Y  KR: YUOU plb~uil  8ua'Sa rrah0v.r$w piu dyuOaiv, 

p i v ~ r  ~ a l  GI%, 7411 Sk X E ! ~ U Y B  s ~ v 6 i ~ a ~ C i i Y  a%uav dpX4u, ~ I P C B U S ~ ~ , : ~  

Gvd8a U K ~ T O S  K R L  b P ~ v ~ ~ ( ~ b v  ~ a 1  is L ~ ~ C I . I V ~ U . ~ S  ~xpbdiued, dvergthing 
T C ~ ~ ~ @ P ~ S  ttul + C P ~ ~ ~ V U V .  guuil is dvp$wv;as o i ~ c i o v ,  ;tn< 

i 3, 14 69. (stoh. i. 300): nu- everylhiny e ~ i l  wises fmlll discord 
8ay6prrs . . . l t p ~ h r  ~obfdpif+nirs . . . imd btz i te .  Uippol. xdid. ~ i .  23: 
mdhrv 8: .r+vpovdba ~ a l +  & p r a ~ o v  nu0. roBuv ctpXh~ r& Bhmu LiYiv- 
8vd8a dvruis &,oxair. ~ T E ~ ~ E L  6' a h @  YPITQY d r ~ + ~ v u ~ a  r?v P ~ v d B ~ ,  y v -  
~ i v  d p ~ C u  6 ,i~$v 7 b  nervrixDv v q ~ h v  6; 7 % ~  6vdBa ~ a l  rdmup 
a h r o p  K ( ~ ~ . s ~ S I K ~ ~ I ,  S T E P  $1~71  vois, 5 sobs  dhhovs ~ I @ ~ U ; S .  MU.; 76s g ; ~  
B~bs ,  Q 8' En] .rd aa8qr rn i~  ~ a l  irhtxov, Gud8ar aa&pu $ 4 0 1 ~    bar TSY 
i;uir+ dmiv d d p a ~ b s  ~dupor. i .  7, paivkSa, n&urwv 6; rib y ~ u v o p i v w u  

1 4  (Stub. i. 5 8 ;  Ew. Pr. f i . xiv. ,u~ripa 6viBa, yrvv?r+p y e v v q ~ i p .  
la ,  6 ;  Gulen. c. 8, p. 251): n u B o  His  teacher, Grotas, also called 
ylpas 7iv & p ~ S u  r;lv p i v  ~ s v L 8 a  Unity, Patter, a.nll duality, MU- 
Bsbv ( so  Ilippolyt. Hff'ui. i. 2, p. 8 ;  ~ I L ~ P ;  cf. p. 387, 1 ; Pu. J u s ~ . ~ .  
Epiph. By. Pid. p. 1087, A) U D ~  6bh07t, 10 ( ~ f . ~ h .  4): 7+vy4pfio~dSa 
~ k y a ~ d v ,  3 Trr Z r ~ i v  $ TO; tu ls  dpX+v iradvswv hkyov (sc. r ~ v ~ m ~ . )  
+&ars, a h d s  b voiis TSY S11;6p1g~0v IIOJ I R L T ~ ~  T&U iryu8Ljv ~ T = Y T I Y  

Svdda 8aifiovu K U ~  r b  ~ a u b v ,  a c p i  $Y airiav ~ i v a r ,  8r' aAAqyoplas &a 
Z a ~ r  ~b 6htlibv TA?BOI, i u ~ r  8; ti02 TE uul pdvav B L M U K ~ I  aebu elvui;  
B doui-bs ~ d ~ p o s .  S ~ i s n ,  ad. Metrcp7b. Sclnul. 27l Ari'st, 

Cf. the Pseudo-Plutnrch (pelL- 84% a, 8 ;  cf. 981 a, 5 : - -Nost of 
haps Porphyry) Vita Hunraii, the l?yt,haglgorca~~s cnll tlru cause t,f 
14.j,according t o  whom I'ythagor-ds all thiugs thc D10ui11 and t h ~  Dy- 
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The pseudo-Archytaa 1 differs only from this interpre- 
tation in making the distinction more promirlent 
between the primitive essence and the twa derived 
principle*, and in apprehending tbk latter not in the 
Pythagorean, but in the Aristotelian form. He indi- 
cates as the mgst universal principles, fonn and matter; 
form corresponds to the  reguilated and determinate, 
and matter to the unregulated and indeterminate; 
form i~ a beneficent, and matter a destrlictive nature ; 
but he discriminates both from the Deity, whicli, stand- 
ing above them, moves matter towards form, and 
rnuuIils it ar6stically. Lastly, numbers and geometrical 
fig~rl-efi ale here represented, after the manner of Plat0 ; 
as the iutermediate link between form tlud matter. It 

ad ; Pytllngi~ms himself in t ho  kpds 
hdyur calls it I'roteus (from T ~ Q T O E )  
and the Dyad or Ohitnk. Ot.11er 
Pseudo-Py%hagorcnn fragments. of 
which the conte~ts a e  sirnilar, a l e  
givcii in Purt iii, b, 99, socond 
edition. 

1 111 the fragment quoted, ap. 
S t o b ~ u m ,  i. 71 0 sq. The sporious- 
nesu of this  fmgment has been ex- 
bnustivel~shown byliitterfk'ythag. 
Phe'1o.r. 67 aq.  ; GtwB, der ,?Ail. i. 
377 sq.) and by H,wtenst,ein ( T h  
Arch. Fmynz. 9 sqq.), Tile only 
fault of the btter ishisattempt w 
saTe a portion of the fragment. 
Pcterscn's remarks (&2.~hr(f t  
fiir Alterthf6msw. 1886, 873 qq.) 
co~itain nothing ~veighty enough to 
crmtm~eno this judgment, iu which 
Hcrmann(Plnt. Pi~i l .  i. 2'31) rightly 
concurs. The Alistntelian and 
Ylntonic element in the tlzo~~ghts 
a11d exprcfifiion~ is 80 crident 1.het 
m y  further demonstmtion seems 
superfluous; and eren the  influence 

of Stoicism is betrayed in the 
ideutifioation of iiAv mid oiralk, 
which is never met with in thr: 
earlier philusophtirs. Even if Pc- 
tercen could sncce~d in tracing 
part of the questionable terrninu- 
logy in Arist, MetapA. riii. 2, 1U45 
a, 21, lo Arct~ytafi (which i s  impos- 
sible if we duly distinguish in  t h i s  
pasfiago Aristotle's own comments 
from hiti q u n t ~ t i o ~ s  of Archytns) ; 
even if Petersen's canjectu~e -'ere 
well founded that  the  fragrnrmts in 
Stobaus aro h k e n  from Arjfi~otle's 
excerpts from Arcllytas (although 
the ~ M C  dialect  till appears ill 
them), there would still be grare 
reason to doubt the authent,icit.y of 
the passdge. Arolytas did not 
sepuate the mutive cause from 
the elements of number, as Hrr- 
mann well obscrrc8, in cjting a l e r t  
(ride supra, p. 381, I), actoxding to 
%-ltich thnt philosopher character- 
iserl inequalzty and indeterminate- 
ness as the eausc of  motion. 
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is affirmed in more than one place that the l'ytha- 
goreans exalted the Deity above the opposition of 
principles, and derived the principles horn I)cit.y. 
Unity as Deity, and antecedent to this oppo~jtiirn, mas 

called the One. Unity as opposed to duality, and as 
a member of the  oppositiatl, mas called the 110nad.~ 

Syrian zn 17PF1. SchoE. 927 a, ~b Fr r'urr ral  o6o;urar b T$ ;P e?~ar. 
19 , d t r w  Bh ~ o h o r s  3 ~b ~ ~ e i v t o v  Cf. also the &t81oc 8 ~ h s  &I). Ylur. 
roB n~Bayopsiou a a p a f i d M ~ i v ,  . . . Piilc, ir. 7, 4 : I'scndo-lh~thsrus 
$v;xa hr a 2 ~ b  [rh Fv] r c p v ~ u t ~ v  ap. Stob. Ed. i. 12 (Unicy is rht 
bp&v rival TGY Swwr him ual urkerrxtcd, t he  supreme citast., 
r o a ~ S v  fi&rp~v ~ a ;  & y i v m o ~  #a; k c . )  ; 13eod. Ariihii. p. 8, anli 
&;;LOU U U ~  ~ d t r 0 ~  K R ~  ~ u p l i 8 ~ ~ ,  ahsb Atllenug. 8Ztppd. c .  6 : A b ~ i s  61 ~ a l  
7?1 (rejected by Usener. 1 shouldmy- ti;brr CO+t,i~oi cf. InmL1. Y. P, 267)  
s d f  preferaLrb TC) Cavrb 8vA06p 9 +b i pir dpispbv dpjq.rov (an irmtiunci 
TOG tr~;ov A h d ~ w v o s  &. Albo ;bid. number, here doub~.leas u r ~  irru- 
925 b, 2 3 :  Bhwr 6; nCS; 6nh 7ijv tio11:d 11unlarir;d rout) dplfi.rai ~ b v  
&uavcl b v ~ r ~ r r ~ i v w v  o; ~ Y ~ ~ F S  $PXDY- E c ~ Y ,  d 6; 7 0 0  ) L E ~ [ u ~ o u  TGII dp10pWy 
70, dhhd ~ a l  ~ t j v  860 oua.roryrtjv r+v  mxpir 7 3 v  Z ~ ~ Y T L ~ T I P  [TO; ;yYu- 
~b & T ~ K F C B ~  f i 8 ~ 6 ~ ,  &S p u P ~ ~ p ~ ;  ~ d r ~ ]  S i r ~ p u ~ h u ,  which Athendgo1,as 
O~hdncurs ~ b v  0tbu hCy,vv ripas n d  expl~ine, no duubt correctly, by 
b ~ ~ l p i a r  hoirr?jrrar, . . . ~d Z.rr saying that. the  IiigI~eat n u n l b e ~  
upb s i p  8th ~ ~ & i j ~ r l j u E v ~ a l a y ~ c i r i a v  drsig~ates thc d~nde. and t l ~ c  
aal a i v r m v  i [ T ~ 7 p ; v 7 ~  S T ~ O ~ T ~ T . T O Y ,  I ~ A M I J B T  neP.PCSt t0 i t  nine, So t h ~ t  
$v ' A p ~ a i r r r o s  (or, accoording to the the  whole is only a fmldful cir- 
conject,nre c)f CGckh, YhiLd. 54, eu~locution for Unity. 
149, ill wl~ich Bitrcearteiu, Arch. "udorus, doe. oit. ag, p. 358,. 
Frugna. 12, ebnc1lr.s: ' ~ p ~ i l r a r ,  3 1 ; Hippl..Hff'~d. i. 2, p. I U :  dpr6pbr 
reaaing ir-hich I;.%ener had ad- yLyor~ ~ p & o s  hnrp i u ~ i a  Ev, 
mitted in the t ex t )  p i v  a ; ~ ; a v  npb 8dpru~or  i ~ a ~ d ~ n 7 u r , i x w v  C'V CaorG. 
s l ~ i a s  C ~ V U I  $flat, 9ihdhaos B i  .TGJ. ?rdv.rar 70;s ;x' hrrsrpeu 6u~ap;vous. 
iratrwv ipxbv duar Aru~vplcwur, A O E ~ V  +r6$o3r uark 7; ahG6os. sLv 
Bpbsivor 6; hr 'rob T U V T ~ S  lie1 06- ~ ~ ~ r 8 p ~ v ~ p X ~ y ~ r o ~ ~ ~ u ~ ' ~ r d ~ ~ a o w  
oirrr Gvvrip~r ~ a j  ?rpcoi3c;a brrep&cl 6 ?rpbmpo~h~, $TIT (110u&1 Epunv 
(Riitb's eorrectious of this ptisbago y ~ v ~ & a u n a ~ p 1 ~ 6 s  mdilas ~ o L s  LXAOYS 
n1.e ki~perfluon:: 311~1 mistaken). Cf. &pr%/iolrr. 8e6repov 6; 4 8 u b  eB$hus 
also ihid. 985 b, 1s: :m1 p;v inrh  ~ L p i & ~ b r  BE, Syri ;~n ( in MctopA. 
p o ~ a ~ o v  rrap& TE T@ n h ~ r w v r  ~b h fithui. 917 b, a) quotes ar from 
~ a l  rbya6'bv xu? rap& Bpovrlvy T@ A r c f i y ~ s  the fo!lonring text: $ 7 ~  

IIvBayopely ua; lrapi i r C m r  B s  r h t i v  r b  Fr sal h pow& o q y a r i i  Zdvra 
7 0 7 ~  h b  70; Gi8au~ukiov  r o i  TWU 6 i w . d p ~ 1  &$hwv, and appeals Lo 
n v E a y o p r b v  dpprvp~uors. Pseudo- Modcr~tur  and Nicomwbu~ in sup- 
Alex. in Nrtaph. 800, 32 : ot pi.v, p r t  of h i s  distinction. Woclus 
8uurp TXh(l.ro~ wal Bpmirol b nvOu- in  Tim. 84 D sq. The first Being 
ybp~tos ,  $auiv &L ~b dya8bv a h i  is, according t u  the I'jthagorezins, 



Rut altllougl~ tlrese statcmsnts l~ave found mnch 
favour with n~orIern wr i tc~ .~ ,  t,hey are not ~uffioiently 
attested to  warrant our adopting even their easeritial 
substance. It has already been observed that rve can 
trust  the info~:rnlltion o f  later writers about the Pytha- 
gorean pliilusophy, and especially of Nco-Pythagul,cau 
and Neo-PLatonic writers, only to the exteat that their 
sources are known .to us. Rut these sources are in the 
present iust,allcc either not mentioned, or else they are 
contained in writings the autl~enticity of whie'l~ is more 
than dor~btful. In to the long fragment of 
Archylas, th i s  has already been shown; there can 
scarcr:If be any question o f  i t  in the case of the quo- 
tatious from Brotiuus, Cliniau, and Butherus : ' thc 

t t ~ e  2v ,  which is aborc all oppnsi- 
t i u n u ;  the secunil . th( :  ~ d c n l  f r dnad  
or the Limit, and indetem~iuate 
dunlig  or thc Gnlirniteil. 5im1- 
lgtr1y U;unasc. De, P~il lc .  C. 43, 46, 
p. 115, 123: the Ov, a~ccording to 
Pythagoras, yrrcodes t i la  Allo~~ad. 
On the contrary, BIutIrrittuu np. 
Stnb; Pi. l .1 .  20. says if thcso words 
belong t o  him : ~ru;u rib &p.ur~Lr, 
&pX+v & + ~ q b h v a v ~ o  T ~ P  poudflr TSV 
8; ipr0,utlrSv T?J &. Theo. iVntL. 
c .  4, alvn agreeing with this sdys 
ill. his own n m ~ e  that tIlc M n ~ l n d  
i s  nbow the 011~. Scxtus {iyi~ie 
attpra, 1). 387, 31, the L.ohwicilio 
of Justill. c.  10, and tlie anong- 
Inow author ap. Pl~otius, Cod. 243, 
p. 438 L, comidcr t l~ r :  3Ton:1rl to 11e 
the higheet, vhen they say that 
the Mend iiu t l ~ e  dirinity, and 
l hal  it sbtndtlu ahore the One : r i l v  
&i. ydp povd8e ;v ~ o i s  ~oqro;s d u a ~  
TA Fv <y .TOTS iiip~8pui~ (Jnst.j 
Ru1ler in tlia Philol. \ i i  5i8, 
tlliuks that we should aubstitme 

i p i B f i v ~ 0 7 s  for hpi@fioTs, Imt, this i b  

the less likelj:. s s  Phr~ t iu s  has the  
bama. It is plain that here all is 
calwico and coufuaiu~. The corn. 
meu ators of dristotlr, silch :ts 
Pseuch-Alexaudor (in ~ V t i .  775, 31, 
7 7 6 ,  10 Hon.), Bimyl. (Phjjs. 32 I!), 
are wccus~omed tu cur~sider the doc+ 
triirt, of IJnity and ~lidcterrni~lr~te 
Dui~lity AS E'~T.II:I~OI~CBII. 

' 111 Climas t!~e spuri~nusnrss 
is evident even from the exprcs- 
$ion + t i ~ ~ o v  ~ i v  voq.rrv^u. I n  the 
fragmcnt givcn by llimti~uls the 
prupusition that t.he primitive 
essellce is superior to  Being in 
forcc; and dignity is takcn word 
fop word finoln the Hcprthlic of 
PL:tlo, ri. 509 B ;  and rrheil to  
Beiug is added rots, the Aristo- 
tclinn divinity, t.11 i s  ncIditinn clrnrly 
pravrs thnl this 1s a wmtii~g of the 
p r i u d  uf Neo-l'ythagoreanism or 
Ktu-Pisronism. Tlie words 871 ~b 
iyaObv kc., can only belong tc 
that period. 



UXXTY AXD D Cd4.L1TI- 393 

artificial character of the citation in Atbenagoras is 
it sufficient YeNSOll for mistrust,ing i t  ; ever) in t,he short 
saying of Archzaetuu (or Archytas) the langudge and 
standpoint of a later period are clearly discernible;' 
and lastly, in a passage said to  be from Aristotle, a. 
definitiuu of marter is attributed to Pythagorxs him- 
self, which, in accordance wit11 the doctrine of the 
older academy, presupposes tile distinction belween 
furm and matter,2 evidcnt.ly showing eit,lm that the 
writ,ing is itself a forgery, or that it contains a false 
statement. The expoait~ione, too, which Sevtulj and 
Alexmder Pvlyhiator have follo~ved, bear unmistakeablc 
marks of the eelccticisrn ~vhir;h after the sccoud half of 
the second century before Christ began to blend the 
philosophical systems together, and t o  cunfuse the 
ancient with thc receuL3 For these reakonl; the tesli- 

The Ia~zFcrtYe, fiir t h i s  use of 
a i ~ l a  witllout any parti~ular quali- 
fication, is tirst fo~ulrl in Plato and 
Aristurle, and ppresappoxs their 
enqnirics coi-lccmniug Lht: idea of 
cause : t h e  poiat of' view, for iu  
LIle exl~ressiuu ai~(a ?rpb a i ~ L a s  t h e  
diytniiy is elcvtrted above dl coa- 
ml,: principles i n  a nian!ler neycr 
known bcfnrc thc timc of ~ h c  Nco- 
Qtl~ngor~aub. 
' Uamase. Dc Print. Arisl. 

ALa.qm. 1514 a, 2 4 :  ' A y r o ~ u ~ ; A q s  
6; $v r o i s  'Ap~urhio i s  iuroysi ~ a l  
nudaydpav hhho d ) v  8hqv rahtiv 
&s f i c u u r ~ i ~  ~ a i  be1 dhho ytyd~crov. 
Chaignct, ii. 73 4. t~tliss  his sr; 
certain. 111 IIIY opmioil, the cir- 
cumstance that  drisfotls is here 
affirmiug sometking about t l ~ e  doc- 
trine td Py~hitgouas, ar~d a b ~ r o  trll, 
the sulj~tanco of thjs 8finnatiol1, 
dearly Kzrlna ~osl low either tkat the 

work on A r d h ~ h s  (uf which w-c do 
not possess elsewhorc t,he sm;illest 
f i . d g i ~ ~ ~ ~ )  v n s  spurious ; 01: el$a 
t,hat Ilarnasc~us httcl wrongly atbi- 
bukd  to  %th,igoras w h a ~  skaa sntd 
in that  work, aurl WJS, perh:lpb, 
onl)~ h u u a n  t o  Uamrlscius irt t k l d  
llil~ld. J$71~iit hc m;lliesPyLhnguws 
sav aoulld imt eve11 hare bee11 satd 
L the  PytI lr~~u~eails ,  bcfwe Plittu. 
Aristutle, on the othcr hand, t t l i b  
uc; ( ,?fel~~ph.  xiv. 1087 b, ZG) tllrt~ 
certain Piato~~ists opposed t o  Ll~e 
Pv thc C ~ r p a v  and tile LiAho as the 
~natezial principle; and 1's. tllcx. 
(777,  22 Boll.) applies this nsser- 
don to the 1')thagorwns. It 
uruuld seem that the stnlemont oi' 
U~rndsciua, or of the wok uscd 
by I l irr l ,  ha5 neeasioned a. similar 
niisu~ldcrstanding. 

8 'l'hig is eeycci;illy sr idcl~t  i n  
Seatur, &en thc diniectic charac- 



monies in question a.re valueless ; and neither the doc- 
hine of Unity ancl indefiuite Duality, nor the identifi- 
cation of the primal Unity with Deity, and ail that 
depends upon it, can any longer be attrilirited to the 
ancient Pjthagorean s. 

Among the later Pythagoreans- whose tendencies 
were PIatonic, Unity and Duality, as see from what 
has been quoted above, play au important part; bllt 
arvlong the earlier philosopIlers, Plato is the fir& who 
can Ic proved to have ~mployed them, and the  Axisto- 

~ C P  t>f h ~ s  argument definitely indi- 
wtes u recpnt date. nilorcorer, not  
only the Atomists, b u t  Epiaurus 
md Pla~o ,  arc men~ioned. by mime, 
and ailusion iu rrlade to their lvnrks 
( P .  i~ i .  182 ; M. x. 252, 257, 258;- 
We find in Mnih. rii. 107, a vsrg 
irnprub~blc a n e d o r c  uf the sculptox 
of the  CoLo>sus of Ehodes, a pupil 
of Lysjpyua. Co~itrxry to all thc  
r;i&temnents uf Arrs~or,le, the  scpiira- 
tion of number8 from things, 
the p;trticipntion of things i l l  num- 
b e r ~  (M.x. 263 sqq., 277 ; vii. lWP) ,  
are attributed not mcrclg to the  
Pytbagoreans, but  to P y t h ~ o r a s  
11:mself ( P .  iii. 133 ; AW, x. 26 1 ~4.). 
'I'hc Pyth:igorear~s arc rcprcsented 
as freely making uuc bf Pytha- 
gorean and cren of Anvtoleliiln 
c;ttegories. There io no doubt, 
therefore, that this, ~xposition i~ 
of rrcent date, and quite uutrust. 
worthy, and tha t  t he  rlefenct: of it, 
wliich Marbach {GacA. d. Phi!. i. 
169) h : ~ s  ati.enrptcd, bupcrficially 
enough, is alt,og.cthor inadmissible. 
l u  the expositiun of Alexsuder 
tl~ese reteiht elements are less 
si~*iking, but, ncvcrthclcss, they 
sre unmistnkcablc. I t  the very 
6?Ominenerrrrent uf thecrtructw11id~ 

hc gives! we find the Stoic and 
Aristutflran disrinction of mattes 
awl e f i c i e ~ ~ t  cause. Thisdistinction, 
as wlth t h o  Stoics, entem eren in tu  
the One primitire essence. Bnrther 
on, rvs find t l ~ c  Stoic d u c t r i n e  of 
the rinircrsal tr;rasfmation of 
mat,t,er (rpi'nruBar F2 Zhwv), a doe- 
triuo which is wholly f o v c i p  to 
the mcient Pytl~agurean wsmu- 
I q y ,  as will prrsrutlg be fiLomn ; 
Lhcn the Stuio coucoytionv of the 
~ipap,u&vll, oi the idcirtity of t h e  
Dirirle w i t h  the vital w;trrnth or  
ether;  its jrnmmenca in thing3 
(SJ$HGIY), and the kinship of men 
with the Didne, w11ich is fouaded 
upon this ~rnmunencc. Wc also 
find the Staical no~ions of the  pro- 
pbgatlon of yuuls, an ar~aivgol~s 
upiuiou to that of r l ~ e  LWICS C: on 
sensation, rtnd the purely Stoical 
theory, necorditlg to wliich t l ~ e  
firculti~s of the boul are rcsol~nd 
into currei~ts of nir (rub* A~YOLIS 

$ U X ? ~ S  & Y ~ ~ V U P  ~ 2 ~ ~ 2 8 ) .  These traits 
suttic~ently prove the impossibi1it.y 
of rcg&i.liing the axposiLion of 
Alexa~idcr ar an ancicnt Jr'yd~r- 
gorear1 doountent. Other details 
wlll be gir~tm further on. 



telian passaps \~hich  might seem t o  ascribe them to 
the Pythagoreans, and whicll were constantly explained 
in th i s  sense kg the aricicnt commentators, relate entil.ely 
t o  Plato and the Academy.' Neit.hcc in Alexander's 
excerpt,s from Aristotle's work on the Good,"n which 
t,he Platonic doctrine of Unity and indefinite Duality 
is developed at length, nor in what  I'orplryry a says on 
t.hc same subject, are the Pytliagoreans mentioned ; 
and tliough Theophrastus once alludes to indefinit~ 
D~lality, nf'ter previously naming the Pythagorcans to- 
gether wit,h Plato, the brevity with which he sums up 
the doctrines of both prevents our drawing any in- 
ference from this allnsion. Noreover, according to t he  
statements of Alexander and Porphyry, Plate placcs 
this doctrine i n  close connection wit11 the theory of the 
Great and Small, .crhich Aristotle declaxea categori- 

' LVetuph. xi;;. 6, 1080 b, 6. a h f i v .  anos 8; oAX ddv .re h c u  
Thc comnicncement of thc chapter 7 a b ~ ~ s  7 9 v  raii 8hou +hrrrr [cbatj, 
slmnu clearly thxt thsre is no LhA' oTou ;uoporp~~u ' ~ $ 5  :ripus fi r d  
yueatlon in this passage of the r & s  d p ~ b  dvarriar. This i s  tho 
Pj-tl-thagureans. Aristot.1~ only r e d i n g  adopted by Brandis. 1vi111- 
speaks d them in the seque l  and. rrwr has:  7br E~tpar  kc. Parheps 
in reference to something clsc. It thc  right reading of the parsage 
j s  tho same eith the passqc, r ,  7, may be : iuofio~priv r. apx. d v a v ~ i a s  
1081 a, 14 sqq.; 1082a, 13. Thla fi ~ a l  6 n r p ; ~ c r v  T ~ V  ~ T ; ~ P U .  Bib ~ a l  
wholo chapter lrtrdtv solely of the  068; ~ h r  8 ~ b v ,  8uor r$ 8c@ r$v 
Pl;tronic theory of numbom. Lastly, rri~iav i w d ~ r o u u i ,  tivav8ar xdm' 2nl 
aiv. 3, 11191 a, 4, also refers t o  ~b Eipiwrov Ciyers, BAA' tk'nsp, E'$' 
Plato, and to him only. arou  ; u B & x r ~ a .  ~ i ~ a  6' n&* &'ELY 

V w ~ n n z n ~ t .  on .,Wed, i. 6, p. 41, 32 U ~ O C A U ~ ,  d r ~ p  bvarp~56'ar uufi.B$- 
sq.Ron.; and Simppl. Pjbys. 35211); l0a)h aerar T$U 8hqv uPuiav 2[ 2 v a v ~ b v  

J Ap. Sirnpl. Ph?/s. 1 0 4  1). YE ~ a >  L ~ P ]  G ' V ~ W T I O I P  nirav.  The 
' Mct. (Frag. 12, CVimrn.) 33, last words, beginniug a t  .rdXa, are 

p. 3211, 14 Hraud. : nAd.rwv 8; ~d most likely ;tddocl by Thevphwstus 
oi nvOuydper~r, pcwrphr 710 bndr~u-  himself, IIUC in the whole text there 
win, A r y ~ ~ ~ i r B a l  p ~ C ~ E I V  l irav~a' is such B mixture of Pythagorean- 
K C L ~ O L  na%dtreP ~ ~ T ; B E U ~ V T L Y A  T U I O ~ C L  ibm and Platonism that it seems 
75s & o p l a ~ o u  Gud8os wal sob Cyds impos~iblc t o  dotarmine fmoi this 
( V  $ ~ a l  +b &KFIPOV ~ a 1  ~b & T P ~ O Y  passage %lone what was peculiar tta 
H R ~  =Era hs ria&v iLpopgla ~ a e '  each of the tupo factors. 



cally to  be a conception peculiar to  Plato and unknown 
t.0 the I'y thagore.arls. Aristotlc and lhilolaus a1 ways 
cite the odd and the even, O r  Ibc limited and unlimited, 
and these alone ;ts elements of number."ven mrhcre 
Aristotle spraka of numbers being produced from the 
One: lle understands by ttlle One only the number one 
and never adds t o  it, du;~lity, ~ h i c h  he could not 
pofiihly have omitted if the One were int:a,pahble of pro- 
ducing nunher except ia combination with duality ; 
lastly, many autIlorities expressly deny that the Pytha- 
goreans hcld the theory of Urlity and D u a l i t y . V t  
may be considel.cd almost unq~lestionable then that 
thls doctrinc did not lrelollg t o  the aucient Pyt,ha- 
gorear l s .9h t i  subsequent interpretiztions which iden- 

1 ,lfefoph. i. 6, 987 b. 22 : 7 b  
8; kvri .roc irntlpov & s  ;vbs SvdSa 
W U ~ ~ A ~ I  wal ~b daripuv ZK iL~ydhou 
~ a i  p ~ ~ p o j ,  70;; %LOP (SC. ~ A ~ T W Y L ) .  
Phy; rii, 4, 203 a. iO : oi [nu- 
&-ynprrul] r b  & ~ i n ~ i ~ n v  r&ar T L  & ~ T I O Y  

. . . L l A a r t d r  6; 660 T& d r r c ~ ~ a ,  ~b 
piya ,cat +ib p ~ ~ p d ~  ; c,f. ibid. iii. 6 ,  
206 L, 87. Thc fir,t of these 
passages does not directly assert 
that, Lhe 1'ytIi;rgo~eaes wurci not ac- 
qu~inted with tho dyad, chat is t o  
bay: the 8uirr ddpmros, but ~ t ~ a t  thev 
ware unacquainted with the dya:i 
of thc Grwt and S ~ l ~ ~ l l .  

Vide $&pya, p. 377. 
W ~ c i a p h .  i. 5, ride s+q>ra, p. 

358, 1. C:f. L ~ G  lomarks, xiii. 8, 
1083 a. 20 ; xiv. i. 1087 t b ,  7 ; e ,  
4, 1391 b, '1, r e l ~ t i v e  t o  an opinion 
similar t.3 that of the Pjthagu- 
reans. It is clear froin the text, 
xiii. 8, 1083 a, 36: sq., t h a t  it is 
not the Yy~agor:crean opinion itself. 

Thao. Srnyrs-i. 4: p. 315: hrhmr 
6? k p ~ d s  ap;O,ubc oi pir BUT spda 

.r$v .rc p~vda~a ~ a l  rilv Sud6a - o; 68 
? m b  nuBaydpou admas KU& .rb 6[3s 
~ h r  ~ w v  G p w v  ;~8if lfr>,  6i' wu 
7 e  R U ~  IIfp1~701 Y U U B V T U ~ ,  OYUW 7&u JY 

aIrrBq.roL rpriv i m j v  ~ b v  ~ p ~ 8 6 a  
k c .  Ps.-Aim. Ct ~V.trtph. xir. 1, 
p. 775, 29 ; ibzd. 776, 9 :  70;s 
o6v x ~ p i  n h d r w s a  y e v v S v 7 a r  ol BprO- 

;K ~ G s  70; &Y!UIIU ~ v ~ & u s ,  79  8; 
nv8aydpg i y&scrs ~ G i l  kp10~Ljv 
ZUTIV <K 706 ?rh$i?ovs. Sini~l,ai-ly 
S ~ ~ i a u  rid A. 1. SGRPE. 926 a, 15. 

5 Tide Brandis, Dc perd. A r k .  
le'hr. p. 27 ; Ritter, Pyth~tg. Phil. 
133 ; Wcudt. Be rer. przac. sec. 
Pylh. 20 sq. ; aud others. Bijckh, 
on the cuut~ury, rclgaycicd thr: One 
and iudeterminnro Dudity as 
hclong~llg to the Pythagureau doc- 
trine (Yiiilul. 55) ; altd Schleiar  
mireher considerb thofir: two prin- 
ciplas as sgnonymou~ with God 
and mntter, the yriueiple deter- 
mining alld the  priuciple deter- 
mined (Geschich. dcr I'hil. p. 56). 



tify the One wit 11 Dr:ity, an13 Dr~a.lity with matter, arc 
uit,erly t o  bc discarderl. For this radical distiilctiol~ 
of the corporeal and spiritual, of rna.tter and e6cient 
force, is qll l te st variance mi th  t,he t l~eory  which chicfly 
determines the cllxracter of Pythagorennism, via. that 
nnrn1m.s me the csaence of which things consist. If 
once a discrimination were admitted bet,ween ma.ti er 
and tho formal principle, numbers n~ould become, like 
tllc Platonic irlezts, merc forms, and co~ild no longer he 
considered as t,he substantial elemeutd of  the cm-porcal. 
Such distiriction, hornever, i s  only ;tscribed to  the 
Pytl~agn~.e:tris hy writers to whose evidence, as we hxvc 
seen, \.wry limitc?cl credent:~ can be g i ~ e n .  Aristotle or1 
t he  cont~-al.y elnphaiicdly declaws' that Ao;txagrnas 

\\<as thc first philosopher who disc:rimimtccl spirit from 
matter, and he on thit; account includes thc  Pytha- 
goreana among ~I IOSE:  who recognised. ox11y .yc~~~il~lc 
existence.' Z3nt most of the staterrlants that II~L'V'C come 
down to us respecking the Py'chagoretlu doctrjnn of the 
divinih arc imrnediately connected mith the t,heory 
of Enity and Duality, of spiril; and m~t t e r .  The 
divinity sccms to have been conceived pa~tly as the  
first term of this oppositi~n, nnrl partly ar t'he higher 
unity which precedes t.he opposition, engeaders the two 
opposing elements as s~rcb, and brings about. their 
mion. If, therefore, this discrimination was first 
added t o  Pythafforeanism by tlie later adherents of the 
school, the same mupt llavi: been the case in regard to  
the Pythagorean conception of God ; and the question 
is wl~et~her the idea of God had generally any philo- 

I LVI~tapi. i, 3, 984 b, 15. Vide s q r a ,  p. 159. 



fiophic import for the Pythagoreans, and especially, 
whether it was involved in t.heir tIzeory of ultimate 
causes. This q~lcfition cannot be ansrverad by an appeal 
to the religious character of Yythagoreanism, nor by the 
citation of pasSil.gc+s, which express, in a religious form, 
the dependance of all things on God, the duties of 
1)ivine worship, thc greatness, and the attributes of 
God; for me are not at present concerned with t.lle 
enqniry Born far t l ~ e  Pythagorean theology co-existed 
side by side with the Pythagorean philosophy, but how 
far i t  had any logical connection with the philosophic 
doctrines of the school ; whether, in short, the idea of 
God mas deduced by the Pytl~agoreans from their 
pl~ilosophic hheory of the universe, or was used by them 
t.o explain it.' Gcneral as this Iat tcr assumpt,ion may he, 
it appears to  me nnfounied. The Deity, it is thought 
hy some, was dist,inguished by tlre Pythagorcanu as 
absolute unity, from unity conceived as in opposition, 
or from the limit ; consequently, il vpas also dis- 
t inpisbed from the and exalted above the whole 
sphere of  opposite^.^ Others sayt that the first one, 

' It is no refutation of my 
rie\vs to my, asHeyrIe says (Ethiccs 
? ? ? I ' / K ~ ~ v T < R  Yizdkie, Ed. 1834, p. 
25), tliatirary phllo;i.opher horroas 
eonsider;tbly from common opinion. 
The opiniolls which a pltilosopher 
deriver; from this R O U ~ C P  are only 
to be co~~sidercit part of his phiIo- 
sophic system if they are i n  some 
way co~~nectrd with his  sciel~tific 
vic~vg. A p ~ t  from t.hese, they m 
mcrcly pcrsonal opinions, irnma- 
terjal t o  the cystern; ss, for sz- 
ample, the pilgrimage nf ncscnrt.rb 
t o  Loretto i b  imin8t.erial to Cm- 

tesianism. Heyde likewise main- 
tains,  ibid., that mc ought only to 
l ~ n r e  nut frntn a philosnphic sys- 
t am snch points ns t he  author of 
the system expreshly declarcs not 
to beloug tu it. 'l'hia would a t  
once rexder any discrimination n f  
t,he essential imd the  accidenbl in 
such w t t e r s  impossilrrlc. 

"clih, Phil. 53 sq. ; Mandis, 
i. 483 sq. 

q i t t e r ,  1'ytia.q. Phil. 113 sq., 
119 sq., I66 '(1.; Gc~thi tL.  d. Phrl. 
i. 337 hq., 398 .sy. : Sclilci~rrna~her, 
Ioc, t i t .  

b 
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or the limited, wat; at the same t ime a.pprehended as 
Deity. This, however, is  asserted only by Xeo-. 
Pythagorean and Yeo-Platonic a~t~har i t ics ,  and in 
fragments of interpolated writings emanating from the 
same circle.1 Aristntle, in the various passages wl~cre 

1 JIcsides thc fragmruts already duced into Philosophy by Pkto's 
y~rntcd, the fr;$gmetlt.of Pi~iloliiuu, idrx of t,he world-soul. There t.mo 

+vx+~P, HP. Stoh. I. 430 (Blickh, doctrines were, as we ahall pre- 
P?tilol. 163 ~ q . ) ,  is, in  my opinion, sently see ( 5  iv. Codm.), unknown to 
in the snmc case. It be~rs  acr the t,ruo Pytlmagoreans; and, io- 
Illany marks of n r e c ~ n t  origin that dead, what. our n~ilhor riays of the 
I cnnnot  cousidcr it authentip, nor worhl-snul presents in i t s  details a 
ran I even Rdopt as probable decidedly Platonic and 11ristotel;~~n 
Bbckh's theory (defended by character, while Pyt.hagureitn then- 
Brandis, Gc~rhich. d. Ewbw, i. 173 ries, properly so-called, are whoIly 
fiq ) t1i:~t the foundation was wanting. The discrimination rrlilde 
:~ut.l lent~c, but t h ~ t  sotncthing hnn by the pseudo-Pliilolnus bctwn~n 
been added by ono authority in the world ahore tho moon, whic11 
quutinz it. The Tery commence- he calls the b f i c ~ d B A ? r o u  or berrl- 
nli?nt recalls t he  Tim:leus of P l a to  v q ~ o v ,  and the world belnn the 
(35 h sq. ; 14, B) and atill mnlre moon, which he ca lk  the p ~ ~ a f i d h -  
Occllus Lueilnus. c. i. 11. The Aov, or 2ctsaBis, dnul>tIcs~ rnfiernblas 
wur:ls (p. 422), 6' t't &#?or+wv the Fyth~goremll  idens, hnt the 
~ o d r m v ,  r o c  piu dcl l i o v ~ o r  BE;OU,  r n a n l ~ ~ r  iu which it is apprehended 
TO; 82 hri u~~of ldhholrros  yrrvaroP has greater aiTinity with Aristotlc 
~dr ,uds ,  remind us in thc  must (cf. for ex;>mplc, what i s  quoted 
slriking manner of the text, c.  2, Part ii. b, 331, 3 ;  838 sq., srcond 
suh ]in, of Ocellus Lucanus, :md edition], and especially the trea- 
the Cratinns of Plato, 397 U. tise n, ~du,uou, c, 2. 892 a, 23 sq. 
To dispose nf t.his coincidence The infl~lenco o f  t8hc Aristotelian 
(Chaignct, ii. 61) by the sui~stitu- t e ~ t n i n o l n n  i n  unmistakoable irk 
tion of divror for Oiowas  mniild in t h e s s ~ o r d s  : ~ d r ~ n v  Srev Zviprelav 
i tself  be arbit.rnry and iin,justifi- lc26tov BciJ T E  vd ytvJuios KUTB. 
able, even if the 0r;ov hod not been ~ru~aauAovOiav .r& p e ~ ~ B A a 6 7 i ~ i i ~  
dosignntcd previously as the ~ E ~ K L -  $iaror. 'The opposition of the sat& 
v w o v ,  whiel~ d( uiGvos €is a i i v a  .rh ahb ral &oa&w~ i X o v  and the 
mplnohti (cf. 8 iv. 6'o.rm.). l'ho y lr~p~ua H& @ % c I P ~ ~ E ~  ToAA& d o 6  
etern i ty  of i b ~  world (and not not belong, ir, i d  certain, to t,he 
mnvely it* endless d?4rutio?b, as epwh anterior t.o Plato: the  ohstr- 
Xrandin, lot .  rit., nmiutains ; the r a t i u n  that by means of' genemt,ion 
words are : 3 s  $ 8 ~  6 n6gpos 2E the perishable receives its form i n  
sWvor wal $3 d G v 5  BIU+;VF~) ,  wllicll an impr,ti$hnble manna? is founrl 
is t ~ u g h t  i n  the  fmgment ill quea- even in Pla tn  and Aristorlo, and 
tion, :t f a ~ u u r i t e  theme of the Ym-  seems to presnppoee the distiar- 
Pythagorems, RRS. according ti, ail tion made bg both Lhtae philoso- 
the indications o f  AGstotle, int,rc phers betreen farm and mattor. 



he csp~nndu the Pythagiirenn thcnry of the ultimate 
sensans of things, never says a word n.hout their doc- 
trine of Godal 'Iihe.oph~astns evcn seerus to  draw an 

Lastly, Rijckh r e m ~ r k s  thnt thc most I i k c l ~  borrows from i t  wha t  
rinsing wo~cls. yevvfiuam naripr wr shaIl ciLe fuwther 011. But illis 
&a) 8qptouoyj? we ilerireil from only proves that ~ l l r  t)orrk uras 
Tirnzus. a j C; hu t  -xc ran scarc.cly known hg t h i ~  writer of the fiikh 
for this resron ott~ibute them to ccnrnry A.D., nlid rrgil'cted by him 
~ I I P  prrson who reports them. , I d  aq no ;inthentic work of P h i l o t n u s  ; 
mittit~g t l l~ t ,  $omc of these cointi-  :~ud even if,  in the manuscript he 
denccs cannot be ozplainpd except wxsusing, ikwas joincd nit11 Philo- 
on the t l~ecrp or fin illt.t.rpolatinn, laus' rcirl work. ;his is no p o f  nf 
it wonld still be very ditFicult to its ~11therlticit~. 
belicrc in the authenticity of 111ig It i s  said ill J f ~ t n p k .  xiii. 8, 
nrorlr whe11 we consider how mucl) 1083 a, 20, tlint number-s are [he 
i s  a ~ ~ i t e d  there, which, sfrikinq p~ilniti\-e elci~zcnt, ~ a l  i rpxkv a h 6 r  
enough, p~ ss, is inconceisnble in slvtrr a h b  T L  tv, bu t  this 0111: I S  not 
eornhinntiorl, except on t h e  snyposi- drsignxtrd as the Divinity ; and 
tin11 t h a t  t h o  nwrk is of recent  da.te. Irmsides, the pss,ayn is not con- 
Xohr ( D c  Phidcl. FW!~. ,  ~ f p l  hx'lr, ceruzd with Qthagore>i~ls, bat s i l  h 
Lpz. 1874, p. 12 q .1  thiclis t h t .  bp a fraction of the, Matonists who 
sacrificing the Lxst scntrnrcs from followeci t h r  dortrincs of Pytha- 
the u.ods 6th  at rahirr iXe ; ,  he goraa. Similarly, Ji'lilnfnph. arv. 4, 
can nnye the rest as a work of 1091 b, 13 sqq., when AristotIc 
Plii1ol;ios: hnt, t.l~i; is ;a v ~ i n  at- s p c ~ k s  of tlinso x h o  identify t he  
tempt, as I s h a l l p r u r ~ ,  in rcfcr~ncc hB.solutr: One with Iha Absolute 
t o  the most iiecir;i\-~ points--tIie Gor~rl  (atrrb TS 8v rb i y d b v  a h h  
eternity of t h ~  world i~nnd the r?vd qhsrlv), hemeitnsthcndherenta 
world.sool. R u t  if this fritgmmt of I h o  theory of Ideas, as is prn-rerl 
is internolsted, there is no reason by the rxyreusions u k b  r b  Tv, i r r lvy-  
tu s u p ~ m s e t t ~ a t  the %lhdhaor Iv 74 T o r  ofiolar, ,u&p ~ a l  p r~pbs  (1. 32). 
n s p l  +vx<s, from which it is bor. This opinion is the v i e v  nf tllr. 
rowcd. ncrorrlina t n  Stobceus, is Lhe ?l:ttonisfs ; vide Sch.hneg1~r anrl 
third volume of the known work OF Bonilx ad. h. I. :~nd Zeller. Wrdf. 
Philolaucr. BLickh : ~ n d  Srhx~.~-  Str~d. p. 273. Tn it I.hi~d text., 
schn~idt arsert this---the former iVetaj>h. i. 5 (vidc supra, p. 3 i 9 ,  1 ; 
(ioo. eit.) on the f ) r e - ~ ~ P p ~ ~ i t i o n  cf. hiii. 6, 1080 b, 31 : ~b 27 oroi- 
that the  f r q e n t  is nuthcutic ; X G ~ U U  ual dpx$v patrlv   bar TGW 
the latter b e l i e ~ n g  that none u f  6v.rmv) i t  i s  said tl1a.t the g i t h n -  
the  fragments of Pki1olm.m are so. gorean? deduce numbers from the 
It is probable that tlii.; trcntibe was One; but lhis is the  nnrnber one 
k t  separette mork, dl~l inct .  frtirrn the  which c m n n t  hc tho D~vrnity, be- 
source u f  tho a~~then t io  fragmeots. cause it must itself result from the 
CIaudianus3~amertusprobnl1ly had Odd and Even. Rittcr (Gcsch. d. 
it before hinl i n  his  wnfusod statlta- P i ~ i l .  i. 388) makes, in reference 
rnentu, De Sfntu As. ii. 7, q r o t ~ d  t o  this point, the- follnwinp objec- 
br 136ckb, Phaol. 29 sqq., and he tion : As number, that, is t o  s:tx, 
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cxprcss dist.inction between the Pythagoreans and 
those mho represent the Deity as efticient cause.2 
Philolaus indeed f i t s  t l l ~  one the beginning of all 
things,a but he can scarcely mean anything more by 
this than what Aristotle says : via., that the number 
one i s  the root of all numbers, and therefore, since all 
things consist of anmbers, it is  also the principle of 
all things.4 He further desori't~es God as the sole 

rhr: E v e n  and the Odd,' only re- 
sults fmm t.he One, the One c m n n t  
have rc~uItci1 f ~ o n l  these: tloc 
words 8l &p.9o.r+wv ~ o i r w u  do not 
therefore sigili$ d ~ r i ~ ~ d  from both, 
lrut  ransisllnp of both. This oh- 
jccsioa is based npon % n~anifest 
ct~nfusio~l: the Eren and O4d 
n~~nzbtr is nct the Evcu awl t ire 
Odd ; the expression, ' that is to 
say,' is  consequenily not Icgiti- 
mate, and t,he only ~cnr;a which the 
s o r d s  of Aris to~le  can hwe,  ilc- 
cordirig t o  the cont,ext-, is tllc fol- 
loaring: first, t he  One nriscs oat 
of the Odd nut1 thr: Even, m d  
then the  other numbers proceerl 
from the Clue. Vide Alexander 
ml h. I. Lnstly, in Jfetaph. siii. 6 ,  
1080 b, 2 0 ;  xiv. 3, 10'11 a, 1.5, 
the first corporeal wity  is spnken 
of, but i t  is cbarcterised vcrF rlis- 
tiuctly ns derired, for in  xiv. 3, uc 
r e d ,  ol p;u o h  fiv8aydp~ror a d - r ~ ~ u v  
o; ~oroGui 4 aoro;ur ~ & C G L V [ T O E  6~ ds] 
O ~ ~ G ~ ~ L U T ~ [ ~ L Y . @ ~ V E ~ L ~ S  -yirp ~ ~ ~ o u o t v ,  
&s TO; ;uLr r r v u ~ ~ 0 i ~ ~ o s  GR' bf 2ai- 
rrCSwv & ~ ' d e   poti is err: ZK m r ; p p a ~ o s  
c;~' d[ Zu  Q ~ o p e i u r v  c i ? ~ ~ ; u ,  ~ b 8 b s  7b 
:W~GTU 7 0 6  &~.lrslpov $ 7 1  ~ A K G T U  H U ~  

i ~ e p a i v c ~ r ,  ;nb TO; II;~RTOF. Herc, 
again, X am obligerl t o  contradict 
the remark of rfitttte~ (lot. tir.) 389 
thxt, according t o  the teuC, X e t .  
xiii. 13, t.his One cannot be anything 
d-criced. Hut Aristotlo in that, 

place simply mys r bars ~b wpGruv 
;V avr2u~t) i p v  pCyceos A t o p e ; ~  
Z o l ~ w r u .  In thr first placr this 
does not mean that they regard 
the. One as not dcrived, bnt that 
~hc! pra1,lenm of its derimtion puz- 
zles them; whence it  would ritt,hcr 
follow tha t  this problem is b a s d  
upon h e i ~  other definitions ir: re- 
spect. to the One. I n  the seco~td 
place, t h e  question in this pa~s:ign 
i s  not ahether Unity in general is 
dcrivd frum first principles, hut 
wlie~her the origin of the first cvf- 
poiwj  unity, as such, the formation 
o f  t h c  Brst body in the midst of 
thc ul~iverse (that is to say, t h e  
mntml fire), has been explained in 
a satisfactory mnnncr. 

111 the  pftss'qe quoted, p. 
396, 1. 

Plaio w d  his School. Cf. the 
words : Brd ~d 058; r b p  R~bv &c., 
Tim. 48 A ;  Tlmt. 176 A. 

I n  thc frngmcnt a~). Tambl. 
ifi 3Tiron~. 108 (cE. SYrjnn in Me- 
taph. SullaE. 036 a, 1 ; vide dxprcc.  
p. 301, 2, and 3hcki1, Phzlol. 149 
sq.), the ~iU~cnr . :c i ty  of  which, in- 
deed, is not quite cerhin, thongh 
thcre is not,hing absolutely itgainbit 
it  : $I bpxh n d m w v ,  

It j s  thus dmt the biogr:~phrr- 
i n  Photius Cod. 249 a, 19, under- 
eranda the passage : r;lr ~orrEEa 
~ d v 7 w v  irp;yhv ; h t y o v  nu€'ay6prroi, 



ruler of the universe, exalted above all things,' em- 
bracing all things with liis care ; s but this proves 
nothing in respect to the philnsopbic import of t h e  
concept of God in his system. For thc first of t'hese 
propositions, if it really comes from Philolaris,3 merely 
C ~ t l  a b  p b v  uljpe70v i p X h u  ~ A E Y U V  for the Jewish and Chrisbian 
ypn,u.prjl, T ; ~ Y  8; Z T L T ~ ~ D U ,  7 h  6: . . A l ~ x a n d r i ~ n s  ofton avail thenl- 
rrdFa.ior. TOE 82 rqpdou r p o m i -  selves of falsified \witiug~ to prove 
uosT~at 4 @nubs: l w r ~  i p ~ h  .r&v Moi1ot.heisrn. 13iirkh also conjec- 
~ W ~ ~ T W I I  iJ eurks. If even thesc turns that the passage may not be n 
worrls ceferred tu the Divinity, it ~ e r b a l  quotation ; but there am no 
xvwlti be necessary to know the decisive proofs of its spl~rioosuosc, 
conncctiuu irt which t h y  sttsod, in for I cannot consider t,he atrbs 
order t o  sny rnhcthcr the One is a h 4  8fipios, kc., as , Post Platunia 
here designated ss  the Dirinit,~, or modem catrgorics ' (Sch~~rschmidt ,  
if  the senRe is not simply this: Schm'fii. dss Philo?. .LO). Thc hro- 
' O n e  thing is the beginning of all positinn that the univorse or r.hc 
other things, aurl chis one thing iu Divinity is d3 Zprov ,  a d v r q  b'pirnrov 
lhe Divinity.' In the firvt case i s  rtltrihuted alrt-~dy t o  Xeno- 
only wm~ld t,he passage have rt phanee. Parmenides calls Being 
pl~~loeophic bcering : in the  sisonrl a& Spuaov (rirle irqfra, Pawn.). 
it rvould be a religions proposition, BIorcorcr, the opposition of the  
gucIi ny we find clsowhere (8.g. i n  a h @  airoios, z ~ t p o r  r 1 v  dhhwv does 
Tr,rpander, vida stpru, p. 129). not presuppose more dialectic cul- 

Philo, mzcl~n'i gif. 23 A : pap- t.um than h e  opposition i w u ~ @  
T V ~ C ;  8; ~ O U  T$ h&yW #a1 @AMUPS U ~ Y ? . P B E  ~ T W ~ ~ Y ,  T$ 8' ;-riprir 
8v rodrors Zarl ydp, #?UIY, d {ye -  rawdv  (Pam&. T. 117 ,  in r d a t ~ o n  
~ $ v  l~al  & p ~ w v  &sriv.rwv O ~ b 5  &S,PCL to one of Parmwides' elements), 
la", ,udvrpos, &dvq.ror, a h b s  a u r $  and not nwrIy so much ns the 
.%'poror, Zscpor TEV lihhwv. The arguments of Zeno against BIulti- 
Pythagore:enn conception of God is plicity and Motion. If it be oh- 
sirnilmly expoundcrl jn Plnt. IViuila, jected t,ll;at o, strict Monotheism is 
C. 8. incomprtiblo with the r.heologic;ll 

"then:*. 9x1~pl ic .  c. B : ~ a l  point of view of the Pythagorean$, 
91hdhLCPs 81 i j u a ~ p  2v $paup@ rdrre we rnay fairly enquire whvthcr tlie 
hb 7 0 $  BtrG ~ t ~ ~ t ~ h i j + B a i  h i y q  of. fragment is 60 be understood in 
Plato. Ph'iacerto, 62 B: tho hdyor dv this sense, tlnd whether the esprw- 
~ T O $ ~ ~ T O L S  h ~ ~ d ~ t v a ~ ~  &S b T ~ Y I  &on i-yc,uiu ~ a l  l ipxwu i ~ d v ~ w v  Bchs 
Qpowp? $up" oi ZyBpwnot is ha.rd to excldes other gods. I L  may be 
undcretazd, o; fiEu7or i M k  ~ 6 8 6  that this fragment on17 presents to 
yC For BOK& , . . 63 A6yeu8~1, 7 d  us t h u t  bolicf in a supreme God 
&oLs e l v a ~  fi,u& ~ d s  ~ T L , M E A D ~ ~ V O U S  which we find befola and contempo- 
wal $ , G r  rubs bv8prSnovs Pv r G v  rary with Pllilolaus, in X~chylus ,  
K ~ $ ~ T W V  TO& 0~0;s =Car. Sn)~hoclcs,Hcr~oloitus, Empedoolrs, 

This i s  not  guaranteed quite and othcrs, and which w a s  not in- 
certainly by the assertion of Pllilo ; compatible with Polytheism. 



expresses in a. religious form thought which rae then 
no longer confined t o  thc R C ~ O O ~ S  of philosoploy, and 
which sounds mnrc like the language of  ) i ; ~ . n u ~ h m c ~  
t,han anything pcculinrly Pytl~agorean. The second 
propoeition taken from the 01-pbicn-Pythagorean my+ 
t e ~ . j p ~  is entirely of a religious and popular nature." 
Neither one nor the other is einpIoyed as the hnsis of 
philosopliic ilefinitions. If, lastly, Philolanj asserted 
that  the Deity brought forth limit and unlirnitednes~,~ 
this certainly pre~uppo3es t h a t  all is to be referred to  
thc  1)ivine causality ; but as no account is given how 
God bronght forth t he  first causes, and bow he is related 
t o  t.l.tem, this theorem me]-ely bears t'he cliaracter of a 

religious prewlppsit.ion. From a philosophic point of 
view it merely shows that Philola~is kxler not how to  
explain the origin of thr  opposition of .the Limited and 
Vnlimitetl. He seems ti] think that they, as he sitys in 
another plsce of harmony,' arose in some m,a?. which it 
is impossible accurately tn define. Even in the time of 
Neo-Pg~hagoreanim the prevailing distinction of the 
supra-mnndane One from the  3Iouad mas not universally 
ackno~1cdged.j We cannot but admit, therefore, that 

' 'l'lii.: ctearly appears from pra, p. 353, 3, ~ h o . < r :  testimoiry is 
Plato, Irrc. cid. confirmed by the oridence of Platr, 

a Here again it may ho quen- in the Phebbus, 29 C ( & z ~ p ,  p. 
lionedrrhctherAthnn,zgo~as esactly 319, 1). On t3e other baud, Pro- 
reprod~iccstho wnr& t,ha~ he quutes, clus, Pht. T h d .  p. 132, only 
and if illstead of 70; EioC, the quotes AS coming frnm Philnlaun 
oligjoal text may not hare con- thc propouition that all consists of 
Ltinzinad ~ i u  Brt;u!  as in PL%t,o, \me the Li~ilired anid Cnlimited. Tile 
arr not, crcn sure whcthcr the  proposition that Bod bas engeo- 
quotation i s  from the work of dwed these ciemcnts he gires ss 
Philolsus at all. J t  m.sy be merely Platonic. 
a r q a e  reminiscence of the pxs- Vide supra, p. 383, 2. 
sage in  Plate. "up~a, p. 375 ; of. p. 391, 2. 

According to Syrian, ride stt 
n n 2  



the Pythagoreans believed in gods. It is also probable 
that they followed the monotheistic tezldc~cy (which 
after the time of Xenophanes exercised s~rch a,n im- 
portant influence an Greek philosophy) so far as amidst 
the plurality of gods to  proclaim, with greater cmphasis 
thas. the populas religion, the unity (6 B~ds, rb B~iov)  ; ' 
at the same time, howevcr, the import of the idea of 
God in relation to  their pkilosqhic @ern seems to 
have h e n  small: nor does it appea.r t o  have heen closely 
interwoven with their enrpiry concerning the first prin- 
ciples of  thing^.^ 

I am consequently the less able to  believe that the 
Pythagoreans tar~ght a development of God in the 
universe, by which He gradually arrived at perfection 
through irnperfe~tion.~ This theory is closely coi~nccted 

1 But cert~inly in  connection them an immediate postnlnta, and 
with the popular belief; so that not  a ~cielikific problcrn. Xiith (ii. 
for them, ne for the  generality o f  a, 769 sqq.) himself, repugnant as 
pcople, the Beiou is identical will1 this : ~ ~ s e r t ~ o n  naturally is to  him, 
Zeus. Cf, their theorins xs to the Is obliged to confess t l lr~k the 
oversight exercised by Zeu* and all sacredness and inviolability of 
conncctcd ~ - i t h  it. Pgthagoras' eil-clc of idens, in  re- 

2 BGckh, Phil. 148, observes gard to religious spec~~lakon, l e f t  
that willlout tho  theury of a little room for t h e  fren intellertual 
higher Unity, nbore the Limited dcrelopmcnt of his school ; and 
and Unlimited, there wo~ild re- that among Lha writing5 (authentic 
main m trace iu the  syslern uf according to Riirh) left to  us 3g 
the Pytl~ag~rcans, renowned as the l'ythogvrcan~, tl~rre is nun8 
they rrcre for thcir religious idcay, which has properly a speculative 
of the Dinnity. Thisremark does character; but  that thrg. nro all 
not prqjudiee my opinion in the religious and popular works. Js 
least. I do not dcny that they not this to  P:LY, as I do, that the- 
reduccd CI-crything t o  the Di~inity, ologicai convictions Irere appear 
bnt I contend that in so duhlg. prinmily sr? t h e  object of re l igiou~ 
they did not proceed in a scientific faith, and n o t  of scientific enquiry? 
mnnner; and this sccms to mo tho 2 Cf vhtt is said in the next 
eitsier to understand, bccausc by rection on the theory that the Py. 
r-irtne uf  their religions charather, ihagorrans taught the existence of 
this dependance of all things in a world-m~I. 
rcspect to tho Di~jn i ty  vas  for 4 Rithm2 e t h .  Phil. 149 sqq.; 
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with the statement that they held the One t o  be the 
Deity. For the One is described as the Even-Odd, and 
as the Odd is t he  perfect, and the Even the imperfect, 
so, it is argtied, they supposed not only the perfect but 
the  imperfect, and the reason of imperfection, to be in 
God, and accordingly held that the perfect good can 
only ai5c from a development of God. I must protest 
against such an inference, if only upon the ground tha t  
1 dispute the identity of the One with the Deity. But 
even irrespectively o f  this, it could not be true, for 
though the number one was called by the Pythagoxe~ms 
the  even-odd, the One which is opposed as one of the 
primitive causes to indefinite Duality is never so called,' 
and never could he ; and the numher one, as that, wbich 
is derived from the primitive causes, and compounded 
of them, could in no case he identified with the U e i t ~ . ~  
Aristotle certainly sags that the Pybhagoreans, like 
Speusippus, denied that the fairefit and best conld have 
existed from t h e  hgiaaing ; and as lie mentions this 
theory in connection with his own doctrine of the eter- 

GuD9cA, rl. PJM. 398 rqq., $36; 
~ g d n s t  R i t t e~ ,  vido Hlhnndis, Rh~in.  
Jfm. of Niebuiir and Drandis, ii. 
227 sqq. 

! Sub e v a l  i n  Thmphrnstus 
( s u p ~ a ,  p. 895,4). The statements 
of Thirovhrastu~ would prove no- 
thing id  rcgud to  this 
ere11 if they could as a, whole be 
considered as applying to the Py- 
thngorexns. For i t  docs not f o l l u ~ ,  
because God is unabIc t o  conduct 
all things to perfection, that he is, 
therefor+, birnveIf imperfect. Other- 
wise he would be imperfoet more 
especially with Plat,, to  mhom 

this .lsscrtion originally b e l ~ n g ~ .  
Gf. p. 400, 1. 

' ~Wctapia, xii. 7, 1072 b, 28: 
tpap?v 82 7 b v  B P ~ P  ETVIZI &OV &@LOV 

& p r b ~ o v  . . . Bvoc 82 ;rroha,u~dvou- 
arv, &urrp oi nv6aydpsiot #a1 Za&- 
orxrros, 7 d  K ~ A A ~ U T O Y  R L T ~  & p i u r ~ ~  
p* 8v ipxfj- eTvo,i, B L ~  r b  ~ a l  r6r 
+VT;V ud 71Y @UP TAP &&T aS~ra 
piv r b a ~ ,  r b  6: ~ a h b v  uai t :X~rov 
dv TOTS ;K T O I I ~ D U ,  DZK i)PBGs ofowat.  
The ethicrl intcryretatiria of this 
pausage, attempted by Sl?hleicrma- 
cher (G'csch. d, Phid, 52), is not 
worth discussing. 



nity of Gorl, it: has the appearance of having also been 
applied hy the Pythsqoueans to khe notion of Deity. 
Tu the first place, however, it docs not at all necessarily 
follom from this that the Divinity wwas at first imperfect, 
and afterwards attained t o  perfcct.ion. As Speusippr~s 
concluded from this proposition that the One as the first 
principls must be distinct from the good and from the 
Deity,' so the Pythagorcans may in like manner have 
separated them.= But it is also a qoeslion whether the 
theorem which Aristotle disputes was ever advanced by 
the Pythagzgeans with respect to the Deity ; for Aristotle 
docs not always qude  t,he definitions of the earlier 
philosophers quite i n  the connection in wt~iefi their 
a~~thors originally stated them, as may be proved hy 
numerous  example^.^ We do n.ot know what sense may 
have been given to this proposition in the Pythogo- 
rean system. It may have referred to the development 
of the world from a previous state of imperfection, or 
t o  the  product.ion of the perfect nurnber (t,he deead) 
from the less perfect ; or t o  the position of the good 
in the table of oppositcs,%r to some other object,, l lTe  

Vide d o  chapter. on Speusip- logians who, according ro Met+. 
PUB, Part ii. a: 053 sq. 2 A. xi?. 4, 1091 a, 29 sqq., main td r~sd  

a This is alsotheopiuion which that afirb rb dyaebr ~ e i  ~b d p r m o v  
Aristotle attributes to t,horn whcn are ;crrtpoytv5jt and that, they only 
he s a p  that thcy did not consider ,~ppe;ired in  the cowre of the de- 
the One as the Good itasif, but as a velopmei~t of the cosmos. Rut it, 
certah kind of good. ELL. ,AT i. 4, resulw from h e  preceding contcxt, 
1086 b, 5 :  m0avirepvv 8' ;c;~ao-ia as well as from the expression 
a; IIuOaydpt~or hdyetr acpt a h a ; ,  uaLrb &yaBbr, t ha t t he  PIatonists wd 

T ISC I ITE I  2v tc r i a  byaDrjv m u ~ u r ~ i ~  here intendail (Speusippus). Aristn- 
~d EY (in t,he table of  tho ten con- tla explicitly says : rap; r G v  RFO- 
t i ' d l ~ t ~ r i e s )  o h  6q ~ a i  ~ K C ~ O ~ T T P P  h d y w ~  T ~ Y  PCP 71UbU. 
2~moAo11t ' i j i rar  B O K S ~ .  + As Steinh:wt s : ~ p ,  Pklds 

' Chaignot, ii. 103, identifies Werke, ri. 227. 
the Pythagoreans with those t,heo- q. noto 2. 



BXYELOP~YELVT OF GOD, 4U7 

are not therefore Liuetified by this Aristoteliart pawage, 
in ascribing t u  the Pythagoreans a doctrine which not 
only co2tradictr YhiIolaus' representation of the Deity, 
but is quitc unknown to antiquity ; ' though, if it had 
d l y  existed among thc Pytliagoreans, it might on 
thah very account be expected t u  receike all the more 
definite merition from the ancieut writers, 

Having in the foregoing pages opposed the theolo- 
gico-mettpLyc;ical ir~terpretation of the Yg-th ;I g orem 
first prineiplcs, I m u ~ t  now declare myself no l e s ~  
strougly against the theory that these plinciples pri- 
marily refer to space-relstions, and side by side ivitli 
the arithmetical element, or instead of it, denote 
something geuruetrical, or eveu altogether mateiial. 
Ariatotle says the Pythagorews tieated numbers as 
bpitce-magnitudes; he often mentions the thcory tbat 
geometrical iigilres are the substantial elcmcnt of 
which bodies con~ i s t ,~  and his corumcntators go further, 

1 The aucicnt philosophers, it 
j s  truc, freqacutly m a i n h i r ~  that 
flu! w ~ r l d  was developed from a. 
rudimentary and formlcaa etittc, 
1,ut never t ha t  the Biuinily vas 
duveloped The duetrine u f  Hera- 
cleitus and the Stoics conthined no 
such teacl~iilg. For thc S U C C C S S ~ ~ O  

[oms of thc Dirine essence are 
something cntirely diffelrenl from 
rt devel~pment of that essence o n t  
of an i luge~fact s h k .  The prim;- 
t i ~ ~ e  fire uhich, as the germ of the 
wo~lcl. is auwcedent to  t he  wu~eld, 
is here regardor1 as the most per- 
fect existence, :hc rdpos. Lastly, 
if thi; Theogonies represent 
cular gods :IS genslrxrerl, this dtrc- 
trinemiknot be rlisrctly transferred 
to tlls Deity, conccivcd i10: Onc. 

a iMetapl~. xiii, 6 ,  1080 b, 18 
sqq. aft~1- tlle qnotation un p. 
370, 1 : rhv yiap 8hnv o6pavbv ua- 
T U ~ K E U L ~ ~ O U L T I ~  2< ;ClllOpLj~, rhrhjlv o$ 
~ o v c r f i r ~ C u ,  &A&& ~ i r s  liovd8ar t ~ o -  
hapfldvouirrv 8 X ~ t ~  j L k Y t O ~ ~ .  &rm~)4 :; 
74 mp&w 30 ubvCuq Fxor pCytBos, 
& a o p ~ ; v  Zoiiluoiv . . . povaF~avbs 8; 
7aLs BpiBrobs E~;VUL wdu~'rcs sl6;arrr 
~ h + v  ~ i v  n v t l a y o p r i w v ,  S a o ~  TL f v  
U T O I ~ E ; O P  t c d  i p ~ l j v  $CLUIV ekui TW*Y 
8urwv. <KC&DL B C X ' X D Y - I ~  p . L ; Y ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
Cf, llext uote, uild what .tiat: bee11 
quoted p. 400, 1, from ~?ff!tuph. 
xiv. 3.  

~ l f d a p h .  vii. 2 ,  1028 h, 1 2  : 
8oxei 84 .+tar ti 70; a d p r o s  riparm, 
ozou ~ ~ i + d u ~ t a  KU) ypap+% re\ o ~ r ~ p $  
KU; povhs, rIvui oSuLai paihhov, Pi ~h 
owpa ~ a l  rb P T E ~ F B Y  ; iii. q, 1002 
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declaring that the Pythagoreans held mnlhcmatical 
figures to  be the principle of t he  corporeal, and reduced 
them to  poirits or units ; that they regarded these units 
partly a3 something extended i n  space, and partly also 
as the conbtitucnts of numbers ; and con~equently 
tzlr~ght that corporeal thiugs consist of numbers.l We 
find similar tholrghls among other writers of the later 
perioti,2 though they do not p~ecisely attribute them 

s, 4- &hi p3p 713 yr oGpa Sj.r.rov 
ohalu cllfs darQicrvflcc~, ual aBrn r5jr 
Y P ~ p P ; l s ,  icai i 7Pair.u+ 75s p ~ v d b o ~  
~ a i  7% urrypfs. rofirors y8p Bpia~ai 
I L  u G p ,  n.1 r b  P ; ~  ~ P E U  U ~ ~ U T O P  

;vFdxfsdar SOKC; CZUUI, vb 8; d r j p .  

dveu rrohrou dvat &8&varov. i i ~ d r ~ ~  
o i  pip TOAAO; kc. ( ~ i d e  slq,vrr,, p. 
369, I),  xiv, 3. 1090 a, 31) (.swpro, 
p. 370, l), ilid. 1090 b. 5 : &rri 6; 
T L V E S  o? 2~ 74; ~ i ' p a ~ u .  E T Y ~  K E ~  

;nXcwa, r h v  FTITJL+V pkii +pp,upjls, 
~ a 4 r ~ v  $ I ~ r x W o v ,  ~ o G r o  8; TOB 
UTFPEO;, O ~ O Y T ~ ~  d v a ~  ~ P A - ~ K ~ Y  ~oiad-  
TUS 9Qa~rr c&ar. Do &lo, iii. 1, 
298 b, 33 : ~ i a l  6; ~ t v c s ,  0'; ~ a :  r & v  
aEpm yrvvq+be ~oroFur, U U ~ I O ~ ~ E S  
~ n l  6~ahhov7es $5 Jrrrtr;Fwr tea: EIS 
f'sllrrSa. Al-istotlc, Lowerer, secms 
t o  be thiuliing only n f  Yiato, and 
quote8 expressly the Tirn=us. At 
the end of the  chapter, after having 
refuted this opinion, hir says : T: 6' 
a h d  a u ~ a l v c ~  noi ru% E'< iptOfiGv 
r~uvrr8f7v;s1 rdr ohpapdu- E V L X  ybp .r+v 
$&aiv Z t  &p~BpG~ UVULUT&U~Y, S ~ J T F P  
~ w " v  lTu9ayopsiwu i-<a&. :Wctaph. 
xi\.. 5, 1092 h, 11, can hardly 
refer to  this subject. Vide Pseudo- 
Alex. ad. h. 1. 

"Alex. i n  Xcfaph.  i. 6,  997 b, 
93 ;  p. 41 13on. : bpXhs p;v 7 3 v  

~ V T W U  T O ~ P  & P L ~ W $ S  ~ A ~ T W V  TE MU) 

o; ~ U R I L Y ~ ~ E ~ U ~  ~ X E T ~ ~ F Y T O ,  BTL ~ S ~ K E L  
U S T V ? ~  7 b  ?TP&TPP & p ~ +  IYYUL nu1 T A  

Butv8~sav ,  TSV 6k U L C ~ ~ T W P  -upC~a 
~k ;a;nc8acbal  ( 7 B  yhp i n h o & r r ~ r ~ $  
TE wa? p$j uuvnrcu O ~ ~ J L E P ~  rpGrrl mn Q ~ ~ B E L )  ;rrtniS(~v Qe yya,u,aai K ~ T A  TAB* 
u6rdv Adyov, ypa,upCv 86 u~ly,uai, 
& r  oi ~ ~ O ~ , U R T ~ K O >  dqutia, aLroi Bi 
p.ovdEm ~ A ~ - ~ L I Y  , . . ai 66 puvd8er 
ript8pol, ue' dprlpv; kprr rprjrob 7 l v  
G u ~ w v .  Ps.-Alex. un r1fida;l)lr. xiii. 
6. p. 723 Ron.: ~ a ;  oi nv%aydpcrvr 
8 ;  Fvu dp~W,ubv ~ h a c  Y O ~ ~ ~ O U L T L ,  ~ a i  
~ i v a  T O ~ T O U  ; ~ d v  ~ C L O ~ ~ U T L K ~ Y ,  m h h ~  , 

O; KFXCJ~LU~LUOU T G P  ~ ~ ( T ~ V T ~ L I ,  os 
u; n ~ p l  ~ ~ r o ~ p d r r i v ,  obz; Fovv8r~dv ,  
rour:ortv Zp~~tpji ~cal dudrSparur (flow- 
Srtcbv 5&p ~b & , u ~ o i s  K U ~  dcr&@a~ov, 
duraiifla 6vkoi), hhd! t d r  poroi6w 
tea; ii~?lhoud.rr ~ a l  .rots &pr%irotr &TO- 

~ e ~ B k m w r r  p d Y ~ g o ~  FXIXE(V 2~ T O ~ T W Y  

TA$ ~ ; u O q ~ i d s  oiuias K L Z ~  T;IV iinana 
obpav~r €?IJar h;yovare. ~ X : X E ~ V  8; 
P ~ ~ d 5 a s  p i Y ~ 6 0 ~  I ~ . T C F E C ~ ~ < O V  oi 
ITuB.Ei& TOLQJTPV r~vbs h d y o v .  ~ A C ~ O V  
o h  GT; ;uFLB)I ZK roc ~ ~ B r o u  ivbs 
a h a t  avvbrr+$uav, ~b 8) ~ p i r o v  Zv 
p<yeOos EXfr, &vdyrnl ~ a l  a;r$r pr- 
pq*YEBuo(*ivas e h c .  In the orher 
p s s a g e s  of the ilfeIa.Ly~zcu which 
v e  hare quoted in the preceding 
notes, Alo~sllder and his epiLoiniser 
do not  sperlk of the Pythagorea1w. 

" Kiknm. hist. BHZAm. ii. 6, 
p. 45; Boeth. Arithnl. ii. 4, p. 
1628; giikom. ii. 26, p. 72, does 
itot relate to this quezi;ion. 



to  the Pythagoreans. Philolaus attempts to derive' 
somclirnes thc corporeal in general, and sometimes the 
physical fundamental qualities of bodies from figures, 
and figures from numbers. From this Ritter con~lucles,~ 
and Hemann and Steinhart a agree with him, that 
the Limiting principle of tIlr Pyt,hago~eans was the 
unit, or, viewed in regard to space, the  point; and the 
Unlimited, the interspace or the void ; when, therefore, 
they said that d l  things consist of the  Limit and the 
Unlimited, they meant that al things are composed of 
points and empty interspaces, and when they asserted 
that all things n e  number, this was only to express that  
these points togetlrer form a number. Reinhold4 and 
Brandis 3i contesi; this, not becar~se they maint.ain more 
strongly the  arithmetical nature of the Pythagorean 
numbers, but because they would have them regarded 
as material; for in their judgment, the  Pythagoreans 
understood by t,he Cnlitnited, the material callse of the 
corpnreal,6 and accordingly numbers, of which all things 
consist,, must have been conceived by them a, somc- 
thing corporeal : number, Reinhold considers, ariscs 
iYom the  determination of the indeterminate matter by 
Unity or Limit, and t,hings are called numhers bemuse 
all things consist of a manifold element determined by 
Unity. Against this, Bitter rightly uyges7 that wc oug11t 
to  dist.inguish between the. PJ t h  agorean doctrines them- 

I Pyth. Phil. 93 ~ q q . ,  137 ; Mctaphysik, p. 28 sp. 
Gr.:cb. iicr Phil. i. 103 sq.  Gr. Jfcim. Phi,J. I ,  4% 

'3 Yittf. Phil. 164 sw.. 383 sy. According to Hrandis, somc- 
Hr,l/w. AUq. Lifttel.at?crz. 1846, thing similar to breath or fire. 

805 sq. Sin~rlarly, Chaigl~et ii, dceor&ng t o  Reinhold. indetenni- 
3 3 ;  36, 1 ;  39; 1. n a t ~ ,  ~~nformed mattar. 

+ Beitmy mr ETE. d.  P ; ~ f h .  ' Eesch. d e ~  Phil. i. 406 sq. 



selves and Arietotle's conclneions from them. The ma- 
teridity of the Pythagorean numbers \zTas first deduced 
by Aristotle from the doct,rine that all is number ; ' the 
I'ythagoretms can never have explained numbers and 
their element3 as something corporeal ; for AristotJe ex- 
p<essly says that thcy did not intend, by their concept 
of the Limited, the Unlimited and the One, t o  describe 
a s~lbstrat~um of which these concepts n7erc predir:al;cd ; 
ancl this woulrl unrptest,ionnbly hwe been t.he case if 
the Unlimited had been, i n  their opinion, merely un- 
limited matter. He observes thtl.t the number of 
which all t,hiags consist must, accorcling to their theory, 
have heen rnathckatical u~mber ,  nncl he charges them 
on this account wit.h the contradiction of making bodies 
arise from the incorporeal, and the material from the 
imrni~terial.~ This conclasion, Bo\vever, can only be 
salid from an Aristotelian or soma other later standpoint. 
To anyone accuatomcd to discriminate between corporeal 
and incorporeal, it must seem evident that bodies can 

1 h ~ i s t .  .Wctnyil. xjii, fi, in ter -  i a ~ r v .  Be C d o ,  iii. 1, end: thc 
mingles 11is o m  oxpl;~nstions wit!> Pythagorean doctrine, arcordil~g t u  
the Pythagorean doctrine, aa U i t w  which all is nunher ,  is us illupicdl 
remarks, kc, oil. This appears in as the Platonic coustrmction of the 
the ~rstr of such erpresslons :is: c l e t ~ ~ c n t ~ r y  bodies: ~h pkv y i p  
pa&IPa.rrrbs iLp~0pbs (opposed to  the @uorrrh o i i cu~a  i$alvcrar Bapes 
irp. P P ~ ~ ~ S ) ,  hp~Op4s air K C X U ~ L ~ ~ ; Y U S ,  Fxoli~a ~(a i  ~ot1+67q7a, I ~ S  8; FOYCI- 
a id IV~d  ohrriar. This procedure is Sas o G r e  si,ua note3  o 3 v  T C  c r v v ~ r O r -  

Tery aanxl ritlr him clsewherc. p;rar a i i i r  PLipo~ EX~iu.  ;17~daph. i. 
"Vide ~7&pn, p. 3 i 0 ,  1. 8, 990 a, 12, erren buppasing that 
9Wcd<tph. xiii. 8, 1083 li, 8 : m;tgniru<les could resnl~ from the 

6 6; TGY A v O ~ ~ O ~ F ; O Y  T ~ ~ T O S T ! ~  piv  Litnitcd a n d  111n I!uiimited, ~ i v a  
dhli+~ovs ZXsi  BvuXepelas sdu n o d -  rpdaou <arar -r& p;v rro+a T &  81 
T F ~ D Y  F ~ ~ ~ u ~ L ~ Y w Y  T$ B i  ;8Lw ; T ; ~ R S  Pdpos FXOYTR .iLjv U C ~ ~ T W Y ;  i l id .  
~d ~ ( i u  ~ h p  ;P+ ~ w p i r r d r  TOLE% T ~ V  xiv. 3 (vide sfbpra, y .  370, I), wl~crp 
iprOPdv ir+arp&~i.rar nohh; .r&v &ud- also t.he Pyt,hagoraan~ are, reckoned 
T U V '  r d  86 7& udpn~a CE dp~B~LC1v among ~ . ~ O B P  r h o  only wdmirted 
c?va~ V U * / K G ; ~ E Y ~  ha1 T ~ Y  bP~Bphv TUG mathematical nun~bsr. 
.ruv char &a8qra7r~dP bShra~4r 



only be compounded out of bodies, and SO il. inevit,ahly 
follows that numbers and their elements must be sorne,L 
thing corporeal if bodies are t o  consist of them. The 
special characteristic: of thc  Pythagorean Philosophy 
horvever lies in  this, that ssnch a dia.tinction is as yet  
unrecogmiscd, and that,in ormsequence, number as such 
is regarded not only as the  farm, but as the rnat,t.fr of 
the corporeal. Yet number itself is not on that  acconnt 
necesearily conceived as corporeal ; for it is clear that 
qualities 2nd relations ahid1 no o m  cxccpt the Stoics, 
or before their time, ever cnusidcred as bodies, mere 
expressed in the Pythagorean Philosophy Iny number$. 
The Pythagclreans not only deljned man, or plants, or 
the  earth t y  numbers, hut, asserted i.hat t w o  i s  opinion, 
four justice, five marriage, seven the opportnne time, 
etc.' S o r  is this simple comparison. The meaning in 
botli cases is that the specified number is p~oper l j  and 
directly i.hc thing with which it is compared. It is a 
confounding of symbol and concept, a mixture of 
t he  accidental and the eul~stantial, wl~icli me cd~inot 
discard without mistaking the e3sential paculial,ity of 
Pythagorean thought. As \we cannot assert thxi, hhodies 
ryere regarded a s  l~nlnaterial by the Pythagoreans, be- 
cause, according to  thcm, bodics consisted of numbers, 
so neither, on t h e  other haud, ct1.u we infer that num- 
hers must have been scmething corporeal, because they 
conld.not otherwise have been the clcments of bodied. 
Bodies meant to them all that presents itself to  the 
sense-perception; numbers meant that vhich is appre- 
bcnded by mathematical thought; and the  two things 

Tide $*Pa, 5 iv. 



Tere directly identified, mhile the inadmissibility of 
sue11 a procednre was unnoticed. For similar reasons, 
it is of no a v d  t o  prove that the One, the Unlimited 
and tlie Void receive a material signification in the 
Pythagorean physics. We read, i t  is true, that in the 
forming of the world, t he  nearest part of the Un- 
limited became attracted and limited by the  first One,' 
and t,hat outside tlw world was the Unlimited, from 
which the  wcrld inhaled empty space and timen2 In. 
this connection the One certainly appears as material 
unity, aud the Unlimited t o  some extent as unlimited 
space, to  some extent also as an infinite mass ; but it 
by no means follows that the two conceptions have 
always the adme mcaning apart from this ordcr of ideas : 
on tlie contrary, we have here an instance of what we 

so often find with the Pythagoreans-that a general. 
conception receives a special deterrqination from its 
application t o  a particr~lar case, although this determi- 
nation does not on that account essentially belong to  
the conception, nor exclude oi her applioatjons of it, in 
which it, may be used in a different sense. Kt was only 
by the help of srich a method that thc Pytllagoreans 
could apply thc theory of numbers to concrete phe- 
nomena, It is possible that in cwtcci~z cases the One, 
the Unlimited, Sumber, kc., may have been regarded 
as corporeal. But we cannot conclude from t.his t,hat 
they rvcl-e u.'~~.ive~scclly conceiver1 as such. Re must 
remember thstt numerical determinations me very va- 
riously employed by the Yytl~agoreans, and that the 

1 Vido suprc~, p. 400, 1, and Cf. iii. 4 ,  293 a, 6;  Stohaus, EcE. 
p. 407, 2. i. 3SO; I'lut. Pine, ii. 9, 1. Further 

2 Aridt. phy.51~. ir .  6, 2 i 3  b, 22, details, infr. Cosindoyy. 
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unlimited and t.he limited axe of different kinds,' which 
are nut clearly disiinguisl~et-1 because the  language of 
Philosophy was as yet too ~mformed, and tllought too 
unpractised in logical dcdrleliou and the analysis of 
concepts. 

For similar reasons 1 must oant.est Ritter7s theory. 
That the  Pjt-thagoreans derived bodies from geometrical 
figures is true, and will be shown later on ; it is a,Iso 
true that they reduced figures arrd space-dimensions to 
numbers, tire point t o  t'Jnit,y, the line t.u Duality, and sn 

on, and that they reckoned inGnike spme, intermeditrte 
space, and the void under the head of the Unliraited.' 
But. it does n u t  follow from this that by Unity they 
understood nothing li~.~t the point, by the Unlimited 
nothing but empty spn,cr: ; here ag-ain all that we have 
jnst said as to the application of their ptincipies to  
phenomena holds good. They themselves designate 
by the name of the Unity not, the point merely, but 
the soul; by t,hak of Duality, uot the line merely, but 
opinion ; they ma-ktke t,ime as well as empty space enter 
the world from the  Unlimited. I t  is crident that 
the conceptions of the I,:rnit, thc I,Tnlimited, Lhity, 
Number, ]lave a wider compass than those of the point, 
the void and figures ; tig~zres, a t  any rate, are expressly 
distingniahed from t.he n~~mberzt,. by whirh they are 

1 Ritter szys (i. 411) that the 
I n d e t c ~ m i n n t ~  ne such can hare no 
spccit.s ; but In the first plecr: this 
exprerjsiou is in itsclf incorrect; f n r  
t,he unlimit.ecl in space, the nn- 
lir~itecl in time. clunlltative rln- 
limihdneas. kc.. are Fbmnny ki~ldi; 
of the IYnlirnited, And in the  
second piace it conld not possibly 

be sdid of t h e  Pythagorean asstem. ' cf. p. 414, 2, rrnd ~ii-is:. UP 
Cmlo, ii. 13, 293 a, 30, n,here i t  is 
synkeu of :is ;rn npinion nf t l ~ o  
Pythagoreans that  the limit is 
rnore noWo ( T ~ ~ L L S T G P O Y J  t l~arl  tlvat 
which Iies botwccn. From this wa ' 
may cmeldrlt: that the  p~ra@i is 
dosaly related to Lhe Ur~limitect. 



defined ; and the void is spoken of in a manner that, 
strictly interpreted, must apply t o  the Limiting, and 
not t o  thc Unlimited.z Not much strew, however, can 
be laid upon the last-mentioned circumstance, because 
the Pythagoreans seem t o  have here involved themselves 
in a contradiction with their other theories. 

R u t  the movt decisive argumenk against the in- 
texpretatttions I re  have been enumerating i s  derived 
from the consideration of the Pythagorean system as a 

whole; for its arithmetical character can only he 
understood if we suppose that the conception of num- 

' Arist. Afttapil. ~ii. 11, 1036 
11, 12: dvc lyoovr  adrra CIS 7051s 
& p ~ t l C L ~ h ~  K U ~  ypappjs ~ b v  hdyov ~ b v  
~ 1 j v  860 chat +UUIY. Gf. X~T. 5. 
1002 b, 10 : Bs ECPv~or C T ~ T T F ; . T ~ S  
&ptO,ubs dros,  oToov 681 pkv BuBprSa~q 
SSL 6; b a a u .  Plrtto spoke in :i eirni- 
b3r manner of a ntmber r ~ f  the 
p l c n ~  and o f  t,i~c: sulid. hut I)r; did 
not therefore rag:~rd numbers %I; 
exte~ lded 01, coipl-eal (Ar is t .  7)c 
An. i. 2. 404 b, 21 ; cf. Part ii. a, 
6x6, 4 ; 807, 2, thilul odition). 111 
,'ftti~tnph. xiii. 0 ,  1085 a. 7 f ign~r,  
from the point of rirw of P1atunist.s 
who famured Fythfigomanifim, am 
expressly called ~ d .  S r ~ s p ~ v  
TOG CiptOpuG, the class vhich cornes 
after nr~mber ( thr  genitive ipr6po; 
is gorerned by t'arcpov, nut  by 
y i v y ;  cf, Mctaph, i .  8, 992 h. 13). 

- The  w i d  is considered as se- 
parating a.11 thing3 from each 
othcr. Arist. Phy~.  ir. 6, 213 b, 
22 : E ~ V ~ E  8' QCCCTW H G ~  oi n~Oa*/dpctor 
~ e v b v ,  leal <TFI~;PCII ~ . h b  ~4 otpnv@ 
;K TO; d ~ t ; ~ o u  U V F I ; ~ C T ~ O S  (wliich 
Chaignet [ii. 70, 1571, as i t  ecems 

' t o  rile unnaces~arily, would have 
omitted or cllnngod into TPEG~IL.  
T~n~lemaor r  [Gmch. d. PILil, i. 110: 

nIso prcfors n ~ c ; ~ . ~ )  6s dvaav;omc 
HE; 7b K E Y ~ V ,  81oPi{6[ TAT # ~ U E ~ S  

. . . rral TUC'T' t ival  X P ~ ; T O Y  $Y 70;s 
uptR,uo7s ?'. 7 h  ~ h p  I C E V ~ P  Stapl[e~v T$V  

+haw R ~ T ~ P  (xvI~'llicI1 Philop. DB 
Ge~es, An, 51 x. ilerel3p': no doubt 
111ere1y according t o  his own fanry). 
SinliIarly Stobaus, i. 380. Korv 
the separating principle as snoh 
is also tho limiting principle : for 
the assertion of 13mndis t h ~ t  the 
difference u f  numbers is dcrirod 
from the Unlimited, and their 
deierrnimtion from Unit); is un- 
t.enlzb1c. JV11at eonstit,utes t h e  
disiinrtinn of one thing f ~ o m  
another, except its determination 
in r e g ~ r d  t o  thal; other thing? If 
then wo bold to  the propositiou 
that  tha void in  t h e  pi-inciplc of 
sep~ratiou, it must itself be placed 
on the  ids of the limit in^, and con- 
~equenriy  that wllich ic; separated 
hy the mid rnlrst bi: placed 
on the opposite side. XVe must, 
wi th  Rilter, i. 41 8 sq., ~ur~s ider  the 
One as x cnnt,inrious rnngnitude 
split, up Ly thc roid. XuE this 
wouId manifestly be to change each 
i n  to its contmq. 



bel* formed its point of departure. Had i t  started 
from the consideration of unhmitcd matter, and of 
particles of matter, n system of mech~nical physics, 
similar to  the Atomistic system m ~ ~ e t  have been the 
result. Nothing of this kind is to be found in  p r e  
Pythagolennism. The mimber-theory, on the other 
hand, the most essential and specific pait of the system, 
could never in that case have arisen : the proportion.: 
of bodies might perhaps have been defined accosd- 
ing t o  numbcrs, hut there wi>uld h a ~ e  been no po+ 
sihIe reason for regarding numbers as the substance of 
things. This, the fundament.31 conception of the whole 
system, can only bc aecountcd for, if the systrm he 
dominated by the idea of numerical relations, if i ts  
original tcndency mele t o  ~ega ld  bodies as numhrrs, 
and not numbers as bodies. We aye ewpresaly told that 
Ecphantw, a later philosopher, who rcarcelp can be 
numbered among the Pythagorenns st all, was the first, 
to explain the Pgtllagorenn Jlonads as somethirig 
corporeal.' The ancient Pythagoreans  ann not have 
hcld slrch an opinion, for in t11d case they must baep 
belieTed the corporeal kto bavc been something original, 
instead of dcriving it, as rve have just shown thai  tiley 
did: oni  oaf matllemzlticzl f i g r ~ e s . ~  ?!or can they have 

! Srd?. Ecl. i. 308: 'E~+ar . ror  
f;rrpalcoda~or err ~ w v  IIuOaynp~Lwv 
xa'vrwv [dpxks]ab  i l iu ip r s l r  s h p m ~ s  
MU; .rb K E Y ~ V .  (cf. a i d  p. 448.) 
~b yhp l lvBayopl~hs poudks  05~01 
r p t i r o s  hatc+~varo uwpu~rrcds.  For 
further details on this philoauplier, 
vide $ ~ i i .  Tho btatcmcnt,  np. 
Plut. PZcrc. i. 11, 3 ; Stnb. i. 336, 
that Fytl~agorss regarded the first 

principles 86 incorporsal, shr!ds in 
connection with other sh t e rn~n t ,~  o f  
u V e q  suspicious ollan~ctar, and mn- 
not. therefure, be made use of here. 

This ~ ~ u l d  still be truc, even 
if t h ~  conjrcture o f  Brandis (i. 
457) vere we11 foundedr ia . ,  thst 
besides theattempt alrcady quoted, 
otlier attempts were made by the 
Pythagureans to explain tho dcri- 



originally meant by the Unlimited infinite matter. The 
Unlimited must have acquired this import iadircctlg 
in its application t o  the cosmos; othervise it is in- 
comprehensil~le llow they came to  explain the Unlimited 
as the Evcn. The same considerations hold good as 
against the theory of Ritter. Since geometrical 
figures mere derived from numbers, the elements of 
figure-that is  t o  say the point and the interipace-- 
must be posterior to  the  elements of number, and so 
they were unqnestionahly regarded by the P~tha~oreans ,  
For the odd and the even cannot be derived from the 
point and the interspace, whereas it is qliite corl- 
ceivable from the Pythngoretun point of view that the 
odd and the even should first have becn discriminated 
as elements of n~imber, that the wore general antithesis 
of the  Limiting and thc Unlimited should thence have 
been attained, md in the application of this to  spnce re- 
lations, that the point shorrld have been regarded as the 
first l imit  of space, and empky spnce as the unlimited. 
Had the Pythagorean philosophy taken the opposite 
course, and p~oc~eeded from space dimensions and figures 
to  numbers, the geometrical element in it most have 
predominated over the aritllmctical ; figme, instead of 
number, milst have been deolared to  be the essence of 
things ; and the system of gcometrical figures muat 
have taken the place of thc dccuple numerical system. 
Even harmony could no longer have had the great 
significance that  it possessed for thc Pythagoreans, 

ration of the thing extended ; for this point, for the passage in llrist. 
the thing extended would remain Meroph. xi\-. 3 (vidr p. 400) doea 
in Lhls case somet,hing derived; not justify this conclusion; cC. 
but we have 110 certain cridenceon Ii~tter, i. 410 sy. 



since the  relations of tones were never reduced by them 
t o  space relations. 

Having thus shown the essentially arithmetical 
character of the  Pythagorean principles, it only re- 
mains t o  enquire llnw these principles were rclated t o  
one anothcr, and wherein lay the. specific point o f  
departure of the system ; whet.Iier the Pythagoreans 
were Ied from the proposition that all is number l o  the 
dj~criluination of the elements of which numbers and 
things consist, or conv~rsely from the  perception of the 
primitive opposite8 t o  the doctrine that the essence of 
things lies in number. The exposition of Aristotk 
tells in favour of the 5rst opinion; for, according to 
him, the Ppthagoreans first conulrrded from the simi- 
larity of things to numbe~s, that all things were nrim- 
bers, and afterwawd7 coupled with this proposition the 
distinction of the ripgosite element:: of which numbers 
consist.l Philolaus, on the contrary, began his work 
with the doctrine o f  the Limit and the Ur~lirnited,~ 
which might incline us t o  presuppose that this, or an 
analogous definition, contained the  proper root of the 
P y t h a g ~ r e ~ n  system, and that the Pythagor~ans  hid 
only reduced all things to  rnxubcr becanse they thorlgl~t 
they perceived i n  number t,he first combination of the 
limited and the unlimited, of unity and multiplicity." 
' h s ,  howcvcr, is not  n ~ ~ ' f ? ~ e ; t l i l ~  the case ; Philolaus, for 
the sake of logical itrgumcnt, mag very likely have plaecd 

Vidc .v7<pm, p. 369, 1 ; 370,l. Tlnality, or of Unity and Multi- 
Supra, 1). 39, 1. plicit,y, ns t h o  principIc of the Py- 

a Cf. Marbnel~, Gcsch,. d. Pkil. th:lgormn duettine-r.g. Bruniss, 
i. I!%, Hitter, PyB. Phil. 134 sq., Gcsch. ck.rI'&iZ. s. Xmi, i .  1.1 U sq., 
and generally all those n h u  cc711- 114 $9, R-c. 
sider the opposition of Unity and 

TOL. I. E l  
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that last which, historically, was the beginning o f  the 
bystem. On the other hand, we must certdnly consider 
tho exposition of Aristotle as primarily his own view, 
not as direct evidence establishing a fact, Yet there is 
every probability that this viev i s  based upon an exact 
knowledge of the  real interconnection of the Ygtha- 
gorean ides. It is, indeed, most likely that the start- 
ing point of a system so ancient, and so independent of 
any earlier scientific developments, would have been 
formed by the simplest and most obvious present a L' ion ; 
that hhe thought which was less developed therefore, 
and more directly connected with relations sensibly 
perceived, the thought that all is number, would have 
been prior to  the reduction of numlicr t o  its ele- 
ments; and that the aritl~metical distinction of the 
even and the odd would have preceded the more 
abstract logical distinction of the unlimited and the 
limited. If we maintain this latter distinction t o  have 
been the fundamental idea from which sprang the 
further development of the system, it is hard to see 
why it should immediately have taken an arithmet,ical 
turn, instead of a more general and metaphysical 
direction. The proposition that all is number, and 
composed of the odd and the even, cannot possibly be 
derived from the theories concerning the limited and 
nnlimitcd; but these might very easily and naturally 
have xisen put of that propositi~n.~ The exposition, 
therefore, of Ariatntle, is fully justified. The funda- 
mental conception from which the Pythagorean philo- 
sophy starts, is contained in the proposition that all is 

' Cf. supra, p. 376 sq. 



number; in the next place, the opposite determinations 
in number-the odd and the elTen--were dibiinguished 
and compared, a t  first indeed very nnmethodically, 
with other opposites, such as right and left, mascuIine 
and feminine, goad and evil; t he  more abstract ex- 
pression of the limited and nnlimibed, alfllougl~ at a 
later time this opposition was placed by Pbjlolauv at 
the head of the system, and so appears in the deeupl~: 
tatjlc of categories, must belong to a more developed 
shge of reflection. Thus the principal ideas of this 
system are developed simply enough from one thought, 
and that thought is of a. kind which might easily 
occur t u  the reflecting mind from the  olrscrvation of 
t.he external world, even in the childhood o f  science.' 

IV. THE PYTHAGOREAN PHILOSOPJIY (c!mti7aucdj. 

SYSTEXATIC DEVELOYIIIENE OF THE NUYBXB-TREORY, AXn 

ITS APPLICATION TO PETSICS. 

IK the fnrther development and appliczt,ion of their 
number-theory, the procedure of the Pytbagoreaus was 
for the most part unmethodical and arbitrary. T l t q  
songltt in things, says A r i ~ t o t l e , ~  a similarity wit11 

' After thcremnrkson p.312, 1; texts of r l~ i s tu l l ennd  P l i i l r> la~~sonl~  
343, 4, I Lllinl; it is unuectx:ss%Tytn sprrrious PyChagor+anis~n. Such a 
append % criticism of the ex position disrmssiou becornes alsulut.ely out  
of tho throry of r~umhsrs  and of the of  the qilestirin when the histnri;in 
Q t h a g o r s a n t h e o l o ~ g i ~ o n  byaiith int.crn~inglm in  an ontirelp arlii 
(ii. a, 652 q . ,  668 sq.). It i e  im- trarg manner hie o a i i  ideas ~ j t h  
puvaible to eater on 8 discussifln of t l~s soureea he adopts. 
tho primitir-c f n m  of the Yytlla- "fttoph. i. 5 (cf. p. 3G9, I ) :  
gorcan doctrine with anauthor who KB; duu F ~ ~ O V  dllohoyohF~a Y ~ E L K Y ~  Y ~ L  

seeks tme Pyfh,qoreanism in the i v  .re l o i s  kpt0pois ~ a l  T ~ Z E  & p p -  
Orphic fragmeub, and sees in t he  v i a i ~  xpbs 7b r o b  obpavo; xdOq ~ a j  

F1S2 



numbers and numerical relations ; hnd the cabgory of 
numbers mhieh in this manner they ohhined as an object, 
they regarded as t h e  essence of lhat object. If, however, 
in anv case reality did not entirely agree with the presup- 
posed arithmetical scheme, they resorted .to hypotheses 
dike that of tbe counter-earth t o  procure agreement. 
Thus they asid that justice consisted of the equal multi- 
plied by the equal, or ln the square number, because it re- 
turn~ equal for equal ; a,nd they therefore identified jus- 
tice mith four, as the first spuarc number, or nine, as the 
first unequal square number. Wo seven v a s  the critical 
time, because is t.he opinion of the  ancients, the 
climacteric years were determined by it; five, as the 
union of the first masculine with the first feminine 
number, mas c d e d  marriage ; onc was rcason, because 
it i s  unchangeable; t ~ o ,  opinion, becawe it is variable 
ancl indcterrni~mte.~ Bg f~irtl~el. rnmhinations of wch 

KO,] ~ p B s  T ~ V  Bhw 8iax~u,u~arv. 
ra8ra uoudyou7rs Z ~ ~ P p o ~ r v v .  ~drv 
cZ .ri ?rev 6 t ; h e i ~ ~  * p u u e y h ~ ~ o r ~ o  
708 q t l ~ ~ ~ P ~ P ~ q ~  u&rav abro?r sbaa, 
T ~ Y  T ~ R T + C ~ T S ; ~ Y ,  whjeh j s  immedi- 
ately pror~t l  by thc rxample uf Lhe 
couater-ear1.h. 

They nlxo denomjnxtcd jnstico 
the ~ Y T L ~ I T O Y ~ ~ S ,  ArisL, Kth. Tic. 
r. 8, sub init.: hf. ~~IDT.  i .  34, 1194 
a, 28 ; Alex. b iWd. vide next 
wte Hero. however, n o t  t,lln in- 
Torso ratio in the mnthcmatical 
sersp, but  imply remuneration, 
seems to  be intended: fur there 
rcsults from kI~e.jnrlqo doing to  t.ho 
offender what the orendcr has dnno 
t u  [he offended, i~ot  an i~~verse ,  but 
B direct ratio A :  E = B  : G. Rut  
i t  is possible that the expression 
aurmrtnov0~r led thr. :Pythngoreans 

in the sequel to make t h e  definition 
of jrlst,ica alao from t h e  iuverse 
proportion, The same tt~ongbt of 
remuneration ic csprcssed in t,hc 
complicated, and e ~ i d c n ~ l y  later, 
definition ap. lambl. Ylreol. A~itlam. 
p. 29 8% 

Arist. ;Wctay7h, i. 5 ; ride p. 
3 6 0 :  ibid. siii. 4, 1078 4 ?I : of 
Bi t I v R a y d p t i o r  T ~ ~ T F / * I ~  TFPL TIVWY 

6hiyur (~'($ilrovv ~addhfiu &pl[eueat), 
zv 70;s Adyous C;S 70;s riptBfio;s 
&lrijnrov. o?ov .rl dm1 Iralpiis ?j ~ ; i  
~ I K U ~ O V  3 Y d / ~ ~ s .  Shnilarl~, ibid. 
sir. 6, 1093 8, 13 sq., where 
the T'yti~agorear~s are nut nnmcd, 
but rrllo.re thr,y are certxinly d- 
luded to.  LW. Jfw. i .  l ,  1182 
a. 11, whcre thr ci~finitiun of 
justice ns &prOpbr ~ G - ~ K L S  ~ U O E  is 
rtmibrtcd to Pythagorae. Alex- 



analogies, there rearlltad theorems like these : that t l l ia  
or that conception had i ts  seab i n  this or that part of 
the wor1.d ; opinion, for exitmgle, in t,hc region of the 
earth ; the proper time in that of the sun, because 
they are both denoted by the  same numhcr.' In a 

mder, i z  -1T8f~pic. i. 5, 985 b, 26, r o i  rpia I ~ E ~ I T T O ~  r+u  y [u to~v  f x e r  
p. 28, 23 Ron.: T;VG Bi TA d+0i6~il.ra . . pocv 6: nu1 oto;av gheyuv T& 

dv 70:s iip~#,xois ;heyou 6 b a l  -PIP IS  r h  r ~ p  ykP + u x $ ~  & P  r b e  U O ~ Y  E ~ E  

&ma Tr yrvdl*rua, ;Sdhwor. vijs ( h i s t .  I, c.). 6th ~d pdv~pr,u 8; ~d 
pku ybp S r ~ a t o a b v q s  m ~ o v  inrohcrpflu- .rh Iporov n&vq nai .rb k p X i ~ ~ v  7 b ~  

vovrss +bur T& ~ Y T I ~ E T O P R ~ S  TG ~ a l  YDCY B ~ ~ d 8 ~  I E  ~ a i  $V h t Y o v  (himi-  
2cor. ir l o i s  bpie,aoir TODTO ~ S p i r -  Iarly, Th. A?. p. 6, vhere further 
KUVTCJ Bv, B L ~  T O ~ T P  real rbv iadrrs dehils  will he fotuld. Philnhus, 
Tuou ~ , u r 8 ~ b v  apGror ZAayov cTvar 8'- h o ~ s r e r  [vide i.,afra], assigned 
r c a ~ o ~ i v r r  .. . ro;~ov 8; o; $v T ~ Y  T ~ N -  R ~ a , o n  to the nnmber seven) h h h  
napa ZAcyou ( s o  also Iambl. TI. AT. ~ a l  oirrkav, arr ~ p G r o v  i~ o6aia. 8:Eav 
p. 24,frum : ~ m n r e  conlplicated rca- 6; .r& 660 Srh .rb Zm' &,u@w pma- 
son). . ol6*  7bv  duv&, $1 &TL ?rpi.ros flh?lriv E ~ U I .  ~ A € y o v  6; K U ~  ~ ~ r n o l v  

~ e r ~ d ~ w ~ a s .  (This is x ' reading atrrbv K U ~  21r;Ocfiv (?). Rut here, 
of Bor~ltz,' instead of arspebr, as iilrwdy, especially ln the rensorrs 
gircn l ~ y  tllo aianuscripts.) brb mlduccd fur  the support of rhc 
.xep~r~oC TO: r p i m  ;+' a ; ~ b ~  YCYU+L& VBP~PUS dcsignatiel~s, many recent 
vuv (<s f .  Iambl. p 39) ~ a ~ p b v  6) elements sounm to  be int.errningled. 
roihtv U ~ y o v  rbv Inn+ SOKG yhp ~b Thib is still more largely the rase 
. # u m i ~ h  TO;? T E A E ~ O U S  ~ a t ~ ~ b s  IUXEIV in regard to the otller commciltta- 

Y C V ~ U C W ~  K P ~  ~ ~ h f t d u ~ w s  H ~ T &  thrs of the pbssagtgc in Aristolls 
;BBupd6as, &s i?r' 5~6'~6?rnv. K U I  yip ( S ~ i l o l .  eTa Arist. p. 540 1, sqq.1 
~ i w r r r a i  imu+wura ia ,  uel dCovro$vci aud such wrlrcrs as Moderatus ap. 
.TO<OWI&;IY ;TGV: KOJ + ~ ~ ~ U K E I  mpl T$V Porplr. 1%. YytHng. 49 sqq. ; Stob. 
GevrCpav Cfi8op&6a, ~ a l  yevsi$ w ~ p l  i. 18 ; Yicomachas crp. Pi~ut. Cod. 
T ~ P  T ~ ~ T ~ V .  tral sbv  $hiav 6i ,  Zrr l  187; Jnmbl. Thaoi. Arithnt. 8 sq. ; 
abrbr U ~ T ~ P P  E ~ V ~ L  TBY IC=~X&V,  pqcri,  the^, Math. c. 3, I D  bqq. ; plur. 
E U K E ~  ;ma;bd $acrtv L S p G u t 9 a ~ ~ e 8 ' S d  Dc LT. c. 10, (12, 75, p. 3754, 367 ,  
iBSo+or bp1&4s ~ U T L J J  (ill thc hcvcnrh 381 ; Pcrph. Dd J ~ S ~ ~ T L .  ii. 36 kc. 
place uf the periphery of the T tlleroforo ahtbstain from d i l ~ g  
vorld) Sa ~ a i p b u  hiyovuw . . . Gael further citations f ~ o m  +&esc au- 
6) o h r  ycrvrj T L Y B  TGY 2~ ~ i j  B E U ~ B I  thors, fur dthouph in  whnr they 
dprtJpBv 6 6a7k o R e  ycvriirai w d  quote there may bc many things 
Twos  ah&,  6id r n h o  ~ e t  'A#+~I. really belongiug t o  the antiirlir. 
heyoa2u6rbr (cf. Xh. AT. p. 42, 64, Pythagorems, get we can nerer  ba 
&c.) . . . ydpov 8: : h ~ ~ o v  ~ b v  ccrtain un this point. In general, 
XCYTE,  Sri 6 pgv ydpos ~ ~ 6 ~ 0 8 0 s  thc  text tLaLwc haw quoted above, 
&$~vds irrrr ~a: e;lheos, ;TL 6 i  K ~ T '  from ddstotle, Mef. xiii. 4, should 
airruhs ?~P$EP pkv T& X F ~ L T T ~ P  %+Au make us misri7ui;Llul of theae state- 
Fk ~b i i P r t o ~ ,  AP&TOS fii O%OS ;[ ments. 
l tprlos 705  8 k  rpdrov ~ a l  rrpd.rov Cf. on  this puint what 5s said 



similar manner, certain numbers,' or ccrtaiu figures and 

further on, of the relatinn of the 
terrestrial reegiou to Dlympus, and 
A1.ist. i2luiuj)h. i. 8, 990 a., 18. 
IIl~rn is i t  possible to exp1nin the 
celestial plienomona on the Py'J'tha. 
goreao hypotheses? Erav y;lp 6u 
7 $1 $v .r$ piper 84 la  ual ~ a r p h s  
n ~ ~ r o i s  f, p r ~ p b v  Fk dvm8tv  4 ndrwOsv 
u 3 r ~ ; a  ( x l .  bvikia, awordilig to  
Iamhl. Theol .  ArilRrn. p. 2 4  we 
might conjecture ~ V E I K ~ ~ ,  but Alex. 
t!~inks A u r ~ i a  more probable, cf. p. 
439, 6), ~ a l  upiars 8 pitts, iLad8sE~v 
a; h;ywsru,  TO;TWV FY ~ K U U -  

rnu bpr6pds  lrn, avF,9aivcr 6; K ~ T &  

rbv 7 6 ~ 0 ~  T O ; T O V  $ 8 ~  ~hfiOor 
cTvai 7 i j v  ~ u ~ ~ u r a ~ ~ v ~ v , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ G w  8 L & 
T d 'Tk 7~dd7) 7.3~iS & K D A O U ~ € ; V  'TO;$ 

riirorr c v d r ~ o r s ,  ndrepov o6ros  d 
a 6 ~ 6 s  iariv ipiBFbs ti ;v 76 ~ ; ~ a v @ ,  
bv 8 ~ i  haBrTv $7,  .roh.rmv ;lcarrrdv 
gmru ,  3 mnph 7 0 % ~ ~  dhhos. This 
passage has never been fully er- 
.plained, either by receut mmmcnta- 
tors, or by Christ, 8!?4lt. fa l a p i s t .  
l i h ~  werapla. coEL (CUrliu, 1853), 
p. 23 sq. The best exppedient ream: 
ko ba to substitnte for Bra. TL ' Bib 
(as, perhaps, ras done by Alcxan- 
rim), and to insert ' ~ o k o '  before 
4 6 ~  (I fnltmerly conjectured TOG, 
instearl nf  $ 8 ~ ~  but Alexander is in 
bvour of $ 8 ~ ) .  The mlneeniug be 
conlcs then : 'If tho Rythagnrmns 
place in c e r t ~ i u  dctcrminatc parts 
of the heavens opinion, t i l e  plvrper 
time, kc., and in buppart of t h i s  
d o c t ~ i n a  a .sse~t  that, mch of these 
conccpts is a dcterminiito number 
(opinion, for erample,  is the  nurn- 
ber two), and that ft~rthermore, 
this or tha t  portion of the universe 
comprehends in itself preoisely 
that number of coIostial bodies 
(the terrestrial region, for P X R ~ P ~ P ,  

1s the  ?lace of two, because the 
earth occupies t h e  saeoud place in 

t he  sel~ies of celestial bndis~),  and 
that consque;P,llg t l m e  concapts 
belong t o  thcse rc$=ions (opinion t o  
the earth, and the  proper time 
[ ~ i d e  p e e d i n g  nute] to t,he bun) : 
does i t  follilm from all this that the 
correapouding spheres nf the uni- 
verse are or HW 110t identical s i t h  
thcse concept?? ' 

' Soh. J.,ydus, Be meas. ir. 4 6, 
p. 205, Rdth, ~ihdhaor 'rqv Bud6a 
Kpdvuu U ~ V E U P I ~  (Rhea, the Earth, 
v ~ d o  the foIlou.ing note) ~ k a r  hlyct 
(because t he  Earth is the scmnd 
culestial body counting from the 
centre). Moderatus ~ p .  StoL. i. 
20: llv8eydpar . . . r o i s  6~0:s i m t -  
K ~ ~ W P  ;7i7VIJdP(r[~~ [ T P L ~  h P ~ ~ p ~ b ~ ] ,  
iur 'A~dhhova $v rhr p.dva6a o8rw.v 
(according to the etymology which 
he assigns tu the name of the gcd, 
a primtire and rohls,  and which i s  
wry commrm among litter writrm, 
of.rol. iii.a, 306, 6. 2nd ed.)'Aptepir 
62 T~)V FudGa (perhaps becauseof the 
resemblance of "Aprcp~s and & ~ T I O S )  

T ~ Y  62 ZEdfia ?dWv ~ a l  ' A @ P n 6 ~ ~ I J ~ ,  
7hv S i  E@bo~d5u ~ a ~ p b r r  K U ~  'ABqvL. 
'Au$EEhior E k  ~ o a c ~ F i j u a  T$V dyBodfia 
(the number of the cube ; the cnbe 
[vide injka] is the form of ttre 
Ettrth, and Poseidon is the yar- 
$OXOP). M U )  T ~ V  6 ~ ~ d 8 a  l l a v ~ i A c t a r .  
The TheuE. Arithm, give marly 
nirrnes of this sort for numhars. 
The acsort,ione of Xoderatus in 
respect of the numbers one, two, 
seven, and eight, are confirmed by 
Plutarch BE Is. C. 10, p. 354 ; in 
pert also by Alexander (tide the 
note before the las~) .  Alexander 
6?.J74 in the same placo, c. 7 3  (cf. 
Throl. d~itjd. p. 91 t!mt the Dyad 
was also called Eris aud .rdys. 
On the  uthcr hand, Philo, Ds 
Mxndi OpiJ 2,2 E, ~f t i rms  that, 
tho othm philoruphers compare the 
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their angles,' were assigned to  particular gods ; here 

number seven to Athene, but that 
thcPyythagoreanscompi%re it t o  the 
Supreme God, which tlluy do for 
tho samo reason, because it neither 
begets nor was brgotten. This laat 
interpretnt,inn is manifestly of litter 
origin. As to the general Ewt, 
that rlurnbels werc dcsigaated by 
the nnntes of t he  gods, there seemu 
no doubt. 

I Plut. Be Is, c. 75 : oi 61 nuOa- 
y6pe10~ ~ a l  ip.pr8poirs ~ a l  uxfipura 
B&r ;udbpy6av np.lcllyop[ars. r b  
$v yhp iodrrAmpow r p i ~ w v o ~  d~lEhouv 
' A 0 9 v ~ v  rropu@ay~v$ ~ a i  T p r r o y i w 6 ~ a i r ,  
871 ~plul  ~ a o h o ~  ;rub T S Y  TPIGY 
ywvrcSv i y o p i v a r r  8 l a ~ p ~ i r a r .  Ibd. 
c.,30 : ~ y o v u r  yap (0;  me.), 2~ 
p c ~ p y  C K T ~  wai T G Y ~ ~ L D U T ~  Y ~ O I I ~ V L I  

Tu+iaa' KR; ~ L h r v ,  T ~ V  $v TO; 

r p r y d v o u  (ar. y o v i a y )  VFuu ~ a l  
n ~ o v b a o ~  wal 'APFOS ~ k a ~ '  T+Y 6; 70; 

~ ~ r p u y d r o v  'P&s xal 'AqpoGirils ucrl 
A k p q r p o s  rral '~s .rlas f c a ; ' I i p a ~ -  T ~ V  

$i 70; ~ w ~ F K ~ - ~ ~ w u  r?v  Bi 
~ ~ u a ! * e w q ~ o u ~ a ' y w v h  Tv$ivos ,  As 
E ~ ~ o < o s  i ~ ' T d f l ~ 6 V .  PSOC~. .i$t Ew~. 
i. p. 36 (130  Fr.): n a l  .pap& 
TU;F ~ u f l a Y o P ~ ~ o ~ s  ~ f i p $ u o f l ~ u  &h#t 
ywvicrs ~ A O L S  8r0 t  i u u r r r r p i ' v a s ,  
bulrcp ~ o ;  d + i h d ~ u o s  amo~qi lc  ro7r 
p * ~  ~ h v  T P I Y ~ Y I ~ + V  pwiw T R ~ S  Bi 
71)~ T C ~ ~ R ~ W Y L H ~ Y  &$i€pdiT'~~, K L C ~  

~ A U F  %hhorr uui +v ah+v ~ h r i o u r  
Osois. nid. p, 46 (166 f. YP.): 
c h d r w r  &pa 6 r b r ~ h . o s  4 v  r o i  T ~ I -  

-ydrou y o v I a v  T C T T I Z ~ U L P  ; G Y ~ B T K C  
Uwa, K p b y  ~ a l  "&h Ka; 'Ap€r  ~ a l  
~ r o v : r ~ .  ILid. p. i 8  (1 73 E'r.) : 
~ O K E ~  Biro is  ITvBa+yop~~arr  TOGTO [.rb 
. r ~ r ~ $ w v o v ]  8 r u @ ~ p b p r w s  TGV rmpa- 
*Aebpwv t t d v a  9iperv Otlus ojuihr 
. . . ~ a l  vpbs .rohuis 6 +rhdhaor , . . 
rhv TO; ~ c ~ p u y d v o v  ywviav 'Pkrrr xrl  
A S ~ ~ ~ ~ O S  xai'Eorius drrorahei. a b d .  
p. 174 Fr.: +v fib ~ p r y w v r r r h v  
ywv:w d . P ~ h d h a o s  r ~ ~ r u p u ~ u  kvijatv 

[ & V ~ ~ ~ K F ]  etois T ~ V  Bi T E T P U - ~ Y I K $ I I  
rpmiv. f i id . :  T ~ U  y$p 706 8 u w F s ~ a  

ywv;av A I ~ S  srvai @qmiv ii 61. 
Ahhuor, Os K U T ~  piav Pvuurv~vB Arbs 
Bhov o u ~ i ~ o v ~ o s  .rbv .rGs Guw6rre'$os 
+18pbv. As h the reasons for 
these assertions, tradition tells us 
nothiug. What Proclus says on 
the fiubject is ovidentI~bascd onhia 
own conjectures, kp~inging for the 
most part from the sphere of New 
Platonic ideas. It wouId seem the 
most probable solutiun co admit 
that the angle must hare been con- 
scerated t o  Hhea, Delneter, and 
Hestia, as goddessca of the earth; 
because the square is the  surface 
whic.h limits t h o  cubq and the cube, 
a s  we $hail Rce, was, aecorrling to 
Philolaus, the form of 
tho cnrth. But this explnmliun 
dues  uot e g e e  with the names of 
thegudddesises, Hera and Aphrodjts, 
mentioned by P1ut:rrch. Was the 
acute nnglc of the triangle conse- 
crated in the mnle seuve to Hades, 
L)iongsos, Area, and Crouos ? (Per- 
hilps bemuss the prirnitivc form of 
fire i s  thc tctmhcdron limited by 
fnur  eq~~iIatsra1 triimgles, and tha: 
inthesegcdswe find thedestructive, 
aud J s o  tho warnring, unture of' 
fire.) This is n question we cmnot 
now diacnsu. A s  to the dodecagon, 
BSckli (PibiEod. 157) has already 
rema-rked t,hat it cannot he reduced 
to the dodecahedron, which Philc- 
laus designates as the primitive 
form of rEther ~ n d  nf t he  edestisl 
sphere; f n r  the doderahcdron i s  
limiscd by regular ppcnhgors. 
Keverthrlcss, tho agreement of 
these two witnesfiea, both much 
versed iu mathematics,  leave^ no 
doubt that they really found th is  
fact in the source they were con- 
snldng. But this difficulty dues 
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again, only isolated and arbitxary points of cornparisoh 
arc in question. Tt was unavoidable from the ca.pri- 
cious irregularity of this whole procedure, that among 
all these comparisons there should be numerous contra- 
dictions ; t ha t  the same number or figure should receive 
various significations,2 m d  on the othcr hand, that t he  

not, aut l~or ise   he mnrlifications of 
the test, and the foxced. interpre- 
t ~ b i o n s  ivhicli &th, j i ,  b, 285 Aq., 
advocates on the  gyound of common 
sellss; they could harrily be baed 
on the Pythagoreru rn;itAemxtics, 
front which it 16 by 110 means self- 
evident chx1:t.heangle of the trinnglo 
could only h a m  bean cor~sacc~ted 
to threeo dcitics, and tlio angle of 
the sqnare tu four. (Ph~t~rcIl and 
Procluv both have 7i )v  ywviav, and 
n o t  T&S yuulas; nt~d 1'1~oclus m- 
prcssly adds that thc samc nnglc 
cnuld be assipsd to mtLny gods; 
their opinion, tlterafure, is not that  
each of the  thrco anglcn of the tri- 
angle, rnci  each of the four angles 
of the square, had iia special divi-  
1:ity.) 0 1 1  the otlier hand, tlliv 
dificulty g ivca us IIO >sight to rcjcc.t 
the -n.hoIe statemcut of tho his- 
toric Philolaus, and to ascribe i t  
to it Pseudo-Philvlaacl, author o f  
thc fragments (Schaarschrnidt, 
Sehf~ftftst, d. Philoh 43 sq.). The 
t ruth  is that mc are ignorant of the 
source of these strange assertions: 
i t  does uot follotv t h ~ t  t h y  may 
not h n ~ c  h d  borne foundntioa 
which Philolaus, from his own 
poinr. of r~iew, may hare tliought 
aufficicnt. Jf  i v e  ouco ent.or tbr! 
region of imagination, it is difficult 
t o  set bounds to arbitrary cap~bice.s. 
Those -nre have beeu cousidering 
were doubtless not so arbitrary as 
what Iriutotle(ridei~?fra,p.P26,2) 
qu,,tes from Eurytus. Sohaar- 

schmidt i s  e~peeially perpIexed by 
thc attribution of t h o  dcdecngou r.0 

Zeus, while the f rqments  of Phi- 
1ol:lns regad tlia decad R Y  ~1.110 
number which rules the universe. 
Tliit; present6 t o  Ina no great,er 
difiimlty rhau t o  find i n  t,hc theory 
of Yhiiolwr respecting the  ele- 
ments, the dodecahedron made the 
pnmitire f o ~ m  of .8:bllrr, o r  in t h e  
theory of hilrmony the octave dil-i- 
cled illto six tuues insteltd of t s n .  
The system of number could not 
be dircctlp applicil to goomrtrical 
figures. In the same nay thitt, 
nu long  solidr, the  dodecahedron 
was attributed t o  the universal 
c lument ,  s o  among planr figurrs. 
bounded by etrxight liner, the 
equilateral ddec;rgon, easy t u  con- 
struct out of a square by means 
of equilateral triaugles, taking a 
s q ~ ~ r m  print of departure ; e:isy 
also to inscribe in a circle,and the 
anglaof which ( = 150degs.) is equal 
to  tfic angle of the quuro (80 dcgs.) 
and of thr, equilateral triangle (60 
degs . ) ,  might h ~ v e  been chose11 as 
the symbol of the uni~rerse nnd of 
the mprerne god who rules the 
world as a whole (the tv-elre guds 
of the myth). 

Cf. drist. Netuph. xir. 6, 
1093 n, 1 : r; 6' iuci7rcq roivra Ape- 

K O I V W Y ~ ? ~ ,  iudym rrohh8 uv&8ai- 
V E L V  7it W T ~ .  That mhichis desig- 
nated by thc same numbcr must be 
similar. 

Compare i n  this respect with 
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same o'ujcct or concept should somebimes be denoted 
by one figure and sometimes by another ; what whirn- 
sical vagaries mere permitted in regard to  this subject 
even in the ancient Pythzgmesn school, me can see from 
the example of Eurytus, who attempted t o  prove the 
signi5c~~tion of particular numbers by putting togetlier 
the figmes o f  the thiags they designated out of the 
corresponding number of pebbles.' 

The Pythagureans, however, did not con.lent t.heem 
selves wit11 this arbitrary applicsltion of their principles, 
hut  sought to carry them out methodically by more 
precisely defining the n~merical  proportions according 
to  which all thing3 are ordered, find applying them t.0 
the  different classes of the Real. We cannot indeed 
asscrt that the whole school entered on t,Lese discw- 
aione, and observed in their procedure thc same plan ; 
even with regard to the work of Philolaus, which alone 

whal results from t h e  pzeccding 
noter, t,Lc ststemallts that ,jitatice 
is dedgaatcd hy t h e  nurnher five 
(Iumbl. 2fieol. A.riSA. p. 30, 33) or  . 
three (plut. Is. 7;); health by tl~r 
n u n r l ~ e r ~ c r c n  (Philoltauu, ap.XuluL1. 
7%. Ar. p. 56)  n~ six ( B d .  p. 
38)  ; mtw~i:igc by 1,1hc ~lumhem Brc, 
six, or  tt11.e~ ('1'11eol. Arithm. p. 18, 
34) ; the sun liy LIie decrcl (R. 
AT. p. GO); light by tllc niln2bor 
secen (Ph~lulails, h e .  cit,) mid by 
the number five (Tfvol. AT. 28) ; 
the npi~tt by the monad, t h e  voul 
by the dyad, opinion (Gdta) by tho 
triad, the body or scnsntlon I?J' tho 
tet,t,l.ad (Theo of Slnynra, c. 38, y. 
152; A~clcp.  loc, cih 641 a, 17, 
cf. p. 420, 2 ) .  It is true that tho 
LmL-rnentiuned pl:~ssapc is certainly 
posterior t o  I'lato; aud that, as re- 

g,%rds the rest, if; is irnpossiblc ro 
sap whut rcally helonged to the  
ancio~lt Py thagoreans. 

1 According to Aristotle, #c- 
tuph. xiv. 5 ,  LO92 b, 10 (where rhe 
words, 7Gv @vrGv, L 13 ,  scrm mure- 
over t o  i n t o l ~ e  a fa i~ l t  certainly 

ancient.), and Theophr. Afe- 
taph. p. 31 2 Br. (Fr. 12, 11) ; vide 
the excellent coinmunts~y of Alps- 
R I ~ ~ C P  ( in this case, t he  real 41ex- 
antler) ad. &feL. p. 805, Eon. ; cf. 
albu Syrian k iMetaph. Schol. 935 
a, 27. I cannot ul~drrstnnd how 
Ghtiipnct, ii. 126, can deny to me 
t , h ~  r$iuior t ha t  the nncitrll~ Pgtha- 
gortlau school :r~s&it au lnoi92a s e r r z l  
Ic gmhw #mi est norlw loale celle 
sylilhnlipuo ds fhnlaisic,' in spite of  
the preceding denlonstrations, cited 
by himself (p. 128). 



could give us ally clue on this subject, our knowledge 
is too scanty to  allow of our determining with certainty 
the position which particular enquiries assumed in it. 
We shall, however; be adhering pretty closeIy t o  the 
natural connection of these enq~liries if \ve first con- 
sider the number-system as such; next its application 
to  tones and iignres ; thirdly, thc doctrine of the ele- 
mentary bodies and notions about the univerze; and 
finally, the theories on the terrestrial uaturw and man. 
It would be easy to reduce these cli~risions to  more 
general points of view, bu t  this 1 think ought not t o  be 
done, since me know nothing of m y  division of the 
Pythagorean system of philosophy ,corresponding with 
the later discrimination of thee  principal parts, or any 
other classification of the kind. 

In order to  reduce numbers themselvee t o  a fixed 
schema, the Pythagoreans employed the division of 
odd and eyen, and also the system of decads. The 
former ha3 been already alluded to  (p. 377) ; in its 
further development various species were discriminated 
from the even as weV as from the odd ; whether these 
species were the same as are enumerated by later 
writers' is not quite certain, nor can we be sure how 

Xicorn. h s t .  Aritkm, p. 9 
sq. : Theo. Math. i. o. 8 sq. Three 
h n d s  of uumhers are here distin- 
guished among the even numbers, 
the ~ ~ L ~ M L S  &p~rov  [t,he hnmbers 
that can be divided by eren num- 
bers down to Unity, like 04) ; the 
TE~IUUC;PTLOP (the numbers ~ h i e h ,  
dirided by 2, give rrm numbers, 
but which, divided by any weti 
numbor higher than 2, gire unevnn 
numbcw like IS and 20) ; and the 

Ip~ro~;p~@avv(rido$t~2v~,p. 377, 1). 
Similnrly three kinds of numbers 
are distinguislld i n  regard to un- 
even numbers, the rporor KQI 
ico;d~.ruv (the first numbers) ; the 
B ~ h r p o v  .at C ~ U B G T O Y  (11umber6: 
which are the  product of aereral 
unwen aunlber.l.x, and arc, t l r~re-  
~UTP,, not, dirisible merely by unity, 

9, 15, fl, 25, 2 7 ) ;  xnd lastly, 
the numbers divisible separately 
by other nurnbcrs tlmn unity, but 



many of the other diviyionsl of numbers which we find 
in more recent authors"be1ong t o  the ancient I'jtha- 
gorean doctrine. Many of these ideas, no doubt, really 
belonged to  tIie Pyt,hag-~l-t?sas,~ But all these arith- 
metical principles, if we except the general distinction 
of odd and even, were far less important in rcgard to  
the Pythagorean cosmology than to Greek arithmetic, 
which here also followed the direction given t o  it by 
this school. The importsnce of the decirple system in 
relation to the Pythagoreans is  much greater. For a;r 
t,hey considered numbers over ten to be only the repe- 
tition of the fixst ten nurnber~ ,~  a11 numbers and all 
powers of numbers appeared to them to  be comprehended 
in the decad, which is therefore called by PhiI~laue,~ 
great, all-powerfd and all-producing, the heginning 
and the guide of the divine and henrrenly, as of t h e  
terrestrial life. According to  Aristotle," it is the 

the relatio~i of which to others i s  
only to he defined by unities, aa 9 
and 25. 

On t hc  one hand, Philol~us in 
thc  fragment qnoted on p .  877.  1, 
spbaIis of many kinds of even and 
odd ; on the  other, he does not, 
like more recent witcr&, gire the 
h p ~ r o a ~ ~ r a a o v  as a subdivision of 
the even, bnt  as a third kind, side 
by side with the odd and the 
even. 

Such r s  the dist.inction of 
square, ublong, triangular, 
gonal, cylindric, spherical, corpo- 
real, and supelbrial numher.~, &c., 
together with thair numerous snb- 
divisions. hprOPbs Z b v a P r s ,  rcdfios, k c .  
Cf. ~icornachug, Theo, Izrnblichus, 
het l~ ius ,  Hippolgt. Xe&t. i. 2, p. 
10, &e. 

For ex&mple, the theory of 
gnomons (st!yra, p. 378, 1) of 
square and cn'oic numbers, LpiO~o1, 
~s.rpdyolv~r and ~ T E ~ O ~ ~ ~ K E I S ,  of' dia- 
gonal number3 (Plxto, REP. viii. 
546 B sq. ; cf. p. 424, 6). 

Hierocl. in Cams. Awr. p. 166 
(Fragm.PM. j. 464) : r o i  82 upr6p0  
~b ~ m ~ p a r f i i u ~ v  Erdur~p. + t r ~ r d s .  
6 y&p a TA;OV ;ebhwvava- 
u d f i n ~ ~ i  T ~ A L Y  Arl r b  i'v. It is for 
this r e a m  that Bristotle blames 
Plato, and indirectly also t h ~  Fy- 
thagoreanu, for on1 y counting num- 
bers tip t o  ton. Plays. iii. 6 ,  206 
b, 30; Mctuph. sii. 8, 1073 a, 
19;  xiii. 8, 1084 a, 12 : E; CLaXP~ 
B~tda'Bos 6 kptephs, & m c p  r ~ u d ~  
Q WLV. 

' Vide seqwu, p. 3 71 2. 
"feiilph, i. 5,  986 a, 8: ZmrEh 



perfect and complete, which incIudes in itself the mllole 
essence of number ; and as nothing, generdly speaking, 
would be knowable without number, so in particular, 
we are indebted bolely to the decad that krlowIedge is 
possible t o  u s . V o ~ ~ r  has a ~irnilar importnnec, not 
merely because it is the first square numher, but, cllicfly 
bemuse the four first numbers added together produce 
the perfect nnmbcr, ten. I n  the famous Pythagorean 
oath, Pythagoras i s  therefore celebrated as tho revertler 
of the quaternary nl~mber (Tetractys), and this in its 
turn is prnified as the source and rant of the eternal 
nature.3 Later Bgthag~~eans are fond of arranging a11 

~ i h c r o v  $ 8r~ i rs  EYVUL Golrci K U ~  T ~ U W  
~ c ~ c ~ ~ h ~ @ ; v a i  T+YTGY &p~Bpwv @ ~ U L V .  

Philop. Be An. C, 2, u : 7 ih l io~ykp  
Irp10pLr 6 8&a, T E ~ I ~ ~ E L  -ynp ~ d u ~ a  
d , ~ t $ ~ b ~  $Y ;RUT$. Whether this is 
rnken from d.risbtlo'~ tr~atise on 
the good, at: Brandis, i. 473, con- 
jectures, i s  uncertuiu. 

Z m c e  the deeupla clnssifica: 
sioao, ju c:itieu wberc t,he t.otaiity of 
the Red is in question ; as in the 
taKc of 0pposir.e~ and the sy&tcm 
of the l i ~ a ~ e n l y  bodies. 

P h i l d .  loc. cit. ; ;md doubtless 
in rcgk~d to thiv passage, Iambl. 
2Xeo2. A?: p. fil : ? r l r ~ l s  y~ p?p KB- 
hc;~ar ,  S.rr xu& T ~ Y  @thdhaov BFK&I 
eal TOE adsijs p ~ p l o i ~ ~ t p l  T & P ~ Y T W V  

O$ ~ I U ~ ~ ~ T W S  U C L T ~ A U ~ ~ U Y O ~ / B D L F X ~ ~ -  

7 ~ v  Z X O ~ S P .  Cf. what is sdd in tho 
same place nkout tho work of 
Speusippus, w l ~ n  shared tho  o~iniou 
o f  Pbilolirus. Tbeo of Srnyrax. c. 
49, also says that. Phiinlaus spokr 
at lcngth of the dccad, but wo 
know ilothing of  be treatise attri- 
buted to Arcl~yttls on  his R I I ~ J Y C L ,  
and quuted by Theo. 

Oh ph ~ b r  bp!/*~rtpa y~vcf  nupa- 

Gdwa ~ c ~ p r r x r h v ,  ~ayln, ds, , r io~ pi- 
U I O ~  ,br[&a~' (or :  biGrd 7 ' )  

EXOUDUV. On thiv oath and the 
paternary nnmhcr ~ i d e  Cu~na. 
Aw, v. 47sq.; Uicrncles B Ca'arnl. 
Aur. v. 1 6 6  f. (Phgm. Phd. i. 464 
sq.); Theo, Malh. C .  38; Lucian, Uc 
Rnlut. o .  5 ; P. Aract. 4 ; Sext.. 4Iath. 
84 rqq.; iv. 2 ; Plur. Plac. i. 3, 16, 
Ionlbl. TI*. AT. p. 20 ; cf. -4s~. on 
the p s s a g e  maad. Yiillach in Eoc. cit. 
nf the golden poem. The date of 
thcsc ~crscs  cannot he determined 
w i ~ h  certainty. Acmrduig to the 
ThboE. Ar., t h ~ y  vere found in Em- 
~ d o c l c a ,  ant1 from his point of 
n e w  the four dements should be 
r e ~ a d e d  as the f n u ~  roots of  thl: 
universe. But in this case, instead 
nf YEYE$, it ~011ld be necesszL1.y Lo 
rcad with Sextus, i ~ .  2 ,  ~ n d  others, 
J.vx$ (cf. FrtLricius in Eoc.cit. of Fa- 
lirjciu-), and by the word, ~rtpa6obs 
to under.?tnnd ( ~ i t h  Mosheim, in 
C~dwwth .  Xyst. hte l l .  i. 580) tha 
Deit,y. It seems to me morc likely 
thar, Pythsgorw i s  here celebrated 
as the inrantor of the Tetrwtys. 
It is, perhaps, on account of these 



things in sc~ics of fonr : how far this is derivcd flom 
the ancient Pythagoreanv cannot be determined. But 
each of the other numbers ha5 its palticnlar yalnc. 
One is the first from whlch all the other numbers arise, 
and in which t,hc opposite qualities of numbers, the 
odd and the  even, must therefore be united ; two is khhe 
first even n~rmber ; three the  first that is uneven and 
perfect, because in  it we Srst find beginn~ng, middle 
and end;3 five i a  the filst number which results by 
addition from the first even and the first uneven 
numberm4 Six is the first number which results from 
them by multiplication. Six multiplied by itself gives 
a number which again ends in SIX ; all t h e  mult ipl~s 
of five end either in five o~ ten ; j  three, foor, and tive, 
are the nrmluera of the most perfect right-angled 
t~inngle, wbich together form a particular proportion ;" 

verses that Xenocr:atea enlls his 
aecorld principle ~b ~ E P ~ O P '  (cf. 
Part. ii. a ,  866, I ,  third erliiion). 

e.g.Theo and 27ievl.A~ith.i~1.l .c.  
' Vidr: fi2bprfI, P. 401, and IT- 

specting the &p~roa~pruuou, Thco. 
p. 30: ' A p t r ~ o ~ i h l J s  3: $Y T$ mDa- 
yclpa~$ 7 h  Bv qnurv kptporipwv 
I * ~ ~ 4 X ~ ~ v  7 5 s  $LBCWS. bpriQl p l v  YiLP 
.xporr-rrff i v  ? T E P I T ' ~ ~ Y  TDLE~, ~ F P L T ~ ?  8; 
? iP~tcv ,  B O C K  BV $sdvaro. E; /L+ .;I,U+O?V 
~ a i v  ( L ~ ~ E P I Y  ~ E T E ? ~ ,  a proofwhich 
is singular as t.he i t  
is intended to demonstrate a v ~ + C -  
pFTm18.k  T O ~ T O ~ S  KU! ' A p X ; 7 ~  P~u- 
tarrsh gives the aama reason. Flat. 
Dc Bi. c. 8, p. 388 

Arist. nt &lo, i. 1, 268 n, 
1 0 :  ~ a 8 d i r e ~ ~ h ~  @ad KU; 0 ;  17uBa- 
y6p~r0t. ~b TBP rd ~ i r  ~ c f v r a  roie  
~ ~ ~ a l v  S p ~ u ~ a r .  TEAPUT$ ral 
p&ov ~ d r  l r p ~ + j  r b s  &p.prO,ubr + ' ~ b (  7bv  
roc  aanbs ,  r a i h  6; r b v  7 % ~  ~ ~ t d b u s .  

Theu, p. 72: A ~ ~ F T U L  8; ~ a l  d .rpia 
T ~ L F I U S .  ~ T P I S ~  T P G T ~ T  ipxbv 1ta1 
p,fua ad ?ripas ~XGL. Inmbl. Uzed. 
Arilian?. p, 15, gires an impro5able 
and conf'u~erl reason, pcod.r?l~a KUI 
Ztrahoyler aLrhv r p o u ~ d p ~ u o v .  

1 Tido w c p ,  p. 420, 1; 422, 1 ; 
Anatol. ap.Iambl. 7%. Ar. p. 34 (Ee- 
sides mnuy other  properties of the 
uurnlier 6): $ i p ~ : o u  ru; s~prcruoi 
T W Y  T ~ & T ( Q B ,  6 4 ; ~ ~ ~ s  wal B+h~os,  
Guv&,u~lrea; ~ o h h a w h a ~ i a r r p ~  yiyrrar, 
llcr~ce i t  i u  called &f i~tvdBn~ns  and 
y d p r ,  n i r s e  denominations are 
nlsv found loc. t i t .  p, it( ; Plut.  118 
Ei. c. 8 ; Fhco ,  2+fi~~s. c. i j  ; Clemens. 
Sl~o~n. TI. 683 C ; Philop. Phy~ .  
77 v . 
LI, il. 

nut,. fie Ei. c. 8, p. 388, 
6 l emb l  Y ~ L C O / .  Arithm. p. 20, 

13; Erocl. i% kj'lacl. I l l  m (428 .fi.), 
w tio atlrilr~rtos t o  l'ybhagorils him- 
self the cansrruotion nf this trian- 



seven1 is the  only number within the decad which has 
neither factor nor product; this number is moreover 
compounded ou t  of three and four, the sipificance of 
which has just been diser~ssed ; lastly, to pa33 over other 
things, i t  is together with four the mean arithmetical 
proportion between one and ten.= Eight is the first 
cube: and the great Tetractye is formed out of the 
four first uneven and the  four Grst even numbers, the 
sum of which (36) equals the sum of tlre cubes of one, 
two, and three.* Nine, as the square of thrce, and 
the labt of the units, must have had a special import- 
anm5 JJTith the Pgthagorcans themselves, of conrse, 
these arithmetical observations were not separated from 
their other researches on the sipificance of numbers ; 
and, judging from individual examples, we may suppose 
that they carried them much farther in a mathematical 

gle, according to an  uncertain t.r& 
dition. Cf. Alex. am ilidaph. i. 8, 
990 n,  23; Phiio. De Vit, Cm~templ. 
899 B (41). Sccording to this 
passage tile pcrf~ct righl-angled 
t r in i~gle  is rhxt d which tba sidcs 
= 3 and 4, of which conee- 
quently the hypothenusr = 5. 
, .  I hrs - la& is called buva,u&w, because 

its square i a  equal t o  t,he sum of 
the squares of the sides. T ~ P  sides 
aro called 8 v c c ~ ~ r u d p s v a i  ; the hy- 
po~hennse is u!so cnUatl d ~ t ~ h  (ap. 
Alex.); this dennmi~>ation is p m  
bably more than th? 
hvtmla of the Pseudo-31egill os, ap. 
Inrnbl. Theoil. Adiun,  p. 28; t h i s  
hvcrrrln, Like y&,uvs, inriicates tho 
combination of the odd and the 
even. The expressior~v me find in 
Plat.0, Hcp.  viii. 546 13: U;~$CIIR 

8uvirpcval r s  ~ a l  f i u v a w ~ ~ ~ d p ~ u a r .  
This.pro~es these opinions t o  be- 

long t o  the auci ant  l'jtIr:rgor~m~s. 
Vide wpra, p. 420, 2, and 

Ilimbl. ThcoE. Arithnt. p. 48 sq. Be- 
muse tho ni~mbcr  7 has no fi~ctors, 
Philolaus wiled i t  8p$.rwp, ar- 
cording to Joh. Lydus, Uc 111m. ii. 
i1, p. 72 ; cf, also Clemens, St~nm.  
vi. 883 D ;  Chalcid. In Tim. 35, 
p. 138 ; MulI, sqq. 

' l ? o r l + 3 - 4 , 4 + 3 = 7 ,  
7 -t 3 = 10. 

a Videw-up~a. 482, 1 ; Iambl. TL. 
AT. p. j4; Clemcns, Znc. cet. &n. 

-I'lut. Da Is. c, 75 ; Schol. p. 
38 ; 71 $; ~ a h o v ~ i c q  ~ ~ T ~ U K T ~ S ,  T& 

2< ~ a l  rp ldwov. ra ,  piytsros $u Ipsor, 
&r . r c $ l ; ~ ~ a l .  K& ~ d u ~ o s & v d p a o ~ r a t ,  
I . ~ U Q & P ( I I P  &ti &PT(IP TJY TP(STWU, 
~ F ~ T ~ ~ P W V  8; S ~ Y  T F P I B I T ~ V  €;s 7 b  

air78 u v u ~ a A ~ ~ ~ ; p . w u  ~ T O T E A O ~ ~ E U O ~ ,  

6or further details, rf. DE An. 
Prcxr. 30, 1, p. 1027. 

Vide Iarnbl. Th. Br. p. 57 aq. 



direction than could be shown in the present exposi- 
tion. The later writers, i~omever, give us very little 
certain information on this subject. Even what I 
ha1.e now taken from them very possibly does not 
altogether originate with the primitive school, but 
there is no doubt that it truly describes t.he character 
of the ancicnt Pythagorean theory of numbers, 

Number and Harmony beiug d l - 1  the Pythagoreans 
almost equiva,lent conoeptions, their arithmetical system 
rvas closely connectkd with their system of Harmony.' 
The different nature of the tm sphe~es however 
necessitated for each a separate mode of treatment. 
While therefore the numbers were :trranged wcording 
t o  the number ten, the measure of tones i s  the octax~e. 
The chief divisions of the i~etave are the fourth and the 
fifth : thc re!lation of to~tes in it is measured according 
to the length of the resonant strings, for the fourth 
as 3 : 4; for the fifth as 2 : 3 ; for the 1~-hole octave 
as 1 : L2 Other details, such as the variation ofi par- 

1 Tlie F'y'ythagoreans cdlcd the " Thia arrangementof the tones 
harmonic theory K U V ~ U ~ & $ ,  accord- in the octavo certainly belongsto the 
ing tn Pnrphyrq; i1a Plot. Zurm. ancient Pythajiorean school, ride 
(in WdZbii Opp. Muth. ii.), p. the p:tssage from Philolaus, quoted 
207. a,nd Ttolnmais of Cgreoe, who p. 385, 2. AS to the d i a c ~ r e ~  and 
is cited bp Porphyry. Xotwith- rneewre of the octave, bvwerer, 
standing, the word, icpPourir;l, mukt there is rnucI~ uncertainty. A c  
also have been ja uee amongthem. curding to one accollnt, which is 
Aristureuut: (Hana.  Efem. s u l ~  f o l d  i n  Nicom. IIuma. i ,  10 sq. ; 
init. ; ihid. p. 8) gives this as the Tamhl. 212 h'ieon~. 171 aq.; P7d. Py- 
ordinary designatiou for the theory tAa-q. 11 5 sq. ; Gaudant. Jfing. k3 
oftones (4 ~ahoupim I~,uovIK+), In sq. ; 3lacrolr. in *%ma. $&p. ji. 1 ; 
the samo way he constantly c d l a  Censorin, DeBIlieJkt. c. IO ; Bueth. 
the adherents of the Pytlmgoreiin Ut: Mne .  i .  10 aq. ; it w a s  P y t h e  
theory oi iPPovr~ol ,  o ;  ~ a h u : ~ c v o i  goras himsalf who discovered thc 
kppou~uoi ; we fiud even in Archy- harrni~nic system Ee is said xo 
t a s  the exprc~sion, dPpovrrt3 &vaho- have ol>sel~ed that t11e ~ 1 1 n d s  of 
$a, for s certain numarical the hlaclismith's hammw iin the  
relation. forge produce a fourth, a fifth. and 



ticular hnes ; the cur~corris that result from them ; the 
an o h w e .  On further oramin~, t i r~n they could not l ~ i r e  bxspnl it, upon 
hc d i s c o ~ e ~ c d  t h i t  the veight of experiments; but o b ~ ~ r r i n g  in a 
thc hammers mas in  the same pr* general mnnoer thxt t h e  height of 
po~tion as the %cutcne~soft,hk tonrs the  tonci increased with the tension 
which they produco. He then, by of thc strings, they concluded t h a t  
meanyofdiffermtaeight~,e~tilnded both inmetwed in  the game propor- 
strings of the same tliicIrn~ss find rim. It is also possibIe, I~orvever, 
lem@h,andfound~hatthen~r~trness that this I r s s ~ y  conclrrion was 
of the tunes KFLS p r o p ~ r t i ~ n i i t e  to drawn hytheirsnccanaors. Lastly, 
t h o  seight. To obte~in r111 bar- the opinion thnt Py(l~ngor;is h~m-  
monic proportion 01 * f::urth be- self diacorcrd tlbe arithmetical 
twecn t h e  111ost c t e ~ a t d  string of proportiou of tonrs had  heen aI- 
f.he heptacliord, and that nf the ready enunciated, acmr13lag to 
fourih (p iov ) ,  ;L fifth betrrern thin Heracleider, ap. Pwph. in Ptol. 
aod thelowest (dm), andinrersely Harm. (in Wallisii Opp. LVu$ia, ii.) 
a fourth b ~ t r e e n  the Y ~ T T  2nd the c. 3, p. 213, by Xenocrates; and 
Rfth string f l w n  above j?rapup;npl, whoel-er tllis Heradeides may hnvc 
or according to  the ancient, Ji~.isiou been, whether HeriicIeides Lembus 
and the ancient dencmminn.tion, or t h o  grammarian of t . h ~ t  name 
~ p i ~ q ) ,  a bfth bel.rve~n tldn and t h o  who , l i d  at- Ronic i~nrler Clnndiug 
highest btring, and a t o n e  between and 5er3 (Suid. LL. c. I)-Hem- 
the &oa andthc ~oparrCnq ( = 8 : 9), eleiiles Yoatinrs it 1rr3r:ninly w:u 
a re igh t  is required for the  ;*&rl) not-we have no reason to do111,t 
of 6, ror the of 8, for the t h ~ t  X e n o c r ~ t e s  reaIIr said this of 
r a p a p i q  ( ~ ~ f ~ 7 i )  of 0 ;  for the Y ~ T V  P~rth~mr~x. Bnt the arciiracy of 
of 12. Simil~rly, say Bocthins and the  stcttement is not hct . to~  prore2 
~+~udoatius,  oi her experiments l>y the testimony of Xenncrat es 
have ehoan thnt in regtlrd to one than by tnor~  recent testimony. 
string equnlIg extended (the mono- We cjnnot  say tylvtt t.he thirig is 
chordcanon, theinvention of which impossible, birt we may well *us- 
is attributed to Pythagoras, Diog. pect that here, as in many other 
viii. J2), that  t.he height of the ii~stances, a cliscuverq- ~nadc hy the 
tones is in in7-erse proportion to  RtICCe.R.ChTR of I '~t1ia~ori ls  has teen 
the  length of th3 vihrnting atring. attrjhnbod t o  hirnsrlr. The last 
Borthius p. i~es  soma ft~rther axperi- assertion is ae l l  csta!)lished. The 
ment,s vitb belI5. I n  t.his ncco~~nt .  Pythagoreans must h:rre st+lrted 
the story of the smith's hammer i s  from obset.vstions oil 1.he propor- 
mnnifectly n s to ry  which it: at onro tion of the length of el.rings which, 
refi~t.ed hy the physical impossibi- bein: the &*me in t11icl;ness and 
litv of f e  fact. St ix also sjnrrular ttrnsion, procluce sounds of dif f~rent  
t11;;t the height. of the sounds ia am~teness. W e  gathvr this from 
gi-ien napropurtional to the tensinn thc r.eatimony of ancient writers, 
n f  the strings, or to the might  drawn from tlie P~t.1:agorean 
which produces this tension. x h i l e  sources tllcmsolverr. I n  no other 
in rea1it.y it is only proportional to may can thr indications which we 
the sqaare root of thc forrss of f i ~ l r l  in  Phill>lnur; respoet i l~g  the 
tcnsion. If then i t  is true that the fonrth, thefiftl~, and thr octnre, ho 
Yythagoreatis held thir opinion, explained. It is for tliis re:uon 



different species and musical modes3 I may leave to  
the 1lis?olhy of musical theories, dnee these details do 
not stand in a,ny close connection witlt the philosophic 
view of the  world adopted by tlts PJ tbagorea~s .~  

t11nt among thfi ancient musicians such as Iinrt: hften g i ~ e ~ l  abo~e.  
t,he higllest number dofiignates the Moreover i~ had not escaped the 
low-est bound; x11d that  in t he  Pytllogar~a~ia that the. concord of 
l~srmonic  scriev (vide thc  Il'imerrs t v o  sounds isgre~ttrr io proportion 
of Plato) Lho progressior~ is not 3,s the i n t ez rd  ~~urnl~erf i  cxprossing 
from t h e  lower tones to the higher, their proportion are SIIIRII. YoI :~~I .  
hnt from the higher to ttlc lower. (ivz Ptob. Ilctra. 280) gives us  :t 

The number by which n aounrl is Pytllrgorean explanarion from AT- 
cles ignat~l  has uo relation t o  t h n  chgtas an3  Uidynlus of this prill- 

~ibratioll* of the air o f  wliieh they ciple. The artificial ehar~ecer of 
ore compound~d, but to tire le~leth this csp1anat.ion shoulcl ilnL ~nakc  
of thc s t r i n ~  which creates thcrrr. us doabtful. as ro its anriquity. 
I t  is only at this point, that we con The spcr>,iios (yi'uq) depend on 
form any exact idea of the diu- the dist.rihntion of strings,  the 
coreries of the T'J t11:tgoreans c o u  mncles (.rpd~nr, 6ppou;ar) depend un 
cerning sounds. The P~thacorenns the pitch of  the inbtrulnenls. Tlrcre 
were ignorant of tllc LLC~ &at the .ir.crr; three kinds-- the  diatonic, 
height of sounds depends on the cl~romatic. sr~d el~larrnonic : :mtl 
?,umber of vibrations of thil njr. three rnoilefi-the T)oric, the Pl~ry- 
A r c l t ~ t ~ a .  for ex,irnple, in tLc f rag  gien, and the l+dian. .-ilrcady, 
rncnt qtinted :tp. Purph. I. c. p. 356 Plato's time, acceesorv inodes h : ~ l  . 1 1 1 1  h i ,  i. 6 ) befn added (Rep. i i i .  39s E sqq.). 
and in Tl~eo, L?~i ,n .  p. 94, exprrsaly At a later tirne  the^ became con- 
srlys thit ~ o u n d s  become higher i n  sidarably inrre:i~rd. 'J'Iie distinc- 
proportion as they more marc tion of the +rv, at any mate, belongs 
r&pi?icily ; nnd tho snmc hypot,hcrsjs to the Pytllagoreanr. Ptol. Hwnj ,  
is t.11~ basis of the Auctrine uf  the i. 18 (cf. Parph. $78 Ptol. 310, 313 
spheral h:irrrtuny, ny it i~ explai~~eti ~ r l . )  s p ~ a k s  of t!ljs i l l  regmd 10 
by Plato (Tim. 61 B), A~ist.,  and drcl~ytas .  
much latrr by Porph. ( in R o t .  Vide besides t h e  passngcs 
iia~~n. 217, 235 sq.) and the Ela- qnoted p. 431, 2;  388, 2 ;  audfrorn 
tonist &li,u!us, quoted t g  For- Ptol. Xfirm, i. 13  sq., the erplnnit- 
Phy~*y ( p  21 6 eq.), J)i ony h i l l s  the t ions of USck11, Pirilal. G5 sqq., and 
musician (p.  219), and many othws. :Hrandis, Gr.  Ah. Pi~abl. j.  454 
What the Yytl~agoreau theory of sq., and p%rticularl?; on tho ancient 
sounds established is merely this :  tlreorj c f  fioonds; Hiickh, $&ad, 
that, all other conr'.it,ions bcing nnd Daub and Creuzer, iii. 45 bq. 
equal, the  height of thr: sounds jr (, Kleiezqn. ISchriJt. iii. 13C sq.) ; 11.c 
in ilirerse proportion to the length Metri* Yildnri, p. 203 sqq.; and 
of the ~ihrat iag strings. &nd tltal  Martin, h'twdcs ~ 7 4 ~ .  le Timle, i. 389 
the interrals of swnd in the OC~AT-C, sq. ; ii. I sq. 
determined by this measurc, are 
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After tozlcs, thc n.nmber theory was next applied 
to  geometrical figrrres, and it is not necessary to be a 
Pythagorean to  see that the form and relations of 
figures are determiaed by numbers. If, therefore, 
the  Pytllagorean auii the Greek lnathematicisns in 
genera1 were accustomed t o  apply geometrical terms 
t o  numbers,' and .to discover arithmetical and har- 
rnonical proporticus in figures,= the habit was yerfectIy 
natural. The Pgthagoreans, however, did nut stop 
here, hut as they saw in numbers generallS the essence 
of things, t.llep sought to derive figures and 'liodien 
immediately from definite numbers. Aristotle at any 

Vide supm, p. 427, 2, 3. 1138, who sees harmonic propor- 
" We h i i r e  already fonudan ox- tron i n  the relation of t he  nunrbars 

ample OF this, p. 426, 6, in  the Py- 8, 6. 9. 12 a kppou1~4  peod+8s is 
rhqoreaa triangle. The ciemon- 3 TEST$ P ~ P E L  .rSv 61rpwv a i r ~ a p  
stration of the harmonic propo~t.ion ; T F P & X O U U ~  K U ~  f ~ l r c p 6 ~ 0 f i ~ ~ ~ ,  an 
i n  the  cubo i u  sonlawhat similar. Plrtto, %?,. 36 A,; cf. &anmh. 9'31 
By harmouic propnrtion { l v a ~ o y t a  A, chnr~lctcriscs it. This propor- 
appoptcb, culled also i r a ~ v a u ~ l a )  is tion is called harmonic, bccausa 
qudcwtond, as distilquished fru~n the f ist  numbers between n?l~ich 
the arithmetienl and geometric;il they exiut (3,  4, 6 ,  or A,  8, 12) r.x- 
proprjrtion, n, proporciofi betwccn prcss the fundmnrntal gl-opurtions 
three quautlties 80 that the dime- of h e  octave (Lppovln). For, or1 

ronre between the  midd!c ~ u m b e ~ '  t h e  uutl band, S ir grcdter than 6 
and first j s  to t:le firit  AS by a third of 6, aud less than 33 
tho difference h e t ~ a e n  tht! nliddle by a third of 12; on the other 
nunlbsr and the labt i s  to the last. h a ~ ~ ~ d ,  0 : 8 is the fourth, 8 : 12 
Thia is found when the qumntities the fifth, 6 : 12 the octarc. T h e  
irrc of s ~ ~ c h  a kind 6o7c $ , B u  wmr: 11urn1,err; Arc l o  liu found in  
?rp&~os ;pus 7; ~ < U T ; ~ W  f i * k p 6 ~ ~  711~ CU'DC, TVhl~h 11%~ 6 S U ~ . ~ & C ~ P ,  8 
i a u ~ a  p ~ p e ~ , ~ a 6 ~ v  15 p i r ~ ~  .rG T P ~ W  angleti; and 12 terrnin:d lincs, and 
~ T ~ C ~ ~ ~ F S  ~i I$TW E(+<L (Arch$ ja. therefore, callail yewprrprsG 
ap. Porph, i n  Plol. Hni.rf6. p. 267 ; Lppovia by PIlilnhus according 
P T ~ ~ J ~ E .  Phil, ii, 119), A s iy lar  to Nicom. l?~sd. Avirh, li, 26, p, 7 2  
indication i r  to br loand in H ~ c o ~ r l .  (cf. Gnssiodorus, Ezp. i ~ a  T'.sa.lvis. 
1 7 ~ .  A~ithm. i i .  26, p. 7 0 ,  in a de- ix. rol. ii. 36 b, Gar. Bockh, 
tailed explanatio~i of thc three Philol. 87 sq.); Gi~uyrl. De An. 18 
proportions; lambl. is ,Vicow~. b : 13o~thius, Arifh. ii. 49 (cf, 
Arithin. p. 141 ; Plut. LkAla, I)I.oG~. Pl~iIo~>. DO An. E 10) a180 rern~rk 
15, p. 1019. NTo find a lcer exact f,liet Ihs cube war sometimes called 
nctice iu Ylut. DG Mu. 22, p. +pavia or ~urmo%ia$somcirica. 



rate tells us tIlitt. they,defined the  line as the number 
two ; Philola~~s we lrliom explained fotu ak the number 
of the body ;"nd Plat0 seems to have called three and 
four the nllmhe~ of the surface,' and the rlurnber of 
the solid.'3 Plato furthexmore dcrired the line from 
~ F V O ,  t h e  plane frorn three, an3 thc solid from four ;' 
and Alex,ander ascribes the derivation of solids from 
planes, planes frorn lines, and lines from points ur 
monads, alike t,o PIato and the Pythqprean~.VWe 
may, therefore, certainly assume that the Pythagoreans, 
in to the derivation of figures, identified one 
with the point, two wit,h the line, three with the plane, 

' ~Wdap6. vii. 11, 1036 L, 7. A~clap.Scho2. in Ar;,?r. p. 541 n; 
It is often difiealr t o  deternlino 23: rbv ai ~ i saapa  dyiepbv Z A ~ q o s  
whetller the matter a€  w ohjext [o; Ilu8.1 T A  a 6 p  ~ T A ~ P ,  T B Y  8; 
sI>ould, Or should not, be included X ~ Y T E  ~b ~ H U ~ K ~ V U ~ ~ G ~ ,  . T ~ V  8; C E  ~b 
in its definition ; hence hnpo;ci c*p+vxov. It is true that a very 
T ~ Y ~ P  fjdg KC(; TOG K ~ K ~ V  K U ~  7 0 0  imp~.obxl)le rer~soll is givm fox r,hin, 
.rpaycSuov, Bs ufi ~ ~ o g G ~ u r  ypappais via., beeauae 6 =2 x 3, and ~ h n t  
dpi{eutiar tcrl r @  ~ V Y E X E T  (as if che the  epen desigmatev the bdj, ir11d 
definit,lon thitt. ;i t,riangle con- the unewn t h o  snul. 
tained withiu three lines did not Arist, qootl:s (Dp An, i. 2, 
sl~ficior~tly designrtt.~ thc cssentid 404 b, 181, as borrawed from 
nRture of the trimgle) . . . K U I  Plltto's leetllres on philosophy: 
dvriyuuar d v ~ a  c i r  T U ~  & p ~ / i j * ~ ; s ,  Y U ~  ,piv &,, ; ~ u T $ ~ ~ Y  82 ~h 8;o 
ud ypappijr ~ b v  hdyuv rbv r G u  660 . . . rhr Fk 70; 2ara;8ov bp~B+liv 
e t a :  @UWLU. ~ r v i r ,  it is certain, %tau, aYu0~rrrv iii nrbv .roc a t p c o ; .  
mekns t l ~ c  Pythagoresns ; t h e  Plu- ' Brist, toc, cit .  ; Mttapk, xic. 
tn!lists a r e  yul~sequentLy oxpcassly 2 ,  1090 h, 20 ; Fs.-Alex. i v ~  LW"- 
distinguished fkotn tho Pythago- hph.  siii .  9,  p. 756, 14 Bun.: T+V 

re:ms. 6; r a ~ k  ~b i w ,  @IJWLY APxhv  O&X 

In n p ~ s a g c  vhicb we ~ h d l  dpo l~r r  ~irrijyov 8~nl1rcr ,  dhh' oi fi&r 
ronsidcr fnrthe? rrrl, Iambl .  Th. AT, ahot5  .roi,s iyrflPo;r ~h tSFv r o i r  pt- 
p. 56 : Srhdhuos Bk pfsbsb pa#~pir- y68ealrr C ~ f y o r  Z ~ n ~ ~ ~ e r v ,  oTov FuclBcr 
T L K ~ V  P ~ Y F B U S  ~ ~ 1 x 5  BLLGFT&Y <Y C ( ; ~  ~pu,u,u$, -rp;d6a 66 Z?r;r6iSyl, 7 5 -  

~ i - r p d h ,  surdrq~a lrai ~ p D s i r  h r F i ~ i - ,  7pd6ailt arepe4 .  -roinGra yip 2c ru;: 
Irrpivqs 7 q s  @ & P E W S  Z Y  T ~ G Y T & ~ $ ,  ~ 6 ~ 1  OdAodocplar i u ~ o ~ t i  J C ~ I  Ehd- 
$LXWUIV 8 k  2u ItLi81, V D J P  Bk ~ a i  T W V O S .  Cf. Zellar, Plat. Mudicia, 
Sy~ iav  ual .rb h' a h a ;  hcydprvov 237 sq.; Urmndis, DB Ijerd. krisr.  
$is ;r i88oPd8l, per& ~uf1rd +quiv lib. p, 48 q. 

~ a :  rb~hlav Ira1 pirru mi ;nl- ' p. 408: 1. 
vorav k liy8od81 ~ v p ~ ~ u a r  707s o h r v .  
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four with the solid; their reamn for this being tha t  
the straight line i s  limited by t ~ o  points, the first, 
reciilinenr figare by three lines, the simplest ~egnlar 
body by four surf:rces wh~rear thc poiat is an iudi~-isible 
nnity.1 But, hy virtue of tl~eir general tendencies they 
must ncccssarily have belieryed that this derivation of 
thc figures o f  torlies invoIved a similar derivation of 
the corporeal itself: for, as we have bcforr rpmrtl-ked," 
they strpposed bodies t o  oon~ l s t  of the lmes and planes 
enclosirlg them, as they supposed lines and Ggrnes to 
consist of nrrm hers. 

According to  Philolaus, the clcmcntary nature of  
bodies dppeuds upon their fonn, Of the five regular 
bodies, therefore, he assigned the cube to  the  earth, 
the  tetrahedron to fire, tlte ootohcdron t o  air, the 
icosahedron to  w;iter, the dodecahedron4 t o  the tifth 

l t  i s  tllui thaL th is  doctrine is 
:tlways explained bby thc ancients; 
cf. p, 407,3; 408,l; and the PBSRagCS 
quoted hy Brandis, I.  c. nnd C;pn.- 

rkq. PhM. i .  471 ; Nikom. ArilBm. 
ii. 6 ;  Boath. Arith,m.ii. 1, p .  1328; 
Thw. Math. 151 sq.; Ismbl .  Tla. 
AT. p. 18 sq. ; Spensippus, ihid.  p. 
64 Sest. 13rrA. iii. 151 ; Math. 
ir. 4. rii. 99 (8. 278 sqq.); Joh. 
Philop. I38 An, C: 2; Dirig. rjji. 25, 
N o  doubt, these pssr tgee  jmrnc- 
diately apply t o  Lllr dorirlttion uf 
georc~ti-y, 80 common after the time 
of Plato. Biit it. is  l~rrobaLle that 
the Platonic doctrine was the same 

u o n m  ; on this point AS t he  Pythl, 
fw the cembinntian in question 
cartzinly rmts on &he gLanrlpoint 
of the theory o f  numhexb. 

2 As is presupposed in the 
passages quoted. Such a wnstnrc- 
tion of bodies from sr~rfaces is no 

doubt referred to i u  the questioc 
pnt by AriytotIe to the Pytkago- 
reans (vide p. 400), vix., Whether 
the first body arose from srlrfaees 
or from ~ornetbiug else? 

Vide p. 4 v i  sq. 
Ap. Stub. I. 10 (Rijclrh PAelbE. 

160) : ~d rb Elv T$ rr+alpp n(Sp~+a 
{ ~ ) e  f i ~ e  regular bodies) w i n e  Zu7i. 
~g ?v r$  u+aipe (thc h d i e s  which 
arc in the worldLHecrcn m d  
AIeineke moi~ld omit these words) 
T G ~ ,  88wp sal yE ~ a l  6hp ~ a :  Q 76s 
c$a;pas B A K ~  ( S I I C ~  is the tex t  of 
cocirrx A .  Xockh, and others read 

TCE ~Qlaipm~ 6711~ht; Ncjneke, b 
7;s o@afyar r v r h d ~ ~  Gcka~rschmidt, 
Frag71~. d. P&iTol. p. 60, d 7;s 
#@~ipm Syicos, or c v m  k . . . . 
dhdras ;  Hee~-cn, 6 rEr s p a l p ~  
dhrros, xhich according tn him 
de~ignnkd ;rther as that which 
dmws and moves thr; globe of thc 



elem~nt which embraces aIl the othel-6; tliat is to 
say, he held that the sm~llest constituent parts of 
these (1ifferen.t sub~tances had the srlppospd form.' If 
we lnight assume that l'lato, who borrowed these 
definitions f l o n ~  l'ltilolaus, duo fr>llorz~cd him in the 
particulars of his constructkm, we must believe that 
Philolaus adopted a samewhat .toomplicated procedure 
in the cleiivaklon of the five bodies; but this theory 
is not only ~msupported by any adequate evidence: 
but erren iu the expo~ition of Plato there are consider- 
abli: arg-oments against it> Tl'betiler t h i s  derivation 

world. Perhaps wo sl~ould read: 
d 7 .  65b. R ~ K A O S ,  Or 7; T. u@. $has) 
?ri,mrov. Ylu t .  Ykcc. ii. 6. 5 (Stoh. 
i. 4;iU, Galen. c. 11) : ~'IuOccydpur 
T L P T ~  U X ~ F ~ T W P  ~ W M Y  I T ~ E P C & Y ,  

B r r ~ p  ~rcah~Z~i7ar K U ~  paO~ica~rtid,  dlr 
TOG K ~ B O V  pqu1 y ~ ~ o v f v a t  731~ 

rev, ;H 62 ~ $ 9  i~vpupiErs r b  aFp, 4~ 
8; TOG 6rtrab6pov ~ b r  &&pa, t'lr 6; 
TO; ~ t o u u k Z ~ o v  ~b Sqwp, i~ 8 i  roG 
Fw?~cuaISpor~ r h v  TOG ravrhr u@aTpipav. 
CL Stobsus, i. 356,  w l ~ e ~ e ,  as in 
X)iog.riii.23 (dlen.Tolyh.), thcre jn 
n o  rne~~ t ion  of tho fifth olcluent: oi 
lcrrb Iiu8ay6pov ~ b v  ~ d < ~ u v  r r $ ~ ; ~ a v  
K ~ T A  u ~ $ , u a  r t j y  r ~ u r n i p w v  ~ T T O L X E L O P .  

' I n  what, mncerns the four 
elements, there can be no duubt 
that t he  wordy of ~ ' ~ ~ [ O ~ R I I S  1lav0 
~ l ~ i s  rne;tning. JL. is only jn regard 
to the fifth of the regular Lodies, 
thw dodecshedron, that x qut.slion 
might Ire r,~ised. Are wn to 1111- 

derst,ltnd that the ela~ncntary par- 
t ~ ~ l e s  of the subst:tncs which, ac- 
cording to  Philolaus, liau formed 
the globe uf the  world (id. tlio 
outer shell of the globo) present 
this form? or  is it the giube itself 
which doe# so? There is one cir- 
cumstance which favours the first of 

Lheso theories, rin. t ha t  ttrnong the 
di6ciplcs of Plabo all thosc who in- 
cline the ~rrost to Pytha,ooreanism. 
so far 89 oilr infornixt,iou exterlr]g 
on this suiJject, admit the fift!~ 
clemeuk &her, in  add~tiun to the 
uthar fa~lr .  This ciroumst,nnce 
e t ~ u ~ l l y  colitradicks t.he idea t h a t  
the a u t l l u ~  of the pa$eage in ques- 
tion borrowed the fifth b d y  from 
histotlc. Vide p. 317. 

Vido Pdwt ji. a, 675 sq. 3rd 
edition. 

"ox Simpl. Ds C d o ,  2.52 b, 
43 (Schol. i?1 A,t'kt. 510 n, 41 eq.), 
mn sea~*cely have mkcn his state- 
ment from 'I'ileophmatus, to whom 
he refers merely for his assertion 
about Domncritu~. It is moro pro- 
bably dcri-oed from the pseudo- 
'I" 1m;eua (Be An. Mmdi) ,  from 
ahom he hus preriouslp (46% b, 14) 
qunt~d 3 P A S S ~ O  (p. 97 E q.). 
'I'hia is mosL likely the source OC 
the btatemsut of Kernins, Irris, 
c. 16, which attribute:, t o  Pythrr- 
goras and his school tho whola 
Plnronic construction. 

The I'latonio constrnotion of 
the elementary bodieb by means of 
righLnng1ed triangles cannot LB 



of the elements belongnd to t,he eartim- phiIosnpl~ers, 
or was originated by Philolais, and wbeI-her in connec- 
tion with this the  four clcments, omitting the fifth, carne 
from the Pjthagoreans to Empedocles, ur conversely 
w i t h  the addition of the fifth, frora Empedocles to the 
Y f t h q u r e ~ ~ n s ,  is R qltestion that  the histo~icd, evidence 
does not enable us to decide;' there are grounds, how- 
crer, .for preferring the second of these alternatives. 
The theory of Philolaus presupposes too high a develop- 
ment of geomet.ricn1 knowledge to be compatible with 
great antiquity, and me shall hereafter find tbat 
Etnpedocles mas the firet  ~ h o  introduced the mare 
accurate eont:cption of f11e elements, :tid maintained 
that  they were fourma This con.structioa, therefore, is 

to be attributed t o  Philolaus. 
This conclusion is  confirmed by the  f a d  that the 

Pythagorean notions eoncel-ning the  origin and eon- 
stit~itiun of the world, so far as TV: are acquainted wii;!i 
them, connect t,hernselves with the o t h e ~  prewppositio~zs 
of the system, independently of the  cluctrine of the 

applied to the dodecahotlroli. Con- 
scqucntly,if this oonstruction were 
mddc the point of depftrture, i t  
wuuld be impossildo to  sen in tho 
dodecahedron a specific elcmentarp 
fo1.m ; and, i n  fact, Plato sets aside 
the dodccnhcdron, Tim. 55 C, cf. 
40 A, in it manner which seems ta 
imply that this fifth body lvn9 
known to him fmm another sunroe, 
but that he ms unable to  make 
uso of it in his exposition. Inrlc- 
pcndcntly of the  Yiatonjr rn~t l lod 
of reducing the elements to certai~l 
figure$, there existed a seeond and 
simplor mcthod, R$ is pro~od  bg the 

pssage  in Aristutle, .Ds Cdo, iii. 
j, 304 a, 9 sq. 

Thc eclebr%td Frrnefi of thr .  
GoEdex Pocna are of uncertain 
origin, vide p. ,128, 3 ; 322. Eri- 
2ence like that of Vitrurius, viii. 
ISmf  (cf. Ycrtus, Math. x. 253 ; 
Diog. viii. 25),vhich attributes the 
doctrinr of the four elements t o  Fy- 
t hagoras find Epicl~ul-rnus, as r o l l  
as to Bmprducles, cannut,  of course, 
he taken into ucount.  The frag- 
ment o f  rho pscl~lo-Ath~mxs, ap. 
Clem. Strow. +i. 624 D, in ccr- 
L~inIy not  authenlic. 

"Vide infro, Erhpdd; 



elements. A fragment of Philolai~s,' indeed, in regard 
to  the a r i ~ n  of the world, maiotains that the worlti 

nl~vays has heeu, znd always will  be;  which would 
incline us to  believe the staternsnt that the 'Pythago- 
rcans in what t,hej- said of tb formation of the universe 
intended c!~~ly t o  aswrt the logical dependence u f  the  
derived in respect to  the primitive, and not an origin of 
tEle lnniversc i n  Hut as wc have before s h o i ~ r l  
the splrrinusnes~ of the passage, and as Stobm~s does 
not give 11s t,l-~e zources or the reasons for his etatemel-tt, 
no argument can be based on th iu  cvidcncc. 011 the 
other harid, Aristotle dist.inctIy says that rLorLe of t hc  
ea.rlier philosopl~ers held the world t o  be without begin- 
ning, except in the sense of the doctrine which is never 
ascribed t o  the Yythagoreans, viz., that. rhe ~~1) t ; t :~nce  ~ l f  

the world is eternal and imperisha'ole, but that +,he world 
itself i s  subject to  a eon~tant vicissitude of gener a t' ron 
m d  destruction;" a.nd rrF~at we know o f  the theories 

Ap. SLeb. I, 420 (ride atcpra. 
p. 399, 1) : 3 5  6 s ~  d K ~ U , U I L V S  ;i Q ~ & Y O S  

 dl eir sWva 8~apE've~ . . . . ris ?&v 
~ a l  ~ v r ~ , y $ x   at +;ur 6rarvtXr~vlrr 
rsi r~pra-p&fi~sor 25 kpX18Lv. JL is 
immateri;tl in re~ard to the ques- 
tion before as, 51-hethcr we read 
with Alcincke, instead of iP ,yr8 iw,  
4 d I w ,  or, still better, with Kri8c 
(AT& lib. o~d. ,  p, 351, &px& bririw. 

? Stub. i. 4.511 : ~uOuydpar qqul 
Y ~ 3 ~ q ~ b ~  KUT' &X;MLUV T ~ Y  tdrIpov 
uL K U T ~  xpduov. Thst Fylhagorav 
r~g:trded the a.n~:cl as ncr7sr havii~g 
had a beginning is ofkcn rffirlned 
hylntcr rr-ritcrs,vide ild p. 440, 2, 
F. g. V~rro,  DE ?e rust. ii. 1, 3, wI10 

sscribes to him tlre doctrine of the 
eternity or th -  human race; CHI- 
wrin. 3%. Sot .  4, 3 ; Tcrtull. 

~fpcrEogcl. 11 ; 'l'hrophih~s, Ad n ~ f ~ i .  
iii. 7, 26,  ~ v h o  fbr tkat reason ac- 
cuses I'ythagoras of setting the 
necessily of nnt,llro in tho place of 
Providence. 

' S o  R.itter thinks, i. 4l7. 13ut 
i n  mainti~ining st the same time 
( a i d ,  p. 436, vide s y v n ,  p. QO4j 
tllat the Pythxgnr~mns  heId t l ~ c  
gn~dual darelop~nerli of the n ~ ~ r l d ,  
he evjdeliily contradicts himsrlf. 
Ewndis, i. 481 ; Ghaig.net, ii. 87 ; 
Xohr, .ne Philol. l*:rogm, a s ~ i  
+uxijs, p. 31. 

' Dc C d o ,  i .  10, 279 b, 12: 
y~r i '~cvov  E ~ T ~ Y T E S  +nuw 
[rhv odparbuj, irhh.$ ycvdpsuou oi 

&'&IOV, oi 8; gt7ap~bv . . . ui 6' 
2,vahhht 671- p;n r~ilrus 4s; S; Ehhos 
+FLY Q O F I ~ ~ ~ C V O U ~  K& TOGTO bci h a -  



of his pr~rleceseors only confirms tliis assertion.' The 
expedient, also, by vdJcL S tob~us ,  or rather the Seo- 
Pythagorean whom he here folloivs~ endeavours t o  aaj e 

rrhr> u i i r w s  ; S ~ s r p  'E.uuat8o~Aijs 6 
'~kpayavr;vos KU; 'Hpauh+rsos 6 
' ~ @ 8 a t o s ,  In  regun1 ro those h t ,  
it i s  slid, p. 260 a, 11, that  their 
opjnio~i accords x-ith ths  theory 
which represents the nurldas eter- 
nnl, and orliy d i j  cct t o  a change 
of form. (:t Phys. vjii. i. 250 b, 
18 : ihh' i;oar ~ T F I ~ O V T  T F  1t6w- 
puus ~ f u u i  qaui K E ~  ~ o b s  JL!Y yfyv~r- 
tlar .robs 6: $8dp~cr0ar T S ~  ~ d c ~ a v ,  
lrei +(IULP &JUL K ; Y ~ U L P  . . . ZUUL F 
Eva (sc. ~ i d o ~ o v  elpar),  f i  ~16h- be1 
( = 9 &~crrc+ur ~ Y T W P  O ~ K  A i l  T D ~ S  ?;P 

yiyv~ufls~,  etc. chc tloctrj~!o of Em- 
l~edarles) nai repl ' i j l s  RIY;IUEDS 
inrori8svrar K ~ T $  h ~ ) ' o r .  

' Ohaigllct [i. 24:) ; i i .  81) ap- 
p ~ n l s ,  in  opponidon to  t h i s  opjn~on, 
to   he well-lcnomr~ c&?~ing of Htlzrac- 
h i t u s  (imJ V U ~ .  ii, He?.). Rul as 1 
haw -elready ubserred in Iiermes, 
r. 187, thit w,.hich l~ert lelei~us helve 
chnret:t,eriaas a8 unereat.sd anrl im- 
perishahls is not t,he s y t ~ m  O I  the 
world, the eteriiity of ~ h i c h  nas 
taught by rlristotleaud thepseudo- 
Yhi lol~us;  but only the i ~ j p  hsi<wuv, 
the primitiri: ~ o h , s t ~ n c ~  nliiei l ,  in 
developing itself, ft)rmed the morld, 
u11r1 into which the world resolves 
itself. Ail tfie pllyaiciats probup- 
pnse such nn uncreated pvinciplo, 
ivit.hout deducing fwm i t  the  eter- 
11i ty of the rvol*Ld, ef. on Xenoph. 
Thc snlne answer nmy be giren to 
noklr's objection (p. 31)- urging 
thnr in the fr,-gment quoteti p. 3 2 ,  
I,  PI~iIolaus called t,he 2~9-8 r&r 
npuyf ld~wv sternal. The ;arb 
TWY ~ p a ~ ~ d ~ w ~ ,  the Limit  znd 
the I~mlimited, nlity be eternal ; 
but it docs not foflow that the 

world formed from it i s  also cter- 
nal. Lastly, if Ar ie tn t l e  (Meluph. 
xiv. X, 109 1 :t, 12) says, agairast 
tlie Plato~lio tlleory of numbers, 
lE~oaoy 62 ~ s l  Y ~ Y E U L P  TO~CYP blBi~tl 
Svrwv, w e  car~rlut colinlurli: from 
~ l ~ i s  passage, xa Cl~nignet does (ii 
3 7 ,  in his citation lic i s  mure than 
inacenriite) that the Pythagoreans, 
in dcsc~iling. the formation of the 
vorIri, did nut inteutl t o  diecues 
:G C I Z ; L ~ ~ ~ I ~  of the rrnrld ill time. 
This reludrk (wen if it were cer- 
tnialy pmrcd t o  r c f e ~  to the Py- 
t,h;lg.nrr;ms) is not concenlcd ivlrh 
tha fornration of the world, but 
wit11 Llie origin of rlnnlb~rs fiu111 
the Great and Small. Now bris- 
totle, speaking in his orvn nxmc, 
describes nun1bel.s rts et'ernal. If 
Chaignet thiuks ho can proTe by 
the help u f  the pass;tpe (Uc CLFLO, 
i. 10 ; 'ide preceding rlute) t,hat 
thc ctcrnity of tile world  was  
taught L.af!rre Aristotlc, he com- 
pletely misunderstands t h o  scnso 
of the passage ; &3:tslor thepi: rncaaa 
infinite d u r ~ t i o n ,  not the abzanca 
of commencomont, which i~lona is 
here in question. 

2 We 11we eIscmhere shown 
( P a ~ t  jii. b, 114 sq.) how genel~ill 
thc ductr~nc d the eterniby nf t h e  
worlti mas among the Sea-L'ytha- 
goreans. That the statement of 
Stoheus only rp,proroduceh their 
oplniun, is provcd by his attri- 
butiug to  Pythagords, vhoue doc- 
t,riillo iu U I ~ ~ I I O W U  to .%ristutla, & 

dist,inttion wl~ich g r e ~ f j y  rrans- 
ccnds 111e stitndpoint of Jiis RPOCII, 
and i n  raality i u  onlydErmed by 
the Platvnic schuul. Chaiguc; 



the eternity of the morlri for the Pythagorean system, 
i s  attributed by Aristotle t o  tlze Platonistsl only; 
neither 11e nor his cornmer~tators cver mention the 
Pythagoreavla in that connection. This would surely 
have been impossible if he had been acquainted with 
;-m c~positiwl of Plrilolaus or any othcr Pythagorean, 
rvhich not only maintained tlte world was wit,hout 
begin~iug or end in the most decided manner, but on 
the very grounds brought forward in his OWII system. 
11-rcs~xc"tivc1y of this objectiorr, hilwei~cr, it is mos t  im- 
probable that thc: ancient Yythagcrrims should hal-e 
conceived thc universe as nn etcrual product o f t  he rrorld- 
creating energy. The distilzction between the logical 
depeildence of tl~ings oil their causes, 3 r d  their origin 
in time, rcquises a longer priictice nlld a. finer develop- 
meat of thought t,bnn we can suppose possible among 
the eariiest thinkers. If they enquired into tlic? origin 
of t,he world, it vas nat~ral for them t o  think of its 
conlmcn(:c?ment in lime : as we see from the ancient 
theog-onies and cosmogonies. S o t  till some time had 

- 

elapseil was i t  necessary to ahandon this  point of view, 
and then on two considerations : 1. That mutter must 

and Rnhr ronsiiler t h t  they haye 
fomld in the testimony of Stobsuu 
sllMcient ej-idencc a4 to the dor- 
trine of Pjthrzgoras and tbcancient 
Pgtl~agoreann. But we cannot 
trust writers, whose squtceu iL i u  
imposrible to Cracn bsyoud the 
Nco-Pythagnrcan epoch ; and leart 
of all, can me tmst so reccnt i~ 

oompiler. 
De Cdo, i. In, 279 11, 30 : $v 

81 T S V E S  BVABE(AY A ~ L X C ( P O O U L  +PCIV 

i a u ~ o l r  TWY Xrydvrwv dp8up.ior pEv 

e7varrtvircuov F;, u&r : ~ . r r v  ;Lh$7js 
t p o [ w s  $mi r o 3 s h  SiaypdQPr*+cr 
ypd$oucrr ua; oqis iipTm;var ~1cp l75r  
yarCstms, OSX r5r ysv*fiE'~ou n u ~ i ,  

' 

&Ah& 616m~ah;as xdpiv 2is pihhov 
r v m p t < d w ~ ~ ,  8mep 721 8&ypappa 
yryvdiL~vov Btu~u~ivovs. It is ctoar 
from what follows that ceriain 
Plntunistsare hereintended. Si~n- 
pl~cius  nnd other wdtcrs say that 
Xenncrstes is alluded Lo, and also 
Speusippua. 



be without origin, and 2, that, the world-forming energy 
can never be coriceived as iaactive. The former idea, LS 

far as we laow, was first enunciated by Yarmenides, the 
lai ter by Heracleltus ; and the conclusion cIrawri thence 
cven by them and their successors was not the eternity 
of our univer>c : Parmenides inferred from his p ~ p o -  
sition the impossibility of becoming and p~bssi~~g awy, 
and acco~d~nglg he declared thr: phenomenal world gene- 
rally to bc illusion and deception. Herscleitus, Empc- 
docles, azd Democritua maint.ained, eacl-i ill Elis own 
may, mi infinity of worlds of ml l ich  cvcry onc had had 2 

beginning in time. Lastly, Anaxagorafi: adopting tlw 
ordinary theory of a solc and unique world, supposed &hid 
likewise t o  have shaped itself at a definite pttliod out  of 
the nnformed primitive rnnttcr. On the other hand, 
AristotIe nevei- thought of attributing a description of 
the origin of the world to the ph~lasnphcrs who main- 
tained i t s  eternity so conscion-;ly, and on principle, as 
the r ~ p u t ~ d  Philolaus. There is, therefore, little reason 

to doubt that vhat is staled concerning the Pq thngorean 
thcoxy of the formation of the world really rcfers to a 
beginning of the world in  time. In fact, any other 
interpretation of the texts is iuadmiasibie. According 
to  the Pythagorrans, the central fire was first formed 
in the  Iteart of thc universe ; this i s  also called by 
them the One or the Xonitd, bccause il is the first body 
of the world; the mother d the Gods, krecausc it i s  this 
whicb engenders the heavenly bodies ; they also call it 
Hestia, the hewth or the  altar of the universe, the 
guard, the citadel or the throne of Zcus, because it i u  
the central point in whicb the world-sustaining energy 
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has i ts  seat.' How this beginning of the wor'rrl itsclf 
came about, Aristotlc (LOG,  cit.) say5 they were unable 
to  explain, and rve cimnot certainly discover from his 
langnage ml i~ the r  they even attenlpt~d an expli~nation.~ 
After the fofination of the oentral fir?, the nearest 
portions of the  unlimited, which according to the 
obscure notions of tlic PJthagorealls signlfi~d at once 
infmite spaee and infinite matter, vere consttntly king. 
attrartecl to this centre, arnd becoming limited through 

' v idc l~ .  444, 4 ;  446, 1 : -4rist. 
Metaph, xiv. 3 ;  xiii. 8 (srx,,rr~, p. 
400 ; 407, 2 ) ; Philol. ap. Stch. i. 
$68 : 7 h  n p E ~ o v  dppoua;~ ~b PI. $Y 
.re p6uy T ~ S  u+pllpus (the sphero of 
the rmrlti) 'Ends uahri~a~. The 
same, ihid. 360 : 4 ~dufiss ei's 2 u r 1 v .  
Rp[aro 8d ylyvcu8ar i X p r  T O G  p;ao~ .  
The tczt limy be mow exact, bti t  
;nFh ~ a i  piuou anuld certainly be 
deafer. Itlid. p. 452; ~ i d e  ivj+a, 
p5 416, I ; Plut. A7~ma,c. 11 : ~ 6 u f i o v  
ou p i a o v  o i  l7u8ayoplaal r b  ?rPp 
;ZP;s8ar voplSov.rr. ~ a :  s o i ~ o  ' E o ~ i a v  
~ a A o G u r  #a1 povdSs. CC Imatrl. 
3;$. drithm, p. 8 : ~ p S s  ~ o i r o r s  @ a d  
[of II118.J n ~ p i  ~b pluov T&U 7~cn( t -  
pw; U T O I X E ~ W V  KB;U~CT;  71UU ;Y~BIR&Y 
Btanwpov KLBOY. 05 T+Y P c ~ d ~ q ~ ~  
.r?r 8iu5 (instend of t h i s  -n,ord, r e  
should do~lbiless rend tliufos) rial 
" 0 , ~ q p o v  ci8;var hiyavra (11. t i i i .  I G ) .  
Therefore, rnntiniro~ the iiuthnr, 
Pamenidss ,  En~petlocles, and others 
SHY: T ~ P  p ~ ~ ~ 8 1 ~ ~ ~  $d6lu  ' E U T ~ U S  
. r p d ~ e v  ;v p k y  i8pthbar ~ a l  SiB ~b 
~ T ~ J ~ O T O P  ~~UAC~LTLTNY T+Y a h h ~  
ZSpav. W e  see fkvli~ theetipassa6.e~ 
how the ?rpGrov 2~ ill AristoLIe is 
t.o BB underssonrl. The central 
fire, becaufis of its place and its 
importance fur the universe, ~ 8 6  
called tho One ill tho mrne sense 
that. the carth, for csnmplc, sns 

chlled two, alld t!ic fiun, sevell 
(vido srrFn, p. 421). But hnw 
rhis dcterminirte pnrt of t . 1 ~  vorld 
w n s  reirked t o  thr; number one, or 
diatin:u~sherl from it, R H ~  hot 
stated. Vide p. 410 sq. 

Aristotlo s ~ y s  (:Llfitr~ph. xiv. 
X), ride Eftp. p. 400 : TO; G V ~ S  UUU- 

ra8lv+or C ~ T '  $< <TITT;~&Y F ~ T '  .;K 

Xpo~Zrs, vvl~ich signific? indced much 
the saalc thing a s  d< ~ T L T ; ~ W P  ; cf. 
~ l i ~ t .  3 8  SCIZYZC, 3: 439 a, 30 : u i  
na8aTdy~~oi  T$V ;xr$avciav Xpothv 
Z ~ C ~ A O U U  d ~ '  ;K u~ip,uaros F?T' d [  &v 
daopoCio!v r h t i v .  But we cnnnot 
infer from this (us Bratldiv does, 
j. 48;) that tlre F'vl!.lesxrans redly 
Sollorvod all rhsic mothods t o  ex- 
plei j l  111s formation of the body. 
still l r b s  that all these modes of 
explicr:~iun Lrtd reteronco to t h e  
C e n ~ r d  6re. But -krir~otlc niight, 
Express himself in t h i a  way! even 
had the Pytliagoreitns said r:othjng 
as tu the manner ir? which budies 
=ere formed. Pimilndy inilfetaph. 
xiv. 5,  1092 a. 21 ~ q . ,  he puLs clle 
question to the adherents of 5110 
urirnbel-theory-' burr ~lr~rnt~ars re- 
sult from their elements,' r i ( c i  or 
o v v R b o ~ t ,  &E C E  ~ v ~ s a ~ ~ d v r w v ,  Or ws 
bab wrC?pa~os, or ks 11c T U G  
Ell a u ~ l o u  ; 



this attraction,' until by thc perpetual continuation 
and extension of (;hat process (thus we muat complete 
the accounts) thc system of tltc universe was at last 
finished. 

Thc univene was conceived by the Pytkagoreaas 
as a ~ p h e r c . ~  I n  the  ccntse of the whole thcy placed, 
as we hpve seen, the central fire; arol~nd this ten 
heavenly borliea3 moving from west t o  east describe 
their orbits j 4  farthest off, the hcaverr of  fired stars, 
next the five plar~ets ; then t h e  sun, the moon, tlie 
eartb, and tenth: and last, the counter-earth, which the 
Pythagorcans invented in order t o  complete tlze sacred 
number of  ten. The extreme limit of  t he  universe was 
formed by the fire of the periphery, whicl~ corresponded 
to  thc central fire.'; The stars they bclieved were 

drisb. lo t .  cit .  ; cf. rupvr, y. uulers t h a t  motiou wns from mest 
400.1. Tho same doctrine scl;ms t o  t,o c ~ t , .  Whether tbc: Pythegureans, 
be the fu~onndation of Lhe conscl*ra- l ikc  Aristotlo (ef. Biiekli, (i. Kom. 
tion in Plrlt. Plan, ii. 6 ,  2 : nuflayll- Splcin, p. 112 sq.), ~~ndcrstoud 
par h r b  mpbs nai T O G  ~ i p r n o u  t l i id  movernent from west to east 
u ~ o r ~ ~ i o v  (dptaoOai T ~ Y  Y ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  TO; a s  u movcmcnt froru east tn enst. 
~ d r r p o v ] ,  only chat 11ere Lhe uu1rm1- or from right to rig& anail called 
ted in confoui~dcti wit11 tho peprixov the east side the right, bemuse the 
of Aristotle, the Ather. rco~cment  stirrtv fram that side; 

' S$aTpaisthe uuual expression, as Stobzns thinlrs, Ed. i. $j$ 
p. 442, 1 ; 436, 4. {Plut .  Plac. ii. 10; Galen, c. 11, 

Thr FytI~~agore.ans aro said to p. 269), seems to mo donlrlfill. 
hare been the first to dcrcnniuc; A r i ~ t .  DC Cwlo, ii. 13, sub 
their order m n precise rnarnlor. init.: TWY T ~ F ~ U T W Y  i ~ i  70; /L~UOU 

Simpl. Ds Ccelu, 21 2 a. 13 (Sillroi. K G T # O ~ L  hcydv.rwv [rhv yijv] . . . 
497 a, 11):  &s E ; B ~ ~ o T  f u ~ o ~ ~ i , r $ v  ;vhu?-iws oi 7$v  ' l ~ a h [ a v ,  ~ d o 6  
15r B E ' a ~ m r  ~ c i t r r  cis r o b s  IIv0ayo- pwar 61. ITrrBaydp~~oi hr'ydurru. Zri 
P ~ i o ~ s  T ~ L L T O U P  b ~ a q ? ~ ~ w v .  ic;u rai p;ao~ ni ip  cbar GUCTL, 

' A s  foiloms as a matter of s4v 6: yrju %u r G v  t idrpwy o&uup 
course in regard to the  cart11 and ~ l i ~ h y  ~ C ~ D ~ ~ V I J V ~ C ~ ~ T ~  p L a ~ ~  Y ~ K T U  

&he other bodies of' the  universe. .sc ~ c r i  fiwCpau r r o ~ c b .  Zra 8' dvumiav 
For the apparent diurnal motion dhhqu 7 u i 7 p  ~ a ~ a r r ~ c w d ~ o v u r  y+, 
of t h e  sun, from eastro wost,, could Rv lrvr~~Bova 6vopa KUAO%IV, 0;  

no t  be expldined by the motion of ~ p b s  ~h $arvbytva ~ o b s  hdyous K ~ I  
ilio ohrlh around the  cenwal fire, r&r ahiar [VTOJVTEP, hhlr  npdr 



fixed in transpaa.enl circles or spheres, by the revoln- 
tion of which upon their axes t h q  vere carried round.' 

rrva,as hdyovr ~ a l  BdEas air7Gv 7.4 
parvdp,c~n npliaihftuv.r~s K R ~  r*r?d- 
psvol U ~ K ~ U ~ L E ~ U  (which ir explained 
i n  L ~ R  fnlloffill$ I I I R ~ C I ~ ~ '  in  ;lf~t~Zph. 
j. 5, $IF;O a: 8 )  : Zrrrtr84 s i ' h ~ l o u  $ 66- 
HAS <bur  S O K ~  ~ a i  r ~ i r a v n r p ~ c ~ h T $ ; -  
val  T ; ~ Y  TGU & P I B ~ G v  QIBoLv. K R ~  ~d 
Q ~ G ~ ~ ~ G P C L  rrarb rbu oGpavhv 6 ; ~ a  JL;U 

~ f u a i  ~ a m v ,  burwv Sk 2ruka p d v o v  
r&r $a!J€p~r 61h TOGTO 6 2 1 c d ~ ~ v  I.&P 

~vr ixOoua ? T P L V ~ ~ Y ) ,  7+ y8p ~ t p t w -  
T ~ T V  U~CIVTal T P O U ~ K E L V  7 % ~  T l p ( ~ 7 d -  

TVP 6 a L p x ~ 1 ~  xdpuv.  ~7uur 62 .nip 
p k ~  ~ i j s  ~ i p ~ d ~ e p o u ,  ~b S i  T&UJ 7 3 u  
pcsa[b, ~b 8' &T;TXUTOY K ~ I  T A  p;bou 
aCpar . . . $71 6' 07 YE n ~ e a ~ 6 p ~ t ~ 1 1  

61k ~ ~ ~ ~ h r ~ ~ a l r p o ~ ~ ~ ~ l w  @ u h d ~ -  
7;~Bui TL K U ~ I ~ T U T O C  706  T ~ u v ~ s .  

71 6 i  pirrvv d v a ~  T U I O G T O Y .  b P ~ S  

+vhum)v dvo,ud{ouu~, r b  ~ a h s q u  Zxou 
T ; ~ P  X d P a ~  ~ w p .  Jf,id, 293, b, 19 : 
[ r $ p  yiju +UUI]  K I V F ~ ~ ~ ~ I  ~ B w h y  n r p l  
c b  pLrrov, oh  p d w v  8; 7 a L ~ q v  &A& 
kdr T+Y &mi,yOova. St.ob. &(.I. j. 
488 : +rhdhaos nCp ;r ~kw rrrpi .rh 
&vrpvrr. 5 r ~ p  ' E m i a v  7 u 5  r a w h r  
K U ~ E ?  K R ~  A L ~ F  0 % ~  KAI M ? J T ; ~ R  
Beiiv, Bmpdv T E  K U I  C U ~ O X + ~ K I I ~  JI&PDY 
@;a~ws ~ a ;  mcihrr ?rGp h ~ p o v  i v t p ~ d -  
TY T A  X E P L ~ X O V .  T ~ & T O I I  8' ~ T u a r  $&UEL 
1.8 piaov, xcpl 6; T U ~ T V  de'ltu u&p.arm 
&?a ~ o p s l j ~ t v  (henrc probably tli~. 
X o p ~ ; ~ r  of the stars! ap. PLato. Tim. 
40 c)  o6pavbv (that is t o  say, t,he 
hc~\-an of fixed stars ; it is clmr 
from the end of tlxc passztgs which 
will be quoted farther on, that the 
expression bclonbw to the r~nrmtor). 
~ h a v h . r a s ,  fit@' 06s yhrov, 29' $ crc- 
A+mu, 69' 5 ~ ; l v  7 5 ~ .  Y $ T ~ V  

b v ~ ; x b o v a ,  psQ r r j f i ~ a m a  .rb xGp 
'Earlas d r ; i  r b  K L I I I ~ U  [74 ~ d v r p y ]  
.rd(rv hkXov.  Alexander nd Me- 
laph. i. 6, p. 20, Boll. ( ~ i d o  .*m, p. 
402, a), on the snbjeot of the sun : 

C86dagv ybp U J T ~ V  ?dFt~ ~ ~ ' x ( I Y  

[.qaulv o; nuO] TGY 71~pt  ~b p i m v  
KaL 7 4 v  ' E ~ ~ U Y  K L V O U ~ C ~ W V  8Cua 
aivpkwu. rtrre;uOur y i p  p ~ h  .rbv 
r i v  brrhavtjir mcpaipw h-a1 rhs ~ 6 ~ 7 - F  
~ h s  TGY T A ~ Y + ~ W Y ,  ~ F B '  S v ,  [? B Y ]  
d-{Sdnv r3ju s r n ; l ~ ~ v ,  ~ u l  WIV yjjv 
/ V & T - ~ V ,  peBi 4v T ~ V  b v ~ f ~ f l o v u .  
Bbclih has alrerdg refuted (Phzlol. 
103 rq.) the  anunymoos author in 
Phnt,ius, B. 439 b, Rekk, who at- 
t.rilrut~s to Yyihagorr~~ t w e l ~ e  Ilia- 
cosms and passes over the rounter- 
earth,the fire of the centrctlnd ofrhe 
circumference, and ylwea insteal 
a circle of fire. a cii.clc of nir, and 
a circle of water; bet~veen the moon 
nnd the nn .~ t .h~  

' Alexandsr tronts thin npinion 
HY Pythl~gor~111 : Tllso ( A s ~ T o ? ~  p. 
212, ..'&apt.) rneiltimr~r I'ythgoras 
hirnsnlf as har ing brrn the Rrst t o  
disco\-er KUT' isimv TLUSP K ~ K A W Y  

xu1 du i8iars 6; u&alpars (Cod. iB. 
Bicrtpop&s) IrB~8spkucr ra: 61' IKFIVWV 
urvobp~vn (w. T& 1 r ~ o v 6 i p ~ v a )  BOKETV 

+ipou@err 8rL; TGJ* ( ~ 8 ; w r .  WF 
fiud these idrm i u  Plato and Yar- 
menides, sh ich  coutirms their 
~nt,:quiQ-, anti ~ITOPCS that the 
Pythagoresns, perhaps after the 
example of the founder of thcir 
school, were the authors, or, at  any 
rat,c: tha chicf rcpmscntiltives. of 
thc theory of thc  sphcrrs, which 
m3n of such i rnpor t~~lr t :  i11 Srcek 
philoaophg. It is jrnpoasiLIe to  
docide whothrr, in t.lrc.ir upinion, 
all r11e hcueniy bodies rere carried 
;$lung by spherey, i s ,  by hollow 
glubw ; or \vi~ether Lhe fixed stars 
alone wert: fastoned to a hollow 
globo, and the pl;iaets to  s~mple 
circles, as ?lato supposed. Roth 
{ii, a, 808 sq., 144j attributes tu the 



Among the hodies of the unitewe the central fire 
occupies the fir4 place, not only from its position, but 
because, on account of this position, it is the centre of 
gravity and support of the wl~olc, the rneasurc and 
bond of tile uiliver~e,~ which indeed sprang solely from 
it and through its operation. The Pytbagowans were 
accustomed t o  cuneei~e all such relations not rnercIy 
mathematically and mechanically, but at the same 
time dynarnicaily ; me should therefore have expected 
that  they would attribute t o  thc cerikral fire an 1m- 
portant inflaence upon the whole, even if this were not 
confirmed by the m~alogycd their doctrinc of the forma- 
tion of the world, aud their opinions (presently to be 
considered) on the origin of the fire of the sun.* Later 
accounts, however, in connectiolz with this, assert that 
tile soul, or the spint  of the nniverse, was supposed t o  

FyLhagorenns. and even t o  Pjt;lla- 
uorau, Lbs thco~.ies of cccontric 
girclcs, and epicycles. Kot on17 
are me wi t i~ou t  snficient evidence 
or1 this point (for Kicamxchus and 
Innililichus ap. SimpI. Be C d o ,  
227  a, 17; Schol. 603 b, 11, &re 
plot crus~wvrbLy), but the theory is 
opposed l;o the whole t enur  of iln- 
c~onl ,  astronomy. I s  tr, Lhe opini(m 
of Ri5th ( L .  e.), sccording to whieh 
Euduxur, Cdlippus, aud drietotle 
wcre ncqnninted with the theory of 
cpicyclcs, it becomes quito unrcna- 
ble r~ftsr due consideration of the 
p&s>%ges in quehtion in AristutIe 
and his commentators. Vide Part 
ii. 314 sclq., 2nd ed. 

Vide p. 441, 1 ; 4 4 4  4 ; also 
Scob. i. 452: r b  6k i J Y S u u ~ ~ n b ~  [+L- 

h d ~ e o s  :$qgsv C'V T$ P E ~ ~ L T ~ T ~  

.rrvpl, $rep ~p d TEWS Blwqu T ~ I I ~ I T C -  

@~AJ.ETO 6 s  TO; xavrbs rpa@us, b 

~ ~ ~ E L I P u ~ ~ s , N ~ ~ T ~  tI10 ~ ~ & O Y I K ~ U  is 
certainly Stoic a i d  the Utimiuqus 
Plawnic ; but the eompitriwn of the 
ccntral fire wit11 tho kss) of the ship 
of rhe univerrrc socmrj (0 be tr11Iy 
YJ thgcrsan. Nicum. (ap. Pllot. 
C d .  187, p. i 43 a, 32) also, nlnong 
Inany hter c~ocun!trnt~, brlugs 
f o t ~ m d  & statement,, weording t o  
rrtlioh tlle Xonad u~as called by 
the PytLagoreitlls Zwbr  nhpyos, 
nhicll must h ~ v c  come fz-ant somo 
ancient Pradition. Yroclus, iva 7:m. 
172 B: rral oi f i v8aydp~aar  S i  Z e v i s  
d p y o v  fi Zuvbf +vhadv  & ~ < K ~ A O V V  
~b p;uov. 

a 'This is confirnmed by the  
tratimony of Parmenides (the Py- 
thagorean orjgirr of this testimony 
will hs shown in  its pmper place), 
acmrding to whieh the divinity 
thaL regnlales the whole has his 
seat in  tha midst o f  the universe. 



I>e diffused throughout the whole' from the central fire, 
Or from the circumference; but this is probably a 
subsequent expansion and modification uf the ancient 
dot?trir?e, arld the source of this modification must be 
sought irl the doctrines of Plato and of the  Stoics.2 

1 For example, tlre Pseudo  21, 78: Atsdicbant Py&hu,pi.ism 
Philolaus ap. Siuh. i. 420 (cf. p. 438, Pythcrgweosyue . . nfnqzcnm dubi- 
3)  ijlsr 82 K C L ~  T U P ~ P X ~ Y  7 6 s  W Y ~ V L ~ S  tafi.~e, ~ Q C Z .  63: zsrziuerm rnm1e divilaa 
7 6  ~ a l  p ~ ~ ~ P ~ h t s  6 K~U,UOI err (&Y delibafo~ a i m n s  Rah~rm~cus. Plut. 
K C ~ I  ~ ~ U Y E ~ $ S  nal r p h i  ~ ~ U T U E ~ ~ E V O ~  Plat. Qa. viii. 4, 3, p. 1007 : 
aa; ~ t ~ r a ~ i d ~ c u o s  ;$dpxIis & ~ 6 L r .  KU: t o  tho questiun, 'What is Tirne? ' 
rb plv kfi~+&BuAuv (the z~nchanga- Pytbaqoras mplicd, 'The Soul of 
ablo part of tho rorld) Arb 7;s ~b tho  World.' PEnc. iv. 7, 1 : Due. 
Shov ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ u & a a t  JIux(IP pbxPl de- TIhdrwr &p@nprov e t a r  741, t $ v X h ~  

h d v a s  ~cparoS.rnr, TJ Sk, p e ~ ~ , B d ~ ~ o ~  yroiiuau 7&P tis d f v  TO; aavrbs 
urb ritr fl~hrtvas pkur ~ i i s  yiir- $ u ~ $ v  dvaxwpeTv rphs r b  6 p y . v ; ~ .  
&t i  6; ya ~ a l  ~b ~ i v ; n v  ;[ aiijvnr Soxt.. ilfu,dh. ix. 127 r The Pytha-  
cis ai&u X ~ ~ ~ T O A ~ ~ ,  . ~ b  62 K L V E ~ ~ E V O ~ ,  p~rcans  and ErnyirllocI~s terrch t h ~ t  
&E ~b K L I ~ O P  d - y ~ r ,  U ~ T W  B L ~ T ~ ~ F T B I ,  nleu are n u t  O T I ~ ~  related to each 
d r L y ~ a  .rl +i;v ;crh-(va~ov (Chaignct. other and tho gods, but also to  the 
il. $1, proposes to substitute ;K;- i inimds,  av y&p ilrdpxcru nv~G,uu 
varvr far  this word, but the in>- ~b B L ~ !  W L L U T ~ P  708  ~dnpov ~ L ~ K O V  

rnobility of the  ~ t r i o u  is not tn be +axis ~ ~ d n o u ,  ~b fcal kuoiv $+i;s 
prnred I)y allegingtbht it 2{ uiaivor ~ p b s  E~eivcc' f i~r  this P P ~ ~ J D U  it is 
r ~ p i ~ o h ~ i ) ,  ~b 82 iL~~rat?ks E ? ~ E U ,  ~ a l  wron: t o  kill find eat ;mirnu:s. 
7 h  p;p P; ltd +VX;S i v b ~ w p u [ i ) n i i u ,  Xtob. i. 453 ; Simpl. DE Cdo, 
.rb S i  y~r iu ios  ~ a l  p.~~a ,60~rZs .  Alcx. 229 a, 38 (flchol. in ArisZ. 505 
Polyh. hp. Diog. viii. 25 aqq. : udc- a, 32) : at S& yuwrrjrgou a6.rL;v 
pov F,U$UXOV,  Y O E ~ B V ,  o$arpotr8? . . (TGU nv8ayoprk&) p t ~ r t ~ ~ d r ~ a r  ~ l j p  
ivOpLrots &xvcrr npbs %<oh auyyi. pb dv .rGirlufu Abyu~,ur .r$v Gqproup- 
mrav riarb ~b J L ~ ~ L ~ ~ ~ v  ~ Y ~ P - T O Y  Y ~ u + ~  B I ; P ~ L L Y  T+V ii( +;ULJU ~ L r a y  
%tyrroC, Bib ~ a l  ~ ~ o v v s ~ c B a i  rbv  Bcbv ~ h r  yijr ~ ~ o y o v o i j a s r  itai s b  dx~$rri . -  
$,AW*V.  . . ~I;IICEW T' h ~ b  71,; &'.;uY p6vw akijs ~ V P , ~ ~ ~ T O V U C T P ~  Btb OL 
&.r;va 6rB 70; aill ipor~oi r s  quypoii $v Z a ~ b r  h P y o v  air~h ~akoiialv, &s 
K Z ~  r r a X i o ~  (air : t l d  IYBLCP) . . . a h b ~  8u TOYS f l u B a Y u P ~ ~ u ~ s  ; U ~ T ~ ~ ~ ~ U G V .  

~ a 6 . r ~ ~  6;; T ~ V  ;im;va ~ a i  E ~ S  r h  of 8; A [ ~ P  $ u h u a ~ v ,  &f e ' ~  TOI~TOII, O; 

BdveV 8 d ~ r 8 9 1  K E ~  81&70670 [WDTOLI;P 8; &LAY BVBYOY, &P dhh0l @ ~ u ; v .  Cod. 
d v r a  . . . dvavar S i  *'l)v + U X ~ U  C0i84. SchoE. 505 K, 9 : 616 ~ a ;  TACX- 
d?r6r~au~~ra mit?ipov ~ a i  70; U c p p o i  B?jvar T ~ V  .roc ravrbr +UX+U k 
aut ~ n i i  +uXPnG. . b @ i v u ~ d v  i EZWUI P E ~ U O V  n p h  T ~ Y  ZUXCLTOLI ~ilpuvdv. 
ah++u, $ T F I ~ $ X E ~  ~ d ~ b  b+' u& &~.11;it- TU rcgard to t h e  fragment of 
ratrTar t8dv~.rdv dun, Gic. N. D. Philolnus and Lhe tertimony of 
i. 11, 27 : Pythq~oras, qici oe~tmdt, Alexander, it has & h a d y  been 
nnimtrw~ mss par nat?trana r ~ m ~ t  B ~ U W U  (p. 383, 2 ; 399, I )  that t h g  
omricmfi i ~ I m & m  d t  commeanlcn~, EX cannbt bbr, considered authentic. A s  
ghlo wstri animi cnyarcnfur. Cato, to  the qnestion before us, ~t must, 



Ari~totle, in discussing the theories of the ancient 
philosoplrers aliout the stbul,' quotes from the Pytha- 
goreans only the celebrated as~ertion that the p:wticles 
emanating from the biln are sonla, and he infers from 
hence, not wilhout dificnlty. that  they rcgarded the 
soul as ihe moving principle. Now it is very improbable 
that Aristotlc ~bnuld ham ronfncd himself t o  this 

apart from what is said in tlir text, ferent from that of the Fyib~go-  
&t ooncb appear strange tllaL tilt? ream, which we ~llal1 ~ ~ S C O ~ R  fur. 
s u u l  (in agreement with Plato and ther on, m d  t hc  number f o u r  
Aristotlc) should be relegatpd to applied to the element. Ciocrb 
t,hc of the n~orld, rrith- spe;tku i n  quite the same manner, 
out mention bting madm of the  and i t  is very possible that  t h i b  

central fire, with which the author writer, who did not h~sitair: to use 
aeerns wholly ur~aeqnaintcd. It i s  the most recent nnd the moss con- 
cquzlly stztngc that  the so111 aad ~ ~ n i e n t  doct~mentr in his oxposition 
the Be~ovsh~uld be rcgmded as the of ancient systems, may harc in 
~ te rnx i lg  muved ;ind tho etcrnallg this instance referred to Alexar~der 
mo~ing (the Pythrgorcana cnn- himself. The de.Gnition given in 
sidered the BFTU r d j ~ n ~ 4  oc the Piurnr.rch does not seem to belong 
ennstellrrtinns, but. not tile 0~7uv 'lrrn to tbr: ancient I'ythagorca~ls. The 
the  abaolot,e Sellbt: of thr: word as +Y( ,UOYIK~Y of S t o b ~ u s  is r,vidently 
xubjectto moverncnl. On the con- Stoic. Siruylicius, and the  writer 
Crary, tLsv  placrrI muveruenL on the  ~ 1 1 0  reprduces Iris elideuce, clearly 
side of tl;el;nlimited, cf. p. 402. 1 ; did  not lmnw how to  distinguish 
381, 1). I t  is easy to rcr: in  th is  a the original dcctrines of Pytllago- 
reprod~lction of a paanilge in Plato reanism frum t he  new. Nor Can ve 
{L'yl. 397 c),  and u f  ru~other i n  mistake the recent origin of a frag- 
Aristotlr (Bc A$&. 1. 2, vide ir?fro, mcnt qllotod by CIr~nens,Cohort. 47, 
p 458, 4), o n  Alemeon, t h c  restilt c:  L $u  0 4 s  ETS. X' D ~ O S  6; o';X~ 6s 
of m misunderstanding Nor can r t r ~ r  hovooDmu, d u ~ b s  76s B I C I I C O ~ -  
we fail to rerognise tha  influence of piiurur, AAA' ~ ' v  a&+, 8 ~ 0 s  t'~ Bhrp 
Pliltonir. and Aristotelian idens i n  16 K ~ K A C ~ ,  ~ W ~ U K U ~ O S  wdwus yeuCato~,  
the durtrine of the etcrn:kI more- ~ p i ~ l $  .TCY $AMP' i d  &v *a;  ;p-,rlrar 
rne~lt of the soul i n  a circlc, and TPV alrroP B U W ~ ~ L I ~ W  ~ a i  Z p - p v  b w d p  
t he  language ~isod to expre.ss that TWV, ;v  obpav$ +mnrhp ~ a l  ~ d v r r w v  
doctrine. In the cxpv,qition of aarhp ,  v o ~ i s  ~ a l  + h ~ w a t s  t B  8hg. 
Alexander, and ill the shnrt stxte- ~duhr (rc-u-w), T ~ P T W V  K;VLTULS. 

ment of Bttxtus, t.he Stoic clcment (The same in the  recension of Po. 
is equally appapent.; witneas the .Justin, Part iii, b, 102, 1 ,  2 d.) 
r v e O p  LCLd ~ a n b s  8lfii(ov, the  con- T h e  polelnic nf t heSh ic  E~nthcisrn 
ception of the human soul origi- against the Aristotelim Doisrn is 
 rating from the Divinc soul by manifest here. 
emanation, the cosmulugy, so dif- ' DeAn. i. 2 ;  ride inJ p.476,2. 



assertion, if slrch impvrtant and fully-developed con- 
cept,ions as thijse we have quoted were known t o  him ; 
r~nd it is equally cmlikely t,llat conceptions of such 
importance should havc escaped the notice of anyone 
so intimately acquainkd as Asistotle was with the 
Pythagorean doctrine.' We cannot tl~erefi,~*e ascribe 

1 Tile secon<l hypothc~is  is mi- 
dently i!l~pr~ssibla. The first luses 
any probability i t  might ieern to 
llsrTc. lf w e  con side^ with ahat c;trc 
;rr:r! c o m p l s t e ~ ~ c s s  Arisrot,lc quotes 
everything wllich hi5 predecessnrs 
have said on the subject of tlie soul. 
A t  t he  cornruenctrme~it, :md at the  
rnd uf the  chapter, he erpren.s~a his 
intention of cnr~nicrating dl pre- 
vious opinions: ~ h s  TWY G T ~ O T ~ P W Y  

8 4 4 s  a u ~ ( * m p u A a ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ v  8 ~ 0 1  T l  X F P ~  

a h i s  k~c#?jvav.ro.  : ~ i l c i  a t  the end : 
7k pkw VEV T C L ~ ~ S E ~ D ~ C Y U  r ep1  + v x i s  
. . . TICGC' i ~ d v .  That which the 
pseudo9hilolaua arserts so de- 
ridodlp, namelg*, that the you1 iii 
the ~ ~ u q r ~ ~ b u ,  is prwisely what 
Aristatle dares not, i ~ t t ~ j  bute cate- 
erical ly t o  rhc 1Jyt.hngore:ins (404 
8, 1 8 :  Forcr 8; ~ a l  TX rap& r L v  
ny8@yopciw~ A E ~ ~ ~ F V O P  T ~ V  a h h v  
FXFIV B~Ctua~cw), I t  would be rery 
surprising t k ~ t  the Yythagorerns 
shuulil nut 11e r~nnred amung those 
who regarded Ll~e eon1 au one of 
thc elerneat:, if t.lley had reaily 
sxid whnt Alcxondcr P~olyhi%tor, 
Cicero, .and uthers, a t t r i l ~ n t ~ d  t,o 
them. The qnly t h i r ~ g  that m i g h t  
bc ohjetted is that Ai,istotle was 
speaking of rho human soul, and 
not of t he  auul of the world. But 
this is not t h e  ~ 5 e .  He ypcakv nf 
the son1 iu ~ C I I C Y : L ~ ,  and notably of 
the yon1 of rllc rvorld: t he  pre- 
tended Pythagoreans s~lesli also of 
t he  human soul. Now Aristotlo 
expressly distingaisl~es the P y b 1 ~ -  

gorcans from thore vliu considered 
the S U U ~  it5 the lipxh 7 6 5  xrvfiatws 
(for rmmple, the pse~iil+Phil~la~~s) 
when, aitcr dsscribing t h i r  ideas 
on the soul (40-4 A, Y O ) ,  11e prc- 
c e ~ l s  thus, $04 :1, 'LO : gal .rat+S 
6) ~ ~ p o v r c r r  ual baor hkyouur 7; lv  
$ U X ~ V  7 b  a h b  K L Y O ~ ,  kc. I I e ~ o ~ l d  
not, l i ~ ~ e  expros.icd i:im:.eIT i n  such 
a m a ~ ~ n e r  if they hat1 been thr: ear- 
liest precursors of Pii~Lo on this 
point; cf. Hermes, x. 190. The 
objections wide LS Ghaipnct and 
Rohr have no grent uetght. The 
former says (li. 1 7 6 ) :  Since Aris- 
totle conciurleq froin the Yytl~ayo- 
rexx crmcrption ot' sdsc corpu- 
rles that the so111 is  endowed with 
nhotirre f h c k  (404 a, 21, J u ~ K ~ u ~  
yhp 06711~ ~ r d v r c s  b a ~ ~ h ~ @ i v a r  vijv 
x;vvurv o i x e r d ~ a 7 o v  dual rfj $v,ylj),  
:t nrce~sarily fol!ons from this 
that he attributes LO  ha Py~L3go- 
remls a TVoi'lrl-soul. Rohp &peaks 
in a similar rn;lnncr ( E ,  c., p. 21). 
1311f the f a c t  t l ~ ~ t  Arilrtoble is here 
mating o sin~ple deduction, ~f 
which he himself is not. certain, is 
ennagh to show thc impossib~~ity 
of hix h a r i n ~  htld in his poaaesnim 
so precise aa explication as  that of 
o u r  fraemcnt. Chriignct (ii. 8%) ap- 
peals tp rite other fact that. accord- 
i n g  to Ar i s to t l e  ( ~ i d a  ifia, Aio- 
$>a&#&), AIcmwjtl niso mribes t o  
t he  s t ~ r s  e sol~l ctcmnlly i R n~utioii. 
Rut ArietnLle says nothing of tne 
1;lnd. H c  merely affirms t,hat, ac- 
cording to Alcmaon, the jiei@, the 
G 



the doctrine of the world-soul t o  the Pythagoreans, 
and even if they supposed ihat 11caf and vital force 
flowed into the universe from the central firc, this 
ancient materialistic notmion is very different from the , 

theory of n world-so111 conceived as a part.icular incor- 
poreal e:a ewe. 

Around the central fire, the earth, and between the 
two, the  co~inter-earth, revolve in nich a manner, that 
the earth always turns thc same side to the co~mter- 
carth and the central fire ; and for this reason, thc rays 
of the central fire do not come directly t o  us, but in- 
directly from the sun. When thc  cart11 is on the 
same side of the cmtral fire as the sun, we have day ; 
when it is on the othcr aide, nigl1t.I Some accounts, 

sky and the  st,a~s, arc i n  parpetu;l.l 
movomenl, which does not at nl l  
i~nplg tbtt  his p h i l ~ s i r ~ l l e r r e d ~ ~ c ~ d  
all movc;nimta to a unique spiritunl 
~rinciplr, distinrt. frrim the hody of 
the morlrl, and d j f f u s d  througF,oui 
1,h.e universe. T.n.9tly, n o h r  (z, i'.. 

21) cites Platn's Pbwdu, 56 B 
:&., t o  prove tlwt tho npjninn 
spoken of hy Brisk. Dc An. j. 4. 
and nccordii~g to which the; soul is 
r e e ; t ~ d ~ J  ns the harmony of the 
I,odg, belonged t o  l t r e  Qt,hngn- 
rerins. nut 1 do not scc 1 1 0 ~  we 
can illfcr from t h i s  tlmt the Pylha- 
gorams utllnitted a soul uf the 
world (did : t ~ i r ~ o x r r ~ u s  and Di- 
c:pnrchos nt11nit one?). Wc shd1 
pre~e~>t.ly see t h a t  we hnve n o  
right tu attribute F U C ~  a doctrille t o  
the Fyt.h~gnre~n scliooI. 

.kist. J h  Celo, ii. 13;  ricv~ 
mvpra, p. 441, 4 ;  Simpl, ?a I d .  1. 
339 a. 16 (&hol. 50.5 a, 1 9 )  : oi 
n v ~ a ~ d p ~ i u .  . . . 2u iLkv 74 &ar 
70; w a v ~ b r  n j p  dvai gusc, r e p i  61 

TL g;#orr T;IV &~7;~b'ova  @ip~d~i 
@traCF~, Y ~ V  U ~ ~ Q V  KCL? athRu. ~ Y T ~ X @ V V E  

8; ~ u h o v p b ~ q v  BLB 7 b  it ;~al,r:as 6 5 ~  
r$ G F ~ U L '  8: T+P bwrixOoya 
5 ~6 $8i, $rpop ivq  ~ a l  a;+ w ~ p l  ~ ; 1  
C L ~ C O P ,  p d  81 rqu ' ) i ffv 6 U C ~ ~ Y ~  

( s h u  ykp a ; ~ b s  $I. T@ nCpnrr r & v  
T I u 0 u ~ o y r ~ i r v  iu~opii). TRY 6; yjl~ &S 

2v TGP ~ ~ T ~ Y U  O ~ T T U U  K L I ) O U ~ / I I ~ V  FCP: 

rbctdrou *a+& 7jrv ~ p b s  T ~ Y  jjhtnv 
nXicru v4rrra ~ a l  $p6puu rroielv. 6 6; 
i v r i ~ 0 w v  ~ r v o u p i ~  arpl .rb f i i ~ o v  ~ a l  
6 ~ o ~ i y q  T$ yij ohx dpiL7ul 6p' $pBv 
81& .rb 2 a r i ~ p e a l ~ 5  ip;u kc1 ~b 7:s 

6 s  trGfira. Ar~ortling tn tl~is p ~ s .  
sage the side of the earth which 
vie inhahit i s  : t l ~ ~ ~ q . r ;  tvrnell away 
from r11e central fire aud the 
rountrr-earth. Plut. Plae. i i  i. 11, 
3 (Galen, c 21): ~rhdhaos d &@a- 
ydp~rur, ~ b , p ; v  r;p pduur. TOGTO yhP 
Lvar TUG xavrhr iu~;av. Bev~i'pav 6; 
T&V & V T ; ~ ~ O ~ K  T ~ ( T ~ Y  8; %P U ~ K O ~ ? ~ E P  

f i v  d [  F ' v ~ J ~ u T  K F ~ ~ ~ W V  K(C> W E -  

prg~pupivqr 7e ~ U T ~ X ~ O U I .  rap' B R E ~  

CpSrBa, ;T& 7Gv ;Y +Be F O ~ S  8v 



it is true, reject the central t iye arid the motion of 

~ K E I Y ~ .  I / d .  1 3 : nip211 d h h ~  C L E V E ~ V  
7S/p Y ~ V *  ~ r h l h .  6; d nuLk7. K ~ K ~ V  
a~pr@ip~uBar  x ~ p l  r b  ~ f l h  KG- 
xhou hot06 6 ~ o r n ~ ~ & ~ w ~  ~~~ 
n~hfiq .  Stob. i. 530 (similhrly 
PI (11. Pfm. ii. 20, 7 ; RaIcn, c. 14, p. 
275) : +ihdhaos d IIuRu-y~p~~or Qa- 
~ O E L S ~  ~ b v  ~ A L O V ,  B I X ( K C U O V  TO: 

dp ~6 ~dapy rupbr ~ . ) l v  b v ~ a i r ~ c ~ a v ,  
S L ~ O L I L ~ V T ~  6; nplr  t ipiis  r l  7s +&r uai 
7$v  &&UP, &UTE ~ ~ d ? r o v  ~rivd 8 i ~ r o ; s  
+h;ovr y;yv~uOrri, 7 d  T E  .'v airyaw$ 
nvpGbrs. u d  7 h  AT' n h o i i  o;upufr6is 
r a ~ h  ~b ; b o r t ~ i r ~ ~ i S i r .  c I  ,a+ 71s RAI 
T P ~ T O V  hErt~~ T ~ V  &ah TOG ?ud?mpou 
~ a r '  &vkuAwrv 6rualr~ipopiv~v  rrpbs 
i p i r  aiyfiv. Achi!l. Tat. ira AT. 
? T ~ C U ~ .  C. 19, p. 138 Pet. : @rh4- 
haor $k (74v j j ~ ~ d v  #IQITI) 76 aup66cs 
~ a i  8tauyir A ~ p R c i v o v ~ a  ZVWOEP irb 
70; ( ~ ; ~ E ~ : O U  ? F U ~ ~ S  l p d ~  T ~ ~ K E L L '  

' r i v  ailyjlv Brd .rruwir ~ p u ~ ~ p d ~ w ~ ,  
~ a 7 '  a h b v  rp~rrnbv ~Tvrci ~ b v  

$ h ~ u v ,  eto. (t.hc sonse is the same as 
instobsuu, irllt,the text  appeal% de- 
fective) I n  cuusirlering bhese ~ b t e -  
r r ~ e n t ~ ,  t h e  first question Lhnt pre- 
bonts j-self i b  : B o w  liidthe Pytha- 
gorcnns conrcive t,hc posiuonof the 
ar~untsr-e:trtll in rega,rd to the earth 
and the central fire P From :be na- 
ture of thesc things i n  tliarnijelres, 
two eolrraes seem open. 'fig miglit 
hs ro  plnmd i t  ~ j ther  between the 
earth u d  thc centrid fire on the 
radius of the ~rr r rs t r id  orbit  
whicIi goes. f ~ o m  one to t b p  o t h e r :  
or they might have placed it on the 
othcr side of the ccntral tire, a t  the 
extremity of rt l i l~e  going from the 
earln through the centml fire, 
and pmlonped as far as the orlr i~  
of the counter-earth. Bchaarrclnnid t 
(Sc4rtfsS. cl. Phitol. 3;) qootrs the 
2eavriav, dE & v a v r i u ~  of hi~isrot,ll: 
and Simldicius t~ prove that  suoh, 
according to the I'ythaguresns, 

should in ~nality be the position of 
the coun te~ear th ,  but this interpre- 
tation seems t o  me mistaken. We 
m;ty veyy well suppose, with HorJrh, 
that this expression means that the 
earth turns its face from the central 
fire, and turns it towa~dfl t,ho c x l ~ -  
rial. circumfere~~ee; and that the 
contrary holds good of the countor- 
earth. i f  cven we refc-: this cxprcs- 
siort simply to thc ~ituat,iou of t i lo 
counter-ewth in regard. to the emth, 
it simply implies t lmt i t  is diametri- 
cally opposite to  the e~li-I h; t h a t  i s  
to say, is nn the prolongatirru nf tila 
rnr~h's axis (not on the side of it 
T V ~ O ~ ~ I C P  on this sir10 or tlrat of 
ccutral f i to is left ~u~~datcrrninad. 
The. opinion uf Bu~l rh  iu  cur~firmer3, 
n o t  only hy  he word 2nrpkvip in 
tho t,ext, qf Simplirius, bat also by 
t hc  w h I c  analogy of thc Y t h a -  
gorean dofitrille, aceordirk:: to which 
the ijerles of heavenly horlies was 
cnntin~~eclwit.houtintcrn~ptinnfrom 
tll? periphc~y as fitr as the contrrtl 
fire, and n u t  terminated on the 
other side o f  the centrdl fire (cf. 
Riickh, Kl. Schr, iii. 3.20 sq., 
where some a t h ~ r  objections o f  
Scttn:~r~cl~midt. aptinst the e:wliar 
exposition of BBckh are refhtell). 
As tu the s u ~ r  and the solns liyht, 
Adlilles Tatius (nstvcllxs Stol>aus 
imd the  ~11t l inr  from m-ll-honl he tnkcs 
his  information! seems to admit 
that  the holar light is the iwfl~c:iun 
of the fire of the circnmferttnee. 
Biicbli (Philailol. 124 q.) thinks 
that t.his opinion is erroneous, and 
beliej~es t h ~ t  rhe cuntm1 fire is tile 
Iarninnuu F;ourc.e, the rays of which 
the snu rcf le r t .~  to uu ; he aftelwards 
(Uflcms. Eb. d. kvsrn. SJJ~. d. Pla- 
tun, 94) p x - e  the prefcrcnco t3 t.be 
opinion of Martin (LTzdes s7rr L 
Tmie, ii. loo), according to ~ l l i c h  

rt 2 



the earth, and make the counter-earth the moon,' or 
the second hemisphere of the earth.' Brit this i s  

an erroneons interpretation of the  old Pythagorenn 
doctrine, from the shndpoint of later astronomy. It 
is impossible that these acuorints can be based upon 
~ I I Y  tradition us to t h e  t,hheories of the ancient Pyhha- 
goreans, or of I'ythagosas hirnself.3 It is only among 

ti:c sun conccnt~.ates and  reflccta, 
not only the hght of the  central. 
fire, bnt also t . h t ~ t  of the extc;rn*~l 
f i~e.  No doubt ifla 8 l l 8 ~ i ~  would 
nut cxc111de a reflection of the 
central fire (as BGckb lms suf- 
ficiently shown, PlbiEol. 127 gq.), 
but, on the other hand, the refiec- 
t ion  d the triple siin (a doctrine 
wllich could not have comc fro? 
Yhilnlaus hirnsolf, cf, p. 310) 18 

110 proof t ha t  the solar l ight j a  c!e- 
r~rerl froin the centrd fil-e. H O ~  not 
from the fire of t,he periphery. 
Only i t woulrl seom t .h~a i f  this 
la t ter  firc cnn enlighten the sun, 
~t must dso be risible lour. But 
~s shxll see furt,hec on than 
the Pythagurennu pe.rllnpn really 
thought t h ~ y  saw this fire in the 
milky way. Tltislreli~fxccords w-ith 
the oPil l i~~n(contnind in utl the  pa&- 
s q e s  quoted) :hat t.11~ m s ~ s  of thia 
fire, ae well as t.hose of the central 
Are, src concentrated :and sent back 
by the sun, an by a sort of burning 
glass, It i s  not stxtsd whether the 
P.ythiigorcnnr, supposed th:it the 
uther planets and fixed stxra were 
f3ci of the same kind. but I R ~ S  in- 
tense, f o ~  orlleso mye. 

Sinlpl. I .  c. 229 a, 37 ; Schol. 
;i05 a. 32 : ~ a l  c i S ~ r  p;r a i d s  T& 

~ r j v  nveay~pclw# taeSi{a~o-  of 8; 
y v q u ~ d r ~ ~ o v  afircrr p c r a r r X 6 u ~ ~ s ,  
etc. (side s%p, p. 147, 1) Ev~pov bk 
7 $ ~  yfiv We-yo~ IPS bpyavu~ ~ 4 1  

a b + v  Xpdrotr. $pspBu ydp 2o.riv a h l l  
~ n l  V U I C T ~ ~ P  a:+iu . . . & Y ~ [ X Q O V U  82 
T+P B Z A $ Y ~ Y  Z K ~ ~ O U Y  O ~ ~ U ~ U ~ ~ ~ F L O I ,  

% a a ~ p  ua; aiOcpiuu y$u, etc. A& 
the  ductrinc I I P ~ G  given as purely 
I'ythagorcan is cxprcssly distin- 
guished from tho Ariututelian ex- 
parition, we are nll t h c  iriore certain 
as t u  the origin of the former. 
Clemens (SEI.LV~.  V. 614 C), er*en 
khi~~kr: thar the P y  ;hqtgnrrans lnoant 
by rhe counter-earth. hra~e11, i n  the 
Cllristian sense of the nord. 

Alex. Polyhi5tor. ap. Diog. 
viii. 25. ThcPyt l~agorcans  tnnght 
d r p v  , . . pf'nqv T E ~ I ~ ~ O V T ~  T ~ V  

y;iv ~ a i  at+ o $ a r p o t r 6 +  rral w p r -  
o ~ ~ o v ~ t ' v ~ v .  e1va~ 81 K U ~  &v7hr08ar, 
ma1 T& GFTv K ~ T W  ; K F ~ Y U I P  d m .  
Similarly the ariollglnuus n u t h u ~ ,  
ap- Pl~ot.  Cnd. 249 ( ~ i d c  p. 44-1, 4) 
says that Prthagows tcaches the 
existence uf twelve spheres, ufl~ich 
are : the heaven of fixed etws, t,he 
cever~ planetary spI~cros (including 
nun xnd maon), the circles of fire, 
of air, and of w&t.er, and in the 
centre the earth, The ot,her de- 
t:tils clearly show Aristotelian 
influenco. 

AY Xart in  t,hitlkr: (W. mr le 
Timi?, i i .  101 aqq.), and Gruppe 
( D .  KOSIIL. ,%str d. C;7LIIchen, p 48 
sq ). liceording to  their view, I'y- 
t h n g n r ~ s  and the oldest Pythago- 
rpans repraskntntorl thc  earr.h as an 
irnmornblc sphere in the centre of 



the Pyt,hagoream of the fourth contury that we find 
the doctrine of the earth's revolution on its axis,' 
which presupposes that, t,he counter-earth and the  
eentral fire were al~:~ndvned as separate parts of t.11~ 
nniversc. It matters lit,tle wlletiler they were absolutely~ 
suppressed, or the counter-earth r~garded as the ~vesfern 
hemisphere, and the centrid fire placed in the interior 

t h e  u i~iverse .  The do:trinc of the 
centr.tl fire, :xud the rerulution 
crround t h i s  tire, wan subsequrl~tly 
xdv:meed, Gpuppo Lelieves, liy nip- 
pasus or some other predecessor 
uf  Philolauu, l ~ u t  st first withmnt 
tlie counter-earth; i t  war o n l y  a 
corrupkiun of ~l l i s  dnccrjue rvl~ich 
ilicbrted t h e  r.o~~:~tsr-psrtI~ be tw~en  
tlie eurth uud t,llii central fire. 'l'llc 
grau~~dlcssnnss of thosa: Lypotlieses, 
!t,Iiich b'b'ckh It?.$ rrfih~etl (l. c p. 89 
549.) very rEectaxlly, is 111anife.st 
when we exarnir~.: tlvm r c?i:lrnl 
poinl of view tl~a: cvidcncc nn which 
rhey u17c baseti. 'I'hcdoctcines whic11 
(frupk~e takes fur  Lr;Lces of true 
Fgthn~urtxr~i,srr~ rrrc mtlim irnlieii  
tioils of n. pmiotl which wds unable 
to pilrce irseIP irt   he tincient Py- 
t h ; ~ p ~ r e m  S L ~ I L ~ ~ O ~ I I ~ .  Iinstly, 
when iZiJt.11 (ti. a ,  817 eq. h, 217 
sq.) maintains that  Pjthat?~ol.as 
atltL hir sclool uni!erbroud, I)? the 
counier-rrtrt.11, the herui~pheri- op- 
posite t o  ours: tbtrt lhcy p1:icr.d 
the rarth in  thr; conQc. of the uni- 
vm'se. nud necrtbfcl t o  it a move- 
ment  aml:ail ~ t s  a~js- t l l i~  nrser- 
tion i u  nu1 wurtlry of a rcfutatiun. 
It is  now univorsnliy recogiliaetl 
that Copcrnicus ;rnd others were 
wrong iu attribu~irtg 1.0 i l ~ e  Fythd- 
goream the doctrine of tlic rqt,-,tion 
of tile ortrth on its ;LX~F,  and t!ls 
rer~olntirin uf t h e  iiiirt11 r o u ~ ~ d  the 
suo. Tido 'I'iarb~ilsun (Die crstm 

Philoso,vAnr Gricciit~lrrizdi, p. 448 
Yg ; I~OCLII, n, P ~ ~ C .  +/. CU~. 
Globor. p. xi. aq. ; K f .  ScBr;F ill. 
272)  : Phhl.  121 1-q. ; >[artin, 
Bt~d@-t, k c ,  ji. 92  sg. 

Bccording tu Cic. Acail. ii. 
39, 123, ThrtipTlra~~us narnorl its 

the nutl:or of'th+.t opinior~ tllr SJ- 
i-,Lrusan IJicetrcr. h t e r  on \rpe f i t d  
i t  in  E ~ . ~ h s n t i ~ q  ( H  ippoIjt. Rtfirt. 
i, 15, p,  S O :  .Plut,. Phe. jii. 13, 31, 
n r l ~ l  Bcr;iclaidss (P;crt ii. :%, $87, 
third cdi~iorl) .  ~ I X P I I I I ,  1. C. 101. 
132, wild (iruppe, I. a. 87 bqc~.,  

tl!ir~k WI? m x j  :ltt.r~l)nte nlijn to 
Hicntss the central fire :tnd the 
plancurry Il~o~ernent.  u i  the earth 
ilruund th:rt fim. Cf howerer 
Bc;d<h, D. kl,.q?l?. ,Sy.~t. Pl. 1" 2qq. 
Hc sshorvs that i n  tflc pzssage of 
kllutilrch. IJlac. jii. 9 (sherc, in- 
deer1 Eus~lrius, PY. Er:. 13.. ;;, 
gives uilr artual ~ P P L ,  Irut where 
J'sondo-Gxlsn. Hisf. I' i~il .  21, p, 
293, docs not mention the 1;antr 
of Ilir:et;ls), an  crcor l ~ a u  probal-rlv 
:rep: in, by thc oa~ijaiun uf soma 
words ; rrnd t h ~ t  thc ulvpine.1 text: 
mrLy hnrc  stooil thus: 'I~6'rnr 6 
I I V R B - ~ ~ ~ F L D P  p ; a v ,  + ~ h d h a o s  8 ;  
d I l u b a y  d p ~ l  o s  660, etc. Tmrli- 
tion tells 11s not l~ iny :IS t,o the dart? 
when Hicctas Iir-cti ; but B6vkh's 
ror~jecture (1. c. 1%) t.llat Ilr was 
the teacher of EcpLsurus nlid 
) ~ O U I I Z ~ P  than Fhilo1a.u ser:rns 
probable. 



of Lhe earth. To t.he atme period may perhaps belong 
the theory that the cornet is a separate planet ; I  this 
eighth planet might serJic, when the counter-earth ha,d 
been discarderl, to maintain the numl~er ten in regard 
to  thc heavenly bcdiesm2 The conjecture may, however, 
have emanated from those who were ignorant of the 
~ys tem of the ten het~venly bodies and the co~mt'er-earth, 
or mjcc ted  it. Thcre is no doubt, tha t  the Pythngorezma 
considered the shape o f  the carlh to be spherical :"its 

A~*ist.  Meleteoroi. i. G ,  342 h, separated by a epxce nwre or less 
29 : ~ w v  8' ' I rah l~6v  r w f s  ~ a i  great, tu rn  their pliiuesidev t ~ ~ ~ u d s  
ucthoup~vmv nu%upp€iwv &a h6;vu- each other.. 110 11ns lrcrn lo11 to 
oiv U ~ T ~ V  e c .  .rbr un,ufi~qv) CTPUI this ~ p i ~ i i n n  mcrcly by tbcp~.riruli- 
~iv ~ A a r r 6 ~ u v  h w ~ ; ~ w v .  A binliliir po>itlo11 (1. c. 929 a q . )  thal, the 
op ln ion  IS cntdtu hnvo hcen cxpres- Pylhngurchnt; arrived at their doc- 
sed Iry H j p p o r r a t ~ s  of Chios (oivc. trine o f  the counter-earth by the 
460), and Riu disciple, &;schyIns, pnl,tltion of t h e  earlfl into t ~ v o  
Alsu Ilea. iw h. 1. (Arist. r3 f t~oor  homi~pheren. H- h l t ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ l r d s  ad- 
ed, Idel. i. 180); PLnt. plnc. iii, 1riit.s that Aristrltle had no idex of 
2, 1 ; Stob. Red. i. 576. Thcse  such xu opinivn,bnt reprevents the 
last itrlded that others of tlie Py- r:trt.h a ~ ~ d  tho  c o u n t a i v a ~ i h  of the 
thagoreans regarded tlre conlet P,ythugora;i~~~ RS t7t.o complete 
merely as a lumi~rous reflcct.iu11. spl~erus. Ru t  tl~srs is 1 1 0  gronnil 
Oly~~lpindorus (p. 183, Idel.) at  all, in my judgment, for this 
~r.mns!ers t o  Pythagoritr I~imself ~trppositinn o f  Riiclc11 as t ~ ,  the 
what. drictotlt! t a j  s of ' solile Py- o~ ig inof  t l~cPj+tl~qnrsr in doctrine. 
th:ig~reans.' The Scholi:rst ird l f  theg once crlnreired thr: mirth ;rs 
Aml. Dio.se?il. 359 (ay. ldsl. I .  c. x sphere, if was cert,~inly more 
p. 380 pq . ) ,  C ~ ( > U ~ ~ ] P S S  ihrmigh 11;~1uralLin C ~ S P  a. trrith l~cavemly 
an error, girss a gzne'rnl appli- Imrly seemed necessary-tn ndmit 
cation ro t he  text rcliit~i-E tn the fhc co~~~itcr-cnl.t.h afi a S C C O ~ ~  

Fythngorrnns, xnl cotunts Ilipp2- sphere than to clivide the enrtb it- 
c~.utuu amollg thc  philos4~l~liers of self into two henii5pl~sres. The 
tirat schcol; arid i:. ic pmt:nirly in nnit1o.g~ of the  other stars nlsn 
t h i s  sense t l i a ~  he is ci~l lrd ,  ng, m;rkes it prol lahl~ tlxrt the mirth 
Alcx. ~ 7 %  TGP f i ~ e ? l p m t ~ ~ ~ ,  and the  counter-earth were con- 

TIIC ccutr;il fire might s t i l l  ceired 11s spli<res, as mcll as tho 
prehel.ve i ts sig~ijicanco, s V E l l  if i t  sun ~ u d  moon. Lastly, if ilriscode 
were ctir~ceived a- surranncIed by hits r~pmsen ted  the mrtttpr t.hus, 
the e ~ r t h  as by a h o l l o ~  bphere. ve can scmctly y i r b  t f ia  preference 

Uijckh (Kl. S C ~ T .  iii. 5x5 s q . )  tO :ln)- olhor testllnony. &x. (ap. 
thinks that the Pythitgorr?~ns COII- Diog. viii. 25 sq.) says that rhc 
ceived the ewth  and thp  cos~ltcr- Y~ihngo:or~*~ns reptrrled tlte earth 
earth as two hemisplleres whicli, as spherical, and inhabited in its 



position tovards the central fire and the sun I V ~ S  such 
that r t  should turn its western hemisphere to the central 
tire.' ,4t the same lime, they did not overlook the in- 
clination of the earth's orbit towards the sun's ; this 
mas necessary in their cosmical system, not merely to 
explain the changes it1 the seasons, but becai~se i11e 
ear t l~  would otherwise havc every dty prevelited tile 
light of the ccntral fire from rcaching the sun, by its 
passage between them. Solar ecli~~ses were accounted 
for by the passing of the moon between the earth and 
srm ; and lunar eclipses by the interpoaitiolr of the 
eiirttl or other heavenly bd ies  htween the sun and 
muonV3 The l'ythagoreans held the sun and moon to  

~jrcurnfe~encs (whirh implies  he 
idca of antipoder). l?:i'irrori~ius Bays 
(np. U~og .  r.iii. 48)  Lhat Pythaguraa 
affirmed il U> be rorrt~d (arpo+ry6~v). 
Riit n o i t h i ~ r  of these aacerlions 
sbould out~veigh the evidcncc of 
Ariotullr, 

Cruppe, he. ti!.. p. 65 sqq., 
f.hink-s that the! earth presented to 
the sun the uvrtl~elrn henlispliere, 
and to Ihc centxal fire the southerri ; 
]i~:filso 1.hi11ks th;it,thePytI~agorc.zns 
rcg.arded the side turned tornrrls 
t he  c+ntr&1 fire ?ts t,he uppcr. But 
Bucbh has completely refuter! l l l ib 
1iyp;po~hesis (a. ~O.YTR. Aysf. R. 
LO2 sqq; cf. KI. S c h ~ .  jii. 329). 

l'lut. Pioc ili. 13, 2 (Galen, 
c. 14, 21): +;hdha~s . . . KI'KA~ 
T G ~ L + ; ~ E O ~ ~ L  i r q v  yQr] rep1 ~h 1r3p 
~ n ~ h  K ~ K A O U  A O ~ O G .  lhii l ,  ii. 1'2, 11. 
(Stab. i. 802; Galen, c. 12)  : nuRa- 
y!pas r p i ~ o s  ;nrvtvon~irar h i y t ~ u r  
rqv A~;&WUIV  ru; c w 8 ~ a ~ o C  ~~hrrhou, 
yl-rrva 0 i v o ~ i 8 ~ s  6 ~ i b s  &s i6iav ;?rim 
vorau up~r~p([e+at, Cf.  C, 23, 6. 
kmrding t o  othsri;, bwaximsnder 
hrrxl &heady made ~ l ~ i s .  discuvery 

(vide s f p a ,  p. 254,3). According 
t u  Theu (Bstrrnt. p. 322 Mart. , 

e11d ; Frogva. eil. Si)d:~~grl, p. 140), 
Eadnrnasattrihutecl ~t t.o C E ~ ~ o ~ i d e s  
-- if  we miry read in the f~iigiue~il; 
AiEwnrv illstc~li of $d[wuiu. The 
xrsertion of thc PCr~cita, that Eh -  
d ~ m u s  Il;rtl t:rkt.n i t  horn P:thago- 
ras, wo~ilcl iocIi11e us to ruppo5e 
(36 Schifcr jtistly ohserrcs) ch,zt; 
Eudemi~s h:ld clal~ned it for him- 
self (Schhlfer. Die Asl-ro7i. Geoora- 

98, so1tie Egji)t];-'n sages ~ s s c r ~  
tlrat, IEnoliir tes hxl  learned ifhe in- 
cli~lation uf t he  ecliptic in Egypt, 
which equally prrhrrppoiies that, ho 
must bar+ heell ~ h c  first to iritro- 
dncc it  into (<rerce. In that case 
the  Pj.th;rgore;ina wotllcl 11we de- 
rived it f r o r ~ ~  him. d c r o r d i n ~  to 
l'rvclua C i ? k  K?Ic!. 19, 66th YV<V?~~..) 
CEnop~rlcs rr.:~s :L little younger than 
Anirxiqorau, and a IittleoIder than 
Yhilulnuu. 

3 011 eclipcs of the  sun, vide 
Slob, i. 526 ; on those of tbe moon 



be vitreous spheres,' which refleoted back light and 
tvarmth to thc  e a r t l ~ . ~  At  the same time me are told 
that they conccived the stars as resernlrding the earth, 
and surrourldcd like the earth by an at,musphei-e ;3 

ride hriut. De Clplo, ii. 13, 293 b, 
21. He S ~ I ~ R ,  aftel-5pe;tkingof the 
count,er-earth : driers SL? B a e d  ~ a i  
~ r h e f w  oLp.a~a - ro ta;~a ;vSiX~uBar 
qipeu%al rrrpl ~b gtnuv, +b S; 
667p.m 6th r4v  J ~ m ~ d o O ~ o r v  rGs yqr. 
Sib wal r&r  ~ i i r  athfiwr 2uhal#~u 
r h ~ I o u s  $ r i s  TUG ; ~ A : O U  Y;Y~ea8ai  
qamv -rQv yip QeporCvsv EKWTOU 
~ Y ' T ~ $ ~ ~ T T E ~ P  a ; ~ 3 / ~ ,  nbh' U; , ~ V L I P  

7+1v $v.  Silnili~1.1y St,ol). f i I .  i. 
658 (Plnc. ii. 29. 4 ;  i+alcn, e. 15). 
Sekifer thinlrs he has discovered 
the  rrneuu of >his upininn ( 1 ,  c. p. 
IF). independcn~i~  of the greater 
nulnbcr of lnriar eclipses, in tile 
pl!etlnmenon mantioiled by Pliny, 
H. ;lirt. ii. 13, 57, and the duLti of 
which we do n o t  know. Pliny 
says that  tllu rxkonn xmfi in eclil~so 
at hhcr sctt,iiig, w l ~ i t e  the rising sun 
was ; ~ l r e r~ l i v  risi?llp . t lm~r: t he  ho- 
rizon, ,z pl;enoinenou cxpliealht. by 
refraction. We fir~d Lho same 
opinion in dn,lxagoras, ride iwfw, 
vol. IT. 

Vide p. 450, 1. :ind Plut. Piac. 
ii. 35, 7 (Stoh. i. 512) nvsaydpas 
nu~orrrpoc iS~r  uGpa T ~ S  ucA4vvr. 
(Siimilarly Galan, n. 16.) Aa rs- 
~ I L T ~ S  the form of Llie sun, the 
klacitn (ap. Euseh. Pr. E8. st.. 13,  
7) describe it ss fi r.irreous disc 
(Giu~as); 11ot thi.< cle~crip~iorz is 
not forind in rug vtiler t n t ,  and 
c.~pre+sly coniriid~cts rvllnt j~ said 
I r i  Slob. i. 626 ! ui lTu9. u + u t p o r r ~ ~  
T ~ U  Y A I O U .  liurborer, the k'jth:t- 
gore:tlls must have at~riboted to 
tllc suv the snmc c!lnpc as t.o the 
moo]), t he  s p h ~ ~ i c a l  fo1,n1 of which 
is never disputsrl. JVo most, 

therefore, conuider t he  stat emeut 
of EnseLias as erron&~us. 

Whence cnlnc light and hrxt 
to the gull an11 the  ruonn? WF; 
hire already discussed this qucs- 
t iun  in regard to thc 5unlp .  450, 1). 
.4r to the moou t ,ha l .~  CAII be no 
cloabt that 11c.r Jight was snppol;erl 
t o  be darired, notdirt.ctly from tila 
cpnt r~l f i re .  but frurn tliu su:, rv-liich, 
in the t,in~e of T'hilnlhirs. had Iritlg 
trec~r rrpilrded r18 t he  source of L l ~ e  
nloon's light. PUP if 011: muon 
had ~ccei rnr l  hcr liqht from thc 
central firc, s l ~ c  must alwtys: hart 
been enl:ghtened, sincr; ~ h r :  pro- 
genLs the same s i t i c  tn tllc cen- 
tral fire RS to tlie e;wth. Ark- 
h t l e  1nentio11s ir1s11 (vide S I ~ W I E .  

4.55, 3)  t,lie opinion (incoinpxribln 
with the esier;ion of P!nlul,ius nf 
Len hesrenly Lodies) that o ~ l ~ s r  
bodies besirIua l l ~ c  e a r t h  cnose 
eclipses nf the nioon. We eitnont 
perceive in this. as Biickh d n r ~  
(Philo?. 125) a~ld Martin (Etirrlr!~, 
90) an i11l.rrpoei~ion of there rirt:ill 
planers he tvecn  tlir; rontr:il f i ~ o  
m d  t,he moon, but thr: inr erporririon 
of t S ~ a . ~ e  planets ! I ~ L ~ V U B I I  the m n  
nlid thb nroon. Why the rrroon i s  
not eeli;.l)tenad by thr centrnlfirc, 
or  is eulightenrrl t oo  f':iiintl lo hc 
~ i s i l ) l c  1.0 us %it.hor;t the liglit of 
the SUII, is 113; exp l~ i~ icd  by aihy 
darumenr, thet mr, possess. 

8 .> atoh. i 51 4 : 'Hpaiih~~G$r ~ a l  
oi ~ I v B a ~ l ; ~ c ~ o i  &rarr~ov ~ u i v  krr~ipcuv 
xduyou b;rdpx~tv y i v  r r r p t i ~ o v r a  

6ipa .re (Plut. P/itc. ii. 13, 8; 
(:den, c. 13, :irld : ~ a >  a;blpa) &v T$ 
i c n ~ i ~ ~  a;Bipr.  aha 8; .rh Bdyfiu:a 
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they attrihuied t o  the moon, plants and Iioing beings 
far larger and fairer than those on the earth.' This 
theory was founded, it would seem, partly on the ap- 
pearance of the moon's disc, which r c s e ~ ~ ~ l ~ l e u  t h e  
eurth ; and partly on thc desire to  discover a special 
ahde for the souls who hdd quitted the earth, 2nd for 
thc dasrn~ns.~. Also they thought that the stars, which 
like the earth were planets, but, which belonged to  a 
better portion of the universe, must possess everything 
that serves t o  adorn the earth, in a more perfect 
manner. Of the planets, the order of which t,hc 
Pythagorean3 were the first to detrrrrline,3 3lercury 
and Venus, the two which later astronomy places be 
tween the sun and the earth, were placed by them 
between the strn and X a r ~ . ~  Pythagoraij is said t,o 

21, T O T S  'Opq51uocoj pgpererr. KUKFO-  

worulur ;rcxdrov r i v  &i.ripwv. 
I Plut.  ['lac. ii. 30, 1 (Galc11, 

c. 15) : 01 n v 8 a y d p r t o ~  (Stoh. i .  $63 : 
r G u  TIuIvOa~opeiwv T L V ! ~ ,  &v 4 f i ~ i  
Brhdhaus) $air~cOar T;)U Uc- 
Ad)v~r  8rh r b  ?rtproixeiuhr aiir$v 
rcaBdncp 73v r a $  +piv y?v, pc:(aroor 
t 4 0 1 s  ~acal qhrois ~ a h h i w i v .  rluac ykp 
R ~ Y T B K U L $ E K ~ ~ T ~ U I T ~ V Y R  7;  ;T' a h i j s  
CTa T$ 8 ~ u l i ~ l l ~ 1  p q 8 ; ~ ~ e ~ l ~ ~ w ~ a ~ I H b p  
i r n o ~ ~ ; v o v . r u  r a l ~  31v $pipav ~ooa&. rqv  
TG P ~ K E I .  Beckh (1x1 rq,) suspects 
v i t h  rcason home wror jn t h o  Iabt, 
atatelnetit. Yrr  iT one terwstrhixi 
day c u l ~ r s p o n d s  wit,h una wuulu- 
tion o f  the earth ilroand the cel~tral 
fire, t h o  nloon, \?hose period of 
s c v ~ l ~ i t i o n  i g  29 ti~rres nnd :L half 
greateq uught t u  hitre days aslur~g 
xu a terrestrial month-that is,  iil 
round nnmhc~ s, BO t , ~r i?~btr i i~ l  di~gs. 
The size and strength of t h ~  in- 
habitants corre.ip~:r~d to  tlie la~lgth 
01 tho dry. But perhaps the ex- 

pression may be inexact. and t h o  
author means t o  say th;tt tho dnrlt- 
tion o f  thr day ligllt 1s e y u d  11, 
1.5 coml~lettr tarre.rtri:~l d a ~ s .  In 

use ,  horveuer ( R S  mc li;~rt: uh- 
s e k e d  p. 9171, the inxcuracy nf 
our documcnt prove; riotliing 
against t h e  authentic it.^ of the 
nwrk of Yhilolaue. 

2 Thr; fi~st remnrl; is tn be 
foi111llllrl in t b c  p:issage ~;utited in the 
prclrious note; the s ~ c o n d  notion 
comes from the O ~ p b i c  pooms, aud 
t hc  ~xyine: ascribed tc Yythagoraa 
by Iambl. X< P. 8 8 :  7; s'rmrr ui 
,uartdpvv v<bor ; %,Ator, urh4q.  

Eudemus, sp.  S~mpl .  i l e  CCLP~O; 
213 a, 13 ; &Lo/. -197 a, 11. 

* Cf. on this subject, besides 
the teats cited p. 444, 4 ;  42,0, 2,  
Plato, Rep. x. 616 E ; Ti?ij. 88 U: 
Thoo Asiron. c, 15, p. 180. Agairrrt 
t,hcs,- t p s t i m u n i r ~  we I~t l i -u t he  fnl- 
lowing : Nicom. Hnl.7~. 6. 33 sq. ; 
Plin.Hicnt. Yat, ii. 22,  S i  ; Ceusonli. 



haye discovered that Venus is both t,he morning and the 
evening star.' The heaven OF fixed stars, in common 
with the  other hcavenly bodics, re\-olves around the 
cent.ral fire ;"tit ws i ts  apparent diilrnal revolution is 
interrupted by the movement of t,he earth, the Pytha- 
goreans must have hero conceived a far longer period 
of revohltion, imperceptible in relation *to the daily 
revolution of the eavtli : they seem however to have 
been lcd to this theory not by actual oobservations, but 
merely by dogmatio presuppositions on the nature of 
the s t ~ r s . ~  Tltey reckoned motion among the! essciitial 
qualities of the  heavenly bodics, and in the unchange- 
able regularity of their courses found the most obvious 
proof of the dirinity of the stars, in which they Felievcd, 
like most of the aneients."ccording t o  the period of 
revol.ution attribiited to  the fixed stars, they seem to 
have dctcrrnined the universd year,-a coulception 
Di. Xit. 13, a ; Cbalvid. iga Tim, c. theevidcnce quoted p. 314,d. Tide 
71, p. 125 (197 -\lull.). xnd o t h w  Bcickh, I). I*oam. Sysl. 14 .  p. 99 sq. 
statamentr of lrrorc recent origin, (AS rlgniiirt Gruypa, 1. c. i O  sqq.). 
which fnllnw rhe order that was "11e preceamn of t h e  rqai- 
xft,erwardu :tdupted. Tlut these noxes, of which U6cl;h is thinking 
texts hxre litlle aut11nrit.y as the (loo. ci t .  p. 93, 99 sqq. : Plddo4. 11s 
rerses of Alexander of Kpliesus sq.), wns only disconxed at a much, 
(conrernporuryof~icc~n~tt~tc~ wltnm lat,cr time by H ~ p p a ~ ~ h u s ,  as me 
cf. 311lrtiu, in 1li.s erlition of Theo's iind from other sources. 
Astro~olny, 1,. 66 sq. : Meineke, ' \'ids (besides Neo-Pyt.hago- 
Ann!. A!&. 371 ~ q .  ; 3riiller, Hi~t. rean nrritrrs, such as Onatss, ayr. 
Gr, iii. 240) ; np. Tlieo, Inc. c ~ t .  Wtob. i. DG, 100 ; OcelIns, c. 2, and 
(wlicro thny are wrongly attributed the P~eado-Yhilolau8, ap. Stob, i. 
cn Alcxt>nticr the  R t n l ~ x n ) :  Clz~1- 422). Plxtu, u7ho, upecially i n  thc 
cid. foe. ril. ( ~ h o  a t t r i b u i e ~  them P ~ ~ T u s ,  246 E nqq. (Blickh proves 
to Alrxkrlder of Niietua, tlru wcll- thja, Phalol. 105 sy. aud most wri- 
knomn Polyhistor); Heratlit.dLl~g. ters have agreed with him), has in- 
Horn. c. 12. dlcrnndrr does not conteshhly fullu~r~ed. Fjt1i~gcre:~n 
once m r n ~ i o r ~  the J?ythagorexns. itleas; anrl Aristntle, 1)~ An. i. 2, 

Iiiog, ~iii, 14 ; cf. iix. 23 ; 40.5 a, 29 ; cf'. 4456. 1, 5 ,  4 ; vida 
Plin. ii. 8, 37. also ~ c y r a ,  p. 4,1.4, 4. 

This ccrtailily rcsults from 



which YIato no doltbt borrowed from them.' A t  any 
rate it is closely connected in the Plat,onie philosophy 
with the doctrine of mekmp~gchosis, in which hc chiefly 
folIowcd the P~tbagorcans, and is aIso doniiriated by the 
number tan, ill >L manner so entirely Pythagoscan, that 
the supposition has mrich in its favour." 

' Tide part 11. a 684, 4. nbckh, p. 135) ; that the 28 and 
2 We must, lrowever, diutinp~iah :I lu~lf d;iy~ of' rlie lunar  nlouth givo 

from this cosmicrrl year the c.gcle of 59 llalf d~ys-l.e., the same ~ ~ u m h e r  
89 years, in rrllich wero 21 1nLcr- 3 3  the 59 gears uf the cycle; that 
calarj ml)ntll+--that is to say, the the 59 ya;rrs and 11 rnolltbs are 
Eyeat year invented by Philolaos.cr crjrl:il to  729 months ; iinrl the  
even rs some say, bJ, I'3tllago~,:~s, 3815 clay8 of tlla solar year are 
in order to mnkir t h e  solar and eqtinl t o  729 half days ; lastly tlist 
lunsr months coiucidc. Plut. Plac. 729 is t he  enbe of 9 xnci t.he square 
ii. 33 ; Ytul). i. 284 ; Ccriur~rin. 4i. of 25,  or thcr first cubeof a n  urierec 
&it. IS, 8. ride for f u r t l ~ e r  ~Letitils, l lnlllbe~ ( I~c~ice  the nunlher 729 lixs 
Sijckli, Phibl. 133 sgq. Tho re- €137  PL;ttn also-REP. ix. 587 ?:-- 
volut.ion of > t l t ~ ~ r n  ~ i s  i ~ l b o  c~11ed an  especial signifiatnee). However 
t h e  grcat jear ; >hot. C A .  249, p. th i s  nley tia, 1 tin) dispnsvd l o  thirik 
140 a, 2 ~ .  A c e o d i ~ i g  to Cellso- (a* UacAh tlocs) that iclstnr.rc hkclj. 
rinua, lac. cit., and 19, 2, Philulans that surna Pytll;rgureau of the filth 
rt:ckonnctl thc  duration of the solnr century,wlla~.har irorn his imperfect 
y o t t ~  ar, 364 ~ I L ~ S  and w I~al f .  kno~lcrlyr: or  o t l i ~ r  17aruscs, mily 
Ui;clrh thinks thib i ~ ~ c r e ~ i i k l e ,  be- h ~ r c  rcrkoncd ~ h c  yclrr at 361& 
c ~ u s c  1110 year of 366 dajs i ~ ; t r l  rliqs, th i~~ l  tirat a ~ v ~ I I - ~ I L ~ o P ~ I ~ B ~  
then long h e n  k ~ ~ a w n  in  &ypt, writer o f  the tiwt ureecouclccutury 
and he gives :tri exp1an:rtion UP tile n.o., a timc T V I I O ~  the year of 365 
pdbfl&gG in C'el~borin~~s, which cei-- &%js had bcct~me quiceusu&l, should 
tlr1uly rlnrs ndt rcJnovc ttll difficul- irom ignorance hare shortened t,hii 
tics. Sch,~;irsch~nidt, p. 87, natn- period by half a day. This aoerna 
rally seer no:hu~g in th is  Llleo~.y Lu nre so ~ 1 1 o l l y  iingrol~ul~lt: tbnt if 
bnt a proof of ig r~o~nace  in the t,lis~e w r c  no 111eans of eonnrct,ing 
Z'seudo-Philolnrls. It scems to mc t h ~ e  cnml~nr:i t inn [if 8fi48 d a j s  with 
l)y no mo;rns sst:~blished that the Philolaus jwhiclz 1 cio not adunit), 
F&ptl~n y~:ii- ~vas  ~ T L U I Y I I  to I 81iould be L.UU~PIIL with 6110 f01- 
Philula~ts, an0 still loan, t ha t  he lowing conjccmre. Cet~sorin~is,  or 
lhad s r ~ c h  deeiaivci reusrjns for ~ n , r i n -  thq authlbr whom he follows, mus t  
tniniug the Egyptian rcckoni~lg hare arxiretl at these 3G4$ L+ys 
rh; i tuoc.oi~s~r ler i i~1~ns~1uu~rlkt~1~ein-  Ly a calcr~Iatitru foiluiletl on staLe- 
il~uce(l bin1 to rlnriste f rom it,. Such monts relatire tr) the great ycar 
constdcrutio~tr might Irc: fortnil by n of Yhito1;tus. Thrse statements 
Pythagorean, who plnced nunlbers may have been altered through the 
xnd cl~trl*;icteristic r!uulericsrlparal- fault of a copyist or in sornc n t l i ~ x  
lelislns above all tlliiugr, in this (cf. \nay; and Yhilolaur, in rcalicy, 



Compared wit.h the ordinary notions of the ancients, 
this theory slloms a relnarki~blc progress ill astronomy. 
For while they, presupposing that the earth mas at rest, 
derived the changes of day and night, and the seasons 
exclusively frum the suu, an attempt mas here first 
made t o  explain day and night, at any rate, bp the 
motion of the earth ; and t h o ~ i g l ~  the true explanation, 
the revolution of the ewth on its axis, was not as yet 
discovered, yet the l'ythagoretin doetrinc iu i ts  irnmc- 
diitt'e astronomical r e s u l t  direotIy Icd up to  this, and 
35  SOOD as the  phantastio ideas, which alone resulted 
from the speculat,ive presuppositions of Py tllagl~reanisrn, 
had been given up, the counte~eal-th as western hemi- 
sphere necessarily rncrged into the earth ; the central 
fire was transferred to  the earth's eerttre, and the move- 
ment of the earth around the ccntr<d fire was changed 
into ;t I-evolution on i t s  olvn axis.' 

The f<mous harmony of the spheres was a cans+ 
quenee of the motemefit of the heavenly bodies. For 
a3 every quickly moved body produces a, tone, the 
Pyt,hagoreans lielicvcd it must be thr! sanlc with Llle 
beitvenly bodies. They supposed the a~ut~elzesu uf these 
tones t o  be according to the rapidity of motion, and 
tliis again t o  he in proportion t o  t he  distance crf the 
scvcral planets, the intervals of the pbitnets correspuuded 
wit,h the intervals of sounds in the octave. Thus they 
arrived at the theory that  the heavi~nly bodies in their 

nray hnrc ntanlo 59 solar 11101111, 178 get fur t he  yeiLr 31% 
eq~ral to 89 lnnar years, plus 32 dry,+. : is  exllctly a;: wc. gzt 364$, if 
~nuntlls {instearl of 211, mrl ,  there- w e  nr8.k~ 59 ycers cyual to 720 
fore to 730 ra~olut ionn of the months. 
monn : jn wllicli case, if we t.nk1: AY Y36clib n~ell ubsemss, 
291 d q s  for the rcwlutiou of the PAilol. 123. 



rotation produce a series nf tones,' which together fo;.rr, 
an, oct,ave, or, whicli is the same thing, a hara~ony.~ The 

1 Arist. Dc Calc, ii. D, sub 
init. : ptvephv 6' ZR T D ~ T W Y ,  ST< K U ~  

~b +dver Y ; v ~ < @ a ~  $ E ~ O ~ ~ Y O Y  CTLV 
% U T ~ P Y ]  bPpiivla~, hs L T ~ , U ~ ~ Y ~ Y  

y r r o u i v w v  T&V $h$wv, KOP+&S # i v  
efpn-rar wl T ~ P L T T Z S  brb  ~ i r r  eirdv- 
TWV, 06 ~L+;IY OBTWS  ex^^ &hqEis. 
6osri  ydp TLVIV, and firsher us, 
morc ureci~ply : TOAS ~ u B a y o p ~ i a ~ s  
dwa*/~aiov t l u ~ t ~  T V A I K O ~ T W V  g~ppd. 
vwv d m p k ~ w v  yiyv~u0ar +d+wv, YtmEl 
nu1 r i j v  rap' GPS OSTE TOGS j y ~ o g f  
Z ~ d u ~ w v  L o u r  o i 5 . r ~  T L I ~ O ~ T ~  ~ d x m  
+ < p o p i ~ ~ ~ . j l h l o u  82 xu1 L T E A ~ Y ~ S ,  &L 

TC TOUO;TWY 7 b  A~'$#E  ~ U T F W V  ~d 
~b pCy~Bor qrpopEvwv .ry  ̂ ~ d ~ e i  
.roru$rqv 9opdv. dSbvauor p+ y f y r ~ -  
~ e a ,  $ 6 9 0 ~  APlixmvbv Trva r b  
fiPy~Bos. i r r < ~ f i & p e v e ~  6; r a c r a  ma1 
~ S t s  ~ a ~ v r i j ~ a s  ;K .rwv ~?TQUT(~VEWV 
C X ~ ' Y  TOLE TGU C U ~ @ W V I & V  Adyour, 
;vappdvrl(v g~rrr  yLvco%ar T+V +WY?P 

+ E ~ L I ~ ~ Y Y V  ~i lKhp T L ~ Y  ~ U T P W Y .  Or, 
according to  the commentarj. of 
~ilexxncler (Ad -4feLa~h. i .  5, p. 
29, 6 Don. 5 4 2  n, 5 ; cf. 31 
]<on. 542 b, 7 ) :  TSV yhp L T L I I ~ ~ T W Y  

T ~ V  xepl .rb pe'uov $cpop(vmv (v  
d v a ~ u - y i ~  .rbs i x o r r ~ d s ~ r s  tXdv.rwv 
. . . ~ o ~ o i u ~ c u u  6; !(a> -JiJgou d t l  r@ 
1rrarrT~r8ar rCv l Ik~  flPu.Bu~iPmv f 3 a p b ~ ,  
TGY 6 2 r z X u ~ + * ~  dth, 70Bs +dqolis 
rorirovs ~ a r r h  .r+v rr jv  b m o u ~ d o ~ w v  
i l u ~ u y ; a v  yruo ,ar rovr  c 'mpp5~r0~ T b~ 
d [  a i r &  ;IXav TOLE%. Gu61 Gi ILhn~ov 
L ~ ~ K I I  Tb p$ ~ V V U ' P I L O ~ S L B  $ebl 'T~J 
@wsqr 7a$7qs, ~ T T ~ O V  ~ o d - ~ o u  @IIULY 
~Zvuvar TX y c u v p ~ v o ~ s  ebBbr 6 i r d p ~ e r v  
r b v  qdqoe, 1Sore JL+ GidR7hov r2vu1 
apbs .r$v ivav?-iav gryflv ~ p b s  ainhv- 
Aa p o v ~ s  K U ~  ntyjjs E ~ U ~ I  r+v 
Scdyvu.rrrv, B r r ~ r  u a B L i ~ c ~  TOTS xah- 
~ o r & a o i s  6rd a u d $ e ~ a v  oh0i.r Bane; 
B ~ w p i p e ~ ~ ,  ~ a i  TOTS BvOprSrbrs ~ u 6 r b  
aup@aiuarv. W e  sh:dl yresarltly 

find other proofs which, however, 
are hardly necessary, afkr  this 
detailed expl;%natioa from our 
principal autlim.ity. 

? It has already been nbscrved 
(1). 385 , I :  2)  that the Yyt,hngore.zns 
primmil y understand by harmony 
the octave. It is also ~hr: octtave 
which is in quast,ion in the  har- 
mony of the  sphcrcs I n  the firsl; 
plwe t,ti~. name itselF inclicat cs this, 
and In the aecond the conlpsrlson 
of the pla.nstt: with tho  wren 
srrings of tho anzicnt lj-rc w a s  too 
ob~iouu  to be overtookod by the 
Yjthagoreans. T t  is also clear, 
from the  eridence of the :an- 
cients. In  tlie passage jus t  quoted 
from Aristotle, the words hd-mt T&Y 

auppwv18u cxn scarcely mean my- 
thing else than the rehtions of  the 
oe t i i~e ;  for, awarding to A r i n i ~ s -  
enns tbc Peripatetic {ii .  45) of 
the right syrnphunies of rrliicll the 
later theory creaks (Aristox. Norm. 
i .  29; E ~ ~ c l i d .  liitrod. I-larrn. p, 12 
sq., G~ncieatius, Isaq. p. 121, the 
hilrrnonistu tiefore h;s time only 
~ r n ~ l u ~ e d  the  first three, called the 
Diat~srnro:l, J)iapcntc, and Diapa- 
con (fourth, fifth, octavo). Simi- 
larly in the uerses of Alexiin- 
der of Ephesns (mentioned ~ Z ~ J W U ,  

p. 457. 4), despite the musiml 
erroys in the further develnpmsnt 
of the thought, w-hich nlartin 
(Then, Aeir~16. 358 sq.) ehpoara, 
following ddrzstus and TIreo, the 
tones of the roren planets and 
their interv:tls correspund with 
those of i.he ~euen-stringed lgrn. 
Morewer, Xieomwliur (Harm. (j,33 
q.), follo~~.cil by Eoethius (i1I1it. i. 
20, 27),  says expressly that the  
seven planets correepond exactly 



fact tlmt we do not hear these tones, they explained by 
saying that we arc in the condition of peoplc who live 

in their distances md their tones 
wich the strings of the heptachord. 
I n  contrasL with the ancient system 
(vide p, 457,4)  he places thc sun in 
the  matro ; of the scren strings, 
the lo~vest, I~avjng x t  the same t i m e  
the highe~t  tone  ( ~ r v ) , c o ~ r e ~ p o a d s  
vieh thn moun ; the h i g h ~ ~ t ,  bllt 
h a ~ i n g  the gravest tono ( w a ~ n ) ,  
co~reayonds with S:tturn, Rut.Ni- 
con~ncIlus docs not for@ b re- 
mark that his ~redecessnrs made 
the moon h d r n  (Alex. Ephes. I .  c. 
snp  c;~wlmslj. the Earth), and 
thence asooudd to Saturll the 
n - 6 7 ;  this is ndmitted by Alex. 
Aphr. among o t h c ~  (ride preceding 
note). $'~orn t hc  same ancic~lt 
source, as it appeam, Aristid~s 
Quint. ~Ifxa iii. 166, derives h ~ s  
explanitliou: TL 6r& vaniv  TBP V ~ Y  
X ~ ~ V ~ T ~ P  Zpp-SA? K ~ U ~ I U I V  [TPOWITV- 

palusr], and it is likewise fmm 
ancicnt sources that  .Krnmanuei 
Brg.ennins, Hum. {Oxon. 1699), 
Sect. i. 368,explains Inore pwt,icu- 
larly which of the planets c o r m  
sponds with mch of the swe11 

~tritlgy as to tons, assigning l1ie 
lowest tonr. to the  moon, thv hjrh- 
est to Sclturrj, the pimi to the sun. 
Cicero, or a11 ancirnt author wLom 
he takes 3s pi(!* [ Sima. C. 5), is 
manifet.scIy thiuking of tho bepta- 
chord and of the nctsrc ~ h s n  hc  
says of the dght relest,i;il hadim 
eudouetl  with motion, t h x t  two of 
thtm, blemarj and Srenus, 11s r-e the. 
name Lone ; there are consequently 
jn all. serr.o different ~ouod: : yxud 
docl?: Ikomilsts wer Y ~ Y  ineitubi aiws 
~ x t i h ~ s  ~ ~ C T P I C P G  szbi wdidlm i91. 
hmc Innmt. Only he m&es the 
heaven o f  fixed stars take pxrt in  
the music ; to them he a~cribes the 

highest go~md, and LEV, Iumest tn 
thp-moort. I n  Pliny, Hist. Nat. ii. 
22, 84, Q t h ~ p y : ~ ~  dctcnnines, ac- 
cording to the same system, the 
distance of celestial bodies. The 
distance of tlre moonfrurn the e ~ h h  
(reckoned b3*I'ythgoras at. 126,000 
stadia nccording tn e. 21), being 
taken as equiralent to  one lone, 
that between the sun  and moon is 
placed a t  2: tones, anti that be- 
tween the hear-cn of'fixed sbtrs 
&ad tlic sun at, 3; : ita septcm luraos 
tfii qunm dmpason fir*m?owiawz 
oocant. 3'0 doubt this h s c  is a 
rrtisundemtanding ; hut a misno- 
der~t~ndin:: that might ~as i ly  xrise, 
if we reflect that tllc earth, he- 
ing immovable; could not produce 
any noi~nd ; t h a t  conseqnently the 
real distalice of t h e  ponoroas bodies 
answws exnct1~ to that of the 
cl~ortIr;; for! from tho moo11 to  t h o  
sun is R fourth (the snn only takes 
this place i a  the n e ~  tfieury), fram 
t h e  firin to the heaven of f i x ~ d  star< 
a- fifrh, and the eight.bntinds tinitvd 
f i ~ r m  an ortarc of nix tonnn. 'rhn 
other calcul~tion (~ccwdinp to 
F11it.D~. An. &DCT.~I .  9, lnZ. 8 ~cI., 
and C~nsorin .  Di. h'ct. c. 13), ~ h i c h  
i-eckoa.sfrnm theearth (placcrl a n t h e  
a p o u A a u f f a ~ ~ ~ v ~ r  one tone IOU-er 
Ihan the h&y) to the syn three 
tones and a half, and from tllnnca 
to the heoven of fixer1 stars. 23- 
rires, i t  is trnc, the correce n~tn~ber 
af tones---six ; but  it omits the 
m~l tenws  of the earth (for wc-a have 
nothing t o  do here with thi: theory 
of Fhilnlaus of the moremonr: nf 
the earth), and it clocs not agree 
nit,h the dirisiou of the ockchorrl 
rrhicl~ rrequiree x fifth, from the 
pim to t h e  fir*. These authors, 



in a smith's forge ; from our births we are unceasingly 
hearing the sa.me sound, and so are never in u position 
t o  take notc of its existence from the contrast of silence.1 

Iike Cicero and Pliny, nlnkc the  
fjxed hexvon, thc h ~ ~ a v i s ,  partici- 
pate in  t he  celeat,%ll music. On the  
othsr band, a t  thc conimencernsnt 
of the ellapter, Cen~or iuas  rcst.rirts 
it to the srveu planets. which is 
correct. The contradictiun uf this 
with what ho elsewhere says, is 
another proof that he is fulldwinp 
an ancient source, the meaning of 
which he does not fully cumpre- 
hend, According to Xartin (Kt?c&t 
slrr le Tiniln, ii. 37), the sounds of 
thc octa~o ,  being simul- 
tnaeonsIg, do not furm a symphnng. 
But the Pythagorsnns didnor diow 
their imaginations to bs fettered, 
either by this  difficult,y or by others 
we h a ~ e  mentioned, and which are 
for the most, pa1.t csaminsd by hrib- 
rotle. Milacrob. Soma. SvLp, ii. 1, sub 
fin., reckons the extent of rhr: celes- 
ti$ a~rnplinn?; a t  foar oetaceu, and s 
fifth (dcprt ing from the tjystem of 
harmonic numbers in the Ern@?rs, 
ii. 37 by one toue only, vjdcplrt.11. 
a. 653 sq.). Anatolius, ap, lambli- 
chum, TILcol. Arztlm. 66, distribu- 
ting after bia mailnor the tones 
aIuoug the colostial hodies, makes 
i t  two octascs md a tone. Plu- 
tn.rrh, C. c. c. 32, gootes an  orininn 
afreraards cor~terted by Yt-ulrmy 
(Harm. iii. 16) .  accnrcling to which 
the  eounds of the seven plmetu 
artsrpcr to thnse of the Raven jnv* 
rinble chords ir: the  lyrr: of fifteen 
stririqs : then hn quoles another 
opinion, according t o  which the 
dishnces of the pl:ineix would be 
analogouu to the five tet.raeh~ril of 
the co~nple t~  syhtam. These irlsas 
cn.nnot possildy hay: belor~ged to 
thc  ancient Pytb:igoresns, for the 

derelopment of the harmonic sys- 
tem and the augmt?ntat,ion of the 
number of chords which thry pre- 
suppose, aro of a later data. Ac- 
cording t,n an npinioll n.srrihcrl to 
Pythngorenns by Plutarch ( I .  C. 31))  
each of the ten ce1esLinl bodies, 
aninlaled by movement, is sep* 
r:it.ed from tho body below i t  by a 
distanca threc times as great as 
the d i s tanc~  separztting this from 
the  nexb lowest. This opinion has 
unthing tn do with lhe calcul~t.ion 
of tones in t h o  spheral hnrmuny, 
and the Fsrlle rem:trk applies to 
w h ~ t  Plato sky+ (Rep. 1. 616 C 
sqq.; Tim. 36 D, 38 C sqq.) of t ho  
distanccsand~docity oftlie pbnets, 
thuugh harmony iu rncntioned in  
the first of these passages. Among 
ruodscos. cf. on this question, first 
the c1nseical esmy of Rtickh i n  the 
Sfzcdi~~n v, Dffiecb und Crez~zm, iii. 
87 sqq. (norv m. ~ ' h r .  iii. 169 sq.), 
where the correspondcnco of the 
celestial harmony with the dis- 
tances of the heptscho~d is also 
explained in rcqartl to the ancient 
sysEem : and lastly, Martin, Et,i4drs, 
ii. 37 bqq. 

Tllifi ih  tho  opinion of his -  
h t t e  aud Heracleitus, Allcg. ~Iv~Iz. 
c. 12, p. 24 Mehl. The latter 
adds, ns a possible reason, the grcat 
disttnec of the hoarcnlp bodies. 
Simplieins, it is true, De Lhln. 211, 
a, 14 ; 8c?ot. 486 b, I 1  sqq, thinks 
this too ordinary a reason t o  be 
hcld Ly a school. the fuun~icr of 
which hxd hin~sclf heard tlie hm- 
mony of tho spheres, and gives 
this sublimer reason (also indicated 
by Ciceru, S o m a .  C. 5, togcthar 
with that of Aristotle) that the 





mrll as the Pythagoreans ; and it is n questioi, in the 
second place, whether, supposing him t o  mean the 
Pythagoreans only, he simply reproduces their theory 
without any admixture of his own presuppoitions. 
But the theory of the spheral cl~tlrmony, though It 
primarily related t o  the planets alone, was btsed on 
a unii ersal thought, t h e  very thor~gllt that Aristotle 
atttlributes t o  the I'ythagrneans (iMctaph. 1, 5), viz., 
tllat t he  wllole ~irli,erse is a Ilarruony. This thought 
directly resulted, as we have seen, fiom the Fel crption 
or presentiment of a regular order i a  the distai~ccs and 
movements of the heavenly bodies : what the eye sees 
in observing the stars, that the eiw hears in the concord 
of tones.' Engrossed with symbol$, and little con- 
cerned with the PI ccise d~rcrirninatlor~ of concepts, t h e  
I'ythagoreans iilent~fied harmony w ~ t , h  the octave; 
after this it wits e a ~ j  for tkcm to regard tlie celestial 
harmony alio as an octave, anrl the seven pbueta as 
the grildelz strings of the heavenly l~eptachorrl. This 
poetical thought doubtless cunlt: first ; tlie intellectual 
arguments rvhioh, according to  Aristotle, were brought 
fol-ward to justifv i t  are certainly posterior. 

The chief f i~nction of the fire of the circumference, 
in the  Pythagorean theory, was to hold the cos~nos 
t~get~hcr  as a. covering erv~hracing the n7hole: and ou 
this account thcy scem to have called it necetsit.~~.~ It 

Plato, Rep. rii. 430 D : KEY- Horm, p. 286 [Frnym. Pkilos. i. 
Gvvttkr, ;#wp, &5 ,AS &rrpovo.u;av 564): ~ r p i  r r  S$ 6 s  .rir i i o ~ p w v  
5ppa7a W ~ ~ V ~ E Y ,  &f npbs  F'vappdu~or srryar6ros K U ~  f 'a r roA~v ual 6 6 m w v  
$op&v &a ? T E T ~ ~ & ~ L ,  ~ a l  UBTM TU~&(LI)EEY &.U?Y S ~ ~ Y Y Y V I V ,  ICE; 

bhhAhmir b8ah+ui T L P ~ S  ai <~irnfpai ~ u p e ~ p f u ~  K U ~  & ~ L ~ ~ G I I  ~ a 1  rib% $ K ~ Q T U  

dvar, As of T E  nuOaydg~iot $wt ~ a ;  n ~ ~ l  ,uovur~i js '  .ra;ra ybp .ria paoh- 
+,ueis, r ~ a d ~ r w u ,  ~ v y ~ w p a C p w .  Gf. para 8040Cun e t u ~ v  66CAqhd. 
Archytas :tp. Purpli. i ? ~  Ptokn~ .  2 This appear8 to me t o  result 
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is  not improbable also tha-t tbey derived the light of 

the stars from it, and in a certain degree that of the 
sun;' there are reasons too for supposing l;llst they 
believed that this $re, or a radiation fxom it, was seen 
in the milky wayn2 Beyond the circle of fire lay the 
from the  mutllntcd passag ap. h ~ b h  <f. w i ~ ~ ~ t b c h .  Edt. 3 828. 2, 
Flnt. .Fl~ic. i. 25, 2 (Stob. 1. 1 5 8 ;  379) rbegarris 'Atrhy~r, ns synnny- 
Gklcn.  c. 10, p. 261 ; TI>r.orl. Car. mow withharmnny. Butalthough 
Gr. A+$ vi. 13, p. 87) : I I v B u ~ d o a s  Diug. mys {~i i i .  8.5) that, t~ccorjing 
bvciyyrr~v &pq n € p i ~ € ~ d ~ r  T@ r b ~ p y ,  to Philolnus d l  tllings Lklie place 
Ritcer jnjth. Pkd.  183) finds in irvdyrcn lral &ppvvia, me must not 
t h i s  passage the Lhoufiht thnz the conrliirle from this that  Philolhus 
Knlimited i u  embrirana the m r l d  idcntifiod necessity with harmony ; 
tmnsforms i L  to something limited, for it could not he said of hrrnlony 
aiid au1)jecls it to nutulrxl n e w s  that ic e~ivelopes the world. 
sky. Uut aaonrding lio t i l e  Pyt.ha- Vide p. 460. 1. 
gorean doctrine, the Ilnli~nicrrl  Tliis conjccturo, whir11 we 
ra.nnnt. be co~lreired as t.lint; which already find in  U6ckh (Ptilol. 091, 
enlbraces ox l imits ; acpuTvov and is Ermnded upou the intillration 
d ? r ~ t ~ n r  :tw dinmct.riatlly nppohed whit11 he also girts (XI .  ~Schr. iii. 
to tach otllrr. Similnrly, t h e  297 sq.) that Platn, in  spealiing u f  
d u d y ~ q ,  by which Pltllo in the the hgltb which en~dopos  the 
Tin~@us aertsinly Irlexm na tu rd  morlcl (Rep. X. elti B sq ): 8 s  the 
nrccssity xs distinguisherl Ron1 Q n o ~ d , u a ~ a  of x ship, in all prol~r- 
the di\~ine activit'y workin$ to an bility is thinking of  themilky nTy. 
and, ct~nrlot  1mrc !;ad this r;lgnitic;+ O f  this light it is said that i n  ~ t s  
tion with the k'ythtlgorea~>s ; for bosom the circles of h e a ~ e u  unite 
thc idoa of t.hiu opposition is, :ts - -and it i h  from these circles that 
we h:t\-e s e ~ n  ( B Z I ~ ~ ~  p. H97), alien the spindle o f  'Arctyicn prueaeds, 
t o  them. Keccsbity seems rat.hcr that ctpindle which (GI  7 R) turns 
t o  mcnn, wit11 them, the  birxid of upon the knees of 'Aukyq. If we 
thc universe : and when t,hcy say ~ o n ~ b i n e  these passages with thuse 
tha t  i t  ~ I U ~ ~ A C ~ R  the worl~ i .  we quoted in the  prcceiling ~lote, i t  
think lxlosl mrturally of the fire of seems p~bnbable thal the firs of the 
the pcriphary. Plat0 sterna 1.0 peripha~,~,  which, ss the  bond of 
confirm %his view wbel~ (Rep. x. the \vnrIil, was called ' A V ~ ~ K ~ .  is 
617 B), inspired with thc Fytha- the same i ts  thc milky 7v;~y. TTTith 
gurwu spirit, hr: makes the spin- this pasea.ge of Plato wo may also 
dle with t h e  circles of the rusmos cunneet- the stntempnt ap.St.ob.Kcl. 
t u r n  upun tila knees of 'A~dyrv ,  i. 2.56 : oI i L ~ b  nuOaYdP~u T ~ V  K I ; ~ L O V  
~vhjch conssqi>e.ntly hcrc embraces ++a;pav . . . p4vou 6 )  ~b d v h ~ a ~ o a  
all t.hr s p l ~ o ~ c s  ahlre I n  tlie uftn~u X S P  K ~ P O C L ~ ; ~ .  According to HbcIih, 
manner lambl. m i t e s  {Th, Ahthin. Plxto compares this light to u. 
p. 61) : T ~ I J  ' A V ~ Y K ? I U  0 ;  8 ~ n h b ~ o L  7j column, because the r-ertical cone 
TO; T U U T ? ~ S  o;pavoC iFwB.tg 4vr.yr of the  rnillry way wouLd appeiir 80 
(ci-jrele) &qyui i r i .  Tfrsrhdt. ( J i ~ b -  if seen irom some particular point 



Unlimiteii, or the  limited air (~rrv~Gpa), from which 
the universe draws its breath.' That there must be 
outside the world. It is a qusu- F K ~ B T W Y  17;s ~ d p a s  id, Plilt, Pkc.  
tion, homouer, wllethcr the PytLa- ii. 9 (Gnlen. c. 1g: ui  fiir irn8 
goreans did not, lat,her Lelievc t h l ,  nueqdpov. $~.rbs rlvar TOG u d v o u  
tho  firt: of the periphery flai~ed up K G Y ~ Y  (cf. next note), E : S  6 d v a x ~ ~ ?  
from the norrhcni summit  of tha 6 ~ h q o g  ~ a 1  ;( 05. But, for the 
milky way, irl a, gredt column rest- reason already given, p. 486, 2, w e  
irjg on & r i d e  ~JFLSC and termimtkinfi ouaht not  to ident,ifj- tllifi Unlf- 
jnx p i n t ,  and whether this opinion mitarl -.pith the $rr; of t l ~ e  pcrl- 
did not iinflarnce the expusition of pherg-, for it i s  novheyr* drsr.ril>etl 
P1:rto. I oa.nnot agree wit11 the an b ~ i l ~  t i ~ ~ y ,  6ul aa9 the L o u n d l e ~ ~  
aIterr>tions ill thc Lest proposed by $tilir (krist. fi.~t,,~~., p. 414. 2), fru111 
Lirohn ( D .  Muton. Xtnat: p. a82 which tho ~ o r l d  inhales its .irvo<. 

sq.). 'Illis doctrine o f  i.he fire of It is true tllat, the pmsage i n  Sirn- 
t,he periyhcr~, or  at. least of its plicius, r k i ~ h  mil l  pre;e~rtlv be 
identitry ~ i t h  the milkywhy, scorns citpd, nlaf os the heaven d fired 
£o 11:~~-o haen crmfinn~l tu  n part of Stars to be imrntdi:tlo~y I~urrnd~i l  
t h e  schooi. For in what concerns by t h e  & ~ . ~ i ~ o v ;  bnt i t  is %clllex.ion 
the milky way, Arirtotle, although &ether Archytns undcrvqfood by 
t.hc fire of the periphery \rag not Zcxa.rov the heaven of fixed sr:trs, 
unknown t o  him (ride UB Cml~, ii. and not the outermost circle ul' fi1.e. 
1 3 ;  t11~ \t70ds ~b 6' k p ~ u r ,  ~d for the words ~ y p v l i  TG drhavc? 
.rb p.'uov dpas, ciccd p. 444. 1, o$pnvc are c+r:ninlp H. q10f.s of t11e 
evidently relate to tlrjs fire). qnotks historian ; :: P~:l~nrr{,r~nn mould 
(Jfedcrcol. i .  8)  from t h e  I'ythugo- not, hny-e ; . ~ : q l l r l  t F l ~  rx:rrnnl ~ l r t .  
reR1l 6rh001 (&v ~ d o v ~ d v t v r  nda- of t h o  ~mrld  oApavds. IljtIl t h i l ~ k ~  
yopeiwv rrvks'i thc o])inion t h a t  th* Jii. :b, $31 sq. ; b, 2563 t , l ~ a ~  by the 
nlillcy wag ia the trace u r  course of dxQpnr placr!d o~ltside the mr ld  
o i ~ e  uf t h o  starh tha t  f e l l  i n  tho WP kh0~11dundcrstanrI t h e p r i m i t i ~ e  
catastrophe of P l~ i t e t on ;  or else a divillitP :IS the infinite spirit. But 
course once tra~crscd by t h e  sun, this opinion is eririenLlp crroneuuq. 
but naW abandol~ed. Ti~is vFiinion t o ~ e t l l e r  with all that depandeupnn 
is also fuuud in  Dlyrnp, and Philo- it--for t,lw &+ctpov as conipared 
ponub rtd h. I .  (i. I BS, 203, Id), wit.11 t h o  Limited i;i, from t l ~  Py- 
and in Bcoii. H Z ,  i. 571 (Pint,. ph. thngorean point of view. sorncthjna 
iii. 1 ,  z), witl1ont any 0 t . h ~ ~  indim- evil :tud imosrrect; thr: bvdq.rov nal  
tion of its source. such opiniulls b.;hvyov (Pl~ilnl. ap. Stab. l;"cl. i. 10).  
cannot he itttrihxteii tu P h i l o l ~ u ~ .  I n  thr. Pyth;lgor~;6n f r a ~ n e n t x ,  

Arist. Ph:j$. iii. 4, 203 a, 6 ! eren the most recent, the w r d  
oi ~ > u  nueraydp~~ol . . . c h a t  ~b a " a ~ ~ ~ n s  is never appli~d to the 
f&n 705 o;pavo9 Rrsrpov. f i id. iv. l>eit,y. Tf dristntle speaks of the 
6 ;  vide Y ~ I L J ) I . I I . .  p. 414. 2 ;  Stoh. i. i i 7 T ~ 1 ~ 0 ~  svrG,us outside the world. 
380: da 82 ~ 4 ;  r e p :  +IS nusmydpuv this. does not tell in T8x~our cf 
p1han+ias v r J ~ y  y p a ' $ ~ ~  [ 'Ayra~o-  Riith's opinion, bui aprtin~t it. 
.r;hns], T ~ P  O ~ P G P ~ P  clval GR, d b b l -  Does AristotIp. or Rng other 
udyraRaa 6' f'rc r o c  &rflpou xpdvov pl~ilosophcr antcrinr tn t11e Stoics, 
-rt ~cui nuoh9 ttal rb ~evbv ,  "0 1iopl& w e r  cdi the spirit xveCpa? 

= a 2  
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an Infinite of this kind out.side the worlcl, Arehytas 
had proved.l From it, tirne as well as the void had 
entered the r~or ld .~  But this notion is exceedi~igly 
obscure and vogue, for which, not only our authorities, 
but the Pythagoreans themselves tue doubtless respon- 
sible. On the one hand, by the void we muat ~mcler- 
stand empty space, which here, as often besides, is not 
tii~tinguisheil from $pace filled with a i r ;  on the other 
hand, the void divides all things, even numbers, from 
each other. Thus t w o  different meanings of the rx- 
pression, the logicai and the physical, are confused 
together; and wit.h the same canfusion of f h o ~ r ~ h t ,  timc, 
on account of its successive infinity, i s  said t o  come 

simpl. Ph?js. 108 a :  ' A p y h s  
E, 2s q5~rrr EtlSnpc$, v&ws 
rbv Xdyov- AJ 14 <uxd~y $jyni~v 76 
&%havci 0 ; ~ a v 6  ysvdpevor, adrepov 
2u~aluaipi  BUT+V x ~ i p a  ;4 ~ b v  b6BFou 
cir .rd f [w,  3 &;a &u; i-b p;ll 0511 ph 
l a ~ e t v r i v ,  6 r u r r u v  E; fii Z K T F ~ Y W ,  
 TO^ u(;~,uu 3 T ~ W P S  ~a G K T A T  ; V T U ~ .  

B<ofcr<l 52 oS6iv, hs pa8god,u~8a. bd  
rldv Ra61s;~ar ~ ; l u  a L ~ h v  T ~ ~ N O P  i n i  

TO if] ~ ~ U ~ ~ V ~ ~ ~ Y O Y  PiPns, K ~ ;  7ar,- 
rov  ; P W T ~ U P I ,  KAL e i  $12 ;repnu 
Zmai, 29' % 4 pd@ns. 8 v ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~  ~ a l  
l i n ~ l ~ r ~ u .  h-a1 c; u&za, 6(Strurar 
sh rrporrcl,ueroe~ ~i 82 7 h o s .  Sari 8; 
~ d n o s  .r;l ;v i$ u G d  ;U.TIP 3) S~YUIT '  
&r clulvcrr, 78 B i  B U Y ~ ~ E L  AS $v xP;I 
~ t O ; v a ~  ;a; ~ l u  28ir9u, ~ a i  oB.rw$ ku 
dq d?rerpov K U ~  T ~ T D P .  The 
explanations of Eudenius are here 
added to the demonstration of 
Archyt~s, as i n  pmwd by che ez- 
p r e s s i n i l ~  B a G r e T ~ a r  and <pwdarr,  
xiid the Aristotelian phrabe (I'h:ya. 
iii. 4. 203 b, 3 0 ;  Mctaph. jx. 8, 
1060 a, 6) : .rh 6vvBrct As 6u, &e., 
ant1 as it is  prnciecly on tha t  phrase 
that the proof of t h e  corporeal 

n a t u r e  of the Unlimited rests, all 
rclati~ig t~ that idea nlust liclong 
tcr Euclamna ; the  only thing vhich 
lielnngs t o  lrchgttlv is  ha q u ~ s -  
tion : 2v r4 ;oxdry - cjrr iiv; JVs 
fi1ic1 nnot1ir.r proof in  favour of 
cinpty space in Ariet. Phys. iv.  9, a 
stattnrrent reproduced : ~ u d  com- 
men:ed 011 hy Tlterniat. in. H. 1. 43 
a (;<[I2 r q ) ;  Siinpl. Ph.ya. 161 a ;  
Dc Ctzlo, 2Ii7 a, 33. According 
t o  him. Xothun haid thxt without, 
t l ~ r  Void, there could not be r a re -  
fitction or condensation, and that  in 
order tlvtr there might be move- 
ment, snlne b o d i o ~  must traniiccntl 
the bour12arias of the world, 1.0 
nlalie roorrl fur the boclies i n  motion. 
The world must nvedom (kupard 
7 b  h v ) .  SimpIicins c:ills this 
Yuthus Poibos d tIu8aytiprxds. But 
it i s  11c1t stated wtietlier he was a 
truc Pyth,xoiwan, or had maroIy 
(\?do i!t+[g7n, p. 1 1  $1, jn tllc mmiler 
of Ecphantus, cr~rnl~ined the tbsory 
of atorus with the Pythagorean 
dootrina. 

his t .  Thy$. i~ .  6 ; Stob. i. 380. 



from the T:nlimit,cd, that is, from infinite space. In  
t,bis rve see the fantastic method of the Pythagorean 
school, of ml-tidl we havc a.lready bad so many proofs. 
We have no right to attempt t o  destroy i t by a precise 
definition of the concepts, nor to draw frorn j t  conclu- 
sions, rvbich have no other certain wa~rilrit within the 
syst,ernS1 For t h c  snme I.en.son it ought ?lot t o  aurpriac 
us t i l u t  time, which, according to  the above representa- 
tion, entered thc firmament from the  Unlimited, slioold 
.it.selE ;~gx.in be identi6ed "~itith the celestid ~pller(: ; thc 
former doctrine involves the concept, of time as ~ i t h o ~ i t  
limit ; thc latter asserts t l ~ a t  the sky is by its motion 
the measure o f  t,ime :a tlie pcrfcct 1-econcilii~tiou of these 

Cf. p. 41 1 sq. 
Hint,. Plar. i. 21 (St.oh. i .  

349 ; Galen. a. 10,p. 2.5) : n~Ocry6- 
PUP rbv X ~ ~ Y O V  ~ j j u  u+uipav ~ n ;  

W ~ I ; X U ~ T O F  (balm. : T.  ncyr;~. hpcis 
' udparu5) ~ l u a r .  a s t ;~t~l l rcnt  ir.lrich is 

confirmed by Aristotle and ;Sirn- 
plicius. For Anstutie says, PLys. 
i\-. 10, 318 n., 33 : oi pir  -)bp r + v  
r o c  dhou ~ i v v o r v  ~ l v a l  @aviv j ~ b ~  
xpdaou] ,  o i  82 7 h u  ul;luipuv u6rilw, 
H I I ~  Sirnl,li~.i~~~ fiwttle~ I U I U L I P ~ S ,  p. 
166: o I  p i u  7318 T O G  ahov ~ivnrrr 
~ a i  r r ~ ~ ~ ~ l l r ~ h v  T ~ V  X P d ~ a v  ~Tval  
+arrrv, &s .rbv TIhd~cuva uop~<ouuiv 8 
IF E 6 S q p s .  K. 7. .I., n! 8; T ~ U  

@a?pau U ~ ~ T ~ J J  TO; o ; p a ~ o ? ~ ;  is -robs 
TIuflu-/opi~obs ~ T T C L P O G E ~  h&ye~v ui 
naou.~u;navrts  Grwr TUG 'Apxljrou 
(the eat(:gorirs fi~lsely :ucri bed l o  
A r ~ h ~ t a s  ; U E  l't. iii. b, 113, 2 cd.) 
~ ~ ~ o ; r o z  rreedhou r b v  xpdvov 8rdu- 
TVpa r;ls 70; T ~ V T ~ S  +:usws. I n  a 
s imi l>~~ .  manner, R C C U I ' ~ ~ I I ~  to P~uL. 
Do 1 s .  32, p. 364 ; Clem. Sti-cn2. 7. 

571 B ;  Psrgh. Vat. P~tli .  41, t !~e 
sea m s  spoken of by the Pythsgo- 

reitnr as Lhc te:m of Cro~ns .  
Crnnfis is tile god of the s k y  whose 
trill's ( t h e  rain) had, i l s  they ceu- 
ceived, funned the st& viclc e.trprn. 
p. 91, 8. I cannut reeuguise nly 
opiuior~ in the  terms empiuyaJ by 
C ~ ~ I I ~ I I C ~ ,  ;I, 171 sq., to  ~ P ~ I ' ~ I [ I I I C O  
the :tbove reinark. Nor call I tLis- 
C1143 either his objectioua ur 1ii.u 
a lh r r~p t  to  find the sense of the 
Pyih,~go~*c:ln [lefiuition i l l  Pscuclo- 
Pyt,hi~gursan v-ritj n g .  

" I r k t ,  1. c , gir.t,s :another mo- 
tivo : ;j 6 ;  TOG 8 h o u  ~ g ~ r i p a  IBo[e 
pivro7s si~iroOlrrv e h a ~  b ~ p d v u r ,  6 r r  
;i. ~t 76 Xpd:.Q T&TA ;#TI  KC^ e'# lii 
TOG Zhou rr@a(pq, arrrl t . 1 ~  definition 
atl.j.ibu t,rd cn Arc!iytas in Simpli- 
c i l r ;  Inay hr ~ntrrpreted i n  this 
srma.ce. B u t  th is  reason does not  
secm to I ~ n v o  ci>rno rrolr~ .lrrhy::ts. 
1 hllnuId rather conjrcturo it to  
llarc bccn givcn ~ f t e r  his timr. 
Cr t r~r~s  m u d  3t first ~ B V C  bcen 
wish the P>~th,yorcsns, au n i ~ h  
PJIFESE~C!CP, h sjmbolical. urin1eIor 
the sky. Vide preceding uoto. 



two doctrines was doubtless not attempted by the 
Pgthagorems.1 

This theory necessitated the ahandonmerlt of t,he 
origirdl view of t.he world as a surface vaulted over by 
a hemispherical cavitp; and the conecption of upper 
and lower ~ \ i i s  rrcdr~ced to  that of greater or lesser 
d is twce  from the ~ e n t r e ; ~  the  lower, or that Ij ing 
nearer to the centre, was called by the Pythagoreans the 

I cannnt regard then1 as M- 

cordant, nor can I agree with 
Eockh (IJ/iilol. $3) that  t,he Py- 
t]~ngorc:~un called Time the sphere 
of the enibraci~rg, so far as it has 
i t s  foundation in the r n l j m i t e d .  
For, on rht: one hand, the Unli- 
m i t e d  could not be designated as 
r$aFita TO; I IC~IE '~OYTOS;  ~xnd, on 
the other, th is  csprcssion i s  other- 
w ~ s c  explained in the ytrsvage uf 
Aristotle hitherto overlooked. Thc 
i~~rIicrttion of ~ l r ~ t n ~ * c ! l  (Plat. QLL. 

1-iii. 4, 3, p. 100i), accord~ug t o  
~vl~ieli Pythagrmts dcfined Time as 
the son1 ot the dl1 or of Zeus, 
merits no relitbnce. Cf. p. ~ 4 B t i  sq. 

This point, it: is trne, is not 
establisllisllocl by t bc  t,cstimony nf 
Aristotle, Bs Ccelo, ii. 3.255 a, 10. 
Ari r to r l~ ,  in cunbiclering [ h e  qoes- 
tiox pir!>ether the h s n n n r  have an 
nbnrr a n d a  bclow, u. r i ~ l ~ t .  and n 
IrR, a before and 11~[ behind, finds it 
s!rrmge tha t  the Pytllaqortaritl 860 
rduar ~ a b ~ a r  Apxhs ;hiyov, .rb 8rtthv 
~ a i  r b  i P ~ n r ~ p b v ,  rds  62 ~ d ~ r u p a r  
?y~p!h~uov oi@v G T ~ O Y  K V P ~ R S  uGuas. 
But this means to say t11:at in 
the ~nti le  of O ~ P O ~ ~ ~ R S ,  ri,rle p. 361, 
these two cntcgr~rics nlvrto nre  
mentioned. In fact, howeror, the 
Ahovn and thu Below iin t h e  uni- 
rersc wcre rcdnced to the Exterior 
and the Interior. Fkiln6 ap. Stob. 
EcL i. 360 (Bijckh, Philol. 90 ff; 

n. Zosm. flysi. 120 sq.): ~ P B  ~ o l  
F C ~ O V  rh t i v ~  8rL ~ i ; v  a h &  ruir 
K ~ T W  8 ~ ~ 1 ,  r h  &YW 7 o i  p i a ~ ~  h s -  
~u.avr i~s  K E ~ ~ E V C I  TOTS K ~ T W  (i.e., tlte 
orrirr of the sphcrcs, f~orn  a l ~ o ~ c  
to the centre, is the rol>trrlry of the 
o ~ d a r  from the centre l o  the lowest 
point) 707s yhp ~ c d r w  r h  ~ a ~ ~ r r i r w  
p'ua ?o.rlv  on^^ ~ V W T ~ T O I  ~ a 2  
r b  Ehhu huudrwr. rpbr yhp rb,u&uov 
.rair& ~ T L P  E K ~ T E P U ,  6va  w* FETE- 

&v~*rai ( = .rrA$v &r pa-rrv ; cf, 
T3ijrlil1, Phzlol. 90 sq. ; D. koam, 
eysf. 120 sq.). Tn tlie words TOG 
y&p d r w ,  e:c., thc tcxt is o\-irlently 
corrupt. To corrcct i t ,  1 should 
pr,npos~, ( I )  0it11ez to strilio o u t  
pcua, which is only .y conjecture 
ibr p(Tu, :tnd ie rutirrly m a n t ~ n g  
in  severnl mauuacriyts; so that 
the souse would tllclr be : ' f u r  Lo 
t l~nse who are on the under side, 
the  I!>neat seeins highest ; ' or clse 
(21, to  r e a t i ~ o ? ~  y+ * d r w  (for thoie 
15-ho in11:~bit the regioi~ of tho  
world, which, according to the  or- 
din;iryop~niun i~ I ) I . ~ o w .  and which 
f ~ o m  our point of vitw is on the 
odier side of the u e u t ~ o )  ~ a ~ w r d - r w  
T& ,u&Tu ;UT;P $ b ~ € p  TOTS ZPW, KR: 

r b  iihha S o z ~ h w s .  The corrections 
proposi.d by Leop. Scfirr~idt, Q u m L  
E~~wharnree, Bonn, 1846, p. 63, 
a i d  by Xutzhon~ (IJhilal .  xxii. 
1865, p. 33T),sccm to  rile not very 
happy. 



right side of the world; that ivhic11 was farther from 
the centre, the left ; for they regarded the movement 
of the heavelily bodies from west t o  east as n progressiv~: 
motion, and accordingly they assignecl to the centre, 
as hefitt,ed its importance in the universe, tht: plrtce of 
honour on t,hc right side of the bodics o f  the -rvnrld.' 
They also held the lipper portions of the universe to 
he the most pcrfcet, and distinguisl~ed t.l~t! outermost 
circle of firc from the circles of the  stars, dhiding these 
again into the circles above and below the moon; 
so that, the universe was divided into three regio~v, 
Olympus, I:osmos, :incl Uritnos2 Olympus contiaiaed 

' Simpl. De Cmlo, 176 b, 37 ; to tlic oppnsi~ion of the  superii;r 
~Tcj101. 492 b, :39 : (oi rIvOa~,Ydp~tob) and inferior hemispheres of tlie 
Bs ahrbr T@ B C U T ~ ~ ~  . T ~ P  nuua- earth;  i r ~  regn~rl 60 t,his, the  Py- 
ywyljs 7i.v neOayopr~irr  ia70pri, TUG thxgnr~ans maink in ,  ill opposition 
Bhou oirpsun,oir r$ ,u&v tiuw h6ycturrrr t o  hrist,o~le, t!l:~t our he~n ibphnr~  

7; E &  K&W, KR;  ~b P ~ P  K ~ T W  js turned t u w i l d ~  ~ l l e  pcl-iyrlleq o f  
TOG uiipavlrD d ~ [ i b a  c7uar, r b  6 2  drw the mol-Id, and is in r~rdjnary lan- 
bpto.rcpiv, K U ~  GPicr $v T@ r&rw guspe the supcrior hernlrphera. 
eluai. These a u r d s  seem to con- Arlstotla, . f ~ r ~ , r t  hi8 ~t l~r idp~i r t t ,  
tradict w h t i ~  Aristntlasaps, Do Cmlo, cailed it the right : tho Pythago- 
i i .  2, 283 h, 25 : ( o I  TIuOay.) $,uCs. rea,ns rnrlsL t~nro called it the left. 
hvw T C  T U I U G U I  na; ;v T@ Tir[r@  pip^^, Tide prcctding 11ote;rrrd Stob. 
-robs 6' Z K E ~  K ~ T W  x~ l i  & T @  ~ ~ L I T T E ~ $ ,  i 488, t h e  col~tir!a;~tion of tht! text; 
136ckh, howeror {d. iss l i t .  flyst. cited p. 444, 4 : rh $P 08u ~ U W T ~ T W  

~i)li sq.), llnr s!lo\vn how the two p i p s  706 T E ~ L L X V V ~ O S ,  i u  $ T+V iihz- 
asrmtions are cor~ip~t.ll)le, and how +iuerav E ~ P U I  7w"v u ~ s r x ~ i a r  'Ohup- 
t.kre. i.rlij~ctions n.ro t n hc mct, n-hirh, ~ o v  ~ah.5;  L+rht;han~_) T& 8; bnb ~ i ) v  
according t o  Sirnpliciuh Iuc. cit., .TOG 'Oh;prov+op&r, Lu ~ T U ~ V  aims 
l io~li ltr: ; ~ n d  his predecessor, ,\leu- 'Irhavfi-ar JLFS' $L(OU ~ a j  @ r h S ~ s  
andel.: sr~rI Jrlore ~etf in t ly  Qruppe, 7 c ~ d X e ~ i ,  rriflcov, 7 4  7' h b   ohr rots 
d ,  kosri~. $yd. (b .  GP. 6 5  sqq., i ? r o ~ F * h ~ v d v  ~t KU: T C P ~ ~ C L O I ~  ,abPos, 
iwonght fnrrvilrd. The mention f'v $ T U  r*r q r ~ o ~ i i r c r 8 6 ~ n v  YEV(UEYS,  

of th r  crvraywy+. in Simplicius, ohpavdv. K U L  m p l  pkv ~h ~ e r a ~ ~ I v ( ~  
rehlss to the diribion of the. Uni- TGU PCTB&V(UII yi)u~ffBu~ r$v u o + ~ a v  
versa into au upper or cxtcru;aI, r e p l  6k rh. revdpsve 7 %  6.ral;Lus T ~ V  

and a lower o r  internal region, Lpr++v, . r c ~ d a v  plv $ ~ ~ i v s r ,  Br~he 
the Intter, indudirlg t h e  ewth :~nd 8; ~ 4 6 7 ~ ~ .  CC on th is  p i u t  Biickh, 
the counter-earth, i s  on the rjght. I'hiZnl. 94 nq., snd svpra, p. 816. 
The stat.cmsnt of t,ho treatise on 7'110 nppositinn of the torrestrial 
tho hearens, on the contrary, refers and celesbirl s $ ~ ~ r e s  appeitrs aim 



the elenl~llta in their purity; 1 Cosmos2 was the place of 
orderell arld ~ ~ r ~ i f o r m  motion, Uranos that of Becoming 
and Change? Whether the c~ntr.a.1 fire ma3 included 
i n  01.ympus and the heaven of fixed stars in Cosmos, we 
do not b n o ~ r ;  but both conjectures we proh1)lc: the 
positiori of the counter-earth is more dol~btful; it is 
possible that the Pybhagoreanns, who were chiefly con- 
cerned with the opposition nf the tcrrestrrizl and supra- 
t c~r~hf r i :~ I ,  lie\ P r  considered this qurestion. Finally, in 
the extract of Stobeus a movcmcnt of Olympus is 

in the esi~rrsition (fill1 of St.oicill 
oyiuions) of iiiog. viii. 26, and 
in the  balrli p,~i.i!riitetic exposit~on, 
ap. Pltuc. 4 3 9  !,, 27 sqq., but the 
tripartite di r k i j  b11 of Pl~ilolaus is 
lzerc wfintiiig, i t  is, on the  ron- 
tra~.;y, i ~ n p l ~ , . ~ l  ill i h o  Epilloniis of 
Plato, 9TS I!. i,y tile worcly : 2Bv 
yhp $ r r s  r 'q; i  B ~ c r p b u  hpB;lv T ~ ~ V  

r o j 8 e 1  E ~ T F  d n p u v  c%< 'Ohup~ot .  
L?TE 0 6 ~ u v l v  <Y  BOY^ r w  h;?lcrv, 
precisely ljc~\.:asi? the aulhor dis- 
czrds it. Par~l~el ; idrs .  I.. 141, 137 
( T ~ C ~ R  iafra. I:., ,.:.I, edls the  uuter- 
most, tnrdopr, :hu+nus &-;ya~os ; 
un the otlte: !~111d, he calls thr: 
starry I I E ~ I T ~ I ~ .  ndt K ~ U ~ S ,  but 
otpavds. \{:i: r::.lst not,  hve r e r ,  
infer ;i.rrtn rlr:+. . ls  ICrischi; dors 
(Fw.seh. 115 ,. :!I::: P h i l o l i ~ r ~ ~  ean- 
not har-u ust'<: dl:: unrd ~ $ ~ a v d s  in  
spe~ki i~g  ! s f  tl;.: In i~xr  region ; his 
termintllr~yf is not necehsn.rily 
ul~i lys  tho b a i j : ~  ;I' Llmt of Parmc- 
n i d ~ ~ .  

Thoc i s  t.r iny i t  consisted o f  
tho  PUL.861. S I I ~ : S ~ ~ ~ : I C . K  , ~ O P  tlllj t , ~ -  
~cstrrsl e l e r ~  eu:s er-i~!enfly do IIOL 
exist i r ~  Ol~it11,113 ; c;\-en the w u d  
n~olxcia  is 81 ;:~.<ciy to be conri- 
dzrcd T'ythrrg:r;;arr. 01' i~1'0 TI-c to 
undcrsta~id Ly 11:is cxprcssio~l the 

Limited and TSnlirniLcd ? Fur the 
Unlimjtmi only, thc iiaelpoo out- 
side the \7urlrl (vide y. 467, l), 
of whicl~ Xiickh i s  thinking, cot~l(t 
not he rlcsiptted by the plw~l 
? T O I X ~ ~ U .  

711c Cosmos, that is, i11 tlic 
mrrowP.1. scnse of the wurd, Fur 
i n  geue~ i !  the wo~t i  Cosnros has 
~ i t b  t l l ~  P~t1iagnrcxn;i ~ t s ~ ~ d i l l i t ~ y  
rncnning of the universe ( e .g .  Phiid. 
Fr. I ,  cf.p. 379,  1 ) .  It,is even said 
that Pyth2gorils was tlie first t,o 
use this saprcssion (PInt. Pkte, ii. 
1 ; 8tob. i. 4511 ; h l c n .  c .  11 ; 
Yhot. 440 a, 17).  IVhat is t n ~ e  
~ I I  tL-e sL;iterrieut ia p~obablj- t,his, 
that the I?ytE~figore+ti~s were fond 
or smploying t,hc nmvl to do&ign;ite 
tho  harmoninus nihrl~t, of rhc rvo~ld. 
But eran at  the t;nle of Xe~~uphrin 
i t  was iiot i u  gotlrrnl use, as i u  plain 
from X'nn. &Tea. i. 1, 11 : 6 nahuh- 
prvds 67~b  ~ i j #  UO$LUTGV I C ~ U ~ U S ,  ef. 
Plate, Gor-pn~, $03 A.  

7Vhitt Epil~h.  f i p .  j d ,  p. 
1087 R,  snvc, using x lat,cr tor- 
nlinologg. !s no: :alrog?thcr incxact: 
F A Y ~ ~ ~ ~ E  8; (nun.) TR k ~ b  U ~ A S Y ~ S  K ~ T W  

rrcrO77;L E ~ U E L  r d u ~ a ,  ~b 6;. 6 i r c p d v ~  
7 5 5  ~7thit~q6 ~ I F U ~ ?  FZY'~~, .  



spoken of, but it is uncerta~n whethcr he is not liere 
transferring to Olymprls what is applicable only to  the 
hewen of fixed stars. 

This ttstro~~amical theory of the nniverse is con- 
nected, as we have seen, with the Idea of the respiration 
of the ~{vcil-ld ancl of i ts  right and left sides. In this 
me see the favoulite ancient cornpariaon of the world 
with a living creature ; but, after our previous enquiries 
concer~iing the world-soul, we cltnnot allow that this 
thought i t  ad any important influence on the Pjtlra- 
gorean system. 

It might be inferred from a passage of the PEnoita ' 
attributed to P l u ~ ~ r c h ,  that the Pytbagoresns, like 
Anaximander and He~acleltus, believcd in the prriorlic 
generation and deet~.uct,ion of the world. This pabsage, 
however, probal)ly asserts nothing more than that ~ I I C  
vapoutrs iizto which, by the effect of heat and moist~~re, 
earthly substanres are restrlvcd, serve for nomiuhmex*t 
to  the ~ o i l d  or t h e  star5.l It therefore relatcs only to 
the destruction of incilvidual thiuge : in regarcl to the 

' 11.5. 3 ! erhdhrros 8rrrhv ~ ? v a r  
T ~ Y  ~ l f l n ~ ; L ~ ,  TOT; @iw 8< U ; ~ ~ Y U U  
xupbs p u i s ~ o r ,  TOT; 8' EIE BSnrnr 
nchqvranoG n~pirr~poc$$ 703 ;;pus 
droXuB&rosh kai so6sw.v ebar rhr 
~ V ~ ~ U , U L ~ U F L P  T ~ U @ ~ S  T O ;  K ~ I T ~ o u .  

This stntcmcnt. borh here and iri 
Galen, c .  11, is preceded 1)y thr; 
wor(ls xii#ru 7pigcrar b it8uPos, 
Under thc  s:imc title Stul~el is  nays, 
Eel. i. 152 : 'krh8heos &p~or ,  .rb y&v 
4 o;pavoG n v p b s  P V ; V T O ~ ,  ~b 8; 25 
iisrrros u ~ h ~ v ~ a l t o ~  ~ s p ~ a r p o ) + j  ro i l  
bLPor icrroXn0iv~os cljar T&S 6vaBu- 
pidarrr spo+iLr TOG K ~ ~ P O V ,  wheeeas 
in t.ho clia,ptcr on Beconling and 
Yorislling i. 418, hc c i t c ss l~e  woluls 

+ r h ~ A . - ~ ~ o ~ u 6 ~ u ~ o r ,  ns they are 
cited in  he PlnuiBtt, ouly z~fter 
+8op&v he adds TOG K&T,UOU. ~Irj 
to t,hc sense of thr; ohsrilro wnrcl~., 
1v111ch h&ve perhaps hcfn incs;lctly 
reported, I follow Buck11 (I'hiloE. 
110 ~q.),whose irltrryret:ltiu~~aecrrlr 
to nle more prob;~ble rhnn thnt of 
Cliujgt~vt, ii. 159. Chnignot ex- 
plains the paasage thus .  i l ? /  a iiru~?: 
e m s c s  dc cjipli-iss&,,icxl. 2 ' ~ a w  ytum~d 
Ee.li:ii s'GuAopjx du cis$, r n i ~ f m  psa~td 
cs,/k.ls . . . .ye rbpn?rd da E'eau dc lit 
l ~ t s e .  

As was mid by Heracloitus 
:~nii the Stoics. 
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universe generally, it would appear that the Pythago- 
ream did not believe in any destruct'ion of the world ; 
what .Lhe Pseudo-Plutarclil tell6 us on the subject is no 
doubt merely derived f r ~ r r r  T i m ~ u s  the Locrian, or 
other simiIar sources. It is clear on the contrary, from 
Errdemirs, that they thought, as the Stoics did after- 
wards, nut only that the sime persons who had lived in 
the \r.orld would re-enter it; a t  a. latcr pcrind ; but that 
they mould again do  the same actions and live in thc 
sarne circumstances ; this is confirmed by a passage in 
Porphyry, not in itself of milch w c i g l ~ t . ~  This theory 
was no doubt connected with the doctrine of Trans- 
mig~ation aud of the great yenr of the world : if t,he 
hewenly bodies were to  occupy the same place as 
before, everyt,hiag else would return to the same condi- 
tior], aurl coriscqucntIy the same pe1.3ons would be 
present under the same circumstances. But i t  is a 
cluestion whcther this doctrine belonged to  thc whole 
school, or orily to a portion of it. 

The Yjthagoreaus appear to have occupied them- 
selves very little vith the  study of  ter~,estrial na t~ i rc  : at 
any r;ttte, tvith "Lhe exception of one slight altempt on 
the part of Philolaus, tradition i s  silent; ou the subject. 

' PEac. i i .  4, 1 (Gnlen, c. 11, 
p. 263). 

* l a  Ihe fragment of his Phy- 
sics ap. SimPl. iJhys. 153 a, he 
enquires vhether the same time 
-rvllic-h has 'ucril, &hall bc again, rir 
n o t ?  and rho iiusner is: that 
n-lnel~ cumsv after is only ciut~litit- 
t i d y  the same aa ~ h i ~ t  which has 
gonc bcf01'0: Ei Bi 71s T I U T E ~ U ~ L E  

70% lIuQayopsicrs, Br abhtu ~h a h &  
kP.proCI@, ~Kh-yZl , U V B O A O ~ U W  7 b  p ~ B a i ~ v  

~ X M U  ip7u taflqp;vm~ O ~ T W  ( t h i q  is 
t b s  right punctiu~ic~~l),  xu; r d  XAAU 
T ~ Y T A  ~ , U D I Y S  Z[F~, ~ a :  TBY X p d ~ o ~  
e6hoydv grr7r .rhv air~bv ebal. 

' ,V. Bjth 19. O i  t h e  doctrines 
of Py~haynrns, t.hosn oliru~rlortality 
a i ~ d  the tranhrnigration of souls are 
tlre bcsi k n o ~ ~ u  : T ~ L I  S i  rci5rors 8rr 
*UT& .rr~pcsSovs T L V ~  r h  ytviplccvd 
TOTE V ~ A L Y  ~ L U E T U L ,  Y ~ O B  8) oPBbu 
i n n i s  Cc~r. 



In  rfgdrd t o  Philola~zs,~ &e are tvld that in fhc same 
way t h a t  he derived geometrical determinations (the 
point, the line, the surfme, the solid) fi-om the  first four 
numbers, so he derived physical qualities2 from five, khe 
soul from six ; re3YOn, health, and lighta from seven ; 
love, friendship, prudence, and inventive faculty fi'om 
eight. Herein {apart from the number schernatism) is 
colztajncd the thought that things represent a graduated 
scrtlc of increasjrig perfection ; hut we hear nothing of 
any attternpt l o  prove this In detail, or t o  eeck out the 
chsract,eristics proper to  each particular region.4 

Nor, in dl probability, did the F-jtha.goreans carry 
their enquiries rcsprcting the sort1 and man vcry far. 
Later writers indeed dcscmt much on the origin of  the 
soul from the world-soul, ttnd on i t s  ethereal, divir~ely- 
related, eternally-moved, imrnortd na,tri~e. Thcre is 
even s~ fra.grneat of Pltilnlans which contains these 
statcmenta.; I havc already S~O\V~,"~OWCT~I', that this 
fragment can  scarcely be considered genuine, m d  that 

Iitmbl. Thcol. AT. 513 ; cf. As- lnrts, is a lpter intcrprct;ition of 
clep. in ~'fc t i iph .  i. j. These pas. this esprcssinn. 
sages h w e  been quotad, p. 435, 2. T B  fin' a;.roZ hsy.5,u~vov $29, 
I n  Tkrul, AT, p. 34  sq., it i u  ~ t n ~ e d  therefore not light, ill thr: ordintcry 
that, six i b  rcgardcrl by t.ht Pythn- son,,o, hut  home quality ox stal-e o f  
gurcans aa t?>c numbcr of t he  sooI, nlnn ; or in gr.uend, health, ~ ~ 1 1 -  
and perhalls Aristotle 0 i a ~  be 31- being. 
ready alluding to ELiIula~~s aheu We i i l ~ d  only an isolated trace 
Iitr spcz~ks (iWelfiph. i. 5, quoted on of any discussiolls in regard to 
p. 369, I )  01 thc assertion : BTL 78 living hejngs IU the passage, Arist. 
7010181 ( S C .  bplOp2u T ~ C O Y )  +~a'l, c.1 nc Smsn, 6, 443 a. IG, secoriling 
vois. to which certallr . P ~ t T ~ n ~ o r ~ " n s  snp- 

' ~ o t d ~ v ~ a  xpi;.urr. Tho pasad some animals lire<! upon 
colour rio doubt describes in a oitoiirs. Viile i#m, p. 450, 2, for 
gc~rerd manner the extertial ndtu~e otllez q~i~tatiol:b. 

(cf: Arist. Ue wzr.u, c, 3, 439 a, T f .  the taxis cited, p. 447, 1. 
50 : o; ~ u O U ~ ~ ~ E L O ~  T ~ P  ;~t+kueiau 6 Vide pp. 4-17, q.; 399, I. ; 
~ p u i h v  Z ~ S t o v ~ ) , a t ~ d  T O I ~ T P / P ,  w h ~ e h  390, 1 ; 993, 3. 
does nut appear to  belong la PhiLo- 



coasequentl.y the theory of his h~sving dcvoteli a. spccisl 
book of his work to  the sou?, must  rernsin cloubtft;l; 1 
have also sllo~vn tbzt the other authorities arc: apt t u  
intermingle t.11~: doctrines of the Stoics rmd PIictonista 
with the Pythagnl-mn tradition. If we consult onr 
most truslwortlly source, Aristotle, me find him to  have 
been little acquainted with the Pythagorean psycho- 
logy.' For in his comprehensive wrvey o f  all tliat liis 
predecessors had ta,ught on the ~laturt: of the soul, he 
simply s a p  of the Pythagorean5 thrd sornc. of t,llem held 
the  solar sorpuscles to h? sods, and others that which 
sets thern in rnotio~1.2 The doctrinc that the sot i1  is a 

harmony, i~ tllllldeil to hy Aiistotle, without lucnl-ion of 
any n ~ m e , ~  and in Plat,04 it is rnsintained by a pupil of 
BhiIa!sus. &litcrutius" ascribes it t o  Plrilnlaus himself? 

Tide slcpm, p. 417 sq. 
ne An. i. 2, 404 a, 16. aftcr 

having ~ n r n ~ i u n e d  fir.*t of iril tiic 
Alorilists :Lrrlong L I ~ S F :  ml~u con- 
sidorod the son1 as the r r i o c i ~ a  
principle. xnd se1f~mori.d : F Y O J K F  Bi 
aal ~h naph ~ i v  ~ u ~ u ~ o ~ E : & P  heyd- 
psvuv ~ b v  cbr;la i X c w  Btdvrrrav. 
ZQauau ycip n v r s  airrGv @VX$P ITVQL 
7 B  ;V rqi h ip i  Elupa~a, v l  6: r b  
T a k a  arulriv, a cv~lception nhlcli 
Ar i t tu t Ie  (rxwsL 11l<el~ it. is merely 
his own conjcc:ore) deri\-ea fro:n 
rhr: fast r i~nr .  thc  solw corpnsu!os 
more, rvec nheu the vind is prr- 
fcetly still. I do not ullderstand 
tlie crnsurr: whir11 Sohlottmrtr~n 
pltsres upon me ID. r , r e ~ y i ~ $ i c b a  
$ 6 .  Un,t!t~.$!i>i.qlic;he iti d.  tjts?lschi. 
SPCIC n n r i  Artst tI;ille, 1873, g. 
30), Ue P : L ~ S  t,hat X roi+interpa.l 
this text. *rid the text citcc1,p. 448. 
.In ~ s ~ r t i n g  r h ~ t .  r l lc  definition of 
the so111 ati thc rnwing priuciylo 

is only rill in t incl io~~ of Alistorln. 
B u t  Aristotla himself girts this 
i36:  bid orrrn induc t ion :  he r1111y 
q u o t ~ ,  8s Selon~ing to  tlln Pythu- 
gore:inr, +ux$u S ~ I I U L  ~b .raGra 
~rvai?v. I t  i s  not, the 8:llno ;hing 
to say : tlrc r;ol:xr coryn0clr!s ;ire 

mored !y n. soul. and t.iie soul is, 
gentrally, the  ~nnr inp  p~mi:ir.ii~le. 

Ilr! An. i .  4, sn';l nlit.: ~ a l  
ghbq 86 r t s  66ta aapaS;Foro.r a e p l  
~ V X ~ R  . . . ~ p f A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ?dp T l Y U  C C ; T ~ U  

hiyovcc' ~ a l  y&p T + P  & ~ ~ L O U ; ~ Y  K ~ & T , I I  

 cat odvOenru i u a v ~ ; w v  cTr,ar. rui 7 h  
cD,uer uuy~eimea! ZE ;vavr lwv.  &Wit. ... 
\ 111. 5 a : 6 r i  rohhof $mi rGv  
ancpDv oi pQv d p , ~ n u i a r  E ~ I I U I  ~ $ 1 ,  

~ l i . ~ + ~ v ~  u i  8' g ~ 6 1 l i  & p p ~ ~ ; a ~ .  
* I'?ticZc, 85 R sr[q. 

rSoiiii>. i. 14 : Pbto i/iaif an<- 
,Y,3,;(,+;2 d?~,W??Lirl #?A . s t  ?/l/l>IL91?!?7/L, 21-(!v~(;- 
c-rc<ff.? $ > > 0 ? Z ~ i ' Z t i ; L  56 ~it;)!!c~lf<t~, kfi,+- 
( 0 1 r I ~ b  ~ Y T C ~ ~ X ~ L U Y ,  Pyth~~pn,,l~.s CI 
I'hilok~irs Iturnwi?iuw, 



slad even t o  Pythagoras. Yhilopon~rs connects with it 
the ~t,atemcnt also made by Stobmis, that the soul is 
n number.' This statement in itself is not at it11 inn- 
probalde : if everything j a  number and harmony, the 
e o ~ d  may well be so. nut the  general proposition that 
tbc son1 i s  harmony or number, says nothing ; me only 
get a specific determination concerning the essence of 
the soul, when it is described as by Platn and Aristotle 
(loc. cit.) as the number or hitrmony ctf tttle bocly to  
eul~icl~ i.E belongs. That it was so dcfined by the 
Pythagoreans me are newr to l t l ,  and srth a view r ~ o ~ ~ l d  
ill act:ard with their helief in immartxlity ; if, there- 
fore, it had been foi~nd within the school, it would hare 
been a deyadure from the primit-ive doctrine which we 
csnaat awribe to Philola~is. It is more likely he 
said what Chudianus AIamestus quotea from him, 
and what mity also be deduced from our previous 
eit&ions,4 that the soul is united with the body by 
means of number and bsrmony ." The further iis3ertion, 

however," that Pythagorils defined the sod anu a x l f -  

Philop. Dc An. B, 16: damp Aristoxenuri dad Dicenrc!lar, cf. 
06" & p f l ~ v I ~ ~  h i Y a v ~ ~ s  7 % ~  $ u X ; p  h r t  TI. 11, 717 Aq .  2nd r;d. 
[P; n v 8 ~ ~ d p c i o i ]  oh qmul ru6rvu  " Dr ?jtnfa An. ii. 7 (ap. BSckh, 
hppeulav - r h ~  Zr TB;S Xopbais,  atc. Philnl. p. i '77): 'Ataimn indidr~i- 
Cf. C, 5,  where it is mid Wli~ t  eolpori pcrn?tmsrzb<n et immurialeuz 
Scnocxiteu b~nrro~ed from l'ybha- canrJ&npno incoq>nmics~ coauevk~q- 
guras thr; idea that t h e  soul i s  n tiaw' 
~lumlser. Stnh.Er:cl. i. 685 : s o l n e b -  ' Vide s u p f f ,  p. 475, 1 ; 331. 
thaore,inu call t h e  smrl a number. Here again we me uncertain 

" ~ n  Plate, at any rdte, Sim- whetl1c;r CIaudinn borrowed his 
misv only coacll~des frvnt it that  ~ t w ~ r n r ? n L  from Che true Yhilolaus; 
the soul perishes aftor i h c  deatrur- cf. p. 399, 1. 
ti011 of the body, as ',he harmony Plut. P?uc. iv.  2. Xemcs. 
ceases af te r  t,lw r io~truct iu~ i  UC the rVat. hum. p. 44. Thcodnret, Ow. 
in6tlurilent ; and it i s  difficult l o  g. @, Y .  72, mith whom Steinbxrt, 
say how this conclusion can be Pl'lato's tt'wks, iv. 5511 in  the main 
ended; it was 8189 drawn by kgraes. 



moving number must absolutely be rejected. Aristolle, 
who was the first to  quote this definition,' was evidently, 
when he did su, not referring t o  the  Pythagore~ns ;" 
and other writel.s expressly mcntion Xenocrates as i ts  
a u l h ~ r . ~  Ti; is likewise improbable that Arch+ytas 
defined the soul tis the  self-moved,( though thc I'ytha- 
goreans would certainly appear t o  have notiwd its 
continuo~rs motion, and interrupted life;5 and the 
statemellts that  PytIlagoras called it a square, and 
Arcbytas s circle or a sphere, are both cquaIlp ques- 
t i~nab le .~  Lastly, an expression quoted from Arcl~ytas 
.to the effect that the soul fs not cxtended in ?pace, is 
no doubt talcen from a spurious work.' 

1 De A7t. i. 2, 4, 404 b, 27;  
408 b, 32. Aaal. post. ii. 4, 91 
a, 37. 

For (De At. i. 2, -1-04 a, 201, 
he contifioes, after the text relnlive 
to  the Pgthagoreans, quoted p. 476, 
2 :  Srrl ~ a k b  8; @ipov.rat KUI 8uui 
A;~OOCL 7;lv j.u,y$v ~b aiirb x~vuf iv .  

He dintin:,.uisllcs therefore this 
opinion f ~ a m   hat of t he  Pgtha- 
goreans. An tu the latter, he 
elsewhore cxprerses himself iu 8 
manner t h a t  would have heen im- 
possible i.f he hod had Lmforn him 
s o  c ~ i a r t  a definltiun of tlte natnre 
of the soul. 

a Cf. Tart TT. a, 672, 2, 211d ed. 
* Juh. Lyd. Ue AV<as. 6 (S), S, 

91 I +uX?\l b 8 p i u o u ,  qqolv d fluon- 
ydpur, durl ~arpdywvnv chfluy6~ror. 
' A p ~ i ~ a s  8; +vX;js ~ b v  Cpov o h  Jv 
.rt~puyBvyl &A' ?v K ~ K A C ~  irrruSfSwat 
6rh .ra;.ro - ' $NX& ~b U L T ~  [I. u 6 ~ b J  
I C ~ Y O ~ ~ V ,  &vdy#a 8; 7 b  r p i j r o r  ~ t y o i b ,  
K ~ K A O S  8; r a c ~ u  u+aTPm! ACCOIL~- 
ing to the rernark wi: have juvt 
madc, Aristntle r a n  hare knourn 
lothing of this definition attributed 

t o  Archyt~s. Thednfinition nf the 
soul as a l rd  ~rvoOv i s  eerminly 
taken f r a n  Pln to  (Wednas, 245 C), 
Thecc too we find the ubsesration 
th;zt the self-moving i s  also i ~ i  re- 
gard to otl~er things qy;l #a1 bpx+ 
i c r v ~ u c w s  ; in regard tu ~ h i r h  t l ~ e  
Pseudo-Archytar employs thc  .iris- 
totdinn expression npivrov ~ i v c ; v .  

Vidr thc  rernuk of Aristo~le 
quuted p. 4'16, 2, anti particniarly 
whit he sirys of Alcn~rcon, iqfFa. 

WIG slaterner~t rdatire trr E'p- 
thago~ns is ilk iteelf suspicious, 
like dl the recont, irrfo~ma,t,ion 
wkich we possess as t o  the per- 
soue1 opj niqnv of this ilosupl~rr. 
The shtement relalive to Arc!lytas 
is so> firtt: bcwuse ir. is in itself 
eccentric, and secondly, beeiiurc i*, 
has a11 cuiiIeni; eo~luection with Pia- 
tonic and hristote.lian ideas. 

Claud. Ma~n. Be fin&& Am, ii. 
7 (cf. Pt. iii. b, 90. 2 duil.) quoten 
from APChyta~: Ami?ita ad m e m e  
g lur ,~  vmius C O W ~ I O S ~ ~ ~  4 6 ,  p7tae: sic 
ilkcnlitcr i l o n r i x a i u ~  i a  cnrprrom, 
sic& I(AU.U ia ftume~. But to 



Concerning the parts of the soul, various theories are 
ascribed to  the Pythapreana by more recent writers 
mhicll I cannot admit them t o  have originally held. 
According t o  some, they were aoqllainted with the Pla- 
tonic distinctmion of a rational and an irrational soul, 
and the ,mdngon~ dislinctim of Reason, Coumge, and 
Desire; together with the Phtonic divisiorm of the 
intellcchud faculty into va&, 8 ~ c a r $ ~ ~ ,  8;ta, and 
aEmBqocs; we are told by another writer3 that they 
divided the soul iuto Reason, Mind, and Courage ( w h ,  
#piu~s-, 0uPt)s) ; Reason and Courage being in men and 

prore  thr; xuthanticity of thr; writ- 
ing from ~ v h i c h  this pnssflgp i s  
talcen, more nvirlence is reqnired. 
than the testimony o f  Olautlian ; i t  
is nut  i n  itself that, A r -  
ehylasI or any other PyUmgalbean, 
s1101ild he;vo am~r~ciattad a dmtrine 
of ~vh ichma  first h e n ~ , n o t  m e n  from 
Pl:bto, but from Aristotle, vin.. Ihn,t 
the presence of the soul i n  t he  
11ndy is no t  x jnntnposition i l l  

snncc. Thc sta.tcrnont ap. Smh. 
Ed. i .  T D O  ; Tileodor. &w, gr, n f  
v. p. 125, artording LO which Py- 
t71nmm.a~ rn:tl;cs v o l s  d$aOcv ~ir~~iPi- 
~s.+Bar, contains no dwbt an 
inferonce drann fimm the doc,trine 
of Yetemphgchosis. Sehlnttma.nn 
'p. 21 sq. nqd tho  tre:ttise citad p. 
476) has wron~1:ly made use of it 
tn prove the  improbable and un- 
fonndeiI conjecture, t11a.t Aristorle 
borrower1 the enprrssion % d p d t v  
r;ar;vai in respect to thc union of 
the so111 ?ith the; bodS. from the 
P l t hw~reans .  

' Cf. Posidonius np. Galen. Dc 
IIipp.  d Plat. ir. 7 :  v. 6. T. xv. 
426.478 K. ; rmlrl. :ip. stab. ECE. 
i. 878;  Plut. Picrc. iv. 4, 1, 6 ,  13. 
On the clistinctiou of tho ratiotionaI 

and irratioual part, of. Cicero, 
B~Bc.. iv. 5, 10;  Plut. PIm. i ~ .  7, 
4 ;  Gnlen.Hist.Phil. c.28.  Otllee 
passagrs taken frum Peeudo-Pythn- 
Enrean frasments will be found in 
Part 111. b, 1!2, 2, 2nd crlition. 

The I1aeudo-Archytnsnp Sroh. 
Kcl. i. 729. 784, 790: s n d  I;tmbl, 
e, rcocv. pd. GITIUT. (in Villoi~oil, 
Asacd. ii.) p. 199 : Rrontinnc: i~p ,  
Iamb. C. C. 198 ; Thcorlorct, Cm-. 
gr. nfj? 7.. 1115 Gnisf., m11o arlrls, ns 
a lift,h part, the Ariutot.elian ppd- 
vqutc. Ylut. Phc. i .  3, I9 sq., in  
an extract from nn expnait,ion 
which is evidently h'co-Pl;itonje, 
fcrundfid upon the celebrated Pla- 
tonic propsi t ions  cited by Aristu- 
tle, Be An. i. 2, 404 b, 21. Photins 
girej another and more recent 
divi~jon. p. 440 b. 21 sqq. ; cf 
Pact JrI. b, 120, 8. 

... a Alex. I'olyhistor ap .  Ding. 
rm. 30. It has alrendy been 
shovn, pp. 343, 3 ; 447, 2. that this 
oxposition is not xuthentic. Tho 
~ I r o l e  division is confu~sed. and con- 
tains manv Stoical definition?, for 
oxamplo, that the senses ;%re eman%- 
tinns f~qorn t,hc sonl, that the soul 
is nolwished by the blood, k c .  



, beastq hiind in men only; Courage having i t s  seat in 
the heart, the two  other facultiew in the brain. There 
is more warrant for supposing that  Phllolaus placed the 
seat of Rcason in thc brain ; of life and sensation in 
thc hear t ;  of seed and germination in the navoi; of 
generation in the sexual parts : in the first of thrw re- 
gions, he said, lay the germ of men ; in the second, that 
of beasts; in the third, that of' plants; in the fourth, 
that of all creatures.' JSTith this, oar knowledge of 
the phllasopl-lie anthropology of the Pythagoreans is 
exhausted. What we are f ~ ~ r t h e r  told co~tcenling their 
ctnthropological theories belongs altogether to the sphrre 
of religious dogmas, the importance of which in the 
l'ythagorean system me have now to consider." 

Iambl. Thcol. Brilfin~. 2 2 :  
.rkaapss 6,0Xal r o c  $+ov r o c  huyl- 
R O E ,  B r m p  ~ a l  IPlh6Aaor ZY T@ r ~ p i  
@h$cwr Aiytr, ; y ~ d $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  K U P ~ ~ E ,  

dppahbr, alloZow. ~ t @ a A &  pkv udd, 
uayBla 6; gvxas ~ a i  aio8~alor ,  
AppaXSs 6: jrcdmus ral kva$hrur 
7 G  rp& . rm.  B;~OTO;OY 82 u - f ' p p ~ d s  
~a.raBoh&r IE wal Y E Y Y ~ # I O S ~  C ~ K L -  
$ s ~ v s  8;. T ~ V  a ~ e p r ; l r ~  ; r p ~ a ~ ,  amp- 
BLa 6; r h v  [&, bp@ahbs bi  TAY 
$v.r i ,  aiBvTor 6; ~ l t v  [ V U ~ H ~ V T W V ,  

xdvra ykp xai R~AAOUCL xal BALZITTA- 
YLIUCLY. Ry T,hk W ~ J I ~  rrfvpra OP 
~ u v d r r a r r ~ a  me must understand the 
three kinds of living bcings, coliei* 
tirely, i.e., n~en ,  he:tstu, nr~d plants. 
O n  the nut,hentidty o f  the frag- 
ment (which ourrlnmnces with the 
u.ol~la scrprrhh piv vdw; what goes 
befuro in a prcliminsry remark of 
I~mblirhns), cf, p. 317. 

Y We can only discuss in :t n l l p  

pl~rnentary mrnner certain theorips 
which h a r e  been on~it.tcd i n  the 
preceding expusition as not forming 

an jntlre~ral part of the phyaic~l  
sy~tern of the Pythagureanu, hut 
which were e l t l i e ~  incucporat.ed by 
Ixter writers from other wrlrces 
into their o m  doctrine, or stitl~d 
isolated wilhuut philos~l~hic;~l  fo1111- 
datjon, ~ n d  are based tnerely 011 

obserrat,irm. WP should regkni. as 
xu addition of lator writ,cm, for 
caarnple, the  sbry gircn by rllex. 
Polrbistor ap. Diug, viii. 25 sqq. 
vide Part ZU. 6, 74 aq.: 2nd ed. 
Tho same may bo said of thc Stoic 
definition of dlr body ( r h  o b v  r s  

~ ~ 0 r ; v  4 Ziebtivar) attribuled to Py- 
thegorirs Sy Sextus, ,Wulh, ix. 38G. 
Tho Placira mcribsd t o  h ~ m  the 
Stoic tlodrinc : rprar+u ~ a i  8hAorw- 
Q - h ~  xu1 P ~ ~ u ~ h ~ ~ ? ) ~  KCL; P C V ( T T ~ J Y  
91h~v 61' GAuu r b u  Bhtlv, The same 
treatise i .  24. 3, gives. ;zs coming 
from E'yth;rpr:u, a a~"opo"tiou 
which h s  collld sot ha.ve expressed 
i n  this forru, vjz, thtlL on account 
of the rrtriatinn and motxmorphui.is 
of t h o  elemeuts, a Bccoming and 



OP all tho Pythagorean doctrines, none is bct.icr knorrn, 
and aone cl:n 1)c traccd with greater certaiutj. to t,he 
founder of t.hc school, than tliat of tI~e T:n.nsmigrution 
of sor~ls. It is mentioned Xenopllanea,' and later bg 
To of Chios i2 Philolaus spealcs of it: Aristotle desc1.i be? 
it tts a Ypthagoreiirs fable: and Plata unmi~tukzbl j  

Pcrishirlgin thc propcr scnse of the mith. the  I'ytlla~orean pliilosophy. 
wrrrd i u  produced. Lastly, i. 28, 1 ,SLiirnilz~ly t,hhc c',cfinilinlr: of tho  
(Stoh. i. 3D4), tlie Plcrcidu ascribe calm of the air s11d of the  sea, 
t u  Pythngr>~nr: LL rlefinitinn of more- $re11 by -h-;:i,. M C ~ ~ J A , .  viii~ 2, :is 
merit posterior t o  Aristatle. l\'e {in.. ~s those of Archgtnc, nll of 
nlny a130 instftnco v h a t  is said smsil imp.:rtance; aud l l te  st;it~- 
J )ou t  cnln~rrs : I'lwi-ita, i. 15, 2 (cf. rneilt awui'rling Lo which (Adst. 
Stnh. i. 3 6 2  ; Anon. Phot. Cod. 2.19, Probl. xvi. 8 )  this l~hilnsupl~er 
p. 499 z ,  cf. l'orlrh. i1i I'tul. ITfir~~a. rhowed that t h r  round fortn of 
c, 3, p. 213 ; Arist. Uc Sc:?iua, c. 2, rurt:iin ur5aIw 111 animals a i d  
449, a, 3 0 ) ,  on the five zones cf plants T a u  Llle rerdt  of thc  blw o f  
liexven imd~arth, Ylrrc. ii. 12. 1 : iii .  eqactlity a h i c l ~  poreri2s natural 
14 (C+alon. F1:l;pk. c, 12, 21,  cf. Theo morcment. stc1ndr elltirely alonc. 
GI kmd, li. 859) : on ~ i p l ~ t ,  itntl AI, to  t11s lrrt;i-~~tlcrl logic a:ld 
the refleotians of the mirror, I'lgc. pllila~opliy of li~tlguagr of the 
i v .  1.1, 3 (Stub. Ecl. i. 502. u11d i n  P y t l m g ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ s :  r i de  i?~;fr,r, 5 ri. 
I I I P  extmcts of 3011. Dwmilsc. I n  thc vcrses quoted Uiog. 
Pn.../ril . p. 1, 17, 15; Btu l~ .  E'Eoml. ~iii. X G  : 
cd. 1Wci~z. iv. 174 ; Gxleu, c. 21, p. ,,;.,,,; ,,r,,penrc ,,,u bov rKbha- 
%DO); un  the ~ o i c c ,  pho. i v .  20, 1 tias T I T ~ ~ I ~ L ~ T ~  
(G- .  c. 26) ; on seod, lJioc. v. 3, 2., qRP.;V ;BOIKTe;?LTI , i q~  T ~ 6 s  ,+dfBni 
4, 9, 5 ,  1 (G. c. 31) : ou the five f ~ r o s .  
senses, Stob. Eel, i. 1104; Phot. 1. lralsar Pti.; pkrric  her+ plAou 
c. ; on the r a i ~ ~ l ~ o \ v ,  mliinl, JC '.. pos i m 1  
ir. 1 7  ; on the nutrition of ,i?)imnln 
hy smc]l, _.\risb fls hse;i,7c, > ituxh; ,, ''I* S8'ytapirqr 

KGlWY. 
s~!ytfl, p 114, 1) ; on t.lla origirl of 
mal:~diea: Gnle~i. c. 39. Tf rvrn "~n Jhog, i. 120, where the 
flreta nijt,irrea resilly rcproducc the wurd5, ~ i i r c u  r?uflo.-/~lp~~r G~buos 6 
cioch7incs of thi: ;~nr:irl:t Pj.tlta- rso+bs acpi  a d v ~ w r  bv8pcSnwv yv4,was 
goreans (whiclr can oidy be sup- ~ i 8 ~  ~ u i  c'fd!iuBf~, refer to the beli f 
pused iri regart1 to +L pr~rrtion of in  i m m o a a l i t ~ .  
them), they hare ,no  connection a Uc rbc, i. 3, ad fin. : Suaep 
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copied his mythical descriptions of the condition of tbe 
soul after death from the Pythagoreans. AS Philolails 
says,l and PIato  repeat^,^ the soul is confined in the body 
and buried in it, as a punishment for faults. The body 
i s  a, prison in which it has been placed by God as n 
penalty, and from which i t consequeutly has no right 

; V ~ < X ~ , W F P O U  R C ( ~  TO;$ ~ U ~ U T D P I K O ; S  

pdBour ~ h v  r u x o G r r c w  Suxhv CIS TL 
.rvx&u 2v8;enBat aijpa. 

Olcm~ns. Stmm.. jii.  453 A ;  
Theod. Cw, gr.  a.$ v. I4 (Rijckh, 
YiriEoE. 151) : papluplov~crr 82 rrsl 
o; ~rahurol 0euhdyor TE uai p d u ~ ~ c s .  
Bs 816 7was I ~ U W ~ ~ C ( E  d +UX& 74 
u&&aa~r auv;{eurt~ai cal rcaednrtp bu 
ud,uarr 7 o 6 r y  ~19crrr.rar. The ~ e i n s  
are call~rl: ap. Diog. riii. 31, the 
bonds of the soul. The rest docs 
no1 seem tn bclong f.0 the ancient 
Sytllagoreans. 

G o y .  403 A :  %rap $8q -TOO 

~ Y C @ Y E  K$ ~ ~ K O U ~ U  T ~ V  UO@IS AS 
v;v r i @ v a i L ~ v  K R ~  ~b fiku uG,&ri 
L#CTZV $,A?v ~$pCl,  7 % ~  8; ~ U X Q S  

.TO;TD 2" ? a ~ O v ~ l a r  ~irrl ~ v ~ ~ h v c i  

8 u  o h  bvan~l8cuO~r KU; p c m - f ~ r ~ l r  
dvw ~ d ~ w .  ~ a l  TOGTO dpa 7 1 s  u 8 0 h v  
y&v uop$h$ J d p ,  Y U ~ S  Z ~ K E A ~ P  s r P  
.fi ' l~ahzrbs .  sapdywv T@ irvdya~r 8th 

~b rr%ardr .re uul R ~ C U T L K ~ Y  &vdwar~ 
nL8nv. r o b s  B E  ~ V O ~ T O ~ I S  Lpv$.ious &v 
t' 8puh.rav . . . a i s . r c r p q u ~ v o s r T q ~ i -  
B o y  . . . ~ a l  @npuT~v E ~ S T ~ Y . T F T ~ ~ ~ V O Y  

~ : f h v  ;8wp hipy ' T Q ~ o ~ T ~  T E I P V ! ~ & ~  
r r o a u L u v .  It, is :L qi~est i l~n wl~siher 
in this text i t  it: merely the com- 
p~.rison of the IT&U with the  ailpa, 
and the mytllns of t h e  punishment 
nf the hpb7ror, tliat curnev from 
I'hiiolaus or some Pythagorem, 
o r  whet.t~erthe moral interpr ta t ion 
of this myth also cnmes fmm him. 
This int.crprctnt,ion is atttrib~rtd to 
Philolaus by Efickh (Yinilvl. 183, 

136 sq.); Brandis (Gr .  RBm. Phil. 
5 ,  497) : Suscmihl {Ge~bct. Et~tm. d. 
Pflrzt. P h i l  i. 107 sq.), al~d others. 
Brandis is less positireir~ the Ga7c.h~ 
d. Batw. i. 187. The int,tcrpret~- 
tion, X B  n ~r.hoIe, secms t o  mr t o  
ham a purely PlaLonio ol~araotor, 
and to be oat of hnm~ony with the 
treatise of Philnlnus. PInto docs 
nnt hay that he borrowed f ~ o m  t,hc 
M O ~ $ ~ S  iv$P t.h$ intcrpreta,tion of 
the mgth, liut the myth ifsplf. 
NThc,nn, tcoouecting t h i s  myth with 
3 ~ O P U I X P  song, H I K F A ~ S  K O ~ I @ S  

&dP arorl ~ k r ,  p a ~ l p a  +u, Tirnoc- 
reon, Fr. 6 b ;  Ber~li, L?~T. Rr, p. 
911, he malies a mytiius, l r~f inbr 4 
' I - ;UALK~~S : he means t o  say ttb:rt t I~r  
myth of the perforated ~ ~ s a e l  into 
which the ~inconsec~xted were to 
put water with a s i e r e  I.c., the 
tr,~dition which extcnda the 
plmishmeut of the Danajds to  dl 
t,he p~oF:nle-13elongs t o  the Or- 
pllico-Pgthngorean cycle. I n  the  
Urat,~hls, 400 R,  Pla to  rcf,?rs for 
the co~np:trisqn of with nlipa 
to the Orpl~ics, whom Philolans 
also b d  in  ncw : ~ a l  y&p uijfii 
rivds gasrv a b ~ b  [rb uPpuTj ~ T v a r r i i s  
$ v f i s ,  4 s  .rrUVpf'vnr Cu r$ Y;V 

rapdvm . . . 8 o ~ a C r r ~  pCwrot poi p8- 
hrura BdoOar ut iF$t  'Oy+<a TO;TO 

.rb E;uopu, &r 81wv G~budrqr +$s 
$ v x q s  &V 8 i  &KU 8 ; B u r ~ r  ~ o l r o v  6; 
~ < ~ i B o h n u  txerv, bcc rdcwai,  8cuw- 
T ~ ~ I O U  ELK~IB, 



t o  free itself hy a presumptil<irrs act.' SO long as t h e  
soul is in the body it requires the body; for thmugll 
the body alone can it feel and permite ; sepa~ated from 
the body it lcads an incorrp~t-~al life in a higher world." 
Thi.~, home~er, i s  of course only the case when it has 
renrlered itsclf capal~le and worthy uf s ~ c h  happiness ; 
otherwise it can but l(mk forward to the penance of 
material life, or the torments of Ta* t a r ~ s . ~  The Pytha- 
gorean doctrine was tbercfore, according to these the 
most ancient authorities, evsentislly the same that n e 
afterwards find assnciatcd with other PyLhagorean 
notions, in Plsto ; and which is maintained by E I~PP-  
docles,j vix., that the soul on accmlllt of prpvio~ts trans- 
gressions i s  sent into the body, and that after death each 
soul, aceording to its desclls, enters the Cosrnos or Tar- 

1 Flbto, Chtt 1. c. ; Id. Phcsdo, grn~a l  b8civarar B F ~ E  ~ ~ ~ S P O T O S ,  o;- 
62 B (xfccr hnvinw r e m ~ k e d  fiat K ~ T L  6vq.rdr. Parli:~ps t.llis is the 
Philok~us furbnclc aaicide) : t pkv origin of tll* st;ttL!ncnl of El,ipha- 
o6r Ev d ~ a p b f i ~ n r ~  hrybpcvos n c p l  nius tE??p. $d. 1802). :treo~ding to 
aWGv hlyos, &r :v .rtrt ~ p o v p ?  l u p u  wl~ich PyLnngorns called himself a 
n; &vBparror rtcrl 63 6d 64 Lavrbv ZK gud. 
.ra;-rVs h6rrv  0;s' &ro8~6pdunov, Euxitheus, np. Athen, I ,  c., 
whicl~ Cie. {Cnii?, 20, 73 ; flrrrrslt. t)nbeatens those who commit sui- 
Hcip. c. 3) r~produces rather iuae- eidc: 8t~lxac0ar ~ b v  Bedv, is d r $  
cnra;tely, without, however, h:~.rirg i .~rvo;urv Z.1 .rod-rurr, Ews hv drrtr 
ally other autliority than this pas- a h o b s  &;up, shivur +a; pcl[oois 
sage. CIe>uchus (ap. Atlieu, i v .  2 p n ~ o o G v ~ l e r  T ~ T C  h&arr, snd at-  
157 C )  at,tribntcs the same doctrine cordir~p to hrist. Atml. Po'ot, ii. 11, 
t o  an unknomn Pythagorean n ; t m d  94 b, 32. Pj-t.lin.guras  though^ t k n t  
Runi theus. thunder frightcncd sinners in  Tap- 

9 Philol, ap. Wwdinn. Do brus. For I agree with IZit~ei* 
#tats An. ii. 7 :  diligitztr ~ r p ? d $  nb (Gcseh. d .  Phil. i. 425) that if the 
anima, qwia sine w ?~o>i. .~,oiest @&ti parallel passage, in &to, Hy, x. 
s m ~ s i h s ;  rc q ~ o  pstgtsnm mortc 616 U. f be duly considered, rrn 
deducta rut uyit in .,nr~q~da ( K B U F D S  must tiuppo~e that thc sinners, snd 
as distiuguished from ~Lpavhs? s ~ p .  nut the Titar~s. are here maant. 
p. 47~,2)+ncnrpwa?am ,uitrm. .%ma.  ' Cf,  Taut. 11. a, 691, 3rd cd. 
AUT. V. 70 sq. : $V 8' h o A ~ ~ $ a r  $ vide inira, vol. ii. .?imptd. 
g1;e b ui8kp' d ~ ~ i r 8 ~ p o v  z?.e~s, 
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taras, or is dbsl ined to  fresh wmdcrings through Inman 
or animal forms.' Tlihcn, therefore, we mcet wikh such 
a representa.tion of the doctrine, among recent writers,Z 
we have cvcry reason t o  acccpt it3 as true, without on 
that account admitting all that they camb~ne with it.4 
The souls, we are told, after depsrting from the body, 
floi~t. aboolit in tht: air ; and t .hi~ no dolrht. i n  the hum- 
dation uf the opinion qunt,ed above, that the solar 
corpuscles are souls ;6 an opinion wh~ch must uot  be 

'I'1l~l'yth:~gnre:tns xre srJil to 
II:LI-e clu!~omilrated this r e t l r r ~ ~  jrlto 
the body bo the ?FONT ~ r s h i y y ~ v ~ d u .  
Serr. Ben. "iii, b8 : Pybhccgorrrs 12018 

p ~ r e p + ~ w b l u  ged T Q A ~ ~ ~ E V ~ U L C L U  a s t  
dzsit, h. B ~~d9'l.n bni,mava] post 
femnptts. Vgl. p. 4 i4 ,  3. 

a E. g. Alexander. who seems 
here to reproduce the Pytllagvrean 
idtl:is with less ndmixtnrr: than 
urnaI,ap. I)iog.. vjii. 31 : dupr+8eiuctu 
6' airr$v Cs;lv $uxhv] yGr nhd- 
rcuOar d ,~o iuv  B+ $dB,uari (cf Platcl, 
P h ~ d o ,  81 C; Jn.mbl, !J? P. 130, 
148) :  ~ ; v $ " E p p + ~  ~ c ~ p t a u  rFar 1611 
$ v ~ G , v  xa: 61brnirro no,unu;ov ~iysrr- 
@a< ~ a l  zvhaiov ~ c r l  xed~rov ,  I*erS$n~p 
oCror E ; C ~ ~ , U T E L  h h  7 3 v  U W , U ~ T W Y  

7ds $ U ~ & I ~ T &  T E  * 5  ~ a l  ZK &xci~- 
rqs. ~ a l  dy~o8ai T&T ,x;v tia0aphs 
r'ri 761 ?+tvrou, +AS 8' ~ K ~ ~ & . ~ T O U P  

daelv9 ?r~hd[erv  IL6~ '  iChhfi~a~s, 
B r i d a r  6' ;u bj,hj+crolr 8evpo;s &IT' 

'Eprvpirmt.. Ynrpl~ .  I< P, l o  : mp&- 
TPY ~ O ~ P C I T O V  E ~ U Q ~  9 V C 1  T ~ V  

+uXhu. ETTQ p s ~ a ~ d h h u u o a v  cis &Aha 
y;v7 [@w. Porphyry, it is true, 
adds : 5.rr w d v ~ a  71 y ~ v d F c t v a  ;++vxa 
jpoysvi 6 ~ i  vopI(eiv. P~uL. ZJEas. 
v. 20, 4 (Galen. c. 35) iuterprot,~ 
11ris to mean that, the s o ~ ~ l s  af  ani- 
~atls are indcd  mtionnl in thern- 
selros, lnrt are inc;ipable, on w- 
count of their bd ias ,  of  actiug 

ratiuna.lly. Nut. Pbrc. 1. 4 ; Gden. 
c. 28 ; Theodnret, CUT. gr. qf B. 
1'23, represent only the r n t i o u ~ l  
pnrl of the suul ,as n a i s l . i i ~ g  aftcr 
uea:h; but  these, I i J x  the asser- 
rions of the equality n f  Lhr hpirit 
in me11 and aairnnlt: ( S ~ X C .  IIf, ix. 
127; vide 8up. p. 417, 3) are s ~ h -  
Pt-quenL rnf<:renr'es. Thr: myths 
:t!rr!nt tlis personal tranui~ti~r?~t,irin 
of E?t,h.h.lgur-as huvc bcen nut.iecd, 
p. 340, 1. 
' O u r  expn~i~ io i l  will likhwise 

refutt! what Glat!i x h  rays (Ynack'y 
Jrrblb. ./: 8pc.k. P/z/Zu$. 1847, ($92 
~ ( 1 . )  to pvol-c that Empeducles was 
t.he first. yl~ilonopher rullo taught 
the  doctrine uf hlstcmpsychosis. 

' For imt,nnce, what is snid 
abont tho prol~ibitiou to kill and 
onk sr!iwals (vide szrp. p. 344, 3 ) .  
0 3 r l y  ~e innst not,, l i k ~  Crlrtrlisch, 
conclude r1r;it Pjthxgorrrs, t h e -  
form cocld 11ot ham admitted ihe 
transmigr-rtiou of ROLLIS. H a t o  and 
ot,hers a~in~itterl it,, and yet o.to 
meat. Empedocles clots not forbid 
t l ~ u  enring o f  plants, although he 
Iieltl that human souls passed into 
nlanta. 

Alex. tip. Uiug. C. c. Bide 
p. 484. 1 ; 485, 3. 

Wittc: I'! Gu~cfi. (1. Plfil. i. 442 R) 
cites i n  regilrd to this tho  passago 





complete tbcory at all on the subject. The doctrine 
that each soul returned t o  earthly life nnder the  same 
circumstances as previouc;1y, once in each cosmical 
period, is mare distinctly ascribed to them.' 

Important as t l~c  beIief in Tritr~srmigration ua- 
doubledly was t o  the Pgthagore;ms,Vit seems t o  have 
llad liulc! conneclin~l w ~ t h  their ph~lo>ophy. Later 
writers seek the point of union in the thoright thi t t  
souls, as the cffloenee of the world-soul, are of it divine 
and Wter~fore imprrlshable nature ; but this thought, 
as before remarked, can hardly be considered as be- 

longing to the ancient Pyfhagoreana, since irl all the 
accounts it is b o ~ d  up with Stoical ideas and ex- 
pressions, and neither dristotle m his treatise on the 
soul, fior Plato in the P h ~ d u ,  ever allude t o  it, t h o ~ ~ g h  
they both had marly opportunities for so doing.4 Apart 
fiom this theory it would be poai;itile to conceive thzt  
the soul might have been rcgi~rded as an imperishable 
eL.qcncc, berttu,a it mas a number or I~armony:~ Bok 
as the same holds good of all thing6 gen~rally, it; rrould 
involve no special psserogative of the soul above othcr 
Psqences. Tf, on the other hand, the son1 was in tb more 
precise rn:mner co*lceiarcd an the hnrmony of the body7 
i11 that coaid bc inferred from this is vhat Xirnrnias 

Cf. p. 4711 $q.  
"chleiermnciler's notinri(Gcacl. 

d. Phil. $3)  that  nti o~lgllt nut t r r  
tnko this i~rcmlly. Sue :is an erhjci~l 
iillsgi~ry of our nffiniLy >vith tho  
xniru~l  kingdom, i s  cu~~trnry  to  all 
listrrrical rostimony, inriudil~g that  
of k'liilolau~, i'laro, and Aristotle. 

Vide gcprit, p. 475, 417 sq. 
.4s has beeu a1rcntlg ~ h o m n  in 

rcgxd to Aristods. As tu the 

Pltmdo, it is very anlilt.ly that 
Yl:rtfi, vho delighted ju referring 
to Drp1lic xnrl Tyrl1;lpnrran tradi- 
tior,:! (dde p. 61 0, 62 B, 69 (7 ,  70 
C), vonid, iil expressing H, t l ~ o u ~ l ~ t  
so siniiiar (79 B: SO A), lunre en- 
tirely abat;tinerI from all a.lllision 
t o  the P?thagoreans if his doctrinc 
of in>mol$nl i t~  had been t n h t . ~ ~  frwn 
them. 
' k+iid~: S%pTa, p. 4711 



infers in the Ph~edo, that the so111 must come to  an elid 

with the body of which it is the harmnny.' It seerns 
very doubtful, thelefore, whether the doctrmc of irarnor- 
tality and transmigration  as scicntifieally eonnrcted 
by the I'yLIlagoreanu with their t h c o ~ i e ~  of the essential 
nat~tre of the soul, or with their ~ i ~ ~ r n b e r - t h c o r ~ .  The 
ethical ilnportauce of this doctrine is ~mdeniablc. But 
ethics, as we shall presently sec, was equally ~eglected 
by tl~em, so far as any scienhfio treatment is concerned. 
This (logma appears tl~erefore to have been, r~o t  zn elc- 
mrnt of the Pyt,hagorean philosophp, buL a irndition of 
t he  Pythagorean mysteries, originating probably from 
more ancient orpllic tmditions,%r~cl haling no scientific 
connection with the pllilosophic principle of the l'ytba- 
goreans. 

The belief in dzmons, to  which thc ancient I'ythn- 
goreans were much addi~ted ,~  must; alao be includcd 

Cf.p. 477,2.  Still Iesr can we, 
~ i t h  IIerrnamm (Gsrcis. d. I3Znto, i. 
6Y4, 616), f i r ~ ~ l  pwoi 111 O ~ i d  ( X e -  
lam.  LF. 214 ~ q . ) ,  and in Plct. (Dc 
ei, C. p. 181, tlizrt the P y t l ~ ~ t g o r z u a s  
Lnsd rnelotr~psj-cliosib rln tho doc- 
trine of I ~ I Q  j l ux  of all t,k~~ng.s, eud 
cnpscially on the change uf f ~ r m  
*lid dubs;ance of our bodies. Cf. 
Y~lsulnihl, Ge,iot. 3,'h:rrlu;. d. Pkd. 
Phi / .  i. 440 

2 Tidc I). 6 1  sq. 
Al~'c>rcly Y~iilo!e~is, &. 1s 

( s ~ ~ p a ,  p. 371, 21, seurns l o  distin- 
guish betwen d c r ~ ~ u l l a  nlld gorls. So.  
does ~\ristascnus Lap. Ssnh. ii'loril. 
79, 481, when !lc rccommc.nds that 
W E  should h~onuur uur parent* as 
wet1 its g0~I.s n11d dtt.lno~~s. Tlle 
Golden Poam (v. I sqg.) says i n  a 
more defiaito mauner that we 

stiould I ~ O I I C J I I ~  the god8 above all ; 
after them the  I ~ e ~ o e a  a i d  tlle sub- 
t.rrrs;tnrm rla?rrrons (ua~axflduror 
6aiuours, mnuns). lotcr v tbitcrs, 
l ike Plutsrcl~, j j c  Is. 2>, p. :?,GO ; 
I%o~t fn ,  i. 8. combjue the Pytha- 
gnrcsn rlnotrii~e i r i ~ 1 1  t he  docrrincs 
of Plato at14 Xetioc?i~tes, LUL 011 
t.11ir very o.cm11ut they cannot he 
conrirleced tru~trrarthy as rcgarda 
Yj-ih;igore;~nism. T l ~ a  lseti~siony 
nt Alexauder up, Udog. xiii. 32, 
t,nuehing d ~ l n u ~ 1 5  and t,iroir irrtlu- 
elice on nlcn recms to come from a 
nmre p r ~ m ~ t i v e  suurce: aivai T E  

24~.ra ~ b v  $ v ~ G v  $prhewvn 
~ a l  r u d ~ u s  ~ U ; , U D V ~ S  7~ l ~ a l  +PO- 
as l u n p L ~ u O u r -  KG ;& r v d ~ w v  
i~i,url~x~u0ac bvRp&sors rods r' i v -  
eipovs KU; .rh uflpeTu vdudu 7; K U ~  

Sy~elap, ~ u l  oir ybrov bvOprSro~s 



among their myst,ic doctrines. As fw as we knom on 
the subject, tlley thcnght that' dzmons were bodiless 
souls whioh dwell, some of the111 under the earth, and 
some in the air, and which from kirnc to tima appe;lr 
to  men ;' but spirits of naturc as well as the souls of 
the dead seem to  have been called by this name.% The 
Pytltagoreans derived reve'itlti ons and sooth~nying from 
t h o  demons, ~tnd connected t.hern with purifieationr: 
and expiations :"the high c~t~imation it1 which they 
held sookllsuying is frequen:rlt,ly atk~t.ecl.~ To the class 
of dzmous belonged also khc herces; but the:@ appears 
to have heen nothing particular in the worship a ~ ~ q r d d  

&Ax& ~czl T ~ o B & M ~  KU! TOTS 2Ahoi~  
xs$wurv. cis TF ~ u i r v u s  $YC<OUI 
~ o f i c  ?r ~ m B a p + ~ ( > t s  hla! & w o + p o r i ~ -  
pais ,  B ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~  TC- T ~ G W  E E I  KA$BU- 
vas ~ c a i  T& Z,UOL~.. Cf. dE1it:li i ~ .  17 : 
6 ~ohh$r;~s h,ur.?r;muu .iu;s & d v  3x0s 
( E u h - y .  F~crurccv)  9wv4 T ~ Y  KpE17- 

~ d u w u .  IIow f ~ r  LIE famous 
Platonic: ex~:ositinu, qyi/'p. 288 E, 
is 13f l?yth;igort.uu origiz~, c a ~ l ~ t  
be determincil. 

1 Cf. py~ec.er?i~lg nuto acd pas- 
s,qos qunud, p. 453, 6. 

' CX. tho  assaltinn of Porphyry 
Y, P, .11 : r i v  8' 2s pahmoir ~pouo-  
p;rou ijXor +wv$u cba i  ~ r v o s  .r&v 
Bcrtpdvur ;varsrhs?pfi:lvqv ~6 xahicg, 
an ;~nciont, anil f i iutastic notion 
which ramiadi, s5 oT the opitiion 
of Tha!es on the sold of mug- 
net. 

3 A~in tuxs~ ruu  ap. Stoh. Ed, i. 
206: mpl  6; + h ~ t i s  748' ~ + ~ U K O U ~  

c t a ~  I L f 2 ~ o ~  KG) S I I L ~ B P I O Y  PiPos 
aLi-?s, yrx;u9a~ yip hir ;x~ordu rrua 
napi TOG ~ U ~ ~ O Y ~ V U  TWY ;CV$CSR(UU 
iufoy <a; r b  f l i h r ~ n v  % irl rh 
X F ~ ~ U U .  Rra11dis (1. 4961, ill v p p -  

. sition t o  CGckh, Plrilol. 186, tlrir?ks 

thxt t h i s  ~ ~ ~ I I E P  inR~~suce i s  re- 
ferred t o  by PPbilolaus ap. A~bist. 
(Eili. E T L ~ .  6, ad flu.), rb'ui r i m s  
h6yc.r ~ p s i r r o u s  ipctiu. A19x. (1. c.) 
ntkr l l rutes r c ~ c 1 n i . 1 0 ~ ~  atld exyiu- 
tioas to the damolis and not to the 
G a u u h ~ o v ,  hut ~ I l e  ezilusircucss 101 
this opininn seems ro bet.rab t h e  
stanti-point, of a la.t,or peviua!, ~v!:ich 
vur~lcl  not Ailmi! an? dirca: i11te1.- 
coirrse between gulls an(l mon. We 
iiird besii!ss i n  Alex, a p e l ~ e p t i l i l o  
likeccss ta the text i n  the Sytlip- 
S ~ Z I P I L  of PIa.t,n, 2U2 X. 

T3i& R ? I ~ P L < ,  l?. 349, 2. Thc 
greater rrl~r::ber add i11:%L I ' u t l ~ ~ t -  
goras rtfll:,i-d td allow the ilitorro- 
gntion of vir;tims (in Ca:cr. H. p l h .  
c. 30, p. P20, m-e shunlli read :ic- 
curdioK t u  Lhe ~ p x t  of the I'lac, r-. 
1, 3, oirr Z ~ K P ~ V E L  jns tm~r i  of N ~ V O V  

ab Ourr~ehr OCK &Y$PE~). 131t this 
opinion rcstp entirely on t h e  sup- 
pbsitiun thr?t he forbade bluotiy 
rncl.ificzs, and jl: ~F:ICTRI the killir~g 
of n.nimals, srhich 11as no foundit- 
tion in l d s t u q .  

5 Vide slipre, p. 467, 3. 
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t o  them.' The opinion that damans oceupicd ail int.cr- 
mediate phce hctmsen gods aud men a alrearly existed in 
the more ancient; popakir faith. 

If we turn from the d ~ m o n s  to  the gods, we find, 
as has xlrearly been i11:wrved:~ that the Pgth;igci+ealis, in 
all prob;l'bilit~-, Frougljt their theology into no scielltitic 
connect,ion wii.11 tbeir philosophical prini.i:~Ie. That 
t h e  conception of Gad as a religious idea was of tbc 
highest, significance t u  tkcm, is indubitable ; neverthe- 
lew, ;~p:~rt, from the  ua t rus t~or ihg  st,atemcnts of  later 
writers, of whic11 we have before spoken, very little has 
been hlzndcil down t o  na d ~ o u t  their peculiar theological 
tenets. Yhilolar~s S~LJ-B t h a t  everylhing is cncloserl in 
the divinit,y as in u prison ; kc i s  also said to h ~ v c  cal led 

God the beginning of all things ; and in a fragment 
the authenticity of which i s  not certain, he desc~.ibe? him 
in the manner of Xcnapl~a-rics as the one, eterual, un- 
changeabl~, ~~nmoced ,  self-consistent ruler of all t,hings." 
From this iL is evidel~t t'nrtt he h8.d ltd~azlceil beyond 
t h e  ordinary polytheism t,o that purer conceptiorl of 
Deity, whioli we, riot ~mfreyrtelitly meet rvitlt ariiong 
philosophc~s and poets before his time. The dory in 
the Pythagureau legexld,"tl~at Pythigocas when he went 
into Hades WIT the souls of Homer and Hesiod under- 
goiug severe torments for their sayings ahout t h e  gods, 
is to  t.l~c: same effect. W e  cannot,, howcver, lay much 
stress upon this? na the clnte of the story i s  11n1:nu~vn. 

At ;tr.y pato lvhnt T,jog. (l-iii. tlc, szLpa, p. $36,  4. 
23) says js zhc get~e~al  Greck Viilo p. 337 sq. 
opinion ; vide ITurmamn, QT. i i l i r .  ii. * St_~.l'p-u, p. 4U2, I. 
SCC~. 29 1;. Hieronynnis ap. Diog, viii. 

f ds quotation from ~lristo- 21, r ide szyrffi, p. 340, 2. 



Some other particulars are related of Pythagoras a.nd 
his school,' which are still more uncertain, and t,he 
evidcnee of which cvllectively proves nothing more 
than we have already admitted, viz., t ha t  the pyt-ha- 
goreans indeed purified and spiritrtalised the popular 
belief, and strongly insisted on the Unity of tlze Divine, 
but cannot be said to have consciously attempted to 
arrive at any pllilosophic theory of God. This purifica- 
tioti, hourcvcr, was not connected in their case, as in the 
case of Xenophanes, with a polernie a p i ~ l e t  t he  prrliular 
religion; and thong11 they may noi; havr agreed with 
everything that Homer sud ~ e s i o d  said about the gods, 
yet the popular rcligion as a wbol e formrd the basis of 
their own thcory of t h e  world and of life; in this 
respect it is hardly necessary t o  refer particu1:trly to 
t.lieir worship of Apollo, their c:onnection with the 
Orpllics, iheir predilection for religions symboli~m,~ and 
their myths about the l o ~ e r  morld. Co~?sccyuwitly, their 
theological opinions cannot, strictly spct~king, be eon- 
sidered as part of thcir yhilnsvphy. 

The religious belief of the lJythagorenna stood in 
close collneotion w i t h  their moral  prescript.^. ITnman 
life, they mere convinced, wa,s not only, like everjlhing 

Such as the erpresjivu attri- 
bntcrl t n  Py~lmgoras Ly Thcmifit. 
(01.. XT. 192, b) sirrdva *par Osbv 
i&ar ~ Y ~ ~ ~ T D U J ,  with ~ v l ~ i c h  the SU- 

callcd Eurjsus in the fragruer~t ap. 
Glen SYt~om. v. 55D D? DXPCCS : UP 
whi t  we fiud in Stob. (LC!. ii. fig), 
Ialnbl. (i: I?, 1971, Hiercrocles ( 1 2 6  

C'trvm. Aur. Pr#$ p. 417 b, N), on 
the destirly uf man-to bc :is l ikc 
l+ld as pusfiible. The formulci Yaov 
OeQ is oftcn qnotcd, withrrnb msn- 

tion of Pjtkagoras, e.g., i n  Plut. 
De A d .  i. p. 37 ; Clcm. Skrova. ii. 
330 D. 

' Cf. the p;tsmges quuted, p. 
421, 444,4 ; 480, '2 ; also Ll~e state- 
nleut ap. Clem. S f ~ o ~ a .  v. 571 R ; 
Porph, v. 3'. 41 ('zf~cr dristotlc), oc- 
corilir~g to ~ h i c l l  t h e  Eytl~~~goreans 
c;rlled the planets the dugs of Perse- 
pllono, t h c  two Rcxrt; the 11:tnds of 
Rhea, thc Plcindcs thc lyre uf the 
i+lusau, tile sen the tear$ of Cronos. 



else, in n general manner under the Divine care and 
protection ; but xas also in a parlicular sense the road 
which leads to  the purifroatloa of the soul, from which no 
one, therefole, has any right to depi~rl of his own cho1ce.l 

The essential problem of man's life, consequently, is his 
molal pmification and perfection ; and if during his 
earthly life, he is condemned to  imperfect ef fo~t  ; if, 
inatead of wisdom, virtue merely, 01 il btl.~ggl:lt! for 
wisdom, is possible: the oaly inference is tha t  in this 
struggle man cannot do without the support which the 
rclation to  the Ilcity offers to him. The l'ythagorcan 
ethical doctrine therefore has a thoroughly reli,'  lous us 

oharacte~ : to folloiv God and. to  become like Him is 
i t s  h1gl:hes.t p~ ina ip le .~  But ~t ~ t a u d s  in no closer rela- 
tion to their philosoplly than their dogrnatic d~ct~r i in  
does. It is of thc gleatcst moment in practical life, 
but i ts  scientific development is confined to the l~los t  
elementary at tem~ts.  Almost the orlly thing we know 
about it, in this respect, is the definition, already quoted, 
of justiac a5 a sqware nnmbcr, or as < ~ U T L ~ ~ - E . ~ O Z J ~ ~ ~ X , ~  But; 
that  is oaly an arbitrary application of the method, 
which ekewhere prevailed in the  Pythagorean school- 
that of defining the essence of a thir~g by an analogy 

Vide szcpril, 1). 493, 1 ; 402, 2. 
2 Philolmw, s t y .  p. 471,  a. 

For the snnne P P R B O ~ I ,  we &re t,llld, 
P y t h n p o r : ~ ~  ~ r p n d ~ t ~ t c d  thc rlarnc of 
we, and called himself instead 
$~h;no+os. C ~ C .  Tjdbc. 1,. 3, 8; 
Uiog i. 1 2 ;  riii. 8 (after Herit- 
cliilee ;1:1d Yr~sicca,tes) ; 1;hln bl. $ 5 ,  
159 ; Cleniens, ~ S t ~ m ,  i .  300 C; 
cf. '.Y. 4 7 7  C : Taler. &I;Lx. riii. 7, 
8; Plnt. I'lnc. i. 3, 1 4 ;  Smrnoil. 

Ifi ~ZC. 2'. Poqvh. 5, h. 
Vide a l p .  p. 4BU, 1. We find 

the. pame idea {~wcordicg t,o the 
t.x>$:t ~xplanntion given, ap. Phut, 
p. 449 a, S), in the daring ascribed 
t o  I'yth%gur:ts, : ~ i ~ c l  quoted by I'Iut. 
Ilr: h"?!])",?t c. ! I ,  p lli9 ; Uct: U M C .  
c. 7, p. 413, t,hat the 11r;it for us ib: 
t,o gat ne,ir t o  the yocis. 

Vide 8!hp. 420, 3. 



of number; U;~. re  is ecarccly the rnost feeble gcrrn of 
any ,scient.ific tr&.tme~t of ethics. The author of the 
11f(~gr~a Jfo~.uCiu, ,says that Qthagoras attempted in- 
deed a, tf~eory of virtue, birt in so doing, did not arrive 
at the proper nature of ethical activity.' We must go 
farther and say thal the s h n d - p o i ~ ~ t  of Pythagarcism 
in general was r lo t  that of scientific ethics. S o r  can  
we arguc much from the propositiolz "h:lat Virtue cou- 
sists in XIarmung, fur  t h e  ra.me definition was applied 
'lig the Pythagoreans t o  a11 possible srtbjects ; besides, 
the date of the proposition i~ i111itc ~ n c e r t a i n . ~  JThether 
%he mord Lccdeney af the myths i~bo~i t  the vessel of tlls 
Uanaids, which me find in Plato, i s  really derived from 
Yhi lola~~s or any other Pgth:igorea~l i s  dou'otf~ul,' and if 
it is, nu caonclusion can be drawn from it. From a31 
k l ~ n t  tradiiion tells us, ii is ccideut thnt ethics with the 
Pyt.hagowxrn, as with ihc ol.l~er PI-c-Sneralic p11iloso- 
phers, never advanced he~ond pnpnlar xcflcctiun ; in 
regard t,n any more developed ethical conceptions, they 
are only tc be found i r t  the unt~.ustmorthg statements of 
more rccent &~~.tl~nrs,%nd in the .fi,a.gmcnts of mrit,inys 

' 1%'. XOT. i. I .  l lR2 n, 11: 
; rrpi j~os p:s 0 5  d v ~ x 6 i p q u ~  ~ v f l a y d ~ a s  
T E ~ ~  A p ~ ~ G ~  F ~ U E ~ )  U ~ K  A P f l $ ~  8;' 
TAT ydp b p r r h s  &s  oh &vl@,ui~bs 

bvdyav o h  o i ~ f i a r  T&V &ps7&u T;,Y 

S E W ~ ~ ~ L V  ZPUIE~TO' ~6 yde E*CTT~Y 4 
8rrtaruni;vn i p r Q p h s  ifidnrs %os. Tile 
htotfi1rr!crlt t I ~ t  EyLhngur;w was Ll~a 
iint co s).rnk nf virtue seems to 
hale arisen iPurn 1 . h ~  p:~sxag~~ 
q u ~ w d ,  p. 420, 2, from Jfel'njit. 
si i i .  1. 

" Xlexancler. ap. Diug. ~ i i i .  33 : 
T<V 7' dps7hv & P p ~ ~ L a ~  FTYCCA K ~ I  T ~ Y  

hie tau xd ~b &yuOhv ZTUV  MU^ I ~ Y  

Oedv. SimiIarly in Ianrhl. 69, 229, 
~ g t , h l l g 0 1 7 ~ ~  d~nl:llldc tll:it, ~!1t:1'e 

s l~unld be fiiemLchip ~ I ' L U E O I ~  l,he 
soul and tlre body, I,etwesr~ rcnsun 
~ t I d  &knee,  at,^?. 

FOP ~ I I C  F V ~ [ ! ~ ~ C C ,  :IS we L a r e  
sl~o\nn, is u l l l r u . i t n  orlhy, andl t he  
ailaoce of :irirtotle 011 t.be au!~,jrct,, 
t -hou~h it is llat ile:i~ire, mal;es it 
n11 tlie r1wi.e cioullt.fn1, 

+Sirl?. p. 482, 2. 
,411lclng ~ I I C B ~  \v.e ~ t l n ~ l  rt:clion 

the assertion , o f  ITol.;iclei(lus of 
You~us  <a ) Clem. S ' i~~bz .  ii. 417, 
A), thht l!$thagoras deihed Imp- 



wllich partly by their empty diffusiveness, and partly bg 
their large use of later theories and exprcsxions, bytray 
tl~eir date too elenrlg to be worth noticing in this p1aac.I 

Of the remaining authorities on the ethic> of the 
P$hagor~ar~" the staternent~ of Aristoxenus mwit the  
greatrst attention. Tl1011gh hhe may pei-lwps descrtbe 
the of the  school in his ow11 fo~ras  of c.cpre3- 
sion, :in$ probably not without some udrn~xture of llis 
own thoughts, yet on the vhole the pict,ure w11ich we 
get from him is one which agl-eeu -wit,l~ Listoria~I prob- 
ability, and with the statements of others. Thc Pjtha- 
gorsms, accordi~ig t o  Aristnxenns, required before all 
tliings adoration of t.he gods and of d ~ m o a s ,  sad in 
i.he second place reverence ti) p;zrcnts and t o  the laws 
nf one's country, which nugilt not t o  be lighlly ex- 
changed for fiireign l a m 2  They regarded lamleseneas 
as t i l e  greatest evil ; for withorlt alli,l~oiity they believed 
t.he human race could not  subsist. Rulers and the 
ruled shorild bc united together by love ; evsry citizen 
should bave his special place a~signed to him in the 
whole ; boys and yuutl~s are t o  be educated for the state, 
d u I t s  and old mcrt are t.0 be active in itfi serl7ice.a 
i,o?xlty, fidelity, and long-suffering in fricndshir), 
subordinittion of the young Lo the old, gratitude ko 
parents and benefictors are strict,ly e ~ j o i n e d . ~  There 

pineas ns d~rtu-r$pv r?js 7 ~ h e t d ~ ' q ~ ~ s  
. r i p  b p ~ 7 G v  (ltl. ?L~LO,UCY) 75s # u x ~ ~ s .  
Heyder ( Eth. PyLh, Frit/,di<;, p, 17) 
bhonldnot. thercfarc, h w e  RPPOS~CI~ 
t,o chis  text. 

' T i t le  Part 111, b, 123 sqq.,aa- 
concl edition. 

2. Ap. Stob. Floril. 29, 45. 
Similarly t h o  BoZdcn Poem, v,  1 

sq. ; Porph. J'. P. 38 ; Ding. viii. 
23; these 1;1ttor, no doubt, al'ier 
Brisfuxeuuu. 
' :\p. Stub. n n r i l .  13, 49. 
Vao~lil. K 1! 101 eqq. KO 

doul:t, aft.cr A~misbilr: rur t lwse 
p~weriiptu %I-c reyedtedly cullcd 
n u i h y o p r ~ a l  irogdocis.  
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must be a moderate numbcr of children, but excess in 
sensual indulgence, and mitliont marriage, is to he 
avoided.' TTP, who posseqses trrre love for the beatttifr~l 
wiIl not devote himself to  o~~twasd  show, but t o  moral 
activity and science ; a conversely, ecience can only 
succeed when it is prrrsued with love and d c ~ i r e . ~  In 
many things man is  dependent, on Fortune, hut  in 
m ~ n y  he is himself the lord of his fate.4 In the sanze 
spirit are thc moral prescripts of the Golden Poem. 
Reverence towards the gods and to  parents, loyalty to  
friends, justice and gentlenew to a11 men, temperance, 
self-commaud, dimetion, purity of life, resignation t o  
fate, regular self-cxaminat,ion, prayer, oliuervnnce of 
consecrating rites, abstinence from impure food,--such 
are .the duties for the perful'man~e o f  which the 
Pythag.orean book of precepts prorniaes a happy lot 
after dc;tt h. Thcse, and similar virtues, Fyti~rzgoras is 
said to  have enforeed, in those parabolic maxims, of 
which so many specimens are given us: but the origin 
of hvhich i s  in individrlltl instances as obscure as their 
meaning. He taught, as wc are elsewhere informed: 

1 Ap. Stob, YImil. 4.1, 49, 101, 
4, I; cf. the Pyth~gorcm vord 
q u f e d ,  ap. Arist. ( m c o # .  f .  4 stlb 
init.), and the  statement that PI,- 
t h ~ l - a s  personded thc &at.nniats 
t o  senJ arAy their coneubincs. 
Iamb. 132. 

Stnb, EoriE. 5 ,  7 0 .  
Arisior, in the ext~mrts from 

Joh. Damnsc. ii. 13. 119 (Stob. 
If'hril. Ed. blein. ir. 9 0 6 ) .  

* Stnb. Eck. ii. 206 xqq. 
5 VideDiog. riii. 17 sq. ; Farph. 

K P, 4'3 : lambl. 106 ; Athcn. x. 
4j2 D ; Hut. Be Edw. Pwr. 17, 

p. 1 2 ;  QTL. COIAV. viii. 7, 1, 3, 4, 5 ;  
and sz+pro, p. 3 4 0 ,  4. 

Diog. ~ i i j .  23 ; Porph. F7 P. 
38 sq. These t v o  texts, b.y thair 
Rgrecment, point tu B vuulmon 
source, perhaps Aristoxenlm, D i d .  
&c. p. 566 'Wcss. In t.he some 
passage, Diog. 22 briugs foramd 
the prohibition of the olith, of 
bloody sixrifiees; but this in  cer- 
tainly n lntcr nddition, As to the 
oath, Uiotiorus, 2. c.. seems the rnnro 
awuratc, \That Diog. says (riii. 
DI, follow in^ suppod u,l.itinga uf 
Pytllagordila, as to the  time of con- 



reverence to parents and the aged, respect for t,he laws, 
faithfillness anrl disinterestedness in friendship, friendli- 
nebs to all, moderation and decorum ; commanded that 
the gods sho~ild be approached iu pure garments and 
with a. pure mind ; that men should seldom swear, and 
never break their oaths, keep what is entrusted to  
them, avoid wanton desire, and not injure use f~~ l  plants 
and animals. The long  moral declamations which 
Iamblichus puts into his mouth, in many passages of 
his work,' for tbe  most part carry out these thoughts : 
they are exhortations to piety, to  the maintenmce of 
right, morals and law, t o  moderation, to simplicity, to  

love of country, to  respcct to  parents, to fitithlulneas in 
fiicndship and marriage, fa a harmonious life, full of 
moral earnestness. Many more details of this kind 
might be added ; in almost every instance, however, the 
e d e n c e  is too uncertain to  a110w of any depcnderrce 
upon it. But, according to  the unanimons testilnony 

jugal interconme, appears scarrely 
wortl~y of credit. The statement 
of Diog. 221 i s  marc likcly t o  lmve 
belnngcrl to the ancient I'ytliago- 
reans. 

Io great part following an- 
cicnt qrriters, cf. with Tainbl. 87- 
37 ; Poiyh. 18 ; Justin. Uhl, sx. 
4 ;  and supru, p. 344,  4. 

2 E. g. t,Le famous K O I V ~  T& 7811 

g;hwv(szbpra, p. 345. 2 ) ;  the tidying 
t,l~st 111m should 1)~; one. sp. Clem. 
Stro~n. io. $35 C; d'. ~ 3 a c l u s  in 
Alcih. iii. 72 ; Conr. in  Pann, iv. 
78, 112 (the end of lifc is,  accord- 
ing to tho Pythagoreans, tile lvdms 
and .ph[a) : t,he exhortation to 
truthfulness, ;%p. Stob. Fhril. 11, 
25, 13, 21 ; t,Iie saving. its t.o the 
erils of ignorance, intemperrnee, 

and discord, wl~ich Pnrp1l. 22, 
Iambl. 34 (cf, l i l )  attributes to 
Pythasolns, and ~ h i c h  lliermn je. 
H7qf. iii. 39, voI. ii. 565, Tall.) at- 
tributes to Archippus and toLysis ; 
the apophthegms of Tllcnno on 
the dnt,y :~,nd position of nromen : 
ap. Stob. 87orii. 76, 32, 53, 55 ; 
lambl. V. f.. 5 5 ,  142; Clernens, 
Slrora, iv.  522 U : the ntterarlce of 
Clini.zs, ap. Plut,. &u. Co.nzs. ili. 6, 
5 ; the compwison xttlibared t o  
Arcllytss of the judge and t h e  
altar, ap. -4rirt Bhet. iii. 11, 1412 
a, 12; the aentencesgiven by Plut. 
De Aurliendo, 13, p. 4 4 ;  DB Ea-iE. 
c. 8, p. F02; Do Frat. Am. 217 p. 
468; rs. Plut. UB Vila Him. 
lS1, 
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of onr i~~~thari t ics ,  and to what hnu alreiidy been said 
on the political eh~zrncter of ithe Pyt,hagorean associa- 
tion, me may connder ~t proved that the ~cbool of 
Pythagnrw-;, helievir~g in the almighiy power of the  
gods, and in future retribution, enforced purity of life, 
moderation and justice, mirar~te self-exzinlinntion and 
discretion in all actions, and especially dieoolrragrcl 
self-conceit ; that it also requrred uricond~tlounl oh- 
eervance of  ino~a l  order in t h e  Earuiiy, in the state, in 
friendsliip, and in  general intercourse. Important, 
however, as is the place it thprelry occupies in the 
history of Greek ouItnre, and in that of mankirtd, yet 
the sci~ntific T a l ~ ~ ~  of these doctrines ifi altogether 
inferior t o  1 heir practical significance, 

TI, RETIZO8PECIIIiTE SKW-VARY. 

C H A ~ L Z C I E ~ ~ ,  O B ~ G T S ,  ASD B?ITIQUITY OB 91IE 

PYTHAGOBFAX PRlLOSOl'HY. 

WEAT has been remxrkrd at the clive of thc la3t 
section, and p~eviounly at tlie beginning of this exposi- 
tion, on the difference between the Pythagorean life 
m d  the Pythagorean philosophy, will be conhrmed if 
we take n general wrvey of the docirinres o f  the achool. 
l'lje Pythagorean association, with its rule of life, its 
code of mornla, i t s  rites of corisecr~t~ion, and its po~itical  
end~avours, doubtless had its origin in clhico-religions 
motives. It has been previously zhown ( p .  A49 sq.) that, 
among the grlomic poets o f  the aixtl~ century, complaints 
of the ~vretd~edness af life and the n c e s  of mi~nlrind, 
~n the one hand; and oar the other, the demand for 



order arid mcaFure in moral and civil life, were more 
prominent t h n  wit11 their predecessors ; and me recog  
ni,ed in this a deepening of the morn1 ~oD.~ciorlsn,nc~a, 
u~'nicE1 naturally went hand in hand with the c o n t e r n p o ~ ~ ~ ~  
re~olution in political conditions, and in the intellectual 
life of the C;rt.c?ks. The transformalion and sprearl of 
thr Orphico-Eacchic mystelies point the same way ; for 
they at the  same period ~mdouhtedly gaincd much in 
religious content and historical irnportzznce.' To the 
same vaneel; in all probability Pjthagoreanism owed its 
rise. The lively sense of Wie sorrows and short-comings 
inbeparable from human cx iatence, in conjunction with 
an earnest moral purpose, seems to have hegotten in 
Pgihagoras the ides of an aasoeiation which shoultl lead 
its  members by means of religious rites, moral pre- 
scripts, and certain spccial cnstome, t o  purity of life 
and respect for all morn1 ordinances. It is, therefore, 
qrrite legitirna t,c to derive Pyt,hhrtpr~anism in its larger 
bense-thc Pythagorean assmiation and the Pythagorean 
life-from the moral intrrest. But it dtres not follow 
tha t  the PyLliagorean philusophy had also a predomi- 
nantly ethical ~harac ter .~  The Ionic naturd~st ic  phi- 
lobophy aplang, as we have seen, from t h e  Ioriic cities 
with their agitated political life, and from the circle of 
t he  so-called sever) eagcs. In the same way the Pj tha-  
gorean associatiou may have had iu the beginning a. 
moral and religious end, and yet maj7 have given liirth 
to a physical theory since the object of scientific en- 
quiry was at that  time the nature of the physical world, 

Vide mp. p. 61 sq. As some modem miters have 
thought, sup. p. 184, 1. 

TOL. 1. K g  



and not Ethics, That such was the case must Fe con- 
ceded even Inp those who regard Py.thagoreariisrn as a.n 
essentially et h i e d  system ; and the passage quoted 
above from the Wag?zn ~ M o r c d i r c ,  which, moreover, i s  far 
from having the weight of a genuine testimony of 
Arixt,nlIe, canrtot overthrow this a s ~ c r t i o n . ~  The object, 
of Pytliagorcan science mas, according to dl our pre- 
vious obser~ations, ident.ical mith tlrat of the 0 t h  

pre-Socratjc systems-namely, natural phenomena and 
their causes ; Ethics mas treated by it only in s 

isolated and superficial rn : in~~er .~  Aga.inst this 
no argument can he drawn from the ~mdoubteiily 

Rittcc, Ge.~r l~ .  d. Pld. i. 131. goreancustoms to him). This tes t ,  
'Jt is t~vae  that the Pgthagnrsan in filct, does not t e l l  us nnything 
philosophy is also cl~ietty ocropied that we have nut learned from 
mith the re:lsons of tl>* u-ol.ld and btlzzr rources, 
the physi~tl p b t l c n o m e u h  uf the 9 Tlhi* hrrs hcrn alrmrly shown, 
uni~e~c-e . '  etr. The lame a i~ t l~or ,  p. 490 sqq. %-hen, thrrcfol+c, HPV- 
p. 450. FRJS : 'Thoaa parts of rnnra l s  dm (Eii~a. @thug. Vi7irl,~c. p. 10 
which they (the Pythagorea11s)de- sq.) appaals in favonr of tlie o)?pu- 
 eloped scicntifrcnlly, seen1 to h a ~ c  i i tc  opinion t n  dris t .  mhic. A? i. 4 ; 
been uf l i i t l n  impoiknre. '  Bmn- ii. 5 (ridc yzrpra, p. 380. 1, 2). Ile 
dis, i .  493 : ' X1Ll1uugh the t.endeucy st.tri'~utes far  tor1 rnucll imprn+ance 
.towa~ul~ ethics of the Pythngo- LC Lhe exyrewion, a v ~ 7 o r ~ l a  750 

reans mt~st be regirded as essm-  bya8.Z~. Aristutle <l t . s ipr tes  by 
tis!ly cl>nra~teriatic of t,he!r aims thcsc m r d s  the first. of the two 
and efforts, r e  tind only n. few i s o  srries uf tpn ~mmhcrs, the o p ~ o -  
lntcrl fragments nf a Yythagurean ~ i t i u n  of vhich arranged in pairs 
doctrine of ~nornlity ; 2nd l,hesc aro consLitutes tlle Pyt11:tgorean table 
not errn nf sue11 a n;$turr: that we of contrarim (the Limited, the  
might svppose them t o  hr: the re- Odd. etc.), But i t  docs not, fnllow 
mains of a moro romprehensive .e.ys- from this that the Pythagore;ti~s 
tern of doctrinr now l o r t  lo ni;,'st.c. themseTr.~s made use of this desig- 

2 Gf, p. 491, 2. Wlmt Xrandic nation, or that thcy understood the 
any5 inPichtt'~ZeitschI,~$?, xiii. 132, kyaDdv and K U K ~ V  iil thr ~t l r i raI  
in fa~oiir  of the statement in the wens*, and 1131 i n  t h y  physical sense 
Jf<~qnn Moralin <nannot outweigh wcll. Still less does it follow (as 
the' linvwn P ~ ~ I ~ ~ O U . L ~ P S S  of this Hcpdcr s,lys E ,  P. and p. 18)- th , r t  
work. anrl tbr fnct that Aristn1.l.e ther ioveuted H tnhls of p o d s  and 
nrrrhecr mentions the personal set up a ~cienrific princigla for 
doclliric. of Pythaporas (tlrou~h he cthirs, something likc that of 
may sometimes refer some Pytha- Rato. 



ethical tendency of the Pythagorean life, nor from 
the great number of Pjthagorea~ rnc-ilaZ maxims; for 
the qrrestion is not how t, l~e Pythagoreans lived, and 
what they thought right, hu t  nrlet.ber, aud how far, they 
sougl~t to understa~ld and to account for moral activities 
s~ierntij~cnlly.~ The conclusion that Pythagoras, in order 
to  m:Ac life moral, must also have given account to 
himwlf of tho natluc of moral it^,^ is in the highest 
degree uncerhin ; it does not at ali follow from his 
pra.ctiea1 course of action that hereflected in a scicrltific 
manner upon the general ndurc  of morality, and did 
not, like other reformers and IFW-givers, content himself 
wit,l~ the determination of specitd and imrneclistte pro- 
blems. For the same reason t l ~ e  mytliical doctrine of 

tran~migration, and the thcory of life dependent. upon 
it,, cannot bere be considered ; these are n o t  ~cicntif ic 
propositions, but religious dogmas which marcover 
were not confincd to  the  Pythagorean school. So fa,r 
as thc Pythagorean philosophy is conoerned, 1 can only 
assent to  the judgment of Aristntle? that it was entirely 
devoted to the investigation of nature. It may be 

, objeded that this was not  pursued in a physical manner ; 
1 On wl~ic11 Schle~ermarhcr re- hCyov7.a~ ~ & T O L  K C L ~  ~ I ~ U ~ ~ T E ~ O Y ~ ~ L L  

lies, Gr,wh. dm PA$. 81 sq- xspl @da€wr r d v ~ a .  ycvv&a i  .re y i p  
3 Qtllcrwise wc must also -rbr o6pavhr ~ a l  x c p l  ~h T O L T O U ~ ~ ~ ~  

reckon. ;jmvrlg t h e  rcprcdenhtivcs Ka) sh ~ d ~ q   at T& bya 8 r a ~ ~ ~ o i ; n l  
of moral philnnc~pl~y, Ecracleitus 7 b  avu8b.ivov, ual T & F  d P n d ~  ~ a i  T& 

and Democritus, becrc.11~~ of d t e  ahra ~ i r  .ruG?a ~aravantn*ovgrr, 
mor%l scntcncar which they h&rs 6 & o l r o y o ~ v ~ c s ,  atc. (szq~ro, p. 189, :3). 
transmitte(1touc;; and rarrnellicics Mctoph. xiv. 3, 1001 & 1 8 :  ;nc:8)1 
find Zcnb, barauw t 1 1 r i ~  manner of K O ~ ~ / L O T O ~ O ; L T L  K R ~  + ~ U I K & S  Bohhouray 
l i fe  wag like that of the 3th:tgo- A ~ ~ E L U ,  Fi~aior  abrohs I$er&{etp .rr 
Teens ; not t o  spenk of Ernprrdocle~. r e p i  oiorus k 6: 7 i J 5  PGY i@~Tmvar 

8 Bra~ldis, FichtEb. Ztilsc?w. ir.f. +c~d8ou.  Ci, Pad. dsinc. i. 1 ; 
Phil. xiii. 131 y q .  ~ W ~ C P M ,  p. 183, 3. 

4 ibfetaph, i. 8, 989 b, 33: Era- 
K X 2  
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that the object of the Pythagoreans was to  enquire how 
law and harmony, morally de te rmind  by the concepts 
of good md evil, lie in the principles of the universe : 
that all appeared to them In an ethical light, that the 
whale harmony of t he  world was regulated according t o  
raoral concepts, and that thc entire ordcr of the uni- 
verse i a  to tlem a development of the first principle 
into viltuc and miedom.' I n  reply to this view of 
Pythagor~anisrn, much may hc said. In itself such rt 

relation of tklought to  its object is scarcely conceivable. 
Where scientific enquiry proceeds so rxclusively from 
an ethical interest, RS it is supposed to  have done in 
the case of the Pgthagoreans, it must also, as it xonld 
seem, have applied itself to ethical qr~estions, and 
produced an independent system of ethics, instead of 
an arithmetical metxphysjc, c ~ ~ r n o l ~ g y .  But this 
klgpothfsis also cuntradictfi hist.orica1 fact. Far from 
having founded their study of nature on luord con- 
sideration*, they rather reduced the moral dement  to  

and metaphysical concepts, which they 
originally ohhtaiaed fi-om their ob.servation of nature- 
rewlving virtues irltcj numbele, and the oppnsition of 
good and evil 2 into that  of the limited and unlimited. 
This i s  not to treat physics ethically, hut ethics 
physically. Scllleiermacher, indeed, would have us 
regard their matheniatics as the  teol~nioal pw-t of their 
ethics, He thinks that all virtues and a11 ethical 
relations were expressed by particular numbers; he sees 

Ritter, d .  c. 191, 451, and ~ i u ~ n b ~ . r s  should bc underxtood 
sin~ilarly Heyder, Efhic. Q- symboiicnIiy. 
tkag.  Vindk, p. 7 sq. : 13. 81 sg . ,  As Ritter substantiillly con. 
whb thinks that the Pythagorean cedes, Pyth. Phil. 132 sq. 



an cvide~ltly ethical h n d e ~ ~ c y  underlying the table of 
opposites.' Rut as thcse assertions are devoid of all 
foundation, it is unnecessary to  refilte them ; how 
arbitrary they are, must have already appeared from 
Our previous expo~it~ion. Ritt.er rrlore correctly, 
that thc mnthernatmics of the Yytlmgoreizns were con- 
nected with their ethics try the general idea of order, 
which is cxpreqsed in the concept of harmony, The 
only question is whether this order was xppreherlded jn 

their philosophical spste~a as a moral or a ntlturd orcle~. 
The ausmer cannot be rlouhtful ushen we rcIicct that, 
so far as scieiitific determinatiouu are concerned, tllr 
Yythsgnrcanv sought this order anywhere r;ttber t h i ~ n  in 
the actions of men. For it fin& it3 first and most 
immediate expression in tones, nexl in the universe ; 
while, on the other hand, no attempt is made to arrange 
moral activities accorcliug to  frarmouical pproportio~is. 
It cannot, therefore, be said that the Pyt,hagoseans 
founded physics and ethics upon a common higher pri~1- 
ciple (that itof lisrmorly),3 for tiley du not treat &is 
principle as equally physical and cthictcl : it  is the iu- 
terprctation of nature to which it is primarily applied, 
and for the sake o f  which it is required ; it is only 
applied to  moral life in iln acccsxory manner, and to a 
f ~ w  urnore limited extenLd Nuruhcr and harmony have 
here an essentially physical import, and when it is said 

' 27%. p. 51, $5, 59. @hmisyus stcperius, p o d  tanren 1x11 
2 Gcsch. d. Phil. i. 455. cippLln~'iut 9 ~ i ~ i  ?tovnixe a reluu~ 

lloydcr, 1. c. p. 18 sqq. physic& repciito. VThg should they 
Ue1dt.r hi~rfielf  ~ndirectly hit170 ~ h o s o n  n morely physical de- 

confesses tllia when be Maya, p. 14 : signation, if they had equnlry in 
Et phy~ica st sthica ail p~ino+i,wrb riea the mord elemeut ? 
eos ~ C U O C U U ~  uZf.ibqud C O ? ~ ? > I W I I  et 



t,hat a.11 is nn!rhber a.nd ka.rrnony, the  meaning is not 
that thc order of nnturc is grounded upon a higher 
moral order, it simply expresses the nature of the 
physical world itself. Altho~tgh, kherefure, I willingly 
admit that  tllc Pyi.l~agorca.ns rvould riot perhaps have 
arrived a t  these definitions if the etl1ica.l tendency o f  
the Pythagore:tn assaciatiorl 11nd not quickened their 
sense of lucasure and I l i ~ r l ~ l l ~ n ~ , '  jet  I cannot on t h a t  
account regard their science itsclf its ethical: I must 
consider it in its essential cont,ent as purely a. system of 
physics. 

Nor' edn 1 allow that  the Pythagorean philosopliy 
originally sprarig firm the probltjm of the conclitioas uf 
knowledge, and not from er~quilies concerning the 
nature oi' things : that numbers werc rcguded by the 
Pytlmgoreiins as the principle of all Being, not because 
they thoisght t.hej- perceived in numerical proportions 
the permanent ground of phenomena, but; bccause, 
without number, nothing seemed t o  them cognisable : 
and, because accordil~g t o  the celebrated principle, like 
is knorvn by like,' t.he g ~ o u n d  of cognition must also be 
t,lle gro~lrtd of reality." Pl~ilolaus, it is true, urges in 

' We ~ U B L  not, however, urer -  ~Wdtfiph, p.  79 ~ q . ) ,  This :tssertinu 
look thc f i i c t  that other yl~ilusuyhers i s  eonnec~ad with the rhaory of 
who PI~CIC famous fuf thrir T'~t11.t- w11ic.h n-e h a ~ r :  j i ~ s t  sprrken (vix. 
goyean 'rllar!~lr;r o f  lifc, ns Pomc-  thltt I'gthngorciinism was chicfly 
~~icil.;; and B~npcdor l~s ,  as wall as ethical i n  c l~araclsr j ,  Ly the ful low- 
Haracleitus, whose ethics are wry i n g  re.u~rrk (Ztilsckr. .I. Phil. 133). 
s i m ~ l a r  to  those of Qtb:~go-or;~s, 3juc.e the P~thagrrreans  fimnd the 
a ~ i i ~ e d  ntpwf~crlg diftcrcns philo- prjilciple o f  things in thrinselves, 
eol'lltc ~ n n ~ l n n ~ o t ~ s .  and no t  outside tlhcii~aclras, they 

Ur;rndis Kiceila. &!us. ii. 218 warn led lo d j c c c ~  Thclr trtlent~orl 
s .  ; i .  P i .  0 s 4 all the Inure to t.he purvly i n t ~ r l ~ ~ L  
l;irh~e''s Xeitsrhr. f: Pf~id. xiii. 13.1 ride o f  moral acticity; or cnn- 
sqq. ; Gcuulr. d. Eniu;. i. 164  Y C ~ .  (cf, rers~ ly .  Here! hon.a,-e~, shc t l y  
ILt.inhold, L'EiPwg x. Erl. d. pyzil, npe:klug, Bwndia makes the ge1lexa.l 



proof of his theory of nurnbcrs, that  without nt~rnber 
no knowledge rvould be possible, tha t  number admits 
of no untruth and alone determines and makes cog- 
nisahle the relations of things.' But he has also pre- 
viously shown," quite in arr ot)jt>cti\i'e manncr, that  
everjtlling muat be either lirnitcd or unlimited, or 
both together, and i t  is only t o  prove tlie necessity,ot 
t h e  limit that he brings forward t-his fact arnong olbers, 
t l ~ i ~ t  without  l imit  nothing would be knowable. Aris- 
totlc says3 that the Ppti~agnrems rcgardcd the element5 
of n~unbcrs as thc e1emcn.t~ of all things, because t,hey 
thonght they had discovered a radical similarity b e t ~ e e n  
rrumbers and things. This observation, however, indi- 
cates th& their t,heory started from the problem of the 
essence uf things, rakher than that  of the conditions of 
knowledge. But thc t w o  questions were i r ~  fact not 
s c p a ~ ~ t e d  in rtncicnt times ; it i a  t . 1 ~  distinctive peen- 
liilrity of tlre Pre-Socmtio dogmatism that thought 
dircct.s itself t o  the cognition of the red ,  without iu- 
vestig~ting i t s  own relation t o  the nbject, or the s~~bjec-  
tivc forms and co~di t ions  of knowledge. Conseclnently 
no distinction i s  drawn betmcen tllc gl-oands of know- 
ledge and the grounds of reality ; the nature of  thing^ 
is sought. simply in that which is most peoruipcnt t o  
the philosopl~er in his contemp:a.tioa of them ; in that 
whicll he cannot separate from them in his tliought. The 
Pyt,hagoreans iu this procedure resemble other schools, 

iden of an  intornal or idealistic Fr. 2, 4, 18, supra, p. 37 1, 2 ; 
Lcrldc11c:y tllc s t a r t i ng -p in t  of 372, 1. 
I'ytl~:t;oresnism, and uut the prs- Yr. i. sigma, p. 379, 1. 
cisa queniou of the cru~li of our Nelaph, i. 5, supra, p. 369, 1, 
knonlcrlgc. 



for example, the Eleatics, whose objective starting- 
point Brandis conirasta with the so-csllcd subjcetive 
starting-point of the Pytbagorearis. Philolaus says that 
all must be nnmher to be cognisable. In the same 

way, Parmenides says that orily Being csi~ts ,  for Being 
alone is the object of speech and cognition.' ?Ve can- 
not conclude from this  that the Eieatics first arrived 
at their rnctaphysic through their theory of  know- 
ledge; Yior is the conclusion admissible in the mse of 
.the Py.thagorcans. It cuuld only be so, if they had 
investigated the nature of the facrllty of cognition as 
such, apart from that of the object of cognition ; if 
they had based thdr number-theory upaa a t;heo~.y of 
the fxulty of knowing. Of this, however, there is nu 
tritcc ; for the incidentit1 remark of Philolaus, that  
the sensuous perception i s  only possible by means of 
the body: even if genuine, cinnot be regu-nrded aa a 
fragment of a theory of knowledge, and what later 
writers have related as Pythagorean? on the distinc- 
tion between reason, science, opinion, and sensation, 
is as untrustworthy as the statement of Sextus," that 

' V. 39:- 
o h  ~ i r p  hv Y Y O ~ ~ I  76 Y E P ?  Zbv (O; 

yhp Zpnrrdv), 
O ~ T F  qpcha~~ .  ~b yip uC127b V O C ~ V  Iu- 

TLV 7~ rial dwm. 
Bmndis also cuneedes tl~i&, 

&ifuclh-. f. Phd. xiii. 135, whon 
he ~ a j s t t h n t  the Ppthqororcans tiid 
!rot s h v t  from the clefinitt: question 
of the conditions of kiiosldge. 
Only hti has no right t o  add tt!l;tt 
they fi>uad the principle of things 
in themsclvcb, and not outyide 
themselves. They lbulld i t  in  
numbers which thcy sought :ts 

well xvitllin tliarnselves as without: 
nr~mbers were f u r  t i t m i  the essence 
of things: in  gonu~ril. 

s u p u ,  p. 483, 1. 
h p m ,  p. 170, 3. 
iIf1i1.h.. vi i .  92 : ni 8; lluduyo- 

P ~ ~ ~ i  ~ b v  hd-yo~  @umu [ K ~ L T ~ ~ L U P  

ai'var], ob ~ s r r 8 s  62. ~ b v  6; & ~ b  7Gu 
pa%qirh~uv nep~7rut ;p~vov,  ~ a e d i r t ~  
:hey+ MU] &r~dhaos, BFW~IITLU~IJ TC 

6~7a 'T?S 5-3v blhwv cpdntws EX'XELII  
~ a b  uuyyB~~ccv ~ p b r  ~ a L m v .  It is 
evident tha t  tile criterion here is 
added by  he rrrit~r, and thxt  
the whole is taken from the pTopo- 



the Ppthagnreans declared mathematical reason t o  be 
the criterion. Had the Pythagorean philosophy stmted 
horn the question-What ia  the ~mconditior~ttlly cer- 
tain element in our ideas :+ instead of thc other qaeE;- 

tion, What is the pc~miinent and essential element 
in things, the cause of their beiag, and of their qudi- 
ties?-the whole system, as Ititter observes,' would 
have hacl n dialectic character, or at any rate rvould 
have been constructed on same basis involvirlg method- 
ology and a theory of knowledge. Instead of this, 
AristotJe expressly assures us that the Pytl~agoreans 
reatrioted their enquiry enhirely t o  cosmological ques- 
t iuns; a that dialec~ic and the art of determining the 
concept were unknown t o  them as to all Lhe pre- 
Sooratics-only some slight attempts in that direction 
having been made hy them in their numerical ana- 
logies."lI that wc kaow of their doctrine can only 
serve t o  confirm this judgment. The Nm-Pyt.ha- 
gorean ~chool adopted and elaborated' after their 

sitions of Phi lo la~~s  (quoted &hove) 
on numhnr, as the condition of 
k i l0~lek6.  

qylh. Phil. 135 sq, 
i s i ~ p a ,  p. 490, 2. 
&+dnpfi. i. 5, 987 a, 30: nrpl 

TOG ~i / U T ~ P  $P~;QYTO fiiu A C Y G ~ Y  KU; 

~ P I C C U B U L ,  hfav 8'  TAGS hpnpayga- 
T E ~ % ~ C R P .  SPi[ovlC T E  yhp C'TETO- 

ha[w$, wul 4 npdry ia&p4pErr~r 15 
AEX%I;S apes, TO&' P T V ~ I  ~ j j ~  a$u[av 
702 ap r i ypa~o r  E'vdptfiou. h i d ,  c. 
6, 987 b, 33. The rlifference bs- 
tween t he  theury of ideas and the 
Pycllagorean theory of numbers 
results from Pla~o's occuprttiou with 
IO&CA! enquiries: oi -y ip ?rpd~rpvr  
S r a h e ~ ? r r t i j s  a6 prr~7,yov. Ibid, xui. 

4 ,  In78 h, 17 sqq.; Boemtes wu 
the  first, tu dtrfiua concepts: T ~ C  

pip yirp .$vuiu8v I x i  pixpbu Ayyh- 
KPLTOS j j ~ l a ~ m , u d v ~ u  . . . oi S i  nu8a- 
yJpsroi ?rpdrepov r r q i  rrvaw dhlywv, 
& robs idyous €is 70;s ;pr8pu;s 
&vijrrsoy, orow 7;  iwr ~ a l p b ~  $ r b  
Girratov f i  -&as. It is from this 
pasmgs no doi~bt that  the stnte- 
ment of Fiwurin. is takun, :tp. niog. 
viii. 48. [ n ~ e ~ y d p ~ v ]  $pol$ xpC 
cT t l l~@CLl  81$ T+P P ~ & I J L ~ ~ l ~ $ ~  %hlJr, 

;?rl xhidr 81 %~pdl.r7lu. In the 
tmts, I>c Pu~l. An, i. 1 (sup?@, 185, 
3), and Ylg8, i ~ .  4, 194 a, 20, the 
I 'yt l~~yo~vans .zrB not onoe msn- 
tioned wich Uemocritus. : Cf, Part 111. b, 111, 2nd ed. 



manner, among other later doctrine?, the Stoico- 
Peripatetic logic and thc Platonic theory of know- 
ledge ; hub no one will now believe in the  autheuticity 
of writings which put m t o  the mouths of Archytas 
and other ancient I'ythgoretins theories which are 
manifestly derived from Plato, Aristotle or Chrysippue.1 
MThat me certainly knuw of Pliilolaus and Archytas 
gives us no right to suppose that t h c  Pythagoreaus 
were in advance of the other pre-Socrstic philasophcrs 
in logical pmcticc! aud thc  developmerit of the scicnt,ific 
~ncthod.? And there certainly 1s not any reason for 
attributing the conlmeucelrneut of lingni~tia enquiries 
t o  PyLbagoras.VIf, therefore, Aristvtlc describes the 

H*th (ii. a, 593 sq. ; 905 sq. ; 
b, 145 sq.), b o \ ~ e ~ ~ r r ,  takas she 
pseadu-PJ LU;~~ON;LL f ~ a g ~ n e r ~ ~ n  am1 
che assertluus o t  lar~rblichus, V. P. 
lir8, 161, fur authentic evldmae. 

Y~liloll~us iu 1i1s ~ ~ S C U S S ~ ~ > I I  of 
tbr! Liiniting and Crrliniited [zrcpru, 
p. 3 7 9 , l )  uaken use uT a dls~ u n ~ ~ i , i r e  
process uf rsesuulllg; but  th is  is 
w bigu 01' L p o ~ t - r ~ t ~ o n ~ c  U P I ~ I U  
(as l iutbcnuuct~c~; 8y.s~. d, I9rli.. 
titi, Lcliercs); nor ia i~ crcn PC- 
u ~ a r b a u l a  In a yfilluuopllsr oi that 
apocll. N o  fiud J.~ariueulclas em- 
~ . O Y I I I S  t l r s  sarue I I I I I ~ C  ot +c;Lt;un- 
l11g (Y. 6;: bqq.), and t h t  d~uion- 
strst:onu of L . ~ I H I  &re much more 

artiticiai thau those or l'hilulaua 
atrurc: ~lrcnLrurled. In  the I U L ~ P ,  i~ 
1s rrue rhl: ~ i s j u n c ~ i ~ a  mnjof pro- 
p ~ l i i u u  ]ti f i r s t  announced. I h c n  
bt  the tilrrc cakes \vhi~t i  the suthor 
~ U C "  " 5  Jaiug possible, twu a r e  
axdr~c!ed. b u t  t h ~ s  decllii is of 
liltla it~~p.l,ort;mcu, md ~t hiis ;L 

tiufiiticiuut p r ~ l e l  i~1 the mauner 
ill wliich Uiogenca {mde b . z q ~ . n ,  p. 
gSlj, 2 )  &L thib Barns epooh.first 

deterrrli~ies gs~lenllly tile qualities 
01 I!): i3'lrat l<nlrlg alld theu P+OV(?S 
t,hui chcse qwirll~~cs Lcloi~g to tho 
h11. Arlbtutle (ride xup, p. +SU, 2) 
q~~otbb: trum Arclvras a few defini- 
tluns, a~!drir:, thit Lhtlso drf i~ i~wuns  
h a ~ e  rcsyer.L to zhe martter rls well 
as: tho tlrrln of thc: ubjccts in  qties- 
tiou. But in tliis he is u o ~  br~ng- 
l r ~ g  fuvwar~L ii princ~pltl oI  d r d l y ~ ~ 6 ,  
but rudkillg a rau~ark or his uwn. 
I'orptl. ib urily raiteml~ng thlr ru- 
ruitrt; wllell 1 1 ~  hnjs (I>& I'iok. Hwrtz, 
19Bj  : 'l'hc iictinirruns of the cun- 
ccpt ~ ? l ~ a ~ i ~ c I e r i s t !  its crbjecl, partly 
in form, partly i11 mar.icr : tii b& 
KUTA ~ l r  n ~ v a ~ . y l ~ i . r t p ~ v ,  oDs puhimu 
ri ' ~ p x ~ i ~ a s  a r r s 8 ~ ~ t r o .  But i d e -  
P e i l d ~ ~ ~ t l y  of t h b  remark t.he de- 
n n ~ ~ ; o n s  01 Ir~.hytas l~rovc :cry 
l~ttle. 

Py~hagoras, lt. IS snid, con- 
sldcrod the \v~sest  rnsu to Le l i ~  who 
firstgave their nrimes, to lh i~~gd  (Gie. 
7 ' i a a ~ .  i. 25, 62; I m b l .  V,  k. 36, 
82 ; Procl. is Cml. c. L t i  ; -#li>%u, 
J f ,  11. IT. 17 ; I?J:O. c xi-. I l ~ e o d .  c. 
33, atthe cnd of Womcns Al. p. tiUti, 
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Pyi,hagoreans us neither dialectical nor ethical philoso- 
phers, but plarkly ttnd sin~ply as Physicists,' we can but 
agree in the statement, and approve of the later writerr; - 
who ]lave fnllowcd him in this par t ic~lar .~  

Accordinglj- our conception of t h e  origin of the 
Pythagorean systcm must bc as follows. From the 
spiritwl life of the Pythagorean socicty arose the 
cncleavour for tlxl independent pursuit of the enquiry 
concerning the canses of things, which .had already 
been stimulated .from another side : this enqnirp was 
primarily directed by the Y~tliagorea~is to the  expla- 
nation of nature, and only secondarily t o  the establish- 
ment of moral activity; but as i b  setmed to them that  
 la^ and order were tile highest; element in humau life, 
so in nature it was the order and regular course of 
pl~enornenw, especisillg a.s displayed in the heavenly 
bodies, and the relation of tones which arrested 
their attention. They thorrght they perceived the 
gro~lnil of all regularity and orcler in the harmonica1 

which was iasugul.ated by ' them, but ~vhich were 
already invested with great  power and significance iu 
the popul~tr belief of thc Greeks. Thus by a natural 

D, Sylb.). Bk~t even were t.his stnto- R tradition concer~iing the a$>cimk 
lltanl lrne, wt? could not ~rrfer. from Pythirgureans. I~rerkrs ,  nodoubt, 
it (as RSth docs, ii. ;i, 592) tile ex- t u  this cdlegories falsely attril~utcd 
istcncc of spccitic et~quirie.? irlto t o  lrehytufi. 
I s r~gr~age~~rnoi~g  tlre I ' j~t ingovmu~.  ' Mrtcdph. i. R, vido fizbpra, p. 
The as~i.rtiuri ui' Sirx~pll~:ir~s ( C r ~ f ~ g ,  1S5, 3. 
Schol. 211, A,.i.st, 43 11, 30) tIr.tt tho  ' Yeat. 17fffith. x. 245, 381 ; 
XJ~tliyoreans regarded anmex as Thcmibt.. Or, xxri. 217 B ;  H i p  
nrtisi~lg + ~ U F L  a~ td  not O ~ L T E L ,  and polyt. fl$fw,b i. 1, p. 8 ; th~. P,r~.q).  
rccognis:d for each rhirrg IJIIL olie EL'. xir. 16, 9 ; P h o ~ .  CI)~ .  249, 
name helo~>ging to i t  by rirtue of p. 439 ;L, 33 ; Grtlcn, Niet .  khil. 
its nature, crnnot be conslderzct as sui init. 



sequence of thought khcy arrived at the theory that d l  
things, according to their essence, are number and 
harmony.' This presupposition was then applied by 
them to other adjacent spheres; they expressed the 
nature of certain phenomexl* by numbers, and classified 
whole series of phenomena accordrng to numbers, aud 
so there gradually resulted the totality of doctrines, 
which we call, the Pythagorean system. 

This system is therefore, as ~t stands, the work of 
~ a r i u n s  men and ua~ious periods; its authors did not 
consciously attempt horn  the heginning to gain a 
whole of &entitie pwposit,ionu mutually supporting 
and explaining one another, but as cach philosopher 
was led by his observation, his calculations. or his 
imagination, so the fundamental corlccptions o f  the 
Pythagorean theory of the universe were developed, 
sometimes in one dirmtion, sometimes in anothcr. 
The traces of such an origin are not entirely obliterated 
even in our imperfect traditions of  the ductline of the 
Pythagorcans. That their principle was apprehended 

Cf, p. 378. Brandis (Gedch. 
d. 3;niw. d gr. P I L ~ .  i. 165) hrre 
nlakes an ol~~ection which 1 eaniiot 
endorse. 'The  remilrk,' he bays, 
' t h t  all pl>enorriann arc rcgu1i:zcd 
:irrording to certain namr.nca1 re- 
kt ions .  presupposes ob+el~nt ivne 
qliitr. fureign ~;o tliat epoch.' IA ) I I~  
before P ~ r h ~ g o r ~ t s ,  i t  wiif known 
t ha t  t h e  reroliitious of the sun, 
moon, and planets, the fiueces.*I<~ri 
of rlmy ai~rl night, the misons ,  k c . ,  
take place wcording to fixed times, 
arid that Ll~ey regularly recult afteter 
the lapie of in~erv~i l s  of tinla 
marked by t h o  same number. 
Certainly human Life w c  divided 

i n t o  stwrdqe&befiirePythagoras. 
T2ia Pythagorw~nlns then~l;el\-ee msn- 
~ u r c d  the numerim1 relations of 
t~ruas;  aud at any rake in  the nuul- 
ter of toncs iin~i choi.de, a definite 
st~rliiard must tiavo hen given fi> 
them. It is irn~)o~yibIc, rnoreovry, 
that they shnuid riot IWL-B had ill 
their po~sessioa other proofs t,liat 
all order is h t ~ , s d  on ~ ( : ; L $ u P G  iind 
nrinlber. Phi1ol;ins P N ~ S   ST^ CX- 

plicitly, and it is or1 t h k  ob- 
eerwtition t ! ~ n t  A~isLuiIe four~dt: 
the  fytll;lgorean thcory qf num- 
bcrs ( ~ f .  pp. BG9, 1 ;  370, 1; 376 
5'1.1. 



in many different ways in the school we cmnot i n d e ~ d  
admit ; h t  the development of it was certainly not 
from the flame type. The table of the ten oppo- 
sites belonged, uccurding to  Aristotle, only to some, 
wltn were, it would seem, later Pythagoreans. The 
geometric construc.tion of the elementu, and the rlis- 
crimination of four organs and of fu~u:  v i t d  functions in 
men, were introduced by l'hilolaus ; the dootrlne of the 
ten moving heavenly bodies seems t o  have been less 
ancient than the poetical conception of t he  spheral 
ltnrmony; as to the relation of particular numbers to 
concrete phenomena, little agreement is to he found. 
So fa therefore the question might suggest itself, 
whether the Pythagorean system car1 ?ightly be spoken 
of as a scienti5c and historical whole, and if this be 
conceded on account of the unity of the leading 
t houg l~ t~ ,  and the reengmiscd inter-connection df the 
school, there would still remain the doubt whether the 
qstem originates with the founder of the Pythagorean 
association; and therefore, whether the Pythagorean 
philosophy is to be elaeded with the ancient Ionian 
physical philosophies, or with later systems,' This 
doubt, however, must not carry us too far. Our his- 
torical authori~ies iudeeci.allow us to pronorrnce no de- 
finite judgment as t o  how much of t h e  Pythagorean doc- 
trine bslvngcd to Pythagoras himself. Aristotle always 
ascribes its authorship to  the Pythagoreans, never 
to Pythaguras, whose name is not mentioned by him at 

' It is for this reason tliat tom, and thst Striimpoll (vide swp. 
Brandis, for example (i. 421), only p. 209, 1) sees in Yythagoreanism 
spedks of Pythngure.anlsm after an attempt to reconcile Heracleitus 
having spoken of ~ h e  Eleatic ~ y s -  with the Eleatics. 



all except.? in a very few places.' Later miters2 are 
nntrtistmorthy in proportion as they pretend t o  a know- 
ledge of Yythugoras; and the scanty utterances of 
earlier writers are too indefinite t o  i~lstrilct us rta t o  the 
share taken by Qthagoras in  the pliilosopky of his 
school. Xenophanes alludes to his msertions on trans- 
migration as a singularity ; but this belief, of which 
Pgthagorm can scnrccly havc been the author, furnishes 
no argument as t o  his philosophy. Hcr,zclcituu men- 
tions him4 3s a man who laboured heyond dl others to  
amas8 Im~wlcdge ,~  and who by his evil arts, as h e  calls 
them, gained the reputation of wisdom ; but whether 
this wisdom consisted in philosophic theories, or i n  
empirical knowledge, or i n  theologic~ttl doctrines, or in 
prdctical efforts, ciir~nnt be gttkhered From his words. 
Kor r!o we gain any informaliou on this point from 

1 Amnug tile autheni.jc mitings 
have been preserved, the 

only passages whcrc k'yLhagor~s is 
mentioned are Rht. ii. 23 ( r i d e  
sapro,. 341, I )  and Mttq~A, i. 5 
( r ide  bafra, 510, 5). - 4 ~  to tho 
works which 1 1 ~ v e  heen lost, we 
shoulrl cite kepitles the texts of 
Xl inn .  Apollonius, and T ) ~ o ~ Q I I ~ ~  
(of mhich v e  have spoken. s~.~T,.IE, 
p. 3 8 ,  3, 4 ; 345, 5), the Pythsgo- 
rean t r ~ d i t i o o s  we h x ~ e  extractpd 
( p .  345, 1 ; 338, 3) frotn platarch 
m d  lamblichus. Btit Llivse I exts  
do not prove that Aristntle him- 
self knew anyllling of Pq.t.hzgoras. 
There is also the ntxtemenk of 
Porph. Y. P. 41, wllirh perhaps 
ought to be cnrmctcd so as tn mean 
that. ArisEotir spoke nf the symbols 
of the  Pythiqors-ms, anrl not of 
2?ythaeur;ls. 

Even tho contcmpormies and 

dinriplee of Aristotlo, as Endoxus, 
Hr.rac.leides, ~ n d  others. ~ l i o s a  .?a- 
sertionh canccrning Pyth,xora3 
have Icon n1re;tdy quoted ; idso the 
author of the :Miyna Noralia, ride 
sup". p. 491, 4. 

Vide st<pr.a, p, 481, 1. 
Vide stnpru, p. 536. 5, and Fr. 

23 :tp. Diug iz. 11 (cf. Procl. ill. 
%n. 31 I?; Clemens, Strum. i. 315 
D ; Athen. xiii. 610 b) : ~ o h u p a -  
BqTq vduu ofi 8r8dru~r (cf. on Lhis 
re:~ding. Srhusier, HemcJif. p. 65, 
2). 'HUJOGOP ykp &v iGBa&  at 
Ilv8uydpqv, a88lr re B~vopdvca ~ a l  
'E~uraiou. 

Thc W O P ~ S  iuropia and ~ A U -  

pdBrla dcscribe the man wllu en- 
quires f inm otherrs, and ~ceka  t o  
lenrn, in opposition to  the mall who 
forms his opiniuus hims~l f  by hi# 
own reflection. 
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Empedoclcs, when he celebrates the lvisdorn in which 
Pythagcrras s ~ r r ~ n s s e d  all men, ant1 forcsaw the distant 
futurc.l But though direct evidence fails us yet on 
general grounrls, it i s  probable that at any rate the 
filndamentitl thoughts of the system emanated from 
Pythagoras himself.' In thc first place this furnishes 
the  best explanation of the fact that the system, so far 
as we know, was con5aed to the adherents of Pytha- 
p r a s ,  and, among them, was universally disseminated ; 
and moreover, that all that ive are told of the Pyt,lia- 
gorewn philosophy, in spitc of the differences on minor 
points, agrees in the main traits. Secondly, the in- 
ternal relation of the Pythagoruna thenry t o  other 
sjstems gives us reason t o  suppose that it originated 
previously t o  the beginning of the fifth century. 
Among all the labcr systems, there is none in mbich 
the influence of the Eleatlo doubt concerning the  
possibility of Becoming does not manifest itself. Leu- 
cippus, Empedor:lcs, and Ar~axagaras, however their 
vicws may differ in other  respect;^, are a11 at one in 
admitting the first proposition of Parmenides, viz., 

' I n  the rerees ap. Pnrpll. F. 
P. 30 ; I amt l .  V. P. 67. We arc 
not, huweror, ahsolntely cwtaiq 
that t l l e s ~  verses red ly  relale t o  
Pythago~;lu (cf. p. 338, 4)- 
3v 6; 7 1 2  ;Y K I ~ Y O I U I P  &vhp T E P U ~ I I I  

€;SAP. 
$4 64 P + ~ ~ d 7 0 ~  T ~ U T ~ S W V  ~ K ~ U C L T O  

nhoi;rnv, 
~ a v r o E w r  YE pLih~mtt U O ~ B Y  bc~f fp -  

vor Z p p u .  
drrrd7.z ~ d c a ~ c r r  6p:tatro ~ p w  

ni8eau~, 
PC;(; yt 7;~' GUTWY TLVTWY htiuu~u- 

K ~ P  &II(IT~, 

VThi~i opinion is found in the 
same wards, and follndcd 011 the  
same proofs, in the 2nd and 3rd 
editions of this work, This docs 
not prerent Ghajgnet (i. 160) frum 
~ a y i n g r  Zellw wv~t, qwe FB/i?rzmzd 
sciei~tiiipzlc, pkilosophiquc de la con- 
c~piDtimc p y l i l h ~ y o r i ~ s e ~ i ~ ~ ~  n ~ t  (:th pas- 
t k r i , ~  L. P?JfIIaagorc ~1 dira??g~r & 
SPd V7WT ~ E T X O ? L ? Z E ~ ~ C , ~  t?t h SfJl?. <??ss~~?L 
pi-i~iiCiS, tout praliprie, #elon h i .  



the impossibility of Becoming, and consequently in 
reducing birth and decay to mere change. The Py- 
thgoreans might be pupposed .to be especially open 
to  t he  infl~~enct! of these profound dortrines of their 
Eleatic neighhours ; but not a trace of this inflilcnce 
is  to be found. Empedocles, who alone, mhilc ad- 
hering to  the Pytllagorrnn Iife and theology, is as s 
philosopher illlicd t o  Pmrnenides, 013 this very account 
departs from the Pythagorean school, and becomes the 
mithor of an independent theory. This ter~ds to prove 
that the Pythagorean philosophy not only did not 
arise out of an attempt t o  reconcile the Heraeleitcan 
and Elentic doctrines, but that it was not even fomncd 
ilnder the infl~ience of t he  Eleatic system. On the 
other haucI, the Eleakic system seems to  presuppose 
Yythagoreantnism; for the abstrrtction of reducing the 
multitudinous mass of phenomena to the one concept 
of being, is so bold that we cannot avoid seeking fbr 
some historical preparation for i t ;  and no system 
adapts itself better t o  this purpose, as has already been 
sh0n.n (p. 20$), than the Pythagorean, the principle of 
which is exactly intermediate between the sensible 
intuition of the ancient Ioniws, and the pule thought 
of the Elenties. That the Pythagorean cosmology was 
known t o  Parmenidcs, at any rate, is probable from i t s  
affinity with his own, which ?vilI hereafter be noticed. 
WTe have, therefore, every reason t o  believe that the 
Pythagorean theory i s  earlier t l ~  an that  of Parmenides, 
and tEitlt in regard t o  its main outlines Pythagol+as is 
really its author. We shall also presently find that 
Hcracieitus owes not a little to the Samian philosopher 



of mhom hc spealrs so harshly, if what he says about 
the wising of all things from contradictories and from 
Ilarmony, is really connected witl-h the analogous doc- 
t,rinev of the Pythagoreans. Row far the philosophic 
debelopment of doctrine was carried by Pykhagoras, 
cannot of conrse be discoveied; but if he i s  t o  be 
regarded as the founder of the Pythagorenn system, he 
milst t t t  least. have. ennncrated in some form the funda- 
mental definitions that  all is number, that all is  
harmony ; that the opposition of the p~rfect  itnd im- 
perfect, the straight and the crooked, pervades all 
things ; and fiince these drfinitions t l~~~naelvrs can only 
have arisen in cnr~~lection with the Pythagorean arith- 
metic and m~lsie, xve must also refer the beginning of 
arilhrn~t~ic and music to  him. Lastly, we shall find 
that Parmenicles placed t h e  sent of the divinity which 
governs the world in the centre of the universe, and 
made the different spheres revolve around the c ~ n t ~ r e  ; 
we may therefore rnppore tJhhxt the  central fire and the 
theory of the  spheres had also been early t a q h t  by 
the Pythagoreans, though the motion of tlie earth, the 
cnnnter-earth, arjr1 the precise aarnber of the ten re- 
volving spheres were probably of later origin. 

Whether Pytbngoras himself llad teachers from 
~ ~ h v m  his philosopl~y either whnlly or partially sprang, 
and where these are to be songht, is mtttter of contro- 
versy. As is well known, the later i ~ g ~ s  of antiquity 
believed him to have derived his doctrine.; from thc 
East.' In particular, either Egypt, or Chaldtea and 

' Cf. p 326 sq 
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Persia, mould soonest occlrr to  the mind ; and ancient 
writers e~peeialIy mention these countries when they 
speak of t h e  travels of Pythagoras in the East. To me 
such an origin of his doctrinc seems unlilrely. There is, 
as has been already shown, an utter absence of all trust- 
rvc~rthp evidence in its favour, and the internal poirlts 
of contact with Persiaa , and Egyptian philosoplry, 
which may be found in Pythagoreanism, tire not uenrly 
suficicnt to  prove i t s  dependence upon these foreign 
inAu~~ences. wha t  Heroclotus says of the agreement 
between Pytl~tlgorearht: and Egyptians1 is cnnfined to 
the belief in Iran~rnigration, and Lhe custom of in- 
teiring the dead exclusively ~n linen garments, But 
transmigration is fourld not merely i n  Pherecydes, - 
with whose treatise and opinions Pjtliagoias may have 
been acquainted, if even he were not a scholar of his 
irr the technical sense;z it vas certainly an o l d e ~  
Oly'phic tradition; and the same may very likely be true 
of the  customs in regarc1 to E~urial : in no case could we 
infcr from the appropriation of these religious tra- 
ditions the dependence of the Pythagorean ykilosophp 
upon the dleged wisdom of the Egyptian priests. Of 
the distinctive principle of this system, the number- 
theory, we find no Grace among the  Egyptians; the 
parallels, too, v,hifib might be drawn between the 
Egyptian and Pythagorean cosmology are much too in- 
definite to  prove any close historical interconnection 
between them : and t he  same holds good of the Pytha- 
gorean symbolism, in which some have also seen traces 

ii. 81, 123. vide p. 69, 3 ; 327 sq. 
On Fherecydes and his pw- 3 Tide srapra, p. 67 sq. 

tended re1a:ions with Pythagom~, 



of Eg~ptian origin.' The s ~ s t c m  of caste and other 
social institutinns of the Egyptians were not imitated 
hy t h e  Pytliagoreans. We mig-nt inderd cornpar? the 
zeal of these philosophers for the maintenance and re- 
storation of ancient ccrstoms and institutions, with the 
fixed invariability of the Egyptian character; but 
the reasons of this phenomenon lie nearer to  hand in 
the circilmvtanres and traditions of the coIonies of 
Magna Grzcia; and the diffe~enee of the Doric and 
Pythagorean element f ~ o m  the Egyptian is, on closer 
ohhervation, so important, that  there is no warrant for 
deriving the one from the other. The same may be 
said of the Persian doctrines. The Pythagorean oppo- 
sition of the uneven and the even, of the better and 
the worse, kc. ,  might, find a parallel in the Persian 
dualism ; md it is apparently this similarity which 
gave oocasion, in ancient tiu~cs, t o  t he  theory t ha t  the 
&gi, or even Z~roas tkr ,  were the t each~rs  of Pytha- 
goras. Hut it sweiy did not require foreign instruc- 
tion to  observe that govd and evil, straight and crooked, 
masculine and feminine, right and left, exist in the 
world ; the specific msnner: I~orrever, in which the 
I'ythagorems designated these opposites ; t h ~ i ~  reduc- 
tion to the fundament31 uppouitiorls of the uneven and 
&he even, the limited and unlimited, the decuple dassi- 
fication, ge:eneraTlg speaking, the philosophic and mathe- 
matical treatment of the subjeiat, is as foreign to the 
doctrine of Zoroastcr as the theological dlralism of a good 
and evil Deity is foleign to Pythag-or-canism. Other 
similarities wbich migbt bc adduced, suck as the signifi- 

1 As Flutaroh docb, Qu. Con*. viii. 8, 2 ,  Be b. 14 p. 364. 
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cmce of the number seven, the belief in a future exist- 
ence, and many ethical. and rcligiou~ apopl~lthegrns collec- 
tively, prove so little, and differ from each other so greatly 
as to details, that they cannot be diacuesed in this place. 

The life and scienne of the Pythxgorearrs are onIy 
really t o  be understood in connection with the spceifie 
character and conditions of culture of the Greek people 
in the sixth century. Pythagoreanism, as an atternpi; at  

an ethico-religious reform,' rnllfit be classed with other 
mdeavo~rrs which we meet with cont.emporaneously or 
previously in the work o f  Rpimenides and Onomacritus, 
in the rise of mysteries, in the wisdom of the so-called 
seven wise ~nen, arld of the Gnomic p0et.s; and it is 
distinguislted from all similar phenomena by the 
lnangsidedness a.nd force with which it emhraccd all 
the elements of eillture of  the time, religions, ethical, 
political, and scientific, and a t  the same time crcated 
for it,scIf, in a close society, a fixed nuclcas and aim for 
its activity. I t s  more precise characteristics res~rlted 
from i t s  connection w i t h  the Duric race and Doric 
institutions.' Pj-thngowas himsrlf, it is truc, came from 
the Ionisn island of Samos, but as we have already seen, 
it is probable that his parents, though of Tyrrhene race, 
had emig-mted thither from Yhlius in Peloporrnesa~, 
and the principal theittre of his own activity mas in 
Doric and Achznn cities, At  m y  rate his work displays 
the essential traits of the Doric character. The worship 
of the Dorian Apollo," the srjatocratic politics, the  

Vide p. 496, 352.  sq. : 392 sq. ; Sdlwegler, Gcsch. d. 
Cf, t,he excellent remarkr of g. Ph2. 83 sq. 

0. Rriiller, Gdsch. HeECn,. Sluwmo Vide wprrr, p. 338, 340. 
lrrd Xtiilts, i i ,  a, 366 sq. b ; 178 



Sgssitia, the thc ~thiiieal music, the prover- 
bial wisdom of the Pythagoreans, the pal ticipation of 
women in the education and society of men, the  stlict 
and moral code, which Irnows no Iiigher duties 
than the subordination of the individual to the whole, 
respect, for t radi t ional  customs nad laws, rcvelxnce for 
parents, for constituted ant,hority, and for old age-all 
this plainly shows us how great a. share the Doric spirit 
had in the origination and development of Pyt i~ago-  
reanism. That this spirit is also unmisfakeable ill the  
Pythagorean philosophy has already been observed ; 
hut the mion in Pythagoras of a scientific effort for 
the inlerpretatioa of nature, with his moral and relib' '10~s 
activity, i s  probably due to the influence of the Ionic 
physiologists, who could not have bccn unknown t o  a 

mzn so erudite autl sofar beyund all his cout,empo~itties ' 
in his passion for knowledge. Ybe st,atc~nent, howcvm, 
that Anaximz~~cler was h i s  instructor can scarcely be 
more than a, ctx~jcctuue, haxed on e1~ru:~ological prola- 
bility and not on any actual tradition. But it is very 
likely that he may have been acqiiainted with his elder 
contemporary, ~ l i o  wag so prornineut among the earliest 
plail~~ophers, whether rvc suppose the ncqudutance tc 
have becn personal, or merely through hnaximander's 
writifigs, The influence of Anasimantler may pertritp~ 
be tsaccd, not only i n  the gerleral irupulsc toiraldD the 
study of the causes uf the trniversc, but also in the 
Pythagoreau thcury of t he  spheres (vide p. 445, I ) ,  
which has an iwmediate connection wibn ttbc theory of 

P. 502, 507 sq. Kednthsb ap. Porph. Ct p. 
' As Heratleitun hap, vide 32G, r!otu. 

aupa, p .  336, a ,  510, 4. 



which Anaxiruauder is supposed t o  be the author (vide 
252, I). And if the distinction of the limited and nn- 
limited originally belonp to l 'ythag~ras, A~~axirnanbnde~ 
may nearertheless have had a share in inspiring it ; only 
from Ansxirna,nder's conceptior~ of the rrnlimited in 
spncc Fythagoras would have abstracted $he general 
concept of the unlimited, rthich is an essential element 
of' all things, and prim;isily of number. Rp Bgthagorus 
physics or philosophy (for they were ideniical at  that  
period) became first transplanted from their most 
znoient home in Tonian Asis Minor into Italy, there t o  
be furt,her developed in a specific mnner .  'l'hilf in this 
develnpmect, side hy side with the Hellenic element, 
the peculiar character of the Italian races by whom the 
birthplace of Yytliagoreanism was s~ i r roudcd ,  mag have 
made itself felt, is certainly conoeivahle ; but our his- 
torical evidsnoei in favour uf this cor~jecture is not 
suffxcient even to render it p~obable.~ If anything was 

1 Cf. S c h ~ ~ ; g l ~ r ,  A h .  GescL, i .  
501 q., 616. Kixnsen, Encus wnd 
di6 Pelaukiz, i i .  928 q., !I61 Sq. ; 
0. Miiller, Pha.Rer, ii. 189 A, 63, 
312 A, 28. 

" Even Ihc m c i e n t  trirdition 
that Numa was a di~ciple of 9- 
thagoras (ride F z r t  111. 6, 63, 2nd 
cdition) seems to  presuppose a 
eertairi likencss between the no- 
man religion and pjrhagoreanism. 
Flub. (A'zzcma, c. 8, 14) r i t e s  the 
fdlowirg points of reseinblance 
betwcm Kumn :tad Yythxgoronls. 
' Both,' he cays, 'represented them- 
selvc.cs aa plenipotentlasiss of the 
gods (which many others h~re  also 
done). Both love syn~bolie prs- 
scripts nud usages (this also is relry 
cornon ; but the Xoman symbols 

are explained by Plutarch i n  a very 
a~bitritry manner). As Pyt hagora~ 
introduced dx~p;Ota, so Kumla es- 
tnblikl~etl the wrrrsl~ip uf the muse 
Tacita ( \ ~ l ~ u  i s  110t a maae, and 
has Iro conncctivn with the prc- 
script of silcncc, ~ i d c  k h w g l c r ,  
p. 582). Fytllagorits conceived t h o  
diviliity ( P l ~ i t ~ r c h  BSSIP~S) as 
pufe spirit ; Numa, from the s:tmr! 

point of + im ,  prohibited images of 
the ptbds. (Pythagoras did not 

>it then); nrld if t h c  urtcienc 
oman oultus w:rs devoid of imigrs, rohil 

the rexsun of this is nor l u  be found 
in  R p11re1~ conception of the Deity, 
but, as wjth tho Ge~mnni find In- 
dians, and other barbarous peuplea, 
in t,he absence of plasf.icrrrts, and in 
the special character of the n o m  



contributed from t.his side t,o Pythagoreanisrn, it can 
only have consisted in some detajls of a quitc snhordi- 

religion.) The sacrifices of Kuma, 
xrr.r:rfi scwcslg auy of Ltleln hlflflrly; 
nap were rhose of t h n  Pythagor~aos. 
(Tllis does i ~ o t  socm certitin, ac- 
tording to our precious obsc1r.a- 
tions, and if urould hc of little con- 
sequrtlcc if i c  TPW. For theGrccks, 
especially i n  aacicnt times, had 
many unbluody sacrifices, and t h o  
Romans not 0~11~sacriReed auimais 
iu  greht nnnlhers, 11ut had also hn- 
man nacrifices.) Lastly, not t,o msn- 
t.ion other i~ i s i~n i f i c l~n t  similarities. 
Knma placed the fire of Vesta in 
a ruaod te~npls, ' to  ineprese.nt thr 
form o f  the  world and the position 
of the eentrnl firo In the midst uf 
it.' (Rilt t he  ~ n c i e n t  Roma,tls cer- 
tainIy wcrt? unrrcquaint.ed with the 
central fire, ar~d it ib  impossible t.0 
prow that, t he  form of  t,he ttliirple 
uf Testa wiib int,endcct t,n r~mi,oljsc 
t h i l t  of t he  urnrLd. A t  any mte, 
file BIJP.treI?t fOl111dll~~~ of 1118 CG- 
Jertialrault w ~ . s p r r c ~ p t i b I ~  to every 
onc By immcdiat,e obaerrati~iun, and 
on the other h a d ,  if the Pytha- 
gor,ans called their c e n t r a l  fire 
Hesri&, they wonld n a t u r a l l g  bo 
thinking, not of the Roman Vestn! 
Irnt. of t h o  Grcek Hestia.) It ir 
the barns with certain other analn- 
yie.; hetwcrn Rnmiin :~nd  Italian 
oustoms ; ~ n d  those of the Pythago- 
~>silils. 13e:tns were fnrbirlrlcn to t h e  
flxr~lan Uid i s ,  ns they wcrc ikmong 
t l ~ e  Y~thr~gorrms, sccolding to a. 
1;lt.crtradition and custom. But the 
Yyr.h;tgore:ins no doubt lhorrowed 
tllic custom, a* weli as their asccti- 
cisin generally, from the Orphic 
mj-steries. They are said to  Lave 
fiil iu wed tlre Roruan a n d  Etrusca~l 
us:igr: of tnl.niilg r.n t11c right when 
thcy prayed. Cut  it. is clear from 

Plut, I. c., that such a cubtom was 
unknown to them. Even weye it 
otherwise, the  coincidents vuuld 
prove 1iLtle. 'L'hifi holds good of 
other coi1icidence8, by ~ h i c h  Plnt. 
Qv. Cosav. viil. 7,  1, 3, scrkr t o  
prom t,h:tt Pythagorae was an 
Er'rnscm. The Ilom;ln doctrine of 
Gcnii and Lareu may ill Inany 
respects resemble the Pythagoreau 
bel~ef in  darnona : b r ~ t  the  I'yrhri- 
goreans found this belief already in  
the  Greek reljgirln. This resem- 
blance, then, simpLy points to the  
general nffi011.y uf the Greek and 
Italian peoples. Still lcss cdr~ be 
dtid~~cnrl fivrm the i.ircumatance that 
the Pythagortnns, lilie t he  E ~ m a n s  
(and the Gmcks ant1 mo5t nations), 
regarded tho interment of an  un- 
l ) s r ~ c d  corpse as s stiucr.cd duty;  
hut what lilxuserl (1). 362)  quote^ 
to pmve tracan of &lrtem]~syohosis 
i n  the Roman legend is not concIu- 
sire. \Ye might, with mnro rcnson, 
compare the anclelit Koinan notion 
thrc Jupiter, tho of &pints, 
  ends souls into t h e  wr ld  and re- 
calls them (?cTmrob. Sat. i. lo) ,  
with the dactrirhe sad t o  hove h e n  
ta~~ght  by thi: Y ~ t h ~ u r e d r ~ s  of t h e  
sot11 ~ P O L ' C C ~ ~ U ' ~  11vwi the ~ o r l d -  
soul (.u?rprn. p. 447, 1). Bnt first 
we m a r  ask 7vheLhcp ~ l u s  doctrifie 
WHY really held i ~ y  ths ancient Py- 
thagorenna, and next ~ v e  muat rr- 
rncmhcr tlutt the  tslivf in   he 
celestial origin of the soul and i ~ s  
rsturr~ to zther ara5 not unknnwu 
t o  the Grecks (.ride supm, p. 69, 
I ; 70, 4). Sotfie of llio h m a n  
institutiuns alld opiilioos mag: xlso 
re rn ind  us n f  the Pythagorean 
theory of numbcrs. But t b e  like- 
ntss iu not. so great that  we can 



nate importance; for the Greeks of Lotrer Italy were 
as little inclined to adapt phi losapl~i~ doctrines from 
the suxouuding baybarians, as tho I n ~ b ~ ~ r i a n s  were in 
a condition to impalt them. All the Inore favourable 

legit.imatc1y regard t,his tlicory 
merely au the philnsophic enprss- 
s~on of t h e  nnclant Roma~r and 
Italian ~ u ~ r e r r t i ~ i o r ~ s  abuut num- 
bers. Arnollg thc Ro~nsns, as 
among the J?yt,hagoreans, unr:ven 
numbers were considered ltlcky 
(vide Sehwrgler, I. e., 54.3, 561 ; 
Xubino, Dz Ay?w st  Pcintjf: 1'33. 

vcf. dam. A7?lm. 3862, p. 6 6 1 . ;  cf. 
a h  Plin. Hist. A-at. xxriii. 1, 23), 
and for this reasoil the Itonliins 
and  thc Pythagurcitns assigned ro 
the snperior deities a11 uileren 
nun~ber ,  anti t o  the jnferior deities 
an even numhor, n f  victims (Plut,. 
A1u?f~u, 14 ; Torph, v. PyfA. 38; 
Serr.  BUCUI. ~ i i i .  7s ; V. O G ) .  But 
thjx idex and t ha t  eustorn were not 
exuIusively Py thagnr~au :  they be- 
longed ro the  Grc~ku in generd. 
Plate, st any rate, &:Lye (bus, i v .  
717 A) : l a i s  ~ 8 ~ b f o r s  &v .rig Bso7~ 
B p r r a  mi 6 5 h b p a  ~ a l  i p i n ~ r p h  v;iLiv 
dp5drara 700 ~ t r e B ~ i a s  UKOTOC 
~ v y ~ r l v o i ,  .roG 6; ~ u b i w v  drrneev TSL  
srpcrrk, ere. ; and i c  i s  nrrt pro- 
IrsLle that  11; is n~erely. f u l l o ~ ~ i n g  a 
Pjtlviptrrean tradirion. ZG is rnueil 
nlorc likely that in t,his, as in his 
othcr Iaws, 110 18 ~ 1 1 1 ~ 1 ~ i n g  as iauch 
i l a  possible t u  thecustumbof hisowm 
cor~r~try. Lastly, in  tlir dirisioii of 
the Roman city, wc I~CC ca3ricd out 
.a r igo~nrr  n u m r r i ~ l  srhemitirm, 
of which the bases are.  lie uunlbor 
thrre and rhs aumbsr tern ; ulxd 
religious ritud h ~ s  in it, snmsthing 
a~~aluguus (Scliwegler, p. 6 10). But 
tbk is not  pecuiiar to Itorne and 
ItrJy. I n  Sparta. fur ~ m ~ m p l c  (uot 
to ment!ou more distant nations, 

like the Chinese o r  Ralalians), the  
populution r r ; i ~  dirirled accurdiug 
to t h e  nlimbers thretl and tan : 
t l e x  rrrere 9,000 Spnrtans nnd 
30,000 Perileci. In Ihc 11jlia d:tyx' 
fest,iritl or the  ~ d p u s ~ u ,  they ekt in 
uine :rrbours, rine men In each 
(AIhcg~. iv. 1.11 E). Ancieut A~hans  
Irarl four tribes, each triba ~ b r r e  
# p a ~ ~ i a i  (?), csoh $pa~pia thirly 
gcntcs, exch  gelis ~11i1,ty fan~ j l~ rs .  
Tiler smallest round nurrllrer, w i t h  
the Grcoks as with the Rurnnns, 
rvx.; r l~ran (rvitl~ the Pythagcrr~hrinl;, 
four had x higher d u e ) ,  then came 
ten,  then  100, then 1,000, the11 
10,000. One of the highest nun,. 
bcrs of this kind ~ x s  T ~ I U , A L ~ ~ L O L .  

Hesiod harl a gvud deal to say of 
the nignificnllce of cc rb in  uurnl)crs 
(vide yzr3rrra, 376 3). The P I . E ~ I -  

lection for 11umeric.rtl whernatism 
~ r ~ i g h t  well oxist amolig ditie'ere~lt 
people. wicl~out Isci~~g the resl~kt c ~ F  
any direct hist oriaai connoctiorr 
between tker11. Bmungt11ePytha;n- 
realis, i t  sprnlig cl~jetly t rom specu- 
lntjra motivcs ; among otherc, 6.y. 
t h o  'Rnmaos, ~t ;irosu from the 
pr,ictical sense of order. 1 cannot, 
therefore, ngrea with t h o  ~ t ~ e o r y  
which xt t r i lu tcs  to the people6 and 
religions of I ta ly  a11 irnlmrtant i l l -  

fluence 011 Pythabwriwuism. On t h e  
utl1e-i. h a d .  a h  ar: shall see late;. 
on (Par t I I I .  b, 69 sq., 2A, 211d ed.), 
r t n d ' a ~ ;  we hare ; t lrt .dy seen in thc  
quotation (p. 341, I), the name of 
Pythagoras was known to tlie Ro- 
nlana before thatof rr~lyorher Greok 
phiinsopher, and wau gmltly vrne- 
rated by them 



was the soil which philosophy fo~ ind  in the Hagna 
Grecian colonics themselves, as is proved by the growth 
it there a t h i n d ,  and by all thal  wc Irnow of the 
culture of thcse cities. If further proof, however, be 
required, it lies in the fact that, contemporaneously 
with the Pythagorean, another brt~nch of Italian philo- 
sophy was developed, which also owed its origin to an 
Ionian. BuC before me proceed to examine this qystern, 
we must direct our attention to  certain men who lrave 
,z connection with Pythagoreanisrn, although we cannot 
precisely include them in the Pythagorean. school. 

THE physician Alem~on, '  of Crotona, is said to have 
heen a youuger contemporary, by some ever] a disciple, 
of Yythagoraa.a Both s takment~ ,  however, are urtccr- 
taint and thc  second cannot possibly in the stricter 

Vide. in regard h R I c m ~ v n  : J ~ d v w v  .9 i r t iuor  rap& 7 0 6 ~ 0 ~  mop;- 

T'hilippsun,'Thq hvOpwrrr'vg, p. 183 Aafiov ~ b v  hdyov T O ~ T O P '  ~ a i  -/&p 
sqq. ; Unn~i,  Dc dlcazeo?be fioiolai- LYFIVTTP ~ R i i  $h!rtiav ' h h r r p [ w ~  $ 7 ~ 1  

ato in the PAzJ.-Hislor. Stadic~  Y i P ~ v ~ ~  nuflaYdPLI, &in$.+ivato 81 TU- 
vun Peterhen, pp. 41-87, where tha purrhqsfwr ~ o h t o ~ r ,  Jliog. ~ i i i .  83 : 
r;tatumerllti (of thr nnoicnrs and the nu6ardpou t$icouoc. Iamblichus, 
fmgmenta of d l c m m n  h,ivo bcsn V. P. 104, rcekons him among the 
cxrefullv rollectd. Kriscl~e, For- p a B q ~ ~ 4 u a v ~ t r  76 nuflccy6pp. s p w -  
$c:rizz~?&g#?~, etc., 68-78. We know Bdrg v b t  ; and Pl~ilop, a'?? A , . ~ s t .  De 
no~hing uf Alcr~~eun's lifo, esocyt Ax. c. 8 ,  cal!r; him a Pythago~za~l .  
his origin and thc nnnle of his SimpBeius, in his r c l n ~ r k ~  on the 
fitther (ne~pi0oos, n~rp iOns  ur nb- Bame treatis*, p. 8, vxys more mu- 
~ ~ 9 0 s ) .  Ariatotle vrr.rutt ngxinrt tiouslythat others call him a Py Ll~a- 
him, we are t.oid, Diog. v. 25. gorcm. but that Ariritotle docs not. 

? ~irist..Mcroph. i. 5 ,  986 n, D i o ~ c ~ ~ c s n ~ ~ f ! I a r n h l i ~ h u s  both 
27 (after anurnelvtirrg Ihe teu Py- no doubt deririld t h e i r  infor~r~%tion,  
thawrrem oyposile\): i i v r ~ p  74- the one directly, the ether inrli- 
av$forfcr ~d 'Ahcpalrvv d K p o ~ ~ u t d -  rwt.ly, from the passltgc in Srie- 
7qr hvha~eiii ~ a l  4701 Q ~ T P S  *up' rotle. how in this passage tho 



sense he trne ; for Asistotle (Eoc. (rit.) expressly dis- 
criminates Alc rn~un  from the Pythagoreuns, and his 
theories are by no means invariably in agreement with  
their8 ; yet it is plain, even from the little we know of 
him and his writing:.s,' that the Pythagorean doctrine 
was not without influence on him, Hesides the 
anatomical and phgsiologioaI enquiries, in which his 
chief merit seems to have con~is tcd,~ we find mention, 

\rrorcls ~ T ~ P E T ~  . . . TIuBaydp~, and A.ccording to Chalcid. (iin Tim. 
the 8; aft.er ;nsqh$va~o, whial~  a1.s c. 244, p. 233 Mull.), he was the 
wartling in t.hc orecllent eodexilb, Erst 'r,o make dianectiona, ride 
are nor, mentioned by rht: Greek U n m ,  p. 55 sgq, As tn his physi- 
comment;~ioru: chry sfclns~~perflu- ological opinions we learn from 
ons, and like an interprrlntion. traciilioa t,he follorving perliculars. 
Vide Brandis, Gr. Runi. Yliid. i. He tmght thnt t he  scat of thesoul 
507 bq. ; Gruppe, Fraqm. d.  A~ch. is in the brain (Ylut. Pinc. iv.  17, 
54 sqq. ; Schlvegler bc h. I. Yet I), to vhich all ser~sn.tions are 
the  first words of tho writ ing of t r ~ ~ t t s m i t t ~ d  lry rnp:lnR of the chan- 
Alcmaon, in rhich he dcdicatcs nels ahicb lead from the orgam of 
his ivork to Brutinus, Lao, and fieuse ('l'heoph~nst. I)i; ,%lisv, sec- 
Bathyilus, prove that tile date as- t i o n  26). Horn he sought to ex- 
s ig~~ed  is approximately corrert. plain the  different, senseu we rare 
Vrde ncxt note, and Vnna, p. 43 ; roid by Thau~~hr; is tus ,  8, e. 25 sq.; 
~ ~ i s ~ h ~ .  p, 70. P l u t .  Pluc. iv. 16, 2 ; 17,  1 ; 18, 1 ; 

This vork, the bcgionirrg of vidc ~ I i r  para1li.l passnges in  the 
~ h i c b  i b  giren by Ding. 1. c. a f ~ e r  Pseudo-Halea and Stub:ms .  FOT 
Fmo~,inus, was entitled, according this rewon the  head is fimt formed 
tn Galen. ( d 7 ~  Hzp3i. Ekm. t. i ,  in t h o  ornl>~~yn (Plau. v. 17, 3). 
487 ; in liipp. Re IIuL, HOTR. XV. 5 Tho ~ c e d  comes from the brain 
R), a ~ ~ l  @brrror. Dir~g. m r i  Clem, (Plrrc. v, 5 ,  3). Ahmieon nrcupied 
(Strom. i. 308 C) desi~mate ic also himself greatly v i t h  the subject of 
as rpvot~bs hd-yor. But  Clenlens is the embryo, bow i t  is fora~ed and 
nrong in assertiug, aa he dues, Luw ni)~~rished. (vide Ceusorirruu, 
Theodoret, C ~ P .  GT. A#. 1, 19, loo. c i f .  c. 5, 8 ; Plut.  llac. T. 14, 
Gnisf., that  Alcmcon is thc first 1, 16, 3). l t e  cornpiired pubcrcy 
wliu mrute on pl~J-sics, fur  if wen t o  the florescenceof plauts, and  t,he 
Seuophaaes i s  uut la be regarded milk of anitriaIs to  the white of an 
as a Physicist, An:tximandcr, :md egg <!.irist. H. Awi7n. vii. 1, 551 n, 
Anaximenes (pcrhaps also Hora- 14 ; Gmer. iii. 2 ,752 b, 23). 
clsitus), certainly wmte bsiurs Alc- He explained sleep by the  reple- 
mreon. But, awofirig to  Cle~ne~ls, tion of the blood-~essvls,and w8king 
cveo dn:~xagirras had beon mci1- by the ~ m p t j i n g  of tlrenl (Plut. 2'1. 
tioned its the first author. of a phy- r. 23, l ) i  He is also said ro have 
sicd treatise. beliered Lkat goah I~reiithe through 



not only of isolated astronomical and ethical pro- 
pc~sitions," but also nf general ptiilosophicltl theories 
which are very cIosely allied t o  those of the Yyth* 
goreans. Thc leading point of view in these theories is, 
an t,Ile one bil,nd, the oppasitio~~ between the perfect or 
celestiaI, and the imperfect or terrestrial; and on the 
other, the spirit ,~~al affinity of man with the  eternal. 
The heavens and the heavenly bodies are divine, beca~ise 
they ~minterruptedly revolve in a motion that returns 
into itself; "he race of man, on the contrary, is 
their cars, A ~ i n t .  H. Anzrra. i. 11, the fas ten i~~g  3f idem in thr: sonl, 
an]) init. It is possiblc  the^ l l l e  repeat,wd I?I- dr ia t .  A d .  Past. ii. 
nlEon m a y  be refel-rcd ro hy Alex. 19, 100, 3 isptu.l~%ps :in additiun 
(in Arist. Ur: SC:~L.SW, ii. 12, p. 33,  uf t h i ~  kind;  cf. C'rnt. 4.37 A ;  
Tl~ur.) iu the statement r.hdr certain Neno, 97 E sq. 
phykicianc: shal*cd the Pyllihgorean Accb~ding to I'lnt. Pk~u, i i  
opirljon, metltioried p. 4 i i j ,  3 ; but 16, 2 ;  B o b  i. 516, be ~n~incxincd 
th is  ruqjw!ure is u~~cer t r l in .  '['hiit Ihrtt the fixed kthrs 1nOTC from 
of Hirzel (lIc~meu, xi. 240 aq ), on east to  st: tlre pl:%netu (:imung 
t h e  contr,zry, sa,cjila iidn~i.stlil~ic ; he which we n1ust suppose the  earth, 
thinks r h n ~  Plnto we.a ~fcfciriitg to t i l~ich rcvnll-es iirouird the ccnrr:ll 
Alcnlaor~, xvllen i n  t he  P l i ~ d o ~  96 fire) fi-olu west ! o ciist. According 
B, he spealis of rlte opinion actold- t.o SioSsru.;, I .  52a, SS8, he tltlrr- 
ing t o  wllich : ;y&;+ahds 2uriv 5 brrtrd, l ike the Xooianr, bu t l ~ e  
785 ala8fiue:s supCxwu -rob 6aa:~iv suil nnd moon a phnc burface 
KU; ipEu nu1 t.n+pa;vrlrOar, i s  .ro$.rwv sllaped like a Lofit, nnd explnincd 
Fi ylyvotrrr pfpq wa: ad&. Elr F.? eclipses of tlre n w i n  hy the  phift- 
prh,u~s uai B&qs h a ~ o ; a q s  ~ h f i ~ ~ ~ t i v  ing round of the lunar boat. 
rrzrh  aka yiyui-crOa~ dalurilpqv. Rimpl. sriys (De  C P ~ ,  121 n. Ald.) 
The iti~tincr.ion of ;nitrrhFrl and t h a t  he calcnlatcd the inter!-h-al of 
alu8q~ts  accords, as Hirzel well ob- t ~ m e  lretwecn tho fiolstices and the 
serves, ritl) t,he text cited p. 524, 3. equillozes ; but this is according to 
What is said at~llr.ron~mi.nrzme!~t the allcie~lt texts. Ap. Karsten, p. 
of th is  note agree with the tlleory 223 n, 15,  and Bralldis, Schol. 500 
t h a t  the  brain is Llrp ?eat of the a, 28,wire find instend of 'Ah~pa iov t ,  
Kqcl~lty of linnwing; but A l c m ~ n n  Eb~~hqrovt ,  nliich seems more 
(cf.p.323,3 ; 524,Z) mnst net:rss:rrily exact,. 
hiire regartled the soul a1u11e i la the Clernons (Sirom. ~ i i i .  62 4 I3) 
knon.ir~g snlr j~ct .  %Vecanriut, how- cites thc follnwi~lg from him : 
ercr, be sure that P1:itn did not add ;xOpbv &vlpa )+vv $vhd~auOur 4 
somethi~ig of h is  01%-n t o  thr o p n -  $ihoit. 
ion which he rqor ts ;  the  tlerira- A ~ l s t .  Brl A?, i. 2, 405 a, 
t.ion of k t c ~ r f i ~  f i ' o~n$p~~~Tv- i .~ . ,  30 : $177~1 y i p  ah-r$v [.r+v $ v x h v ]  



transitory, 1u:cause we are not iri a pozition i,o unite the 
beginning with the end-to begin a new corrrse ' after 
the expiration of our period of life. O ~ i r  so~rI, l~owecel., 
is exempt from this tratisitoriness : it moves eternally, 
like t,he stars, and is tlierefore i r n ~ l o r t a l . ~  So also i ts  
knowlrdgc is not limited t o  the sense-l)erccpti~n-bt~t 
it has alsv underst.anding aud ~onsciousue$fi,~ Bnt 
everything huruan is on this accour~t irnpcrfect, The 
gods know what  is hidrlcn, we can only cril1jccL~u.e i t :  
they enjoy a uniform cxi~te~lcice ; our life moves between 
c o n t r a ~ i e s , k d  its  healthfuIncss depends on the equi- 

& e d ~ a ~ a v  cTvat 8rh ~b 2ordvei TO> 

&8ard.rors, r o a r t ,  6' f i r ip -p iv  criir? 
&r ;E; K L , U U , U ~ ' V ~ -  ~ i v ~ i o e a t  yhP  at 
~b 0eTa r d u r n  u y y e ~ & i i  i t ; .  U C ~ + , L . ~ U ,  

qjh~ov, 7~21s ~ U T ; ~ Q S ,  ~ b v  otpa~,bv 
BAov. This text is doi~ltleas the 
sole foundation for t he  ~ s s r r t i o n  of 
the Epicuvcan,ap. Utt. A: U. i 1 1 .  
27 : salt t i  Zunop ~r1iqzt t~p>cc ~dmi- 
If6r n?~iwivirc iprcrctr-reic ciet~z ; l i f r r? 'e~?~ 
dedib. anrl of Dicig. riii. 89 : ua: TAU 
G'~hfi~7)v X L T # ~ A O V  7 ~ ; ~ ? 7 l i  ( t l l j ~  pR6- 

haze seemst0 be urrrtilrttcrl , i t  may 
11n.oe ~origin.iIly slood rbur : K:T.U. 

xed h o u  78" O ~ ~ U Y ~ Y )  C X € ~ v  &SLOP 
+horr. Clc~a. Cohort. 44 -4 : 'A. 
Bcoiji &TO T D ~ Y  t L a t  ;fig<- 
~ o u s  Srras. CT, ~ ! l e  fol!o~inp. lrc i tc .  

' dr;c;t. P~uhl.  a ~ i i .  3, 916 n, 
33 : lobs y&p'dri3pBaaur +ttsit. 'Ah-  
~ f i u ; u ~  && T U ~ T I I  ~ T ~ ~ A ~ V G B ~ I ,  67i 06 
Z h u a v r a i  s+jv Bpx+u 7c l$k61 

npood$at. The henho ol' l l ~ese  
w~irJs  exactly rlrterrni~led by Phi- 
Jipp~on, 185 ; Trnna, 71, is c!exr 
from t h o  u~holc ct,t~nerion o f  the 
passage. 

" Arist. 1. c. and,  afrer him, 
Uoethiuh, : ~ p .  Ens. I'r. Ev. xi. 28, 
5 ; i)iog, r ~ l i i .  8 8  ; SruL. lii.d. I .  

796; Theudurrt, Cvr.gr. ~ 4 ;  r. 17, 

anrl t11e, Cirr,ek conlment:~tors uf  
A~isro;Ie. :im~;ng ~ 1 i o : n  Pl~ i ln l )o~!~rs  
( i l l  De An, i. 2 C, 8) cxpreaily rc- 
marl;$ that hc is not acquainted 
with t11r; vritings vf A ~ C I I ! ~ I ~ L I ,  R I I ~  

know-. nutliing of him except xl ia t  
Aristot'ls says. 

Tlrt\rrphr. DR , % t t ~ l a ,  4, 2.j : &v 
82 p+ .r+ +do rrorohrwv T ~ V  a k -  
8 7 0 ~ ~  (:IF, Ewpedirclaa <Lid, rirle 
i f ~ f f r r )  'Ah~puiwu p ~ u r r p 3 ~ o v  i + o p i i e i  
T ~ V  v p b s  ~h [$a S ~ a @ u ~ d v '  E;vBpwno~ 

ydp pqui t i j r  hhhwr S ~ a + i ~ ~ l u  2 7 r  
@irnv (1. I l d ~ ~ ~ )  < ~ v f ~ f f i ,  ~h 6' &Aha 
a i o 8 d ~ ~ a r  02 [ v # l n u ~  Sk .  

.' Alcm. ;IP I ) I ( ~ .  riii. S3  : m p i  
-rGu Bpauc'ev Jaepi  .rdv 8 m G v j  rra- 
g l j ~ ~ ~ a ~  P ; ~  B E U ~  ~ X O V T I ,  &S B i  i~%p;-  
ZOY, T C K P C L ~ P C ~ ~ ~ L .  

5 .\rid. Mdaph. i. 5 (s71;). p. 
631, 2 )  cor:tiuurs: pnsi yhp ~ ~ V Q L  

Bbo .rb aohhh ~ 6 u  h9pwxivuv.  ~ i y w v  
~ i r s  2rnv.rtdrri-rrrs  air^ h a e p  o 6 ~ 1 i r  
F~wprnp&vas ihha &s ~ v ~ u i u a s ,  &v 
h r v ~ b v  pihap,  . ~ h v ~ b  n i ~ p b v ,  b-/16bv 
~ a ~ h v :  p ~ ~ p b u  ,xi-pa a 6 ~ o r  piv o h  

ZCBIO~;$TW< t'~<@j16~$< TEP?  TGU ~ O I T & ,  

oi 8; IIu8uydpf;or KU; ndoar aa; T ; I , E ~  

o; ;pawrd.r7l~ts i r a€q i~vavro ,  Jslic. 
says wruiigly : ?r. ~ L v T L ~ ~ u .  266 : 'A.  
6; 8do rdua (qquiv tivur 76 5 u ~ a j .  



li1,rium of opposite forces ; ~ihen,  on t,be contrary, one 
of its elements ggains a prepontierance ovc!r the others, 
sickness and deutl~ are the rean1t.l We cert,ail~ly cnnnof 

consirler Alcmawn a l'ytlu~gorexn because of these pro- 
I>ositiona, for we f iud nothing about t.he number-theory, 
tile distinctive doctrine of the Pythagorean system, in 

of our accounta of him. Miireover, his astronnrni- 
till opinions, rnentioned above, only partidly agree wif,h 
tlie Yythagorean cos~oology; and me must, therefore, 
hold Aristotle to  be in the  right when he discriminates 
him from the Pgthagoreans. Hut the obserl-ations of 
Alemeon on the  relation of t he  eternal aild the mortal, 
oa the oppositions in the r~or ld ,  on the divinity of ttie 
stars, and the immortality o f  the soul, coincide in 
snbstance almost exactly with tllc Pythagorean doctrine. 
That a contemporary of t,hc Pythagoreans, from their 
especiiil city Crotmna, should have arrived at tbese 
Llleories independcatlg of Pgthagorearrism, is incredible. 
Xltlluugb, therefore, Aristotle docs not  venture to 
decide whether the dockrinc of opposites came from 
the t)ytl~a.gnreans to  dlcnlseon, or vied veruh, thc former 
alternative is much tho more probahIe "and we accord- 

Pl11t. J'lnd:. v. 30 (Ytob. F!ori!. 7hv  6 ;  hydau n ~ ~ , u a ~ ~ o v  T W V  r o l r j ~  

101. 2 ; 100, 2.5') : 'A  ~ i j r p k v  IJYEIUE T?B K ~ E c L . . .  ( S t ~ b .  has : r L a t r @ a r  
ebar CTVI ILRTLT~~W T ~ Y  (so ,?tab.) 81 TOTE I ( U ~  f ~ x b  .T&V f [ w U ~ v  a!.rlSv, 
ioouop;av .rSv Bvv&rrwv, irypoD, Bep- t8d-wr TOLSY +j X&PRS f i  C ~ J T T W Y  4 
pi?, (qpnG. +uxpo<, aiupa6, -yhlifriar k ~ ~ + ~ q f  $'~i3v ' r f l ~ ' r ~ ~ s 7 ~ n ~ u r h ~ ~ ~ 0 1 1 . )  
nal TGP hotxiv .  ~ j l v  8' 21) uiirois PI:L~u, S~ii ip.  106 UI puts t h ~  s ~ r r ~ t r  
por,upX:av v4oou ?rou~.rlrr$v- @Oopu- t h u u g h t s  illto thc ~riuuth of his 
~ o r h v  ;k-a~c'~vv F o v n p ~ t a .  K U ~  Xry.~;iinachtls. The rnsrttion n f  
v d a u ~  akia, ?is pkv &$' 3s, h r ? r ~ ~ f i o h ~  the fuur- I\ritjtoteI~:in ctluses urld of 
B G ~ ~ ~ T ~ T O ~  f j  +vxp6:qr"r. Bs 61 14 the Stoic *o~oi clearly s h o w  that 
qs, 81h rhijSvr (Strjb. wmngly: hw!l.r! we have IIOC Alcmlerm's own 
n h ~ 8  .rpo$<s) $ ~ v 8 ~ r a v .  is S' dv of$, 7\-0rd3. 

< v B . ~ Y  (Stoh. 1s~ad5 prefer~hly : Thrre is no qnesiion hcre of 
f i  p u s h h ~ )  3 iyiri@A*hils (St.-PV). the Pythagorenr~ t b l e  of the tcn 



ingly regard Alcmzon as a man vho ma8 cousiderahlY 
iuflr~enced by the Pjthagoreau philoaoplly, withant 
having actually adopted it in its totality. 

Respecting Hippasus and Ecph antus our in forma- 
tion is still work scanty. As to the former, the ancieat 
writers themselves scem t o  have known no more t11;~n i s  

t o  be found in A1.istotlc-namety, that, like HeracIcitus, 
he held fire t o  be the prirnit,ire matter.' The farther 
statements, that he declared five t o  bc the Deity ; 2 

that he made derived things arise out of fire by rare- 

faclion aud cvude~lvation ; that  he thought the sou] 

of s fiery nat.ure ; that the world was limited and 
eterndly moved, and subjcct to  a periodic transforma- 
tion: all these must be mere inferences from the 
cornparison of him with ZIemcleitas, since even the 
scl~olars of the i5lcxandria.n epoch pofisessed no writing 
of his? It x7;\s pel-haps this approxirv~ation t o  the 
I-Ieracleitean doct.rine which made later wriicrs call him 
a spul-ious Pythagorean, and the lead of the $0-called 

~ ~ ~ o s i t e s ,  but only of the gmfrsl 
principle that  eererythi~i~ is fu l l  of 
opposites, 

drigt. ~ V e t a p l ,  i. 3, 984 a, 
7 : ' ~ ~ a a a o s  81 r C p  [&pXi lv  -;hvaru] 
d M F T ~ T O V T > O $  aal ' H ~ ~ K ~ C I T O S  6 
'Egkurils. The same is rupr,oducad 
by Sext. */jzlrrh, iii. 311 ; Clcmcns, 
$from. i .  296 R ; Theorl. CUT. gr. 
off: ii. 10, p. 22 ; Plat. Plnc. i. 3, 
25. What the laqt writer nddb in 
remrd to the ~rietan~orphours of 
f& only applics to Iier:~clritus. 

Clem. Colrort. 12 C. 
"Sirnpl. Yldys. 6 a. 
4 Theodorel, C?w. fr, a#. T. 

20;  Te~t .  Zlc Am. L?. 5. 
' Diog, riii. 81 ; Simpl. I ,  c. ; 

Theod, ir. 5 ,  p. ,is, where, how~rer ,  
instead of ~ K I ~ I O I I  ~ ~ ~ K ~ U ~ T O Y  

is t,n be read. 
" Diog. I .  c. p ~ u i  8'u67b~~qE4;1- 

rpror ;P 'Opicuu~,uors p$iu K ~ T U A L ~ F E ~ V  

a;Wpap,pc~. Theu, ~WP?.  c. 12, p, 
91, mentions, bul  only as :I n?port, 
the  cxpcri~nents o f  Cases of Hermi- 
one und Hippisus (or his school) 
for determining the iLcl~rionrr of 
tones. If L~rnbl. (ifi Xicom.deth~z.  
141. 159, 1 G R  Tcnnu:) a t t r ibu t ,~"~  
to the mzlthematioians, Arehljtxs 
aud Hippasus, the distinction uf 
arithmetical, geomo$ical and har- 
monic proport~ons, his assertion irr 
not bnsed on any writing of Hip- 
pasus. 
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Acusmatics; elaemhert: he is spoken of pt~rcly and 
simply as a Pythitgorean,a and fragments of writings are 
adduced which were falsely attributed t o  him on t h i s  
supp~sition.~ If sve enquire by what means he could 
have been led, as a I'ythagorean, to thc theory ascribed 
to him, it is most obviow t o  thirtk of the doctrine of 
the ccntrnl fire. According to the Pythagoreans, this 
fire mas the germ of the universe, to which everything 
else Iutd reference ; and Hippasus seems for th i s  reaeon 
t o  have regardtrl it au the matter of which dl th i~~gs  
consist. There is every prolsahility, however, that he 
was also influenced by the example of HeracIeitus, and 
that his theory thus resulted from zt combination of the 
Pythagorean a i d  Heracleitean dnctillze. 

Ecphantus occupies a. similar position. He, too, is 
included among the Pythagorean3 ; but thcir number- 
theory appears to have beell too Astract and un- 
physical [or him, and he therefore sought, like Hippasus, 
t o  complete it with the theories of later physicists; 
only that inshed of Heracleitus, hc chnse the Atomistic 
philosophy and Anaxagoras, influenced perhaps by the  
Pythagorean derivation of space-rnagnitrrdes. He 
understood Iry the uni.13, which cue the original con- 
stituents of numbers, and f u r t b e r u o ~  of all things, 

1 InmB1, y. Pylh. 81. Simi- 
larly Trilluiuon, Amccd.ii. 216. Ou 
the other hand. Xnmhl. (in Nicom. 
11 b); Stab. Ec'cl. i. 862; and Sy- 
rian, in iWct(lpk. xiii. 0, burru\v 
even f r u n ~  his rcput ,d wr i t iug  
testimonies eonce~bning the Py tha- 
gorean dort~ino. 

9 E. Q. by Uiog and Thou, l. 6. 

a Vide sap. p. 372, 1. 

4 Riith, ii. a, 812, withhis i~erlal 
reekl~ssncss, calls Ecphantus and 
Hicetas ' immediate disciples of 
Pgthagorst;.' Not o l ~ l y  is this its- 
swtion entirely without pmnf; 
b~kt it, seems must probabic, from 
the tes ts  quoted on p. 491 rq., that 
both these philosophers lived ~ R e r  
Philolaus, and at the same time 
as Archytas. 



material atoms, differing among themselves in size, 
form, and force. The prnposit'ioa (which we must 
t~nderstand in the sense of the analogous sayin@ of 
Democriti~s 9, that t he  essence of tl~ings cannot be 
kno\rn (that is, sensibly perceived j, probably refers to 
the inrisihilit,~ of these atoms. To the atoms he added 
the voidpa conceptiort alrcarly recognised in the 
ancient Pythagorean doctrine-but this did not appear 
td  him suficieut as an explanation of phenomena, or 
else Pythagorean piety prevented his resting iu it ; 
he therefore assumed, with Anssagoras, that the move- 
lnent of the atoms and the shaping of the universe was 
produced by mind or the  sold. On account of the. 
unity of this moving cause, 1-IF? preferred the ordinary 
notion of the unity artd spherical shape of the world t o  
the atomistic theory of many  world^.^ All this, how- 
ever, sllows that he must have belonged to the latest 
ge~lerationv of the Pytl~agowtians, with whom he is also 
ident,ified by the statement that, i n  agreement with 

Forfnrther details, rjdeinj~a. $u~uBpl.  ~?var 6; 7 b  a~5Bos a$rGp 
Cf. for the p~esent, Arist. ~VelnpH. wpio+rcvou ~d TUGTO [l. l ~ a l  OSK] 
iv. 5; 1009 b, 11 ; ~ n h r d ~ p c ~ d r  hacipnv, ~rrciuBar 8 i  ~k ~ d ~ e ~ c a  

q a r , ~ ,  ofi€i;v d v a ~  i ~ ~ t ' k s  f i  I * j j~t  ;?rb f l i P n ~ s  &TE ~ P A ~ J Y + ~ ,  ihh' 

f urv y' Eiaqhov. dab 8 ~ ; a s  Suv&pswr, $v v p i r  ~ a l  
2 The tt.st,tmouies on whiuh the $uXbv T ~ O U G I ~ O ~ E ~ E L .  70; 0611 

above ns~ertion is fnunded arb as . r a w  udupor~ ri8drat iSs;v (oras Rijpar, 
fa1lnws:---Stub. Ed. i .  $08 (sup.. p rhdoltiyus, rii. 6, 20, happi:y con- 
416: 1)  ; ihid, 418: 'EK+ & pcv jectures: r o d s o u  pgr o h  T. ~ 6 r ~ .  
7th 4rXparv mvsa.rduar ~ b v  ~ d o ~ o v ,  dva l  iS6ov). Br' 8 f f + n r p u ~ r 8 ~  hbPr&r 
8 r o ~ ~ c i u 6 ' a ~  8; hnh ~ ~ O P O ~ U S .  .&bid. Guvdprws ?.cyovE'vcft (ti& after 
4 9 6 :  'Es*. &a r b v  ~ d u ~ o i . .  Hip- ?Lato), ~ i v  fik y i v  p;vov (perhaps 
polyt. E(fi~:. i. 15, p. 28: gEa$av- Ev p;uw).~dapou ~iuriuOar T E P ;  7 8  
~ d r  r l s  Zupcr~oi'u~os f@q p% P?VZL Y Q L ~ T ; ) ~  K ~ U T ~ U P  &s T ~ ~ T  ~ L Y C L T O ~ ~ V .  
bhqO~a& r1v i;mwu habeiv Y P B ~ ~ P .  Instcfid of  the lnnt three I V U T ~ S  

6pi{ei 8; B r  Y O ~ I C E L  7dl P;. mpGrct (which. llowever, arc not irrlpnssi- 
ir6~a;~era sIvar u&,uura KCS~ mpahha- Lile) we rniglit conjecture, the rest 
yhs a+r;u r o ~ ? s  f i r r d p ~ ~ r v ,  f i i ~ c e o s ,  of t he  tt.nt b ~ i n g  v e r y  incorrect: 
o~?,,ua, G;vaprv, 6r T& uiutJn7h drrb S~UBWI rphs ~ Y R T O A ~ I .  



Heracleides the Platonist, (and wit,h Hicctas), he belier~erl 
the earth to rot8t.c lipon its a.xi2.I Bc himself remix& 
115 of I'lato in some ~)artieulars.~ 

T11e cslebriited comic poet E p i c h a r m u s ~ s  called 
by many n u t l ~ n r s  a Pythag~rean .~  It is not ilr~probable 
that  t he  Pythi~gorean doctrine had something more 
t h a n  a supe~iiciaI iqfluencc an him, and that the incli- 
nation t o  general reflections ancl apophthegms, which 
may be perceived in the fragnmts of liis worJ:s," -\ri~~; 
fosterzd hy it. But we are no t  justified by ~ h x t  nrc 

knov of him, in s ~ ~ p p v ~ i n g  that he had any dcfinite phi- 
Iosophical system. According to  niogencs TfI., 9 aqq,, 
Alcimus "attempted t o  sliow tlia l: Plnto borrciwe?! p e a t  

part of his doctrine frc>:n Epicharmus. His authorities 
are not only insufficient for t,l~ie purpose, bnt fail t o  
IJTUX*~ t h d  Epi~hnrmus iras s pllilnsopher at, at1 in the 
proper sense. Of the four passages which Lc quotes: 

1 Vidc r7y. p. 453, I .  t.n Ding. riii. 79,  '30. norn ah Cos, 
3 .&nctLer tr;iceuf Pyt,hagorean hc canie whi1c still ;I c h ~ l d  to Me- 

Atomistic rlu-,cll.incs ma!- pcrhsps ~ U Z  i n  ,Siciiy. ' r l ~ e  last half o f  
l i e  found in what Ims 1,cen quoted llir life rws pass~d %I fiyrilcuse. 
1!. 456, 1, cuncri:ki~ig XLI~JIIIP. D h g ,  viii. 78. t h l l s  him e ~ e n  

&y.s~r. DP i70rzrrlg Cwlimdiil, a [lixcij~le of E y t l i a g n r ~ ~ ~ .  Plllt. 
8 t rqq. ; Lrnp. Srlrinidt,, Q?<UOEC.  *\-z(mn, 8 1 Clem. Szrnirf. r. ,597 C, a t  
f ,j~{<bawfle~. Bonn, I I ; l t ; :  \i'elcker, any rare, csll him s i r i ~ ] ~ ] ~ '  :I Pytliil- 
K;uific 8t;J~ft. i. 271-856, h m n z ,  :orean. Accordiiig I<) T~mT)I. 1' P. 
I,,  slid &hr. (8. koors FJkhtarrnnd,  266, he belnvgrtl t o  t21c r so ter i~  
lirrl 1861. Tlir,lifc of I~picharmus schonI. B c h ~ n ~ d t ,  Op.  C. p. 943, 
j.jlls, nccordllig to'Sclm~idl, between jusl!y cenrores I,oreriz, pp. 44-52, 
tlie 59th and tilt! ~ 9 t h  Olgtupiad for giving u r h t ~ i t x t i ~ l g  cvedellce to 
(585-  460 a.c.). Grysar place4 his the ~tdtcrnc.ni of 1)io;cnt.r. ' 

tlirth i u  tlie G(lt.lt Olympiad ( ia0 ' Cf. Dicg. 1. I:.: o h u s  ;*u,u- 
~T.c.), Lo~enz, Cil. 6 0 ~  69 .  A11 u h p a ~ a  K U T L Z A ~ A O I ~ ~ W  Zv 07s cpvuro- 
t i i r i t  n.0 kl:nm m i t h  cerlai~lLv is ho-yr;, yvw,uuhoyti. ;a~,uoho-/c i ,  and 
t h ~ t  112 died shclrrly afcrr Hipro, dxzu TTTclol;er, p. $47 sq. 
ar1~1 iluxsfore short])- af ter  the yeAr Co~verning .Alr!j:>ius, r ide  the 
467 a c., ax an oitiuncfriapc. l i j q  indcx to thi3 work, p. 3. 
nycat, liib d ~ : ~ t h  W:IS, ; + t ~ u r d i ~ i g  LO ' OU t,he :r~:tlrsn~~icil,y, text and 
Lucinn (illncrob, !25),07 ; acturdilrg inferprc~lation, ride thedissertatioc 

TOL. I. Y Y 



the  first' says that t.he gods are eternal, since the first 
bcing, had it become, wl~ i s t  have arisen out of nothing ; 
~ t n d  that rntm >Ire suhjeet t o  coillinr~aI change, and 

never remi~in thc Another pussage says : dt; 
the art is, something athey than t h e  artist, and as man 
only bi?comea art artist through learning the art, so the 
Good is somet,hing in it,self (rZ v i i y p a  tcatt' rc372i);* crncl 
man beoornes good by learning it. The third con- 
cludes from the instinet of il~lirnals that a l l  living 
creatures possess reason.4 The fourth ohservcs t11a.t. 
each creattwe delights most in itself; ;is man regartis 
man as the most beautifrrl, so does the dog regard the 
dog, and the OX t he  OX, kcI  These s1iying.s ci:rtuidy 
give evidcnce of a thir~kcr,  bnt they do riot prove t,l~at 
the thoughts of thc poet hsd their centrc iu  any philo- 
sophic principle. Still less can wc infer from them 
that this principle was that of t h e  Pythwgoreans; the 
remark about the eternity of the gods reminds us more 
of Xcnophanes, to  whose verses the fourth qnoial.ion also 

of Schmidt, Gdfl. Anr. 1885, 
~ q .  ; LOPBOZ. 106 sq. ; U e r n n p  in  

.H?$ei?&. ~Wud. vij j .  1853: 330 q.: 
Strinlmrt {Plutn's 1dir.t~. 13  xq., 
264 sq.) s , ~ p  that the trvn first 
p;L>saces are cert,ainl;p spurious, 
that the tflirrl i s  prrh:rps authentic, 
al:d t l ~ c  fourt11 nndo~~bredly no. 

' h dialogue in ~vhjrh oire of 
the interlocutors represents the 
Elextic point of view, the uther 
t,ha t. nf Hcmcleitus. 

2 Ploto i r  perhaps thinking of 
t h i s  passage; at Any rate he is 
thinkiug of the opimon explvssed 

in i ~ ,  mhen: ill  'd'heze~. 182 E, he 
placcs Upicharmuu amnng t l ~ o s c  
who maintain that there is no 

&og, h u t  on17 Hecurr~ing. It is 
ju the  e i m e  text, t1ltl.t C I I ~ J S ~ ~ ~ I I Y  
(a.p Pl~ll.. Cwwznr. wofif.  44, 1). 1083) 
finds the h;ros al ; [audr~vor .  

Thr: conjecture of Schmidt (a!. Epitk. 49 sq.), according to  
rrlllcl~ the rrrsr c o n h ~ n i u p  tltis 
proposition c?ilonld be rojrctcd, 
seem8 to me um1t.cas.i;lry ; it is n o t  
connected, any nlorc t.h.har~ the 
ot,herr. wirh t he  thcory cd Idads ; 
the word np;iyPa is em$oyad in 
the sarrlo senso 8.s by PliitO, Rot .  
a a o  c sq.; 3 ~ ~ 9  n. 

X T h t  Lqrcnz, p. 106, sees in 
h i s  passago is not to bo found 
thel.0. 



bears a striking a11ctIogy~' What i s  s a i l  about the 
vicissitude t o  which man is suhjcet, :lllradzs no dotiht to 
the doctrine of Meracleituu,' horn whom the theorcrr~ 
that .the r:h;~wcter of mnn i s  his damon-ay likewise 
have been burrowed. The utterances of this poet con- 
ct.nliag the sta.te after death, on the  other baud, irdiotrte 
Pythngorcan infl~rence ; the bsd;r, he s~~ys ,  rei.t~rns to 
the earth, and the spirit to  haven ;  a pious life is 
man's best prcpnration for thc journey : the propiisition 
zbout the reason of a.nimals in the third of the al,or.e 
quotations mny have a, like origin. All that we can 
further gather in regard to Epicharffirrs either has no 

Cf. ifefi-n, notes 4 end 6 on g;irsf,en (JIT~zopk. XdZ. 188 sq., 
Xenoplmnes. ThstNpich~r~nas nrr: entlorsed by Polmisn-1<rusen~:1nn, 
acquaint,cti with Xenuphaneu is 7$&7?~?.~r~zi  Fi7nym. 1 16) : &TW 7 c  
proved 1~~ the pasazga of Arirt. kpsbrr~l  F i ; ~ ~ o v  t l a e t v ,  4 Sanep 
llT6Loph. is. 6 ,  1010 a, 5 (aftcr 'Erfxappos $ 5&o+. e h o v .  rriraav 
enu~r~cmticn of the pl~iloscpheru, fipcwes, kc., it, ji, c o n t r n ~ y  to the 
who confr,unii the sensible p h c  scrlse and t o  thr vnr~tr:rt (cf. I. j 0 
nomenon with truth) : Bib E;KO'TWI ~q.), rind i s  rightly rejectrrl by 

A E ' ~ U U ~ P  B C E  dAv&ii Bk k i ~ o v u i v .  $ r ~ h w e g l c ~  ((id h.  1,). 
OCTW ykp G p f i 6 r ~ c s  (*ZhAov s i f ~ ; u ,  ' cf. p- 529, 5: and Bt.m;r~s, 
?j Qo?rep ' E T I X ~ ~ ~ R E  E ~ S  B E W O @ ~ P Q L  loc. dt. 
ZTC 8; niaav ~ P ~ ~ P T E S  +a:~n* I(+ -kp. stab. E'Ewkl. 37: 1 6 :  6 
voup!vvp rhv  @liorv, kc. M7h:tt ~ p d r o s  ;L~.b'pdrro~rr Gcrijtrav hye8bs, 
Epirh:irmus Tvrote about Xello- g i  K U ~  ~ u x 6 s .  Cf. Heraclit. Fj-. 
phanes we cannot dircovcr- from 57 Selrleierm. : 580s yip &v8pr;apr 
this  paisage. The mort narurnl Saipwr. 
conjecture is that hr: said of some * Fmqifi. im. 23, from Clem. 
opinion of this pl~ilosupber, t l~a t  Show. i; 541 C!: cborfl;ig r8a ~ 0 ; "  

it wight inderd I J ~  true, b ~ l e . f h ~ f ,  it T E @ ~ J K ~ T  (12 adsoif y' &Sky i(mbY 
3x8 n o t  probsble. Itre hd.vc no w ~ t J a d r .  i;vo 7 b  avtCpc Biap;ac; 
reason to s~~pgohe  fpom the pa.;sage m7' o;pavdv.  IE'r. 3.5 ap. ~ i u t .  
that Ire wrot,o ngzzinrt X ~ r l o p h ~ n e s  ; C,nisd. otl ApoB. 15, p. 110: ~ ~ n i ~  
still less tc cnnrlnde, wit11 Lornnrz, o h  6 'Eaf~appJs, U V P F K ~ ~ O ~ ,  @,,DL 

p. 122 sq., tkrilt Iienophr~~lcs atki- rd ~ C E K P ~ ~ T  ~ a l  h+.;lhff~# S k y  $heF 
butcd a, cer tkn vnTllc t o  tlreprrcep xdaiv, yZ p2r eir T&V, T ~ ~ ; ~ ~  8, 
t i 0 ~ ~  of scnr;e, nnd, fur that reason, b w -  r i  .rirSs X s A c s d v ;  0681; &. 
wxs %$tacked by Epitha~m~ls.  Our Fr. 46 in Boissonade 
eext cnntains nothing of tlic sort. i .  I25 : E L ~ c B ~ s  /3:09 p i ~ i c r . ~ ~ ~  296- 
& to the arbitmry conjecture of 61ou 5v~sciis Fvr. 
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definite philosophic charttcte~,' or else leal-es us in 
uncertainty whether it emanates at all from him,? or 
was meant t o  espress liis own personal opinion.3 On 
+.he whole we can clearly see that while EpieFlarm~ls 
was no st.rarnger to  the philosophy of his time, he was 

E.g. Fr. 24 in Clem. 81ro11t. ~ ~ T T ' T C L I  ~ P Y ,  et ,~ . .  the xesl,, on tIra 
v. 597 C :  o j 8 i v  Z K + G : ~ E L  ~b DEGY c~nt , rary,  from the  vrrords, c i  &rr' 
-to;.ru yrvLuxov a2 8rP a h h s  kt?' &atlp&~ny aoytg,u;s, Is.rr ~ a l  86ii.s 
AuJv SrL~r-ras-  dbwuarci 6' u56kr hdyos, looks very liku a Jewish  n r  
Btdr. Fr. 26 (ibid. vii. 714 A ) :  A l e m n d r h ~ ~  Chri . s t i~n inlcrpola- 
~ a B a p b  BY rbr vuiv ; X B x  h a y  rb tioll. The  j taiemtcnt  aconr~iil~g 
sifiu ~aeupbs ~ 5 .  Cf, t he  similar tn which (Vitru7-. De Archit. viii. 
p"55age fro111 n1t anonymous poet prof. 1) Epicbarmus 11-lil t h a t  tlrero 
ap. Clem. 8i.+)fl, iv. 531 C: ib.01 were four elenlent*. ~s Emlpdoclss 
fiil Aowrpqi 6hhh vdp ~ a e a ~ d r ;  the did, is evicle~rtly hnscd iipon an ac- 
prssage so often quoted, u o k  dp@ c id~ i l t a l  juxtrposition, such as rve 
KU: voCs b~066i d h h a  ~ w 9 8  ~ a l  find eleewl~ert! (t1.z. ill X ~ c h j l u a ,  
I vehd (vidsY111man-Krtrseman, 2.c. Yronrcfh. 88 sg.). This is pot 
88 sq.), which cert;tii~ly conwins euolrgh to justify unr altrilrating to 
11ot11ing contmdic.tory l o  the o6Aor Rpicharrntrs the idea of tile ele- 
hp?, &c., of Xailopbnnes, us Welcker men tu  rts conccirrd I?y EmpmIoelrs. 
supposes I .  c. p. 3.53; the finucr~ts I knosr not what can harc given 
&firing.: oS8els iicbu xovqpbr (ibid. rlsr. to Iiurexz's ~ e s ~ r L i u n  that t he  
p. 10 sq., cf. drist.  EtA, X iii. 7, frqmerrts of t h e  Eyici~armua of 
1123  b, 14 ; Flab,  TI^. 86 D), Ennins must be rnclroncrl among 
which, rnorcorer (cf, p. 116. I),  rho most interesting nritirlgs that 
rc~1ly sigaificsthat no nne 1s rullm- remain to us of t h i ~  Epicll;irml~s. 
t;trily miserhble; lastly, the asser- a For eua~nyle, tl~r doctrine of 
tioo t h ~ t  Epichnrmui: caller! the  tho flux of all things, plufessd by 
&tars :tnd the elernent,s gods (31e- Hernclcitrifi, is h i ~ m o r o ~ ~ a l y  inter- 
niirider a p  Btob. Flolil. 01. 29). preted by this poet t,o menu (as 

2 This holds esl~eciitlly of sl.homu by Bernays? 1 ,  e. 266, from 
the rerses c1 t .4  ap. Clem. Sf?-om. Tlut. ns 8. nzr,m. tvint7. c .  15, p. 
v. 605 A, on tile human and divine 550) thnt  r mnn need not p y  his 
?,bps. For, ;iceordin,- to Ar~xtox. rlelits hertar~sc hc in not tllc idcur jcal  
ap. Athen, xiu. 648 d, the vork pereon who incurred them. It is 
frotrb which thesr rerses are perllaps t l ~ u  same with the pxss:3ge 
taken, t.he Polity, was foist,ed apon in Cic. T2I.w. i. 8, I5 : ROI,W/ ?loEd 
Epicbarmus by s cert,si n Chrj~ao- sod m essc mo.rf7~z!rn rrilhil eethno 
gor~os ; nnd Snhmidt, Qm. Epicila~m. (Sext. rkfaill. i. 273, h:zs incorrertly, 
17, eonfirms this :~usertjun on no doul t ,  & ? T O ~ ~ S F ? V  fi T E O V ~ V U  
nietricill groailda. It is yrrnl)able ogpor 8rmp;pcr). This last. prop- 
tlrltt the conlmenceniant OUT? of t.he ~jitinll, at. any ratc. sccms to  nceersl 
work belongs to Chrysosonus, very ill with the Pythnroreau bc- 
where we find Pythngore:~n rdenu, lief i n  immnrtnlity. Welrker, I. c, 
d 86s ~ P O ~ ~ ~ L S  ho7rupoi nLorO@o~ 304 ~q., well remark~ (and Oron+ 
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yet no erclusi~c adheccnt of any selion'l,' but freely 
appropriated from t l r e  opinion; of his contemporaries 
whatever seemed t o  him warthy of consideaation, 

TIIE works of the Eleatio philohophers have only been 
handed down t o  us in isolated fragments.' Rcsidc these, 
the staterneats of Aristotle are our principal source of 
informdion in regard t o  their doctrines.  the:^ eome 
the supylernentary aeconnts of more recent a ~ ~ t h o r s ,  
among n~Iiorn Simplici 11% through his personal know - 
Iedgc of t:hc Elcatic writings, and his calxfi~l employ- 
meat of ancient, authorities, railkg first. Full of lacuna: 
as all these sources me, they vet contain too rn~ieh; 
and this superabundance has, at least in revpzet t o  the 
four~der of the school, been marc prejudicial to  a correct 
estirr~at,~ of the Kleatie ~Ioutrinos than the scarcity of 
original. documents. We possess s treatlse,"under the 

tills arid Lobeck agree) th:& the 
sears. aiod, kc., arc citll~xl gods 
by Epipicbitl.rnus, nr.t in  his ~rwn 
xamc, but ~ 1 1 c n  !;e i s  espundicg 
t he  Persian re1ki.m. 

' Perlrapa this jw the resson 
why laml)l., V. 11'. 260, rcvkons him 
among ~ h e ~ x o t e r i c  illrmber~ of tbc 
bchoul ; but it. may alsu be brcnuse 
later writers fuuod hirn defici~rll 
in wh,* ttht:y considcrcrl true Py- 
thogorm~,isrn. 

Those of X e ~ ~ o ~ l ! n n e ~ ,  Parn~e- 
aides. and 3Jellss~lt. L y e  bucu col- 
lected and ai~aoiatod by Brandis 

( Coxrlnmt. Elettf.) ; those of Xena- 
ph:~l~cx a id  F:irmenides by K u r ~  
sten, I ' l l z l o h ~  GITCC. &lip. 
They arc given aitli  a BJIOFE e o ~ ~ i -  
meur;ury hy Mullach in his di- 
tlon 01 [he trc-:itiue, lic ;tfills.w, 
etc.  ; anti in the Pmyi. P6iEos. Gr. 
i. 99 rqq. ; 269 syq. 

Awniding to  %he 11bi:aI title, 
Ye XCILOP~~?ZF, X ' R D ~ L ~  et GuT~:P;u ; 
31u11;d1 i n  hia edition, ropexted 
$? (dy ' ' ~ .  i. 271 sqq., su !~s t i t ~~ tes  fur 
~ b i s ,  L?#?ri.360, .X~JZO~~~W(CU~ ~t 
C;myin. On the trxt, authenticity, 
and gontarits of this vork, cf, P. 



name of Aristotlc, rvllich expou-ods and criticisca the 
doctrines of t r w  Eleatic philosophers, and t,he bimilar 
arguments of Gorgias. But who thebe two  philoso- 
phers are, and what is the historical value of the trea- 
tise, there is ao certain evidence to show, The greater 

number of tests give the title of t l ~ c  work thus : LCon- 
cerning Xenophaneq Zeno and Gorgias.' Others have 
only the  more gcncral tiUe, ' Concerning the opinions' 
or Tuncerni~ig the opillions of the pliilo~op?1er~.' Of 
the pe~,~tic~illlar divisioas of this work, thc  first scctiou 
(,c. 1, 2) i s  usually thought t o  relate to  X~nophanes; 
but i n  ~ O I ~ I E  of the ~ n a l ~ l \ s ( : r i p t ~ ,  and especially in the 
Lcipzig Codex, which is the bcst, to &no : wl~i lc :  the 
ficcond section (c.  3, 41, t o  which the name of Zeno is 
most fi-eqaently attached, i s  rcfcrared by the same 
a.uthcrities to Xcnophancs.l There can be ncr doullt, 
I~uive~;er, tliat the first section treats iieitltez of Xen* 
phmefi nor of Zeno, but of _ \ l c l i ~ s ~ ~ e ,  'This is clemly 
asserted' in the mork itself, a3d tlic c o ~ i t ~ n t f i  a1.e of 
such a natilre tlh;il they cilu lelnte to no other peram, - ro r  as we I c : ~  frOm the exprebs test,imony of Aris- 
t o t l ~ , ~  it rvns niIe!isaus who first maiiltaiiled UIC un- 
limitedness of the One Rcing (c .  i. 973 a, 91, whereas 

Rorn : Qtw.?tIna?'~nt Xr~~phc t , i  tnriam 
~wyritn d ~ o .  Y:~urnl>. 186%. SyvihoEic 
r,,i/irfi nrJ lihr1I. Avd.riol. T. Ecao+. 
ctl:., Oldenb. 1867. Q F C ~ P ~ C T O W  U. 

Mshllruov I:h,iEologzis, voi. sxvi. 2 i  l 
qq. ; Ueii?*nq 5, Bltrsb. d. PL%lostl- 
]'hid rb. X'wirph. U ~ n z j g ,  1871. 
F d r r  X-mophneass v. .Ginl. Stet t~n,  
1874. 

1 Cf, the proofs in 'Belikei- and 
BLu!lwb. 

C: 4, 917 b, 31 ; cf. c 1 ,  sub 

in i t ,  xrkd 874 b? 30, n. 2, 97; 6 ,  

21 ; r 6, 979 b. 21 ; rf .  e, 1, 974 
a, 11 b, 8. I n  r. 2, 976 a, 32 :s 
clear cliatinct~orr is drawn betwceta 
t he  pflilosopher whose dorl virre 11r.d 
Ixcn a- i l x~~?~ded i n  tht: nhxplcr, anti 
ZX(?nnphanrh, and c. 3, $79 a. 3 1  
presi1pponc.s that Rlrliesus !>as ~ w -  
B ~ G I I S ~ , ~  bean spoken of. 

ilfetnpk. I .  5 ,  '386 b, !$ ; cf. 
Phy?. iii. Z ,  207 A, 15. 



Xenopl~aiics gave no opinion on thi; question, anrI the 
n:asuns which are here, nctording to  the ortlinary theory, 
piaced iu the mouth eithcr uf Xvnogl-!a.r~es or Zeno, 
beloug, aoco~.ding to  the urtdoul>t<?dlg authentic atatc- 
i ~ l e ~ i t s  of Aristot,l<i, and the  fi.a.grricnts of R1c:lissus which 
Si~~.iplicius bus preserved, t.o JTclissus.! For the rest, 
this harmony with alic.ient testimony scrvcs t o  ratify 
the coni,eult.s of this eha.pt.er, if me corine-ct it wit11 
31 ~~liusus ; and thc:re seems no a,lternative in illat case 
but t o  eupposc a \\;rung t i t l e .  I n  t l ~ e  ;econd section, 
on the eonr.r;tr.y, not only t hc  person t o  whom it relates, 
I lut  also the crc?dibility of t , l~e contents, is q~resi.ior~xble. 
The various text?, a3 me have sei.:], c{~nllcct it some- 
times ~ v i t l ~  Zeuo,' sometimes urit!~ Ikeaophanes. '1'41e 

AS 11:*$ been shown by Bran- 
dis ( C , , ~ , L > I ~ ~ L .  &/c<I$. l S 6  qq., 200 
sri. ; Gr.  Hizn. I1hiliw. i. 3'38 sqq.], 
a i d  prerioualy by Spalding ( k'~7acIi- 
Y Z P  l1i(ilodolj/4, : l T ~ y ~ w i c o r ~ ~ ~ , ~ f  

.jet:(o kilmir,~~ic$rio LPI prl~wfi? jI,n?'fi 
ldelbi dt.Xi.,tgh. %s:gz,)i?r: rf Gor:,,rn, 
e l  1 )  ~ L L F  discuaa;on on 
31eliz5n.; 1,1Lrr ou pill. a150 n~alce i t  
rlca r. Kiirb, GcsciiitiLt. c%. Aboiwll. 
l J / ~ i l .  i ~ .  b,  28, scycs nn t  t l~esm;i l les t  
re;rsou tn refer c. I bq. t~ J l d i s ~ ~ s ' .  
Tliia wzr to be e~yeclerl ,  alncc !la 
(!hid. x, 186) conta~nptunasly tlis- 
r~:ii.~?s :rl l  tio~lb: 2.s t.o thc  ,tutheu- 
tic-ity u:' t h e  r~rlrli ; b u t  it does not 
;c.!trr tile sI.:~ie of the case. Hls 
I!~L;! ilrd oxtb~i~ici~tion of X ~ x n -  
ph:~ tl r.s ;i.15(1 (C. c .  2, 174-212 h ,  22- 
312) co:~lairis scdrcelj ally thing 
v j ~ i c h  is eithcr :lor already kuorrl~, 
or rr.!:ich is tc:)ablu. Hi4 ~.11ief clia- 
mrclry (a, 188, 216, & c . }  that  
Sr '1~~1 la .11as develuped his upil~ioiis 
i r ~  y~:sis:ent upposi tiun to !h3w of 
. .%~~ximnudcr, and f o r ~ n  r2 bj s 

theory of C+od esliccially, with con 
staat rrfereaca Lo .%~i:~xi~r~under's 
' v ie re i~~ igen '  cor~ccption nf  Cjocl--- 
apart i,.otn its wr.i~ut of ally histori- 
c;j.l f o ~ \ ~ ~ d a : i v ~ -  is i~~aCn~is+ible, 
s i~ice  i t  stdrta fwrn w h o l ~ g  arbi- 
tr;llmy and w-rrrny rl ot io l ls  (11 Annai- 
~rlalidsr. We rali>lni: l~orv~rcr ,  llopc 
for nnlct~ aid in  ti.e corr~prehai~sion 
of t h e  writing attributed t o  h i s -  
tritle, f!,tnr~ b C O I I ~ I ~ I C ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~  ~vI\ich 
c m c  SO ~leltl ~ 1 1 1 :  I ~ S  tcxt,  as to find 
!p. ?!is) 11t t h e  [~rtipu~iliclr~ that  

nnt!ling is 110wl~~~:'re' (that i?, in 
no sp t~c r j  lllc ihntil,y of  irifinitc 
spacr wit11 ~tor l i i i i~ .  

" 111 rhe rhrlrt.t:r nil C;rwgir.s (,c. * 

2, 979, it. 21) we rend: Sr r  OM 

h t u  B ~ T E  ;U u d r ~  xuhhh, U ~ T E  

k-y ;uu~~ra  u ; r r  ycu6,1~sva, ~ i r  $u Bs 
hli~rocrus r b  6' Gr ZSvwv $arxerpcZ 
~ C L K Y & < I Y  E ( ~ ~ B  T ~ Y  781011 U.6~0;  bh6- 
B ~ I ~ ? P .  etc .  ; c. 6 ,  079 b, 25 : pq- 
8czpuG 8;  "r o;Xiv +;rat (st. ropy;as 
hap/3du;t) ~ a ~ h  ~ b v  .L$VUPOS AdYnv 
n ~ p i  ~ i j s  xhpus ; ibid.  l i~ le  36, ac- 



author hiozscIf subsequently alludes t o  cornlnunicationa 
concerning Zeno, which we might, suppose to  be con- 
tained in the third cliapt,er : but his allusions are 
much more csplicible (in t he  theory that ;t part of the 
work which is now last related t o  Zen0 ; and this 
wduld agree with t he  ftict t ha t  in the chapter bef~re ua 
Zeno is brought forwaril in a mazlrler that would be im- 
possible1 'if the context directly treated of him. Ought 
eor+ding to hliillnch'a continuarion : 
T X  A o b u a ~ d v ,  pqbrv, u;6;u, ;XWV 

- ~ L S ~ ~ T L ? .  rccparh~ciav 16 706  Z f i v ~ v ~ s  
hdyq.. That othor demonst,r,j,tio~r; 
of Xcno arc llcro rn~>:bnt. ivhich are 
not spoken of i n  our treatise, I 
c a n n v t  believe. W i t h  wlat right 
could the autkur ashut~ic ill rvaders 
who hid liveti firsc instructed by 
h i~ns r l f  coi~ceming thc opiniui~s of 
A1~Iissu.c and Senophi~ncs-such 
intirni~te acqu;tir~t;tuce with the 
doctrirles of Zeuo, fllnf lie nrigllt 
thcs refer lo  thcln, as to sor,lethri~g 
thay I r i i t w  perfectly vc!l? Wc1.e 
therc  no lirbtcr hr~lution, I shrlold 
prefer ro d m i t  the possibility (ah 
i n  the fil-st er~ititlns u f  this urork) 
t h ~ t  these allusions refer to pasnn- 
grs  i ~ i  the sec{rilil section. and, 
therefore, not t o  Xeuopl~anes but 
t u  &nu. The Gassage tyom c. 5 
~ r o n l d  theu ( w i t h  c. 1,974 a, 2, 11) 
b;~rc  l o  IN referred t u  c. 3, where 
the  uuity and ctcrnity of God nro 
pruved. Our 'author illdeed s : t y  
that  Gorgias partly follow 5 Zeno 
snrl pa~rtlj M ~ I ~ S B I I S .  iu proving 
t h a t  Hei,:gis r.r;itfrcr one normany. 
nrit,her become nor uqbcrome. 
But t h i s  is 110 obstacle ; f ix  ~ i s i ~ b e r  
Zr11n nor Hulit.stis cw17 hare mi- 
rxnced arguments agicitzst t he  
lrnity and eternity uf Being. 
G o r g i ~ a ,  therefore, roiild only hnco 
sn~ploycd their demonst~xtlon~ in 

e~lpport OF the tl~esis that. B c i ~ g  
is ~kot a Y!urality arid not Ireconic:; 
not t,3 prore t h l ~ t  13eilig i6 not s 
Unity ~ n r l  not nndarivnil. C;.inhn- 
qucntIg if eve11 tllu words of oar. 
nuttior a s s r ~ t  tile l a i t c ~  doctt*li~e, 
he must certainly bc erpmssing!~is 
meaning In;iccur;~tel~. (The o!i!irc- 
tinn of Kerc, Qn. Xh. 42 to rhjs 
opitiioii is irrelw:&nt, :1u11 is di~eri,xl 
against >Ln intersretdriun of r.hc 
p ~ h h ~ i g t :  f m  wl~ich I 5111 116t Y B S ~ O U -  

sihle.) 'I'he ynsages from c. 6 
might he referzerl to c. 3, 977 b, 
f 3 : .rb y&p 6v e;ibapO slvar ; 
t.hesr; ~ a r d s ,  howe\-er. wuuld n o t  
be s~rffiti:icn~ l o  enyldn ttie dlu-  
aions, el-ell if  BD call t u  our ~ss i s l -  
xnce the f 'unt t~mcl~tnI  propnhicion 
(1.l15j. 1. 5) : nFou 75 p+ S v  UCK bv F T Y ~  
sb o v .  Ic wems to nic Inore likely 
that. tho pnssr~ges cited fi'o~tl C. 5 sq. 
allude to n lost portin11 c,f tllia 
wrlrk, which tcr:ntcrl of % E I I ~ .  

Perbapa c. 1, 976 3, 5, rlso refers 
t o  tliis I r ~ s t  por~.iu~~. Iii niog. r. 
25, ,L book, r p b r  ~h Z?i~rr~ros, i s  nct,u- 
ally mml.iuneil all101 g tl16 wr;ti~:gs 
of ,4rislotle, together with the tr?a- 
tiscfi all Mcliasua, Gorgiaa a i d  Yo- 
noy'na~ics. 

1 I n  his criticism (c. 4. 97R 11, 
31)  of the opiniolir arpo~mrled i l l  
c. 3, tlre rruly sdiich t11c i~ t~ t ,hoe  
~ iukcs  to tlk "z\ssertion (977  b. I! 
sqq.) tl!at the Qsity cqnrrot wore, 



we thcn to infer that the  author is alluding in t,his.sec- 
t.ion, not to Zmo, but to  Xenoplmnes? I n  that case it is 
somewhat st,range Wlat in an exposition of the Eleatic 
do:trine the  founder of the  school~shoul(1 occupy a place 
between &1elissus and Gorgias. .This, howcvcr, may 
be expla,ined on the hypotliesis tl- at the  order in which 
the writer discusses the Eleatic pliilosophera is regu- 
lated, not according t o  their historical connection, but 

because 311 motion pr~snpprr~os a 
plurality o r  ~hingq, OF wl~ieb #no 
mores in to  theother  {i.e. the  !11;1ce 
of the other), is as  follows. The 
Deity also aurklcl move intu onotlicr 
oir8cy8s -,if ngy~c B r r  $v / ~ 6 u c v  ( 6 0  

XGFII, Q I I I P R ~ .  35,  curml~leks t , l ~  
text), hhh' 87i E ~ S  F d ~ ~ ~  B C ~ S  c i  62 
HZ: a B ~ b s ( i n s t ( ~ i ~ d  01 this WE s11uuld 

robxbly red withUergk, Ue ArisL 18. tie Xma. Zen. ti Gwy. 31srI~. 
1843, p. 36 sq.) r i  6; rca; ph ah-br, if 
wen lle iiirnself dor b: not more iot& 
another-other conjectu13al reading, 
i r ~  Km, 1.  c. 71 ~ w h h 6 1  fls dhhqha 
K ~ V O U ~ ~ # W V  r& p ~ ~ W ~  70; . . , KG- 
i ihy#~e . . . B ~ b v  (here miz l~ t  be 
read : T ,  p. 7 0 ;  T U P ~ ~ S  [or TOD 
~ ' A U U ]  x d ~ ~ ?  +dproBai 7hu BEOIY. 
Kern ,  on aecrnint of Fellci~r>'s 
tl..ll~slation. yp~id uelat p.rz~I.1~~ o>tc~t.ia 

anibk~riis Dsi i $b  SESC j i ~ ~ t t < ~  ~mueri, 
cor~jec tur rs  : T. p. 705 rdwm rr~pri-  
Xovror B s o j ,  I n t  this trauslntion, 
if it, bs lircrnl, would nwcasit:tte :t 
great alter,itinn in the t es t ;  if i t  
be nut 50, trunhiealid may be refer- 
red to the h-dnhY, wl1ic.h is not. 
othorwisc i r a n a l r ~ t ~ d )  oii ?hp Bt -rb 
roroG.rvv, the Ir 3 m . p  d ~ { u w v  
wohhir E ~ Q L  + v ) ~ s L ,  (SO in Cod. 
Jd ip~.  and elsewhere, the17ulgutnis 
$ ~ L T F I )  L L L T ~ $  ydp a@m labar AE'?FLT~V 
B ~ Y ,  etc. In the sscoild edition of 
this x70rIi I ubject~d to t he  rvorcls, 
&uncp d Z ~ V W V ,  becsuee the aiiser- 

t,ion that the one would beso~se a 
mi11tip:icil y i f  it chx~rgetl its plnco 
(mil th is  :issertion can alon.: be in 
question here:  the 7 o ~ o G ~ o u  t u  
would be the ii;rrhV $cpdfitvor Ocds) 
is to be fount1 in the crtr~ict  f r u ~ n  
Melissuc, c. 1 ,  974 a, IS aqq., anti 
is nowhere (nut ere11 ap. T l ~ m i s t .  
Pilyi:. 18 o, p. 132 Sp.) attributed 
l o  Keno. 1 conjccbil-ed, tllerero'ore, 
that &mep ~ m g h t  to be rejected ; 
or M6A~uaos sulistituled for Z+vwu : 
or still more p~ohably, es it seemed 
t o  me, that the words ~ u r r ~ ~  h 
z?jvov, whir.11 ccrtaiuly re1at.e to nn 
earlier p-issdge of the book, hml. 
been added Ly tho person who re- 
ferred c. 1 t3 Z o i ~ o .  If, huwerer, 
the work oripinl~lly contnined n 
discuusicn on Zeno (vide previow 
nola), t h e  conject,~no is auyelflno~~. 
The wards w o l ~ l r l  then relpte to  
that diccussirm. Ths ps.rticular 
mcnning of tthc wort!s is irr~materi;~l 
in regnrd t,u the  ~ircscnt bnqui~~y. 
Neauti~t~e I sas 110 reason to aban- 
don m y  fi~rmrr explanation, ac- 
cor<iing to whith the vurds ob )hp, 
eke., assert Lhe following: 'fisr o u r  
xdvewaty carillat object,, likr! Xcno, 
that. w c h  n One rsl-olving i n s  circle 
would not  be One i t b  dl (more cor- 
rectly .iy nol, for  t,hora i s  no &e bt+ 
fure eTwivar), for he himyclf calls the 
Deity spIlcrica1,' 
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from a dogmat,ic point of view. Jus t  as in a famous 
pa-ssage of l.hc ;\letr~pl~ysics, Arist,trt,lc meu tiuns Yar- 
rneniclcs grat, then Xeliasus, inld aft,er thcm Xeno- 
phanes; so: in this work, t.he author deals f i ~ ~ s t  w i t h  
t1los.e Elestics who maintain that Reingia limited-viz., 
Zcno, and J I O  (3011bt Piirrnenides; nest with JIelissus, 
who also rnaiiitaius that it is uizlimited; next with 
Xenoph:~nes, wbn says that i t  is neither limited, nor unl- 
'iiinitcd ; and, lastly, with Gorgias, who not only denies 
t,Ilact Being is eognissl)le, but also derlies Ksir~g it:eif. But 
if this deslrogs !:lie theory tt~a,t, Zerlo is t,he ~r11ilosop:iet 
indicated in the third cbapiel- ill Icss cat1 wc discover 
in the expcisitiorl a.ny accurate acociunt of his doci.rines." 
The philosopl.ler here rncnt,iollcrI is represented as hnc ing  
denied Becoming 2nd fiI:rltipiicity, ' i.1~ ~ r $ w e ~ ~ c r r  to i h e  
Dl,vinity,' "nd he is accordir~gly l~lacle to d e ~  elope the 

Vir le i r f i r r ,  p. 517, 1 .  
"'hilopunus, l J / t ; y .  B: 9, is the 

only antIiority who naFi; that  there 
existed CL t,yeatiat on Parmcnides 
attribnt.rd to d\ri.totle: +am; 6;  cat 
9cgdpOar i B i ~  P t f i h i n v  rpirs r$v  
na,,,nwiSou Go'Cav. The st;ttoment, 
h o ~ e ~ e r ,  has L Y I I I C ~  in i t s  f d ~ o a c ,  
as it is scarcely credible tlriiL R I L ~  

one who treated of the Elea~ics 
would p:iss over .P~rnrrrlid~s, If uve 
, r c r ~ p t i t ,  ns true: we might rcfcr 
r. 2, Y i t i  it, 5 ; c. .%, '323 6. 8 u i  uur 
tre:~dss cu this l?or~ion o f  the rrorlr. 
0 d p  it. rill~st h a w  bcon l o b t  at. a 
Tcrjpcnrly pcriod, for i t  is uot mr-n- 
tiuned i n  the r;ilalogue of Uiugrl~es. 

CE Pries. Gcsch. rl. I'iril. i. 
157 sq. 107 ; 3Txr!:nrt1, G i ~ . ~ i h .  d. 
Phid. i. 145 sq. ; Schlcicrmncf~cr, 
Gcro?~. d. Phd. G 1  sq. ; L:e?Jel.aeg, 
viqlt: next uu ce, and 6ee also the first 
aliifion of the pccsont. murk. 

Tl i i s  is prc~npporsrl bJ- Fries 
and llarbactl. qchlrirrmacl~cr i. e. 
X L ~ S  Inore craotioo>ly th:tt wt? 

have Ilere Ltie u i ~ i ~ ~ i u n u  of Zcnocx- 
p~cscc din r h o  li~~nguago of Xz:lo- 
pl~an~:~.  xnd t l w ~ t  Ihr x.l-iloie id 

mei'sly patched togethrr. Moro 
rrcantlg Cielier~eg: licbcv (2. histor. 
rt'~rth dcr 8rchrl f'i lid Jfil<is,~. k c .  
(T'h,il~jlg~g~~.<, YJI~. 104 ~ q < [ . )  t .~ie( l  to 
establish the alrove-~mincd thcnr-y 
more flrruig. Xr-entu;i:ly, Ilowevcr, 
he xlterarl his 0~i11io11 or] the kull- 
j v d ,  ~ I I J  dcclar8ed lhat i l ~ e  xutl!or 
W,LS pr~lbzl~ly t r p : ~ t i n g  of Xt71ro- 
phanss, but g<jrc no trastrr-orrhg 
~ntin.rr~;lt.ion citller u f  hlrn o r  o l  
Zarlo ((;ru?a.lr.iss, j , sec~ioir 17). 
A s  hr: expr17ssly :tllndes to my 
coi~nter-rem~rks, 1 cannot wcll 
omit [.hem iu t h e  prcsent e~lition. 

5 r o G r n  htywv ir: 70: B+O;, C. 

3, 8th init. 
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proof of his assertion primarily in relation t o  t h i s  alone, 
although hjs reesons for the rnost pnrt admi t  of a more 
gelleral ;~plplication. No a~ich rest~ir:t,ion of Keno's doc- 
trines is recngvlised by any of t.I~i: ancienl :cccouats: 
they all agree tha t  Zeuo, like Pa~,menides, denicd He- 
coming an(? nfultiplici ty in general. Xenoplmnes alone, 
as we shal! see, connected his wl~ole polemir: : i p i r i d t  the 
ordinary point  of view wit11 ille theological q11est.ion; 
whereas, rritla the exception of what we find in the 
treatise we are consiclering, not; a 2ingle theobgical pro- 
position has beer handed dnrrlz t o  ns as Zcnn'r. Al- 
tjllo~1gll, therefore, it is quite conccivxlle that Xcno 
mny h s ~ c  callcd tllc One &illg also G b d ,  yet it is not 
probable that in his dcmonstratinn he limited himself 
r o  proving that the Dei,/,:y is eternal, sole, &c. On t l ~ e  
contrary, what he airned at  w u s  tr! shorn generally that 
P lur~~l i ty  aud Becauming arc nowhere possible.' Our 
text <;rinscquoli tIy mainlains, in respec:t of l,he Xleatia 
pb i losn~~l~er  it cjiscusses, t l n ~ t ,  11,hich could only Bc said 
o f  Xencspllanes ; and thc furlher d e ~ e l o p ~ ~ e n t  of his 
1)r!>posif-iiiirs i s  connricted wit11 Xenophanes in :i manner 
which TIT cannot assnmc in the case of Zello.' I t  is  

S W -  
In the pasilage Dc ~Wci.2. c. 3, 

977 H, 38, ive firid this s'.~te~rtent: 
Zva 8' ;v~a [rbv B ~ b v l  +oror r7vur 
T ~ V T T ,  dp@v r e  xa: ~ L I I C I ~ E L I I  r d ~  TF 

$Aha$ aiv8$arrs ixonn r d v ~ y ?  a 
ni;~:tifesc i~nit lr t icn or" S c r r ~ p l ~ a ~ i e s  
(Yr. 2 ) :  vShvr o4hos 6; aor?, 
O ~ X O F  fii 7' d l ~ ~ l j ~ i  Cr. p. 4 ~ 1 ,  % ; 
4.57, 3 ; 3rd ecl. ; ::lso, !I77 11, i t  : The 
nc,lt,y i s  u ~ t  ~novcri, K L V E T V ~ U I  Fi T &  

rhelw ;PTA ;"AsI F T C ~ B V ~  ytiy c i s  
?repov 6civ 1rrrtirr8at, CC, rl;:~igh. 

IT73. 4 (nccortling t.o Rarstcn's 
a~mt.n{lrnsn~s) : aicl 6' <v T U : ~ T @  7t 

4 U k ~ ~ ~ ~  K ~ V O $ ! A E V O V  llh8kIJ f>hSk FFT;~-  

x~nflal , u v  ; X L T T ~ ~ H F L  & h h n ~ ~  h h B .  
hrrl lcr ,  ~ v l r , ~ ?  rclarcs to the proor' 
of the unit? oC Gild, 977 a, 23 
sqq., IS q l ~ i l e  in accvr,!nnte wlth 
.sl:ait Ph~t,. (ap. Ens. Pr. 3~2. i .  
5, ;j) %i??!.r of Xcnr,ph<nlcs : &TO- 

~ a i v s r a i  6; rral a c p l  Btwv B s  oi;6€pli?s 
+ycp.ouias Irt u i l ~ ~ i s  O ~ C T ~ S -  oh yup 
i;5?'1v & l i ~ d [ ~ r 8 a i  vtua HFOV, far 
Xennp11i1nc.s coul(1 o i ~ l y  dmw *om 
it  t h e  roucf t~s iun  11c did, 011 the 



true that Parmerridcs and Melisuus a t t r i b u t ~  t o  Beiug 
the same unity, ~mifor rn i t~ ,  and imrn~bilit~y, that 
Xenopha.ne3 does t o  God. But the f i~c t  t.Iiat tliey at.tri- 
bute these qrnalit,ies not t o  God, but to Bcing, shows 
most clearly how great was the advance from Xeno- 
pha.nes t o  Parmenides. There ia  no doubL that .Zen0 
strictly adbcreil t o  the doctrine of Parmenides. That 
he should Irave abandoned the met;tpllysic;tl view of the 
fundami:ntal dotit,rine of the Elcaticy, whcrein the chief 
merit of Parmenides consists, xnc:l should have goue back 
t o  the rrrore imperfect thei~logioal v i m ,  i s  not, prnl~able;. 
Birt the manner in  mhiell ihe Deity is here spoken 
of  is no less surpl-iuing. It is described as nejtlwr 
I ini  tad nor r~nlirnitcd, neitller rnoved nor unmoved ; hut 
i i l th[i~~gh it is w i t , I ~ ~ u t  limit? il i s  said t o  bc spIicrical in 
f01.u. Huw is this possible? In his critiq~re o f  ordinary 
opinion, Zelzo regards as a. suffioient proof of its falsity 
the fact that it altrilaltce: opposite predicates t o  t he  
tjame thiriga at tbe same time.l 1s it Iilcely t,hexl t h a t  
he himself would have attrihutcd such mutually ex- 
cluhive predicates t o  the Deity ? Uebei-rveg thinks 
that he clid not in to ld  ko attri'uule them, but to deny 
them, irr order thus to  exalt the Deity above the whole 
sphere of extension and teml)orality."ut th i s  intea- 

mpposi~iun that he did not Ilolrl a 
plnraliry nf gods. Thiit thc Dcitg 
la undsrived, was alfiu i i n t  dai.ltlrejl 
Lp Xenophwua. Laetlj, iIle ~ r x t e -  
7nent. r l l ~ r  t.hn noity ib ncir11i.r 
limiccd nw uelimitcci, ncith~r 
mur-ti1 i;or cl~morrd, ri~ust.  be rs- 
gariled as :i ~nieapprcllcnsior~ of 
tho ~lttalanccs of Sri6totl0, and b f  
Thcopluds~us corccrnirg Senu- 

p!vtnes ; i t  must,, hrlrrel-oc, Le cull- 
riected with Xr~>op!t;~nes HI): t iu t  
yi th Zer~o, . A ~ I O ,  it& t ; ~  1. $15 lsrc Ln:jw, 
&ive no opcniug fo15 sut,h a rsr:ktc- 
~ . e n t .  

Plate, loc. ? i f . ,  otllc: atttl~ori- 
tieb will k ~ o  riti:11 i?;f>& 

SirnjI:~i~Iy, on tl~c! suppo.~it.lun 
that 71 e 11;t~r 11et.e s true repurt uf  
Xenophue:, ef. Kerri, Q76. Xm. 



tion is so little shown hy our Fleatic philosopher, that 
hc cxprcssly describes the Ileity as globe-shnped; the 
historical Zeno, moreover, denies all reality t o  t,hat 
which i s  not cxtended.l It is incredible that, Zeno 
~hould have maintained these theories of his master, 
if the idea of God being nr~containeiI in space were 
admitted l ~ y  him; and @ti11 more incredible is it that 
so xcute a thinker should haye believed in tlte spherical 
t'nrrn, while he denied the limitation of t h e  Dcity. 
Interrtnl contradictions can be diseoverccl in &no as 

in other pliilosophers, but they can be recogaised as 
aontradictiom only liy means of inferences which he 
did not himself dram. Theye is no example in  his 
dnctrines of so palpable and direct a combination of 
what is conti-artictol*~, as th i s  work impntes to him. 

Ror is this work a trustworthy nutl~nri ty for the 
doctrines of Xenophanea. A guarantee for the authen- 
t.icity of its eHpositinn is indeed supposed t o  be found 

11 q q .  But Kern lins sincc 
(Eetimq, 17)  cor~sidct*ally innilided 
this opinion. T i d e  dnfm, p. 548, 1. 

1 Cf. t,hc following nute. F n r -  
ther tletails in the  chapter on Zerio. 
' Uel~erwsg say& hh;it Xr,nh, 

according to Themist.  IJ4/8. 18 a 
(12'1. sij.). n ~ l r l  Sinrpl. P h ~ s .  30 a: 
r:c:clared thc Ilcal t o  be inclirisiblu 
nr~tl ertcmled, ~ r ~ r l  yet. ~cfiordiillrr 
t o  Arist, :kf&Mfifi .  i i i  3. I001 b, i .  
mui11t:tincd ( h a t  tho One ouulrl not 
!)n indivisible, for if it  vere so, jL 
n.ould lint Se A ql~~libity,  and con- 
sequentiy would lie 11ol.hin~. Hut 
Sr~st.uL:u cloos not .;a? that Z~r io  
n t t ~ . ~ l l q -  nsscrtcil this ; he only 
silys that from L t ~ e  P r r ~ ~ l l ) p ~ ~ i t . i ( ~ n  
o f  Zenu, 'that wl~icli, being adder1 
I G  onothor, docs not incrsase that. 

otllcr, and hcing h k c n  from 
auother, does :lot. malie t hn t  0 t . h ~ ~ .  
less. is nutflillg; 'il W O Z L ~ ~  folzo7i 
t l in t  the One must be a q u a ~ l t i t ~ ,  
anrl rhcl-eforr. nnt. indivisible. This 
is n!~doul>tedly the meaning of the 
Ai.istutrli:~n prrs:lge, ;Lr is r l c w  
not o!~lv Aom t,hc wolds t.hmrr!.lres, 
but fro111 whxt Simplicius adduces. 
I. c .  p. 21. The en;?ressinn quoted 
hi. T11crnist:lls tioulcI lie i r i ~ r l r ~ n n t  
h'ere, for it rclliltes to the rnnlly 
~ l l r l  not to f h c  Ouz. 0". p. 498, I, 
3rd ed. 

8 This Itvl<I~ good of the nncient 
writer3 rr~t .!>oln exception ; also of 
S(einh<lrt, PI. I$'. TV. iii. 384, 10, 
an,! 3luIlach, fief. xir. ( F r q i n .  
.Plados. G7.. 1. 271 qq.,  d ~ e r t l  t h o  
Fnekt io  of tile year 1845 is 
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in Thcophra~tus, from whom the similar statements 
of Simplicirrs ;tnd 13e.ssarion a s  t o  Xeaophanes are sa.id 
t o  be borrowed. But. this theory is very irnprohable. 
Bessariori was unmistakeitbly quoting, not from %om(: 
writ,ingof Ti~eopl-~rastu~ now lost, but sole1-j and erttirely 
from the pa.saagc in Sirnplicius' Physics, i n  wl~ich  that 
comment,ator, appcnling LO Theophrasttl~, ex~011r1d.s the  
doct.rine cf Xe~lophanea in harmony with the thirrl 
chapter of our treiltiuc.' Sirnplicil~s, however, is not 
indebted to  Tbeoplir;lstus for all that he saps about 

printed w i t h ~ t ~ t ,  alterxti3n), tilo~rph has indeed songl~t to proyc the 
he duubc.; t l ~ r  si~l.llel~tirit,y :bull contrr>-, in opposition to XL,iScllr: 
er,t,iw crr:dihiIit.y of this trc;rtke. Fwrs.ch. 82 sq., and myself; 1,u~ 
Kern, Beitr. 2 ;  A'enoph. 8 ;  cf. Q j s .  has rluw u l t h d r x ~ n  this opininri 
Xcx. 48 XI., derives the staternens ( B d r .  6 Ann!.). Bess:irior~'s ;it. 
of Simplic:u: f rom rhe I'hr-sics of count of Xenophanas really con- 
Theophrastus. and nccol~n:.* for its tains nothi l~g th ,~ t  might nut hart. 
s i m i l a r i ~ . ~  with our ivri t ing,  hy l~een b k e n  frorn $inlplicius, unIy 
coniectnring tho letter to hare t.kat Bessa~io:~ ,sec!ns to h s : ~  been 
bp,oh a sl<rech nf l'heupl~r;lstus, c:treles; in the use of 11ie autiloritr=v. 
wl~ich ho himself used for t11:tt Even ~ h % t  h~ adds i i n r n e d ~ ; ~ t c f ~  
pt~.ticul;tr passtge in the  Yhgi i r~ .  iifter t.11~ \ ~ u ? d s  guotcti nhort: ME 

1 C. &/a//eln?nh. Plvt. ii. 11  p only have come from Simplil!ius 
83 b (print,cd in Brandis. Cr.nwfl. ( 1 .  c. nnil p. 7 b, I6 b), t h o n ~ h  
Ed. 17 "1.; b111!1~eh, p. xi. of  i ~ i c  reprmdltcaa I I ~ F  stntcrtrerits ve1.y jri. 

aepnratc crlitiurr, i. 274 F~a,u/ j l t ,~ ln;  xccuralaly when he SAYS. wrr:i 

Kcm. Qfi. 44 sq . )  : [TILc0~ij~rn6tir,nj Th~?~phf&%fus so!ec.r hr~cc didrtt; ;;s.rl 
,I-ontrphanoui. qzrrtnl Ya-ritimi i t l f l ~  mi- Z ~ ~ G ~ U ? ( - V  qzloqrlc hmnscoir I!,X at 
di,:it nlp.lr& $&,r!fus est. rzoqafay%am Aicxandrr A p h ~ o d f ~ i ~ l b ~ ~ , <  ~ ~ l l i e m  dc 
d?,,t~r pA,!,si~ns +~.ra?nsrattdzina 8cd ulio Xe~uphane p{fefurr,f (for t l ~ e  IF%[ 

lneo wrcstitzrend~ritrrl camel .  h%'onai~~,c, st,%tc nC the  case. i;f. p. fi.kg, I) ,  
a?, pit, r r l l i x ~  f?t ? c ) ~ ~ ' u v T s ~  D<:lbm O ~ ~ I . , T ~ I P  M e l W w s i  de ~ l k i e  ~f ?I,U ~UPII 

X<n~~>bp.wsas upjwlluslii, yroc7 t u r  icqn ir~scripf@~ez ilic!li,rr.l ( h i s  is sai tl only 
inysn<itrnr, iirnzuirile netrruu?ii disi l; by dimplicias, 15 h). Pc~rsrrmidis 
02 ~ E P ,  nliqao p1cid;irfi rtduf?~. flrgtct! df; uW.rltl~!t af op€?~n.fio?lo (;hi? jr saia 
i?zf;nahm sey214 Jhiiittm, cdio l:trl, nrirher by Simp!icius, nor 1 . 1 1 ~  
,naadu ctdn$n.firr;txia, t v , ? ~  n l . i ~ m  cox- O ~ ~ I F P S  ; bllt s i ~ n ~ l i ~ i u s  do?:: WRY. 

g br'lntsqb diaasn acklicci n o t j f i a ~  7, 6 : fia+rX%ha . . . B I l a p p ~ v i $ ~ r  
rrttionc. .ii>aafcm etfam w~iucrsa?n . . . inb aAq8cias, BY airrds +varp, 
km d e m  essc nfir;nnvif 2 ~ 1  ~ ~ E U V } .  In the snlxc may i ts 

a Kern, Qa. Xell.. 44 sqq. (in liern has alrexdy shonrn, Qn. 47, 
agreerneljt rrirh Brandis, I .  c., K;rr the foregoiug is n ~ ~ r e i y  a rep="- 
aten, Xenopk. HeU, 107, and others): duetion of Simpl. PLys. 7. 



Xenophsnes, but only for an introduet,ory remark, mhi& 
tells n3 rlothing more t.l~sn we find in Aristotle's &leta- 
ply5ics.l The rest he hririgs forward i r ~  Itis own nme,  

1 llis are, Phy~ .  ,5 h: thus : 'He consirlers the Sr ,:u> 
p;av 6; T R V  d p ~ ; , v  6 ~ u r  $v  rb BY K E ~  as neither limited nor unlinlited.' I 
a&, ~ a ;  &c r r ~ r r s p u s f i b n r  O&F coufess I do uuc underst.~nd. I n  
i;rrripov, O ~ T E  I I L P D ~ ~ ~ Y D Y  O ~ T E  $pi-  the bentence, u5-c  ~ r ; r r p a u ~ ~ u o v  

Srvo$$vqv .rbr Koho@dvcuv r b u  O ~ T E  & ~ € l p n v  f i rrorldrra~,  the nsga- 
IIapprv160u GtSd~r~ahar !:~ro.r;O~~i?a; tinx may ;LS well rofer to the fin-o- 
+~vrv d Qtdrppamou, hpohoy&v hi- T ~ B E T ~ L  as to t f ~ e  rssepu#,u. and the 
par ~ h a r  pGhhrrv 4 75s mp: @dorws &atrpou ; it m:l;y oithcr mt.an, ' He 
ioroplas ~ h v  p d p ~ v  75s TOCTOV cunceir-cs it ncithcr as limit.erl nor  
GdEqs. Tllsse words n ~ n y  easily bc unlirnitsd; ' or, Klle concci~e.et; i t  :is 

uken  to mean withinp more than neither limited nor unlimited.' It 
I t  A t  a ,  A .  . 5 must mc,m tlrc former, unless 'rllro- 
056 b, 21 : Senophanes nprer Rn- pl~rristur; is to  contrnrlic~ the  state- 
nnuiiced whether hu conccii~ed the ment  uf Aristotle (vide p. 6 i  j ,  1). 
One pr~mit~ireesscnce as limited or Tbis is highly iniprobahlc, for 
unliniitcd ; 'rhcopIir,~.st.lts :dds t11:it Tlrmphrai~rrs, i n  tho very chnpier 
Ile nlerr never expl;tinedn-lle~iler he on Physics from which our fi-:rp- 
conceiver! it nu a t  restor iu rnotiwi. rnent is taken, is in cIohe q r c e -  
Notlling ubliges us t o  col~clnda inent xith the first bonk of 
irorn these stakrnel l tc that X~t ln-  Aristol;le9tl liietnphysics. Vidc hie 
pha11ce cxk~r~css ly  t:inrrht that  tlie obserratioils 011 Pllrmsnidns ~ I I L ~  

Ollc v r t s  ncitl~cr limi~ed nor uri- Anasrigoras (u<.fiu, 3 I'wP,,~., and 
limited, neitlier at rest nor  in S ? J ~ T U ,  p. 233, 1), cornpared with 
motion. This is certnitily ass~~. tcd Arist. rlfitoph. i. 5 ,  986 l ~ ,  18 srlq.; 

tlie trratinp, nrr Jfcli8.s~. Sim- C. 8, 988 R,  30 sqq., ~ ~ n d  his Pr. 48 
plicius, i n  putting the s t ~ t e m e n t  (ap. Simp!. P/a;q~ 6 h) ; ef. A~ia t .  
: ~ f  Tl~eophrastus i n t o  the third .J5etcrpR. i. 6 s ~ b  i,!.it. It canncrt 
pelson, may liave condfnscd i t  he urged Lhat, because Xenophanas 
or altered it  : this i s  not at all  u n  (in Fr. 4, quoted p. 539, 3), da- 
likely. But even supposing Tho-  cln.red God t o  bo unmor-ed, hc 
phm.strrs rcally to 1ia-r~ ~ r i t t o n ,  n e r e r  could have been sitid to  hnve 
rial. 6; + ~ + v  . , . $p<poGrr 9. withheId his opi~riun an to Ihe 
d KohoqQrrros 6 naP,u~vi80u S ~ ~ ~ V K R -  morement of the 6v rral nEu. Xsl~o- 
has Srro~;Ot~ar,  I do not see what phmc8, ilr PI.. 4, j~ corr~bating tho 
hillderr us from tri~ilslating it mythical  lotions about; the wilrtder- 
tllrls. ' Xrnnl,hnnes regards the i u p  uf the gods, such a s  those of 
prillciple as One. i.e. ht- regards Zeus nnrl Poseidon to flt,ltiopia, 
the  t~,tzlity uf Being ns One; aud and maintains as his opinion t h h t  
ncithtr as sulnetbicg IimiLed nor the  Deity remaius unmovcrl, Ev 
unlimited, nrit,her as sorneLhjng .raCr@: whether the xorl(l, the $e 
rnoved nor uurnox-ed.' Thc oldea- K U ~  n i v  is also unmo\-ed, he  d o ~ s  
tion of Kern, Q ~ L .  x.150, Ueifr, 4, 6 : not say. Kt appears from othor 
th'tt .tbec;tuse the va~hi i l  eorrc~ption accounts, however, that hhr; was f:tr 
i b  nut denied it must be explained from denying movement to the 



without saying ~ l ~ c n c e  he deleives i t ;  ' but his mode of 
expression shorvs khat i t  was not from t11c same source 
(namely, the Pl~ysics of Thenphrastu4) as the more 
general quotation. The aonrce, it is evident fiom 

world, and conseque~~tly we have 
no right, to  apply t o  ~ h c  world 
what, he says nf God ( I .  c,) .  If 
it be YO applied, h o w c ~ s r ,   kern'^ 
orplnnntion of the pllvrxge ill 
Tllcuphrasras iu excludr:cl as we11 
i~~ mine. For, if Xenopbaine~ had 
skid that t h e  a i v  remained. un- 
mo\-ad, nrld fur pver in the sirme 
place, u r  ia  o ~ h e r  worJs, t h a t  it 
was not mored, but Rt rest ; i n  
t ha t  c&se no one cunlil ham said 
th.tt X e n ~ p h x n ~ s  declared it t v  be 
neither unmoved uor at rcsl. 

Simplieiur proraerfls immcdi- 
atel? after M[as aith tho direct 
nsmrt,iioa, .rb y5p $v r o h i r  *:a, 
kc, p. 475. Althongb i t  durs not 
fullun thsr, that which comes nest 
cannut have been bormwcd from 
'I'hcophrsstus, it is thr; more c e r  
txin,  that the  expqsition of Si~r,l>l. 
does not justify us 111 asserting that 
i t  xau borrowr:d from him. 

9 It ~le~r lyresu l tu f rom the ad- 
dition, b,uohoyiv, k c .  {p. 541, s). 
that  the previurrs cita6011 i s  taken 
from Theophrastus, +UCLK$ i u ~ o p f a ,  
whicll, m e  knonf fronr n thcr  sources, 
oon~ainsrl n~ention of Xcnophxner 
ar~il Y:inncrtide~, and of  most of the 
ancient phllosopl~ars, ride Diog. 
in.  22; Stab. EGL. 1. ma; Alex. 
bphr. im Ill,,tapA. i. 3,  $64 b. I,  p. 
24 Hon ; Simpl. P k y ~ .  25 a, eLc. ; 
i n  this tre~tisx, Itnnci-cr, ac- 
cording t o  his o w n  declaration, 
Theoyllrastus connn: hare %polLen 
yrry fully of S e ~ o p ~ v r o r s .  l iern 
(li'citv. 3) says t1:a.t. Thcophraatns 
m;ig llare had a rexsur~ for his 
criticism, and snbsequeat omission 

of t h e  philosophr of  Xenophvnes in  
his Physic.r in his ba.i<rg gTvcn :t 

slzorh exposit,irin of it, t o  hir readera. 
But such w piocsdurn eccrna to nre 
i ~ n p r o b a b l ~ ,  and the analogies 
whirh Xer11 ( I .  c.)  adtiuccs from 
Arbta t lc ,  irrelex-int. I t  m:q be 
thrrught (Bmndis, C,'wfirn. El, 17 ; 
Kertn, W;l,c#*i. 50; I;&+. 2) that 
Sinrpliciuh w m ~ l d  11xve  id the 
same, even if his fi~rthtrr statn- 
ments had  not. been founded ap9n 
'I'hcophr~stus. But it might, rather 
be expected that. ho \r-ould agme- 
where have indicated it, if ha hi~d 
f011nd tho i;smo in Thenphr;letuy. 
He only says, however, that Thco- 
phrastuv in his Phyrjics d~t l incd  
the discassion of Xenophenea' 
philo3opl1~. Her11 thinks t h a t  t.he 
agreement of t.he uwant  of XcnoA 
philnts ( ~ b  * p  Bv, ~ L c . ] ,  with t h o  
wordspreriously quoted from Then- 
phr:tytua, iu i n~orn~rehe r~s ib le  if 
this account br not t k r n  front 
T l ~ e q ~ h m s t u s .  But, thc qucstiox 
is rshether t h e  words :we to l ~ e  
unrl~rstnrrd in thc same yerise as 
this accou~it. Kern lastly ~*c~nnrks:  
Yimpliciur; nut  only narncs 'I'l~eo- 
phrsutus before the rliacusaion cnn- 
ccming Xr:l~opi~ancls ; but he 
names Xi colaus and Alexander 
):iftcr it. I kllow nut w1r8lt, tAis ri- 
mark i c  intrnded to shuw. He 
nanrrs his sollrres whcre he intends 
t o  suypmt his opinion up011 their 
evidenvs. Brrt it does not Yolloxv 
t h a t  he ~~~~~~~~ts his  opir!iun rrn 
thojr erirlunro whon he clues nQt 
mention them. 



the sirnilaritp both of the ideas and the language in 
the t w o  expositions, can be no other than the work on 

1 Cf. the tu'o texts, Sin?.pi. : .rb 
?hp 2v ~ e i i r o  ra l  a i a  TBV OCBY C A ~ E V  
6 ~ t ~ ~ q r i a q r ,  SV Fva ~ C ~ I I V V U I V  

Z H  TOG ~ ~ Y T W Y  ~ ~ b ~ i r r r u u  G ~ Y U L  a k ~ l d -  
rwu +qrrr. S v ~ o r ,  tpoiws bviy.  
Kq h d p ~ € l U  %&Tl Tb KPUT€?U. +b 6; 
n i ; v ~ w v  a p L r c a ~ o v  ~ a :  &plrrrrw d Ocdc. 
i i . ! ~ t j ~ ~ ~  66 ZScf i lvu~v JK 701 F C P  ~h 
yryvdpsvov 9 ;[ bpoiou 4 ;f bvvfiolov 
y : y v + d a i .  bhA& r b  p k ~  ;;)*miow &*(I- 
0;s rpqarv h b  70: 6 p o i o ~ .  oh8;~. ydp 
t~iihhov y~vvqiv a yeuuGaOa~ rrpou;lrret 
.rh 8e;rorov ZK TOG 4poiov. C; BI Avo- 
,olov ylyvorro, :mar rb bv & TOG 
&;I B v m s .  K U ~  ~ ~ ( T W T  b Y & ' ? I ~ ~ ~  ~d 
2k310~ /BC!KVU. K U ~  O P T €  8 ;  & ~ ~ l p ~ l ,  

u & c n ~ n ~ ~ a w ~ k ' ~ n v  ~Tvat' aid71 & X E I ~ B Y  
,ukv 74 p4 Bv, BS U ~ T S  ( ~ 4 1 ~ 6 )  b p ~ ? u  
< X ~ ~  ~ $ 7 6  p : f f ~ v  p k r ~  ~ i h o s ,  mPaE- 
uc1v 6; rpbt &Ahnhar&rhc[w. And a 
ltttle further on : bhh' iiri p;v o6~:7r 
~ a a p o v  o h €  '?EX(GPCCI'~&SIIY a u ~ b  66;- 

K V ~ L T I P ,  ;K T&Y X ~ O E I ~ ~ ~ C Y W V  6 t h ~ ~ .  
T E K F P W ~ ~ " O I I ~ $  uai U Q I C I I P D E I ~ ~ S  ah4  
6 a i  ~b n a v r a ~ d 0 i v  Sporov A & ~ G L . )  
arrplcah~ulwr F k  ~ a i  ~ : v ~ f l i v  &qarp~7 
K I I ~  $p~,u;ar  . & K C K ; V ~ T O Y  r * i ~  t iua~ 
~b @$ l;v e k e  yhg ;is st id Z ~ ~ p u v ,  
~ G T E  a;rb aphs ~ A A O  ;A$F;P' K ~ Y E ~ ~ R U ~  
6; r h  a ~ ~ l w  r o b  Zvbr. F+rpou y8p 6;s 

F T E ~ O U  f i e ~ ~ B d h h :  IP. I1rll>?ty~h. C. 

3 : k 5 k a ~ d v  +quip ~Turw,  ET T L  ?gn, 

y rv io8a1 ,  TO&V h i y ~ v  E'T~ T O ;  8 ~ 0 ; .  . . . s i  8' k r r v  d B E ~ E  b r d u + ~ v  ~ p d -  
T J ~ T U V  Eva qqoiv a 6 ~ h v  npotr+ljrcerv 
e t a $ .  ~1 ~ k p  a d o  f i  a h d o u s  ETW, n i r ~  
Bu f71 ~ ~ L ~ i r r ~ u v  K R ~  B~ATJLTTOP 
abrbv rzvcti n d v r w v n  Firaaror -pip Bv 
TWY auAh;w ;o:ws BY T U L O ~ ~ D S  ern. 
r u i - r o  .y&p B E ~ V  K& 8enb 8dvawlv 
EL, ~ p a r ~ ? v ,  A h &  pi ~tpa~e;uBu~, 
rcal rrdv.ruv rp&r:rrarov ~ i v a l ,  ct c. 
iS6vorop-Oroi i-  (ride CV.)  & v d y ~ v  
A,+, $704  l$ 6,uoiuu f i  dl; & P O ~ B [ O V  

y ~ v c o ~ n r  rb yiyvdic~vou. Gv~arbv  82 

O ~ $ ~ E ~ O P ' U ~ ~ E  74p $/LOLOV 8$' d , u o i n ~  
r P ~ ~ $ ~ ~ ~ ~  T F I C V W O ? ~ ~ ~  GAAOV $ TE- 

h-uijdar. 7uirer ybp i i r rapra  TO?? ye 
Tvo~s K ~ I  61L~iozs  O;X ;rCIpXecv rPbs 
&hh*ha. Q ~ T '  &y f't d v o p 0 ~ o v  l h u d -  
L r ~ , ~ v  Y ( ~ J ~ e ~ ~ .  E; 'J+ Y ~ T V O I T O  it 
i u t ? c ~ t o ~ ; ~ u v  .ri i k ~ u p d ~ c p o v ,  etc. 
, . . 7b fiv Z E  o h  i;vror hv y ~ v i ~ 8 a l ,  
l;ncp b6bra~ar. &tE;or, piv oSv Bib 
.~ai i ra  +TW(LL v h u  tkQu.  . . . ht8rov 
S' ; V T Q  ~ a l  &a KRI o g a 1 ~ o c r 8 $  o h '  
& ~ . q o v  rhst o k e  x ;u rpdw8a~ ,  Earl- 
pov I L ; ~  TA ejl BY r?vac- 'TO&* y i p  
oi;re hpxAv 067s &uov o k ~  T ~ A O S  

OGTE ~ A A O  piPo$ o;~;Y ZXEIP . . . 
0 % ~  61 T &  pir 6v o i r ~  Bv ~ i a r  .rb 6v.  
n ~ ~ a ; r c t v  82 rpbr  &hAqha l r h ~ l w  

. , , ~b 6;1 r n ~ n 8 7 0 v  bv $r . . . 
o h  k-rv~;rr8ar o&r i n ; v q ~ o v  e i v a ~ .  
kuivqror Ph ydp c h a r  r b  p* 6". 
v & ~  yhp €sir ahsb k r p v v ,  06r' airb 
6;s Ei~ho 2 A B c h  ~ l r ~ i u i l a ~  6: T& T A ~ M  
Swcs ;vXs ~ T F ~ O Y  y i p  cis k'rcpov 6cb 
~tpaiuBac, eie. 'This rcsrmblanca 
i n  t.hc tn?o accounts cannot be cx- 
plnincd k)y a eorrlmon use of t,hc 
uork  u f  Xenoph;tnes (as Bergk 
well o!xerves, Uonfimrnt. de Arbt. 
$3. d~ Xefl. 6), for this work. 
bring a poem, h d  quite another 
form. Onr comprtrivon will also 
sl~olv that, thcrc i a  fibsolutely 
nothing in the ;tccount of Simpli- 
cIns which niig!~t not be rrgarded 
xs an ~xtract  from the su-died 
AristoLclian writii~g. The ordcr 
of the nsgaments is sonicLimcs dif- 
ferrnt, and tlls exlj~cspjons are 
once or 17r . i~~:  altered -but that i a  
of Iilt.lt! consrqnencc; wid what 
Simplicius adds : & ~ T E  ral B ~ a v  i v  
tuir.r@ ,udverv ~ a i  p$ ~ivr?uOrrr 
Caic: 6' ha TR&+ TC piueiu, etc ) 
oir KZTB r h v  21p~piav 7 1 ~  ~ V T ~ K E L ~ # -  

v q r  T$ xrufiucr udvsrv a;riv $quiv, 
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31elissua, kc. ,  which we are considering. TVe need not 
therefore resort t o  the theory that Sirrlplicius attributed 
this work t u  Tbeophrt-tstus,' or thzt the work actually 
originated with this Peripatetic philosopher: in order 
to  explain his e~ir lence.~ His statements niercly prove 
ctc., is not an extract, but Ids own thr: rrcntise +. M~Aiacrou--even if 
rtttl~ction. Hut, ercn if i t  be ad- Tl~eo~,hra.stos h:td nut axpr.p.saly 
~ r ~ i t t e d  t,hzt Siinpliciuu llaj: h e n  dee!arr.d that such an exao~itina 
ilcpcndei~t upon the work concern- did nbt belong to the Physics. 
rng Xelissuu, them is not Lhe h s t  A~id the same 11oids good qyiinst, 
ground for lruaking this direct dc- Teicl~miiller's t h c o ~  (Stud. Z. 

pcndence ( k e r n ,  vidn p. 641, Gcuril. d.  I.ey'17. 593 57.). d l ~ t  Sim- 
1) iudirect. b~ ~finjectu~iug, that plicia~ l~adl>efi>rc him, besides the 
Sitnplicius fi75t nlzrde use of Thoo- trcniise a. McA. the warn* sxposl. 
phrastus' Physics. anrl that Thco- t ion as ~ I I R  ~ v ~ i t e r  of that. t l . ~ ~ t i ~ e - -  
ph~astus in Iris Physics made uJe viz., :xu cxpo,ition of Xcuophnncs' 
rrf t ho  t,rec~tise ntpi M s h .  rur. On doctri~le, w-Iiich wrls cnmpused by 
the one hand, the1.e is no p ~ o u f  of boIue later Elextic. .His  accourl: 
Sin~plicius l ~ v n  used the Physics contains nrrthing ~ v h ~ t e \ r e r  that 
of 'L'l~uophrastur ; indeed, thc con- cannot bo cxplsineri by hi* having 
t ~ i ~ ~ y  m;iy be fiLom his or11 used the Pseurlo-Ari~totc;lian book, 
words ; and on the  other hnnd. the  :ind the Fevse of Xenophanr:~. 
ngreernenr. between his esposition though not nord for ~vo;d. S';e 
B I I ~  r.he trcntiso m p l  Mch.  is pa harc, thcrefo~e, no rigl~t to seek 
compl,lrto, th-t it car1 only bc fully out other sources, t,raccs of n-hicb, 
axplaint4 on the supporition that had they exist.crl, must sonlcwherc 
Simplicius mado direct use of h a ~ e  beeu evident in the work. 
that. treat,ise, nnd w e  hare no As i s  done by tthc Vaticsr~ 
rig;tll to ignorr: t11i~ r t~os t  obvious MS. 
and simple themy jrn favour o f  As Xrandis ( G r .  RCm. Phil. 
srllne orher that ijs mow recondite i .  3 53 ; iii. a ,  291); Co~lsiu (F\,ogm. 
s~rd  artificial. The contents of  the Plaito~. i. 24, 7 )  ; and rnnrc daci- 
treatise on MhIdi~sus we: finow ; thn,t, d d y  Kern (mp.  p. 541, 2)  co~ijec- 
Simplicius was ~ y u a i u t e d  wir.h turii. I n  T11c Camm#&l. Ef.  18, 
rllis t,re::tisg is h~yonrl  question ; Urdndisre f~~ l s  t o  ndmit Aristnt-le's 
tll:~t it is adequatc f o ~  tho expla- authorship ofthe vork,yct lic refers 
nnt.ion of his : ~ ~ c u u n t  is obriou6. i~ only irrdirect,ly to 'rheopl~ras~us. 
TV11en sucll s simple result is ob- 111 t h e  Ge3i.h. d. &biw, d. &. Phil. 
t r i i u ~ l  by reckuninp wit.h known i.  Pi:<, he allows the possibility of 
q~]snt.itics, tnerc cnn bc no posri- ics Iraving been x ~ i t t e n  Ly some 
11lc iudu~*nre~it or juu~ificn!iun for lntcr Peripilt.ctic. 
introducing euch unkrioun and un- 'l'hc nl>j~ctiou of Bmildi? 
cerlain dements ns thr: supposed (Cornw1r~~1.  L'i. 18) t l ~ s t  Simplicius 
l~xposition of Xcnoph~nes in the  would not hare mentioned l'heo. 
l'hysim uf Theophmstus, and tho plnmtua 3s his sollrce and omiLted 
dependence uf Chit exposition on thc name of Asistotie, had he a;- 



that he was acquainted noi; only wi th  the remark of 
Theophrastus in his Physics vliiok he mentions, but 
also with the work on &felissua, kc. ,  no matter under 
whose name i t  passed ; that  he rcgarded this work as a 

genuine source of history, and t l ~ a t  in his copy the 
tllird and fourth dlaptrrs refened to Xenophanes. 
This precedent, howcver, cannot, it is plain, furnish 
aag criterion for us. The contents of ihc chapt.er <lo 
not q r c e  with what we know on ancient ai~thority re- 
spectiu~g Xe~iop].ianes. Wldle Xenopl~anes himself dc- 
clarcs thc clivinity to be unmoved,' this work says it is 

neither moved nor unmoved; and while Aristotle 
txibutctl thc n.orIr 11e ~vns twiilg t o  ritic* i n  rcgnrcl to Xcnuphoncs 
Aristutle, is h ; ~ ~ l l p  well fuunded, mcntina any dteraticu in hi& point 
Simplicius tells us much ~ L l ~ ~ ~ c t l l e  of ~+ i r :~v ,  nur does the WUII~ me are 
;cnciclrt philosophers, whichIlr:  on:^ r*urlridering, All, except this work 
knew from Al.istotla, without aud tho pasmgo in SimpIicius, 
nnniing h i s  atrthorit,y. which depeudi; upon it,, assert thitt 

111 fi.. 4, quoted p. 539, 2. br: de~iitrrl motiorr, &11d not i ~ s t ,  to 
2 SJThat Sinlplicins says (sup. the I ) ~ i t g  (tf. p. 455, 6, c h i d  edi- 

p. 546j, and Kern (Qirast. 11) rion). We l ~ s v r ,  thrreforc, no rinht 
>idoptcil, but has since, Beitr.. p. to  soppose t h a t  our sut,horizcs 
17, aknndoned, in sotucivr~ of thiv wcrc! in  posseyrion uf utterances to 
co~rtrodictiorr.e,xplui~:s not,hing,:~lid the co~trary.  This thaorY is :L 

credits Xenoph~nes r ich distinc. conjecture i~ilcnded to reconci:~ 
tioils of idcas,  ~vllich are unf nown tho s t , ~ ~ t e ~ n c n t s  of our t,rcbtisr; \ v k h  
before the  time of dristoile. ILcrn, othcr. crirlmce ; 1 ) u ~  t,hc cor:jrc~ure 
~.he~~~~~o~~ti,lla~a~~uil~o~~tl~curyrea~y, n,unld only be justi6abla, if we 
to \vhich he comes hack in Bcitr. 4 rrwe bare of  he accuracy of thwe 
-~iz . ,  that Xenoph;:nes at first s to te~nnnth .  Lastly, Trichmiil!er, 
denied nlocioli of t h e  Deity, and Shd .  I. Grscli. d. J<i:cl;.. G1Y sq., 
subsequently. rcbt. Norv nre mnntrt. . i t tem~its to avoid the con~radictir~n 
Iwt allow the  possibility th:it this by remarkirry tkut Xemuph. indeed 
ph~losoyhcr ]nay h a w  chan~ed  his Jcni1.d tho movcmont of thc uni- 
opinion. Unt to eatsblisb the  versc, but not nioVemtnt wi~l i in  
fact of sue11 a thtrige, we ~illlst harc t,he universe. Bat tllis wag- of 
distilrrt signs and evidenecs of i t ;  cjcape is clored by t,he fact that 
;tncl t h w c  ~ 1 . 8  to l ~ e  found rlaitber the writing on IIt~lissus {loch not 
ju tile Terse of Tin~w,  di~cucsed den? ruovcm~ntani l  rest to r i { t f E ~ f i ? !  
y. 464, 1, third edition, nor in  t l ~ o  anhjrcts-(ruorerne~lt to the  uni- 
fr;gment, of Senophanes (011 u,hich rtrse ; rest t u  its rariour prlrts-. 
cf. p. 559). ?;one oFo~~l rau tLu  but to orte a+td l i ~ e  saiitt sul)ject- 

ii s 2 



assures us that Xenophanes gave no opinion as to 
the J,imitedness or Unlimitedness of the One,' both 
predicates are here expressly and categorically denied 
in respect to it. This bst statement is all the more 
strange since it manifestly contradicts itself, and also 
the assertion immediately preceding it,3 namdy, that 

the Iv, 8 v  ~ b u O ~ b u e ~ u a ~  hiyrr This are not bmr~ght forwn~d. The 
is clear from c. 3, 9 i7  b, 8 ; c, 1, mords 0 6 0 ; ~  S r r r a $ ~ v ; ~ ~ v ,  he sn?s: 
975 b, 15 ,  37. cannot relate to thequrstion of t.hc 

Nctapb. i. 5,  986 b, 18 : nap- Limitednesw or the I?nlimitedness 
p~v16vr P k ~  --yip hrcr 7oi K U T ~  ~ b v  of the 2v, fur in  that  cRse mpl 
hdypv 2rbr i i r ~ ~ u @ a i ,  Mihtarros 8; robsav, or something eimilw, rvo~lld 
r o i i  KUT& T ~ Y  GAqv' 8th K ~ I  S ,wiv hare bcen added; bu t  the rioctrine 
~cvr~pa8pivov .  L 6' drrt!pdv $brla,v of Xcnophnnes <is described ns 
airrd. ~ ~ v o r p d v n s  6 i  ~ p l ~ o s  TOBTWV gruel-:ally uhscuro.' But the nddi- 
;vluas odOiv cSrraa+hv~aer, ob6) 6 s  t iou  which he mis~cs is found in 
@ ~ B E W S  ~ 0 1 1 1 ~ ~ ~  0&6m;~ffis FQIKG 8 ~ ~ e i v ,  t h o  mords: 0582 ~ 6 s  @Gorws so6swv 
6hh' sir rhv 8 . ~ 0 ~  03puvbv 6aoShi$as 068c~ ipus  ~ O L I C C  Blyriv, the  meaning 
r b  dEv ~Tuaf @JCL 7 b p  6 ~ 6 ~ .  This nf which tan only bn t h s t  Xenra- 
does not  abseri, merely that Xcno- pbmes did not discuss those quea- 
phirnes left it, uncertain whether tionr on wllich Parnsnideu nnd 
hc  conceited the One as a formal or Melissus disagree w i ~ h  orle xno~her. 
a matcri~i  p~,illcipla; bllt that he Kern further trios to show t3i;it 
refused to d e f i n 4 t  as limited w Xenophsnes really expressed him- 
unlimited. Even Farmenid= and s e l f  contrnrlietorilyon the 1,imitcd- 
Mclissus had not said the former ; ness and U~~limitedness of t h ~  One, 
but Aristotle concludes from a h a t  hccausc hc cnlls God, RP.  Timon 
they said regarding the secolid (in$ p. 561, I),  1o-0;~ I i r d v r q ,  which 
pr,irit, that the ob8iv  B I E U @ ~ V ~ U E  Saxt. Pyrl-. 1. 224, ~.xp!xiiis by 
can only refer to this. Bor can u+atpori8ii; and, on the other 
wc (with Ken], Qx. 40) axplain hand, he holds that the routs tif 

these wordshg alleging t h ~ t  Xcnn- the  elrt'h extend t.0 inCnit,y (vide 
~harreu was self-cuntr :dictnlry i n  iaf .  p.5fi5, 5) .  I3nt tho o#atporr$?j of 
h is  nttnr%nces about the deity. Sextus no dnubt comes directly or  
Arislol,lc mi$ doubtless have i i~ l i r cc t ly  from t h i s  t17ea.line itself 
ch:trged him rrith t.his mntrdic- (c .  3, 97i  b, 1 : s d r q  6' 8 P o ~ ~ ~  SYTE 
turiness, but. he could not h:tve o$arpottbi e ? ~ a r )  ; in Tin~on's Iuov 
said that. in regard t o  t he  question br ( rv ln  there iie no dlusinn t o  the  
whethcr the Deity irlirnited or Tin- shapa. i t  ~ c ~ ~ n s  rather to relate to 
l imited, he wan wanting in elw~r- rllc oGhos 6p4. Bc. As refixla the 
nass. H o w  i s  it possi bIe to express unlimited es tens iu~~  of t h ~  ~ n r t h ,  
oncsclf more clearly than Xeno- it. will presently lie s h o ~ n  th;~: T e  
phnnfs, nrrording t o  our treatise, h a w  no riglit t o  apply th i s  defini- 
has done? I n  Kern's more rccsnt tion to the Deity. 
reply (Bcilr. 6) these ronsiderati,>ns Xittsr (&ah.  dcr Phil. i. 



the Deity is spherical. Moreover, it is highly impro- 
bable that Aristotle should have passed over such a 
singular opinion in passages like Jfitaph. i. 5, Php,  
i. 3. We know that as late as the third century of our 
era the most 1eai.necl commentators of Aristotlc were not  
agreed mhe ther Xcnophanes held the Deity t o  be limited 
or unlimited ; and this p't~enomenoa would be incom- 
prehensible if they had possessed, in addition t o  t,he 
work of Ariatotle, such definite and detaiIed expla-na- 

476 sq.) ~ndred thinks tha t  Xeno- 
phncs ,  in t,hc spherical form ivhich 
he xtt~'il)utcil ro God ,  meant to 
imply &he unity of the Limited 
and Unlimiccd; for the sphere is 
self-limited; and when he denied 
that God \.as unmoved ha lvw 
merely t~ssorting that  God has no 
permanent rsltrtion t o  unorher. The 
possiliilrty of such a n~ea~iing in 
these definitions, horvever, could 
llot easily be proved ; it is besides 
far too subtio for YO ancient a 
thinker, ICsr~r'x iuterprct&t,ion 
(Bdr .  17 ; cf. ikeraopk. 10 sqq-) is 
cqually lintcnable ; ' Xeuoplisnes 
dcuicd Limitedness only within 
Being and in opposition to  B some- 
thing coast out from Beirlg and ex- 
tcrnlll to  it, and Unlimitedness 
only in rcIatio~i to the One which 
is  the All.' He, thercforc, con- 
ceired his One or Cod ae uninter- 
rupted (acuec f i ~d ing  in itself a 
limit), globe-shnpcd: and filling all 
apace. I n  order to distinguish his 
Being from Nun-Beiug and from 
 he Many, and probably in uppo- 
sition t o  tho Pythagorean doctriue, 
he declined t o  place it i n  thc cat& 
guries of s4pw and Easryuu. 'Uliis 
means that tho limitedne~s &ich 
Xcnophnncs denied o f  Being iu to 
be srplaincd as li>nilsd~ietr through 

swz.eihi~zq else, and is to bc re- 
htriacrd t o  this. Our text, how- 
ever, doer  not s,ly uf I3eing; it is 
not Limited by another, but aiso- 
lucely (077 b, 8 )  uM h r l p o v   bar 
0 5 ~ s  ?rs?repdvtJm. Thus, according 
t o  the universal meaning of the 
word, i t  ia this iibsolute limiting, 
and not t he  l imiting throng11 
ani,ther, which is denied of it ; and 
when in proof uf this proposiLiou it 
is said: An t he  BLmy nro limited 
each by cach. but t h e  One is not 
like the  Marry, so the One must be 
unlimited, i t  dueh not necessarily 
follow that the o k s  ntrapavDar it- 
self signifies not limited by anothcr, 
and consequently that it is also 
denied of the splierical One. h'ot 
oue passags hau been quoted in 
which r ~ a a ~ d v % a i  or rsrspaop&ou 
 bar (c .  3 )  means, without further 
addition, ' to be limited by sorne- 
thing else! But the refuting of the 
prvporjition attributed to Xcno- 
p l~snes  c. 4, 278 a, 16 sqq. &bun- 
dantlg shows that  the authur never 
muternplatad such a limitation. 

Simpl. P h p .  6 a:  ~ ~ r r d ~ a o r  
a; b ~ a f i r x ~ u q ~ b r  &s &lrttpor ucrl i ~ f -  
y s o v  ~ L ~ O P T O P  ~ $ 7 0 8  T ~ Y  dpx4jv t u  
.r$ xcpl BeSv ~ ~ o ~ v q f i o ~ b ~  I .  'A;ii[nv- 
8po3 6; &s rrxqauP;vou d r b  iid 
u$arpo~r8is. 



kions from Xenilphines himself as this treatise pre- 
supposes. Even had there existed a mork uf  this kind 
5y Xenophanes, it must Rave been greatly retouched 
and altered in the treatise,' otherwise all traces of the  
poetical exprcrsion and epic form of Xenophanog work 
could never have been so entirely obliterated.! Bnt, 
apart from t h e  contents of this exposition, it  is onlikcly 
that there ever was such a mork. A dhlectieal discus- 
sion so methodically cwcluctcd, and proceeding in so 
regular a rnmncr from beginning to end in the  scholas- 
tic form of a. refutation, by means of dilemmas and 
ded~~c t i o  ad absurdurn, could not, except in defiance of 
all laws of historical analogy,a be ascribed t o  the prede- 
cessor of Parmenides, to the philosopher whom A~is to t le  
censures for his want of -pr:tctice in thought. 

That, this may be the case. 
crsn Brandis i id~nit&(G~~~l.d.Entw. 
i. $3). vhen hc says rhnt r h r  author 
may hare [Il-ought tngether all th:ct 
was isolated or loosely co~nected 
i n  t h s  poem. Cf, Kern; &.I$, p. 52, 
TBQ saysthat the words xr~d mnny 
pnrie of t h e  argumrnt m:iy belong 
t o  the author. Where is oar 
gunrantee tha t  the ituthor has, in 
other respects, truly tepr{~dowd 
the clortzina of Senophnnes ? Wo 
*hall find no siic11 guxrnntec i n  t h e  
author 's  name, for i t  is qu~s t j un -  
able whether the treat-iae has any 
right to  i t :  nor (vido following 
nnt,e) in t h e  po~Lic31 axpressions 
on which Brandis hases his riew. 

" Brandis, I. c. 89, beliered he 
could puint out in t h i s  work a 
number of forms manifcrt,Iy pneti- 
ral and corresponding with Eome 
in  the fragments of  Xenopbanes. 
Ru t  Kern, Qu. 52, re.mrks that of 
those he quotes only the uord 

hrpt+c;v is of any ilnl>ort:tnce, ,in 
jscjiittpa word like this, however. 
can s~arcely be t :~ken  into consider- 
ation, and oren the words which 
]<ern adds, o&Fb ybp otE* acip~a 
b~vuaOnr hv Er j3oAAorvo ('J'77 a, Bj), 
do not, for my pan,  ~en i ind  me 
that ' t h e  author is giving a11 nc- 
count of a poetic:ll ~ o r k . '  

* .Wefaph. i. 5 ,  936 b, ZG : Thr: 
Klentics are & $ ~ ~ i o r  a p Z s  rks v i y  
napvicav &rqniv, 01 660 K(L; 

rarnav, br d v r a  ,ur~pbv irypord- 
-repor. E F Y O $ ~ ~ S  xa; M~AIJTGOS. 

It was princip~lly this diffi- 
culty whirl1 detcrminad %-vndL 
(p. 183 of his edition of the first 
ralumc of Tennemxnn'fi G a d .  d. 
Phil. I $  sq.) in his judgnieut that 
the m t h u r  of this ~ o r k  was prota- 
bly .y kter  philosopher, who in 
common with Simplicius was drav- 
jng from some indirect source, 
and gave the form of conclirsion 
to the opinions 11crc quoted; that 



lTor 2-11 these reasons it seems most improbable tllnt 
the walk me are considering waa written hy Arisistotle or 

110 was not acqll;tint,ed with the 
poem of &nophanes itsr~lf. Reill- 
lluld (Gasch, d. Phil. i .  63, 3rd 
edit.inn, and in  t he  Pragmmm v.  L 
1847, Dc g d m i t i ~ t a  ,I'mop?&wzk 
c(iscQlina) nor1 T-ermdtren (Alafm- 
echrxft ~ h r  d m  Arist .  :rrg~~drzabenen 
,S'chrjfi. r. 5 e W .  Jenn, I $61, p.43) 
;Imorlg the reasons they additce (in 
ng rc~mcu t  with Bergk, Crirn+mit, 
rlr:  Arisl. lib. & Xm. &., Mmh,  
1613 ; Hose. A&. Lib. Ord. 72  
hqq.) for discarding t,his work, 
tluoll especially on its dia1ectic:tl 
and unpnetical form. Rrm, @. 
33, says, with some pl~iusibihty, 
!flat Xplissus uas incllided 111 

rlri3totle'~ judgment VII  Xenn- 
phkines, nnd yet urp find in his 
rrqmcnts a pi~rcly di,zlec~ic;ll ex- 
pusltiun. I cannut admit that t l ~ a  
~liscussior:~ of Meljssus display ~ l t e  
home nnloau t  of logirnl :tlriiity :u 
thosc ascribcd in, tliis wxi t ing  to 
Xenuy11:~rres (cf. Kern, B*7s. 16). 
Hu5 e w n  S U ~ P O S ~ U ~  they did, thcrc 
nnuld still ire a great difference 
bctrveon Nelissus and Xenopbanes, 
and it lvnnld be imp~ssilslo t o  say 
-4th Kern: ' Orr ~ra?lLlo asate PRY- 
~n07rirlm idfm f i n d  pottiis80 aegun- 
tliim dt, qtwd etato Parviieriiilen 
,/kctwnt esse certissim,& lcslimoniis 
E U T I S ~ C ~ ,  xult t'iU'CO.' Retween r f ~ e  
literary activity of Erlelissus (nrho 
WAS not contcmprary with Par- 
menide~, but ilbout thirty y w ~  
yu~nger) and that of Xenophar~ek, 
i . ! lo~a spparcnt.ly lies an irrterral n i  
a t  Icsst fifty yectrs; and i n  th is  
iuterval \re fird nnt, only  her^- 
cleirus snd the beginning of  the  
Aton~istic philuanpliy, bu t  :tlso the 
onergctic activity of Earmenides 
i~llil Zeao, t,hrollglt whom the 

strictly ~rietaphgsical charzeter nnd 
t,he diatcrt,iraLmethorl of the Eleatic 
school v n s  first established. That. 
wc cannot, indeed, expscL a t  the 
comnle~lcement vf this interval 
what me find at the cnd of jt,,- 
that no dialectical met!~od can hare 
been laid down in the pocms of 
Xenophxnes: wryassing w e n  That 
of P&~mex~ides  in irs form, but of 
ah i rh  there is uu trace i n  Che frag- 
menls of Xerlopllnnes' writings,- 
all this seems t o  niF; ~aIf-ev!'t!en$. 
I nm quire ~qeady ' t o  admit t,he in- 
tprnnl p~ssil)iiity of Y : I C ~  

philosophising a t  so mrly a. prriod, 
if on ly  its: existence he stiffinientlp 
pmvrd ' (Kern, B d r .  181, hut .I 
r ; tnnut admit it when, as  in thy 
present msc, thcrrt is not e ~ f i e i e n t  
proof. Xot only a l l  historic:il 
an~,l(rsy, as it seems to me,  but the 
judgment of all xnt~quity, is on 
my side. Kcrn i s  q u ~ t ~  logical jn 
p!%cing Xenophanes as a philoso- 
pher aho~t i  Panr~ei~ides, on the 
gro~ind of the treatise T. Wthiuaog. 
If. l i~wever ,  Xenophancs had rcally 
$aid all t h ~ t  this treatise asci~ibes 
to him, and i l l  the sense t h ~ t  Kern 
suyposen, he would not  o~ily ha7.e 
surpnsbed his successor i l l  dialccri- 
cal nljility, l)ut he vould have 
taughr., in rrspect tn tile Deity and 
tlre world, essentia!ly the name 
doetriue that Pwrnenitics taught 
concormlag neing, thus greatly 
d~miuishing t.he pemnnal merit of 
Yarrnenid~r, though he might not. 
altogether have dcstroyetl jt. 14 
this r,zse j t  worlld bu difficult t:) 
expl;lln why not only Aristurle 
(whom Karn censures for his low 
estimate of  Xelrophnncs as corn- 
parer1 xi th  Pameuides), but a1s0 



Theoplrrastu~.~ Jforeover, it contains much that it, 
would be impoasihle t o  connect with either of these 
philosophcru. The sseertion that Aaasimander supposed 
water t o  be the substance of all thinga contradicts all 
their statements about Anximarider ; what is said of 
+hpedoclss  sounds very unlike Aristotle ; Auaxagora3 

P l u t o  i~<.fra., 5 Pu1-nt. note I), 
should pIace Parrneoidw so far 
nbove dl t b c  other Eleatics. 

1 MuIIRI!~, indeetl, thinks dif- 
f,:rt:ntiy. ' Aristotle,' he renlarirs, 
p. 13 sy. ( F ~ u p f i .  PMoa. i. 274) i n  
ilppositjon to  Bergk, ' in exponnd- 
ing t h o  opinions nf others, is often 
guilty of cuntvadict,ion, a i d  sdys 
much that we aliould I ~ e ~ i t a t u  to 
ascribo 60 him.' Similarly Kern, 
Qu. 49. That A~.istotia ever so 
misrepreserrted either of his prede- 
cessurs, or fell into such contradic- 
t,ionu 111 speaking of him, as the  
author of this book has donc in re- 
g;lr,l t.o Xuur,phsnea, I nlust dis- 
putc. The objaetiulii: brought. by 
d.Iullach against his oxposition of 
Parrr~enitles n1.e fi-rounrllcss, as will 
hcrcaftfter be shown. Kern urges 
that  he often arbilrarily reduces 
the 4.efinitions of his lsrcdoces~om 
~ I J  cetego:orieu of his own systrm, 
xncl is not xlwaqs jast in his criti- 
cism of ih tm.  This, however, is 
nut the same ns denying thnt  
Xcnopfiaues axpres~ed his opin~oa 
ou s, point on n-hich, xicording t o  
unr treatise, he expressed if fully 
and clmrly-or, ascribing to him 
j11 th t i t t rc~l ioe a Dialectic cn t i r~ ly  
beyundlis puint u f  ritrw. If,  how- 
ever, we eFcn grant that I r i s to t l e  
might really hibrt! wsit'cn whkt wnc 
find ill thc treatise on Mclissus, 
there is no reasori to sup1)nse that 
t h i s  treatise wzls mereIy all t x t r x e ~  
$>om lelgcr Arisiotclian works ; 

tho  t I ~ o o r ~  of Karsten, p. 97, tvuald 
be rnucll more probable, ciz., that 
it M s  a ~ketcb  m d e  by dristutlci 
for h ~ s  ovrl usc. 

' CI: p.  251, 1 ; 333, 2 ;  2%4,3. 
a C.  3, 976,  Li 2 2 :  t i r o b s  8; 

W 1  'Ep* ;60~Ai ]s  ~ l r ~ i ~ e a r  it; 

@ Q ~ L  C V Y H P ~ ~ ~ E ~ C Y C  (so Cod. Lips. 
rends instead of c q ~ r v o b ~ )  TLV 
h ~ a v r e  E u 6 ~ h r ~ ~ s ~ ~ d v o v  . . . Srav 
8 i  ris piuv pappfir ruycptfl$ & s  2" 
dual, ohbi'r +qur 74 YE K ~ W C ~ U  ~ A E I  

068s ~ c p l * r u d ~ .  I f  thid mean= that. 
Emparlocles really hcld tlic doc- 
trine of endless motion, i t  wntr:b- 
diets t he  express etatements of 
Aristotlc, who elsewhere attribirtea 
to hila an altcrnatio~i of n~otiou and 
rest (iq,+u, vol, ii. Emp.1. Ou tbr; 
other hand, if (with Kern, ,?7/aib. 
Crit, 25) we take it ~o mean tL:tt 
durbtq lhc mtrring togethr of mat- 
ter, motion went on unintarrnpt.- 
~ d l y :  the words sbu $ra#ra iv8sAr- 
~ 4 ,  xpdvov coutain a pleouasm rerg- 
uulikz Adsto.tlt. -and. i t  is diffi- 
cul t  to see how the autl~or (in t h o  
S ~ a v '  E i ,  etc.), lo ordcr t,u procrr 
thnt  ~llclcion is possible w i t h u u ~  tile 
void, can argue that i ~ i  the u+lpeipor 
of Empoduclec, there mus ~ l s c  rlo 
void, for in the Sphxiros ]notion 
has cot~ls te ResL. A s  to the de- 
sign of 'proving Lhat the doc- 
trine d Jlmpedoclcs can only, t o  a 
certain extent,  be employed againat, 
Melissus' (Kern, Bedlr. 13), 7 cau- 
not discovcr any trace either iu 
ivords or eontext. 



is spoken of as if the auihor only knew of him by hear- 
say ; 1 and among the doctril~es discns.sed aud criticised, 
side by side with much t?lat is important, wc find not a 

little that is trivial and unworthy of Arist.otle or Theo- 
phrastus.VThus the judgment which we formed of the 

1 C. 2, 975 b. 17:  &s KC(: 7 h ~  words quoted cor~espnnderl t o  
'AvaFa-,dpav gatr i  7 r v e r  A ~ ~ E L I .  Lllose of Heracleitlls. Aristotlc 
drl j p r~ lv  KC; BTE~PIIY ~b y ~ v d p ~ v a  wo~l ld  1ncrc1~ littve said : ~ a B d u c ~  
ylu~a8al. Nu one can beliere tltat 'Hp.  Aky61; ns h e  s k ~ s  instead : 
Aristotle or Thcuphf-ostns would rrvks o7ovrat A~TEIY, Ltie reasor1 
e i t he ro f  thein use ~ u c h  expressioni: must be that lie docs nut prufts* 
n l ~ o i ~ t  n ph~losul>ller with whom to be reproducir~g h is  own opi~lion. 
t11ay xvere s o a c c u r a ~ e l ~  sequinred, On the  other hnud, tllere wns nc 
nl~cl to ivf~olrt (ar we shall see) they ncccgsity nt  all fol. the  anther nt 
f;lsr,wl~mc rlistinctly asoribc:il t h i s  our treatise, in his remwka on 
dnctr~ne. Keni, Bcilr. 13, uppcnls AnaxaSura5, to discL~irn his resporl~ 
t t r  d r i a t .  iUz.letlrph. ir,. 3, lor12 b, sihilit,~ i n  regard t o  thcnl by rut11 
23 : b8drnro~ -yip dv.rrvoFv ~ a v ~ b u  a mode of exprcssiun. 
irl;ohapfidrttu civar K U ~  F+ e?tar, ' How trivixl, for instance, i u  
~ a d d a c p  rr v i r  oiovrul  h iy .1~  the discussiuu u f  thu question, 
' H ~ & A E L T U Y .  This all~logy dibaP- whetl~er anything cnli arise nut of 
pcars ss smn AS 7ve exaiilint! the noll-Rel:lg (c. 1, 875 it, 3 sqq.j, 
passage more clusely. A~bistotlc and how litue indicaliou there I) 
frequently ascribes to  Herarloit,us here of Aristot:e's reply-rix., thnr. 
tho pcopoaition that the stirre nothing cowes from nbsoluce non- 
thing ~ b t  thc: same time i h  and is Hclng, hut sl1 thiugs come from 
nbt; ur is at the sa~xr: time itti own relstive non-Reing, tkc Bvvdpe~ Gv ! 
oppuvie (vide $?fin, p. 850. third Hour strnr~ge is thc question in  c. 
edition). Eut hr: dues not. beliart! 4 hub init. ~i ~eh&r pdr' dpoiov 
t ha t  Biriicleitas held tius iu esr-  p h i  <t luopolou r b  y~yvd,u~vov ytyvc- 
]lest ; he rcckons i t  among t h e  8& u8ar, &Ah' k p+ bvror; and the 
sets hdy<rv Ev~rca heydPrvar {IJhyq, ol,jecLiu~~ raised in c. i .  575 a: 7, 
i. 2 ,  183 ;r, a)  ; ILI! suppusas t h a t  that nemrnilig is frcquentiy aup- 
Hrr~rcleitus has uoi- ~ n d a  his posrd to bdve proceeded from 
l n e a n ~ r ~ g  clear, even to himsclf ~iathing. Elsewhere neither Aria- 
(iIIr.!aph, xi, 5, 106% r ,  311, aud iu r,nt.iii ;ur Theophwsius ever merl- 
ordor to inrlicats this he chooses L ; D I I ~ ,  elen M a hypothesis, or a 
the cxprcssion (Mctczpl~, iv. 3)  r r v l s  possil~ility, such an origin from t.ha 
oiovrar A i Y ~ w .  A;YFIY here signi- pk S~vithontanyfurtherdefi~iition. 
fies : to  express something as his How superfluous and disturbing is . . 
riplnton, to meinkti11 soruet,hing,  be reln~rl;,  c. 2, 976 o, 33 ~qq:, 
i ts is clear from the way in which that thore might be sevsr :~l  h h -  
Aristutle, 1. c . ,  proceeds : O ~ K  tcwr ~ n t e s ,  as Xenophmes presupposed 
yhp 6vuyriakr, ii r l s  hiyai ~ B T U  when lie spoks of thn  Tnfinity of 
K U E  6 a o ~ a ~ f l d v s r v .  If  t h e  ques- the earth bcnenth and of the air 
tion were simply phethcr the a h r e ,  fullowed by s citation of 
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genuineness of this  work from i ts  main contents is con- 
tirmed hy these secondary traits; and if neither of 
them separately is decisive, yet  t,ogcther they consbitutc 
an tlrnount of circlrmstantial evidence which cannot be 
ontweighed by the testimony of manuscripts and later 
authors, so often fourid on the side of undorlhtrdly 
spurious writings. 

T h e n  and by whom the thrcc treatises were com- 
posed 1s r~ncertsin. That they emanated from the 
l'eripstetic school is probable, both from their nature 
and also from the mcntion of them in tbe catalogue of' 
Dingenes.' They appear to  have included two frag- 
ments, which have been lost, on Parmenidcs aiid Zeno ;S 

so that the i ~ ~ t b ~ r  muat have aimed at. w complete 
representation and criticism of the Eleatic doctrines. 
The order adopted in their discussion seems to have 
been that indicated i n  the passage from Aristotle 
quoted above; except that, Zeno and Gorgias are added 
to the pIlilomphers there mentioned. The author has 
talcen their opinions ciliefly from their own wl-itiugj, 
and I~as given the essential content of these cor- 
rectly when it presented itself t.0 him in the form cif 
an a rpmen t  lugically developed, as was the case wit]: 
Melissus and Gorgias, In regzrd t o  Xenophxnes, on 
the contrary, he appears t o  have mirapprehentied the 
statements of Aristotle and Theophrautr~s,%and to  hare 
started from the presupposition that this pl~ilo~opher 

the TcrSCS in whiol~ Empedocl~s a', r p c s  78 Ef ro@dvov~  a', ~ p b s  T A  
censor~s  thia utter:inre. Z;lrwuor a'. 

' Diogenes rr~e~~rjons among the ' Cf. p. 535 sqq. 
mritinys uf ,iri.;tollr: (r. 35): spbs Cf. p. 537; &7, 1. 
'd Mehiuuov d . . . ?rpk ~k r q y i ~ v  fiilyrc, p. 547, 1 ; 542, 1.  



expressly denied, in resprct to the Deity, iimitedr~ess : I s  

well AS ~~nlimitcdness, and movement as well as rest ; 
and then t o  have developed the proofs of this statement 
from the indicatii~ns nhich he found, or thought hc 
found, in the poems of Xeuopha~tes. B:lt it is also 
possible that some other aa~thor mag have ant,icipa.ted 
him in so doing, snrl that this exposition, mLnd not 
Xenopbmes himself, may have beea his irnmrdiate 
source. What is rcally clerived from Xenopllanes' we 

can only discoccr f ~ o r n  a comparison uf this treatise 
with ot,her accounts. I ts  te~timony as to  supposed 
:propositions of his is not  s~~fticient to establish their 
aut,henticity in ewes ~11r:re it stands irlone. 

The development of the Eleatic philosophy sas 

.compIeted in three gene~ations of pl~ilosophers, whcrsc 
activity extended over itbont a century. Xenophaues, 
ihe  founder of the school, first expresses thcii- gener;li 
principle in a t,heological foim. In opposition t o  Poly- 
>thrisrn, he declares the Deiky t o  be the One, underivcd, 
all-c&braeing Being ; alid in  connection -ivit,h this, the 
universe to be uniform and eterual, At the same time, 
however, he recognises the Many and the Mutable as a 
rmlity. Parmeriides gives t o  this principle its meta- 
phpsieel h s i g  and purely philosophic expression; he 
reduces the opposites of the  One and t,he Many, t.l~e 
Eternal and the Become, to khc fundamental opposite 
of the  Existcnt a.nd nun-Existent ; derives the qualities 
of both frorn their cbncept, and proves the impossibility 
of Recomi~lg, Change and Plurality in a st.rictly imi- 
versa1 sense. Lastlv, Zeno aud Bfelissus ~naintaia the 
propositions of Parmenides as against the ordinary 



opinion ; but carry the opposition between them so far 
that the inadequacy of the Eleatic ~rincipie for the 
explanation of phenomena becomes clearly apparent. 

OOR knowledge of the doctrine of XenopLanes is de- 
rived from t,wo sources, via., such fragment~ as have 

Colnphon isul~iirersally narnerI 
:is the na t i~e  cit,y of Xenophaneu; 
his trrthar i b  called by A pollodort~s 
Orthnmollen : lry othcrs, Dcxiuu, or 
Dexinul; ilkg. ix. 18 ;' Lucian, 
M(tc~o&. 20 ; Hippolyt. 1.fult. i. 1 4  ; 
Theodore6 Cur. gr, nj? I T ,  5, p. 56). 
As to his dab, dpullodvrus mays. 
3p. (>Itm. 81~001. i. 301 C: HUT& 

7 1 ~  ~ ~ u u ~ p a ~ ~ m ~ ~ v ~ O A ~ ~ ~ r d 6 a y t u d -  
,ucvov saparc.rauivai d X p ~  TSU Aa- 
p ~ i o v  .re ~ a l  Khpou ~ p 6 ~ w r .  We 
OhnUOt suppose that B;pEous ishcrn 
intended fur Kdpou, or chiit AupaIau 
is to be erabcd; for Hippolyt t. c. 
also mendons Cyrus. It cannot, 
however, be regarded as uny proof 
of the grei~t age uf Xer~uphhnes 
( T ~ ~ ~ T E T ~ K ~ Y U I  8c. 7 b u  Blou) ,  that 
having bccn Lorn in thc 4Ofh 
Olylllpi~l, he should h i ~ v e  been 
lit-iiig in the time of Cyrw. The 
peeuliaritvof placing Darilrs before 
Cyrus is 'sufficiently explained on 
rt~et.rical grounds (Apoll. wrutu in 
trimeter), cf. Uiels, Khsin. Mw. 
axxi. 23. On the other hnnd, the 
50th (Y) Olymp. must certainly 
be substitxted for the 40th (lbl), :ts 
the time of his birth ; for(Diela, p. 
23) t h e  statemeut that heflo~trisheci 
in 01. 60 (Diog. ix. 9 0 )  also origi- 
nates with Apollodorus ; and t h e  
uwp? is usually placed in the 40th 
year of s man's life. But asScxt. 
Math. i. 237 also names 01. 40 iis 
t he  time uf his birth, the error 

anst, previously hitre crept into the 
text ucd b), Sevtus and Cie~nenu. 
The date uf the &+i], according to 
which Apoll. probably cnlculaced 
the year of birt,h, was deterruined 
by- tile folu~ding of  Elea, surg by 
Scn3phanes (cL Uiels, I. c.) .  This 
\ire ~ n f c r  from lliog. 1. c. Eusebius , 

mentions Xenopha~les in 01. 60 and 
also in 01. 66 ; bu t  t h a ~  is unim- 
portant.  Ha i s  alau nlentioued 
more indcGniioly by Sotion, up: 
Djag. ix. IS, as a contemgomry or 
hanilwander. Eus. Pr, Xu. x. 
14 ; xlr. 17, 10, says that he was 
cwteuiporary vibh FyLhagores aucl 
Anitxagoms (who is elsewhere 
placed too  early by Eus.). lambl, 
Th~ul .  A d h .  p. -41, names l'yths- 
gorns only. klermippus, ap. Diug. 
viii. 5 8  ; cf, ibid. ir. 20, makes him 
the teacher of Empedoeles,Tiinaus, 
ap. Clcm. E. c.; and Plut. Bey. 
Apyhlh. Hiero, 4, p. 175, the con- 
t empomy of Hicro anti Epichnr- 
mus, I?$. L ~ ~ c i a n ,  evcn the disciple 
of i i rcholaus ; and the Scholiast in 
Aristophltncv (Peace, I-. 696) as- 
cribes t o  him u, saying concer~liyg 
Simcnidea, on which httle stress IS 
t o  be bjd, cf. Xusten, PAQ. Grm. 
ReU, i. 81 sq. He himself seernt; to 
speak uf  PytIr~goras AS deceased, 
whereas be (Xmophanes) is named 
by Heracleitua as one of his pre- 
decessors (vide drpi.n, p. 481, I ; 
j10 ,  4). Be also menr.ions Epi- 



been preserved of his works, rtnd the accounts of ancient. 
writers, These two sources are not almags- in agree- 

merlirles ~ f c ~ r  Epi~nenirlt~s'  doalh Rry. Apophlla. 4, p. 176). The 
(nlog i. 11 I ; ix. 13). 1Ie as- it .atc~aent of liis l~aving been tho 
scrts that the  bfgiilning of r,hc tliqciple of Teiauges, the P y ~ h q o -  
conflict l.,i.tm~an theIoniancolonies rean (Diog. i .  IG), of Enton, an  
and the Pcraians took place i n  his unknown Atllenilm, or eren of Ar-  
early life (Fr. 17, ap. r\thcn, ii. chelaus {Ding, ix.  13; Fs. L u r i a ~ ~ ,  
54, e), for when he  isnukrrl r?n;nos 2.c.) deserves no attenlion. When 
+TO', 38' 5 b~5804  & ~ $ K ~ T T o ,  this can- Plato (Sq16. 34") stiyr of t h e  
not of  course refer t o  a reccnt oc- Elentic, school, in3 Zrvop&vovs TE 
cllrrence, bnt to  something lung ~ a i  171 T P ~ U ~ F Y  dp$cip~vliv, he cnn 
past (cf. Cousin, Frapa. i. 3 sqq. ; scarcely be allrrding tn any par- 
Karsten, p. 8). This agrees wit11 ticular predecessor of ;Ye~io~>I~ane,. 
the statement in Dioq. ix. 20, t h ~ t  C o u ~ i n  (p. 7) thinks Iw mwns the  
hn celehritte~l t.he founding i ~ f  Elett Pgth;~rurenns, but. Y1nt.o could n~,t 
(01. 61) in 2000 hemmeters, nild hare called them the foo~~ders  of 
vith the anecdute, ap. Plnt. Dc Yzt. t he  Elestric dr~ct.riiie n f  the KnitS 91 
Pd. c. 6, p. $33, accordin? t o  Bein:. l l c  is prolmbiy speakirlg in 
a!~icll he xn.ae xeqn~ i~ i l ed  wit11 Lit- a~cnrd i t~ i ce  with the general prr- 
PLIC:  of He~minnc  bout 520-500). suppusilior~ tha t  doctrines like hie 
All things ron~irierrd, the grcstor had been hcld bnrure ltis link? ; it 
part of his lengths~ieriactirit.ymfiy wss thcn c~lstoninry to seek the 
most probably be plncrd in thn Re- doctrines u f  tile philosopIiersin the 
c;md half of the sixth century ; bju ancient poets. Lobeclr rnnjccri~rrs 
b i r th  may t~ar-e occvrred jn the (Agktopi~ .  i. 813) t h ~ l t  hc i s  speci- 
~ h i r d  or fourth decad of this ccn- ally refelring i h  this passage tn the 
turq-: his ttmth rnl~st  h a m  11:tl?- Orphic Throgony, but wit11 this I 
pmed in thefollowing. f o l o u i n  wntrrry ; for cannot agree. B story of PIo- 
i t  is ce r t~ i r i  tl~ai; he die:] Tery old. tarch's, whictr iarult-esan F:gygtian 
111 the verses; RP.  Ding. ix. 18, hc journey (A?naCov. 18, 12, p. 763 ; 
savs he has been maming abut No 18. TO, p. 370, and rhc same, 
in- reek lands for 67 years-since ~ i t h o u t  the nrlme of Xcjrophancs, 
11c ass 25. T,ucian, therefore> loo. ap. Cloru. PuLort. 16 U), nrlri- 
cil., WrR in @-ring the l e v t h  of his trmilp transfers to E,vPt, ~ h : : t ,  
life as 91 gears. Arcordin= to nccnrilinji to Arjst. 1, c,. happeneri 
Censorin. Ui. Jht. 15, 3, he was in ELea. 00 t h e  othcr hand, it 19 

more than a hur~dred. b c  to  h i s  quite possible tlxrt, errc)r in his 
persoqnl l~istnry, we arc informod country he mny have heen lcd to 
t11;tt hc nns cirlren ant from his the  hecjnninp ooftbe Ionic natrlml 
nntire city to diffarent places, and ph{lilosophy by his p%fisin~~ for FIX- 

rrlpiderl :it various tiroe5 in Zancle, qniry. Thesplirast, follorving Dior. 
Catma and R l ~ a  (niog. is. 18; ix. 21, calls h im a diwiplc Kf 
Arifitot. H h l .  n. 23, 1.100 h, 5 ;  Anasinlsndcr. and we 11:tre norca- 
Karsten, p. 12: 67); that he be- son t o  doubt ttleassertion; and the 
came very poor (Diog. ix. 20, dter  stnterncnt. of his having contra- 
Uemetrins and Pah~etius; R u t .  dicted Thaies and Pytha,qorns 



merit with each ollics ; for while in tile fragments of 
Ilia didactic poem theological opinions are predominant, 
and only a few physical theories are introduccd, the 
ancient writers ascribe to him general metaphysical 
ststcments which closely connect him with his successor 
Parmenidce. Our  view of the relation of these t w o  

representations must chigfly determine our conception 
of Xenophanes. 

Let us first examine tmhe saj7iugs of Xenophaaes 
himself wl~ich have beer, banded down by tradition. 
In these, his main position seems to he that  conflict 
with the popular polytheistic belief by which he mas 
knorn~l even in antiquity.' He opposes h i s  doctrine of 

(Uivg. ix. 18) ma? bc fou~lded on 
tlii: fact that hc czuaures, I I O ~  only 
Py!hago~~w((p. 481, I ) ,  but Thn1r.s. 
(Farther details 1nt.er on.) That 
hc posses3ed more than ordinar? 
kunn-ledgc m:ry be inferceil f r v n ~  
the  l e f i l~~ ' l i  t l f  Hera~1eit.11~ {p. 51 0, 
4). Tn his cuntemporhriss he wirs 
chiefly Emown tlrruugh his poems, 
rvhiuli nccording to ducie~it  asage, 
he recited (Diog. ix. 18) on Iris 
jo~~rncys.  Ail kindb of yoems 
hare bccn aicribe~i. t,o h~rn by 
latcr nritors-Epil?s, Elegies. and 
Iarubies (Diog. I .  c. : i.f ITcrn, 
X-mzopH. 18) ; Tragedlrs (Xus. 
CIwo~a. 01. TsO, 2) ; W.mdizs 
(Athfi7z. ii. 34 C) ; o;hhoi (SCTU~O, 
xir. 1, 28, p. 643 ; ~ScAol. wa h i s -  
tfiph. K?zighds, r. 406 ; l h l c l .  ii?. 
1st~. Opp. at Di. I-. '281 ; Extstnth. 
011 IZ. ii. 21 2 ; Tzctz. in Uarnh.lrdy'w 
cditicn of thc  Ecoy?.npk. ~ M l i i .  p. 
1010); or, as Apul. Ffwil .  ir. 20, 
~ t x s  ( the  ~ilanuscripts, howeyer, 
reid  here ;Yhnnrautcs),sati~~s, Gou- 
sin (p. 8) RIM{ Karstell, 19 syq., will 
not d m i t  the u i h ~ o r ;  but cf. 

lV;tr.hsmuth, 1% Ttmone P ~ L ~ I I S L ! ~ ,  
29 sq. His philoaophie opiaiol?~ 
werr co;i:siiitd in :I didmt i l !  110cnt1 
ia Epic ~net.re, uf v l t i c l~  wc possccs 
fi'ngmcnth ; t , l~t~t  it bore the titie 
n6p; @Liaemr is only asserted by the 
nlrrre recent ~ r i t e r s  (Stob. Ed. i. 
2 9 1 ;  Poll. Olu~wndt, vi. 46), and  
their  cvidwlca is tlw more S U S ~ I -  

C~OIIP ,  LS the work itself seems t o  
]lava hecn cadg-lost. Cf. B~ztndi.3, 
Goiam. El. 10 sqq. ; Karsten, 26 
sqq. (S in~~l i c ins ,  e.g,, montionr tIl:rt, 

he Lad not seen i t ;  Be &lo, 233 
b, 213 ; &ho?. zm Arisl. 506 a, 40j. 
In Uing. i .  16, n,hsre, ;~ccor.rlirl~ t u  
t h e  former rrading, Xeriopila~res 
was enumcixtcd among the  mwt  
fr~rilfr!l uf t h e  pl~ilouophic writers, 
Xennrmt,er is rri ha suLstitutori; 
rf. Yielzsrhc, HA. ~ I ? L P .  XXV. 220 
sq. The juil~ment of Athen. xiv. 
632 n ,on  t l t ~  verses ofSenoph;ulec. 
is U I O ~ ~  fhrtiur~hla than that u?' 
Cicero, Acnd. ii. 23, 74. 

' Cfr among other tests, drist. 
P08t.25. 1-169 b, 35. Tlleuttrmnr*cs 
of t!lc p o ~ t s  31'6 rlefellded on tll4 



the unity of God to the  supposed plurality of gods ;  
to their origin in time, tlhe eternity of God; t o  their 
rariability, his unchangeableness ; t o  their anthropo- 
morpllic nature, his sublimity ; t o  their physical, i n t ~ 1 -  
Icctuxl, and moral limitations, jlis infinite spirituality. 
One God miles over god:: a r~d  men, fur the Deity is the 
highest, and the  highest earl be but one.' 'Phis God is 

~ ~ o u n c l  that the7 represent things 
ns thtty an,, or ns  thoy ought to 
lie, G; 8; pvkrripss, iirr osrw .paal~,, 
urov rB a ~ p l  BEWY.  ~ W S  o k ~  
B k r r u v  o J r w  A+crv. 4i:r' ihneij, 
&ha' k v x t v  6uncp Zcvor(ldvqs (sa. 
h;yrl ; tlze lnost w e n t  eciihra, 
howover, or1 accou~~t  of tho ZEVU- 
@&vtr, or a. of most of thc MSS. 
reail wit11 Rittcr: 3s mpi Ctvo$~a/- 
V G L )  inh' 05  +an.  Thuwe rnor(1ti 
hart been unu~cessarilq- ;~lltcrt:d Lg 
n~orlerr~ uothors, and h,~\-c: rccoirc:i 
many falac intorlireti~tinns (ef. 
Karst,cn, p. 188). They &re t.mns- 
lxted quite siinply ai follows : 
'b'ur,it r r lng nall be that  the usull 
noiiuus about Ihc gods arc ncitller 
good nor true, but that it is with 
rhs gods as Xonop11:tned belie\-es, 
b u t  the rlk.tny are of another 
opi~lioa.' Ritter thinks that, t I~c  
~~11010 chaptr%r is n b t e ~  addition, 
bat erczl In t h i s  c;~sl:  i t  must Lare 
been b:tscd on srrrnething anthentic. 
:tcd thc ir70rrls lFe ]lave quoted ham 
an  Aristofctian rill: in them. 

1 Fr. I. ap. Clcm. Stfont. T. 
601 C .- 

Brist. .ne IkIeZisso, c .  3, 977 a, 23 
sqq. : a i  6' Zo.rrv d B~bs ndvruv ~ ~ d -  

TlrTTdlL', FULG ~ ) t d ~  C / ~ T ~ P  T ~ O ~ ~ ~ K E L V  

 bar, rE 7% 860 ;) n h ~ ; u u s  tqcv, o h  
Bv :TI ~ ~ d r r n r t l u  aui ~ i ~ 7 1 b r o u  ~ d . r b p  
c ? m r  ~ d v ~ w v ,  kc.  Plut. np. h t s .  PP. 
8 r .  i.8. sup, p. 5 % 9 , 2  ; cf. 554, t v l ~ e ~ t :  
it is i ~ 1 5 0  S ~ W V I I  why :trld v h a t  
rcrwo v c  cau neccpt the l'seud(r- 
A r i ~ t o t e l i ~ n  w ~ i r . i u g  as oridelwe 
cuacer~iiny Senophnnes. Tlirzt, X'e- 
nophancs snoke ill his writings nf  
cllc Unity o f  (.+oil id clear from 
Aristotle's words, q u o t d  17. 5311, 2. 
r 7 f h e  cmjecture, howevcl., that  Ila 

un!? Lecurnr: a strict Blunothclst. 
in lilt-er l i fe ,  h;tving prsrio~~sly 
l~clisrerl, nut, i n  one Cnd, but in H. 

sapreltlc God far n'uorc the other 
c!siLias (Kern, Beilv. 4.), find3 no 
s~rpliort in this fragment. Tha 
many gods, uf n - h ~ n i  one i s  the 
highcjt, necd ncd ~lccc?sar i l y  Ire 
c n ~ i c e i ~ e d  8s i.e:il ~011s. If, a ~ c o ~ r 1 -  
ing to the theory of Xetiophancs, 
L11fi.y only existcd i n  h u ~ o a n  irn'igi- 
n ~ t i o n ,  the truo God miglit. nti;l, 
oapecially in p c t i c a l  Inngunpr, 
be cvmpsred with them, ant1 s;lid 
to  be greater ih1111 they. 'The  
p e ~ t c s i ,  among gods and meu'  
must mean the jirratcst :~!rsolnl.tly. 
Whtu Ueracleitus, for inst+tncr! 
(vide i p i : f i c r ,  rol. ii.), rays none 
of the gods nor of human kind 
mnrlr: t he  ~ w r l d ,  Ile only mefins to 
expreas that i t  wan not made at 
all : arid even in a Christinl~ hymn 
God is called the God of gods. 



~mcreated, for what is created is nleo periJ~able, and 
the Deity oan only be conceived as imperishah1e.l So r  
is he suhject to change : what beseems him is t o  remain 
unmoved in one place, arid not, t o  ~$rander bithcbr and 
thither.2 BiIoruovcr, what right have t o  attribute 
t o  him a hllrnan form ? Each man represerrts his gods 
as he himself is : the negro as black and Bat-nosed, the 
Tbracian as blue-cyed and red-haired; arlcl if horseu 
and oxen could paint, no doubt they morrld make gods 
like horses and o ~ e u . ~  Just so it is wikh the other 
imperfections of human nature, which m e  trar~sfer to 
the gods. Not only the immoral conduct related by 

1 Fr. 5 ap: Clem. 1. c., and ,  
~ v i t h  some r:ri-lntlonk, RP. Theod. 
Cw. Gr. Afl iii. 72, p. 49 : bhhh 
Bpo~o: Gu~douor Oruhs Y t ~ ~ &  ff UL 
. . . . T+V u@r~Cpnv SI SaBijra 
(TEirod. prof~rahly vf@Oqmv) g x f t v  
@u~-hr ~s 8;,tcur TE. Ariut..Khet. ii. 
23. 1399 b, 6 : H fhc-ycv, i ; ~ r  6po;ur 
iorfinii6w oi yrviuflai rpr lorovrcs  
~ o b r  Rrobs 7";s & ~ a O a v ~ i v  hiyovurv' 
ipgbo.ripwr yip oup.Saiucr fi$ CTVCZL 
-rob$ &ofis par€. Ibid. 1400 I,, 3 : 
S. ' E h c d ~ u r s  ;pwrrja~r c l  Bdwai 75 
k u s o e i a  ~ a i  8p?jviurv, 4 ,u+, uuvr- 
fiu;~curr, t i  8ebu wuhap~dvouul. 
p.;) Bpqve5, E! 8' ~ U ~ P M T ~ O V ,  ,pi B;ELY. 
(Fur the rnrsioll jn I'lucarcll of 
r11is story, viili: i~jyrir, p. 357, nntc, 
De ,We!. c. 3. cf, p. 644, I ) ,  ~vhr rc ,  
I~owcrrcr,  he dernonhtr,aririn is rrr:t 
th:~t. of Xennphnncs. Uiug. ix. ID : 
r p w ~ d r  T' iLrc@.fiva~o, niiv  T: 

Y I Y ~ ~ F I  Qv @Up~d!' $ 0 ~ 1 .  

V r .  4 ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 s 
(\-ir!e s q .  p. 539, 2) .  Cf. A ~ i s t .  
N e & ( ~ p & .  i .  .5, 986 17, ~ ~ ~ G T C  I?, i~ 
stwtad of t he  Eleatics generally: 
daLvq~or ~i ;a l  @WL ( ~ b  ;I). 

3 FT. 1, 5,  and Pr. 6 ap. Clem. 

Stroa~. r. 601 1). Tllood. 1. C. ; 
Eas. Pr. Eu. riii. 13, 36 : - 

Ahh' riior X E ; ~ ~ S  7% C;;YUY BLFS $i 
Aiov-rcs, 

h yp$>ar ~ d p ~ u u i  K U ~  gpyu 7ehr;v 
arsp  d v S p ~ s  (sc. tixur), 

Yrnol piv 8' k ~ o t s r f i d c s  61 ~ r 8 o u f l i u  
dpoias (so Thcod., tlic otllels: 
dpo;ur), 

mi TE UFGP iGas Zyp.ipamnv N U )  5 4 ~ 7 '  

;+olo"v, 
~ninij f l*  ordv rep  ~ a i r r o i  F:pap d X o y  

8 f i o t o ~ .  

For the rest, cf. Theod. I .  e. and 
Clem, Slrom. rii .  71 1 3, Also 
~ h ~ t  is haid in Ding. is. 1 9  : o;uiav 
BroO aqatpo<r84 /~q8;> ~ p o w ~ ~ ~ o v c a v  
IrvO&ny- ~ A O V  6' dp-u xai C.~oi, 
buudciw. p$i ~ C Y T O L  6 v a a v c T p ,  j f  
the last. drfinit,ion is rex.11~ founded 
on somr expression of Xf~nr)phancc. 
That it is aimed aga;l>bt. ibe PY- 
tlliigorenn doctrine o f  tbe respirkt- 
t,ion of the world (xup. p. +F1, l), 
I do not believe (ride Kern, BE~LT. 
1 7  ; _Be,loph. 23). 
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Homer nlld Hesiorl,' but all limitation is unworthy 
of thcrn. God is as unlilce to  mortals in mind as 
in form. The Deit,y is al l  eye, a l l  em,  all thought, 
allrl t.hroagl;ll Ilk intellect iic rules everything n~ithout, 
c se r t jo~ i .~  Thus a purc mvriollie;sm is here c ~ n f r o n t ~ d  
vi th  the religion of nature hnd i t a  many gods, while, 
at the samc time, we sliould not be ju.il;ifietl in a.scribing 
t o  this monotheism a strictly philosophic charzcter on 
the strength of the asserlions we have qnoted, taken 

. 
Other t,cstimonies, ind:le:l, carry us beyond this 

point, and apply the  utterances o f  Xeuophanes on the 
unity and eternj ty of Goti in a general manner to tilt! 

Pr. 7 ap. Sext. ,Uatli. is. 193, 
i. 289 :- 

ot (this i s  tlte r a n d i ~ ~ g  of Steph., 
the \.lsS. hd71: &s, I< i%lb i ,  and 
IVzcl~srn, p. 74, rul), 

On rtccoui~t of t,his host,ilii.y t o  tile 
prleLs of thc  national religiom, 
X e ~ ~ o p l ~ ~ n c s  IS exll~c1 by Tirnon 'IF. 
Sext. I:yr.rh. i. 224 ; biog. ix. 18 : 
'Opslparrd~qs Fn~a~&rr~vr (prefer- 
a!)ly inrrtdn.rvvj n11A Wag. 2. d .  says 
of hiin: y i ypaq t  S i  . . . xaW 
'notdSnu cal 'Op<pou ~ n r n d r r r w v  
a3.rie 7d aepl ReGv ripqqrr'va. Tlic 
obserr.nt,ion of dri $lot le, disctlsrcd 
step. p. 568 ,  1, rcfers t o  thesc aud 
similar  passages. 

fr. 1, side s u p ,  p. 569,  1; 

A.. 2 ap. Fell. ix. 1 Q l  ( o f .  Uiag. 
ix. 19; Plur. ap. Eue. P,: Ev. i .  8, 
4) : o3hos dpc, 05hos 6; VOF: O ~ A D S  

8E r' d ~ o i e ~ .  FT. 3 np. Sim;~l,  
Pllys. (j a :  hh~' ;c?rdv~utfc n d v o  
v6ov pp.4 w;riirra xpaZnimi. Cf. 
Diog. I r. : u6p?~i1vrd T' c?a,rrr 
[rbv  B r b ~ ]  v o G  ~irui @F;rvvr~r ~ n l  , 

218~0~. 'Ti~rlou. ap. S e ~ t .  PYA. i .  
224 : &7bs du' d ~ B p 8 x r n a  (;iccord- 
ing to the rmmrl;t.ti<>n of .F:tbricius ; 
Wnclsn~util, Ue 2iin.  64, rcatls wirh 
Riiper : S5 ?Xu i l ; d v $ w ~ o v )  0 t h ~  
;HALGUT' t r u v  iirdrr? rcquq8ij . . . 
P U E ~ ~ T F ~ D V  $2 vciTpa (cf. 1ir;~rhs- 
muth ,  for some n t t cmg:~  tn cfiin- 
plele thi: lasl verse, none of whirl1 
commend tlleniselver to  r~w). Fur- 
thar rlctiiils, p. 362. 5. I'edi:~p 
the asaertip~l ap. Dlog. I ~ R Y  th is  ' 

vamn lilr:;iulirg $#? 6: ~ a i  7d anhhk 
;flu* PO; dvu1, 

3 b m o i ~ g  thcm may also be 
rcrlroned t h r  attack o ~ i  soot11- 
siiying wllidl Cic. Diosrd. i. 3, 5 ; 
n u t .  Plnc. v. 1, 2, ;lleiLiute to 
Xcnopi~mncs. 



totality of things. Plato includes his theory with that 
of his successors in t h e  expression that; all is: 0ne.l Xo 
also Aristatle cttllm him t he  tirat foi~nder of the doctrine 
of the unity of all things, and observes that he hronght 
forward his propositions concerning the unity of God 
with reference t o  the universca In agreement wit11 this, 
Theophrastushl2cge3 that in and with .the unity of 
the primitive principle he maintained thc uuity of all 
.existence, and Timuu represents him as saying of bim- 
self that  wl~eresocver he lurned his gaze all things 
resolved themselves into one and the same eternal, 
homogeneous cssencea4 We have no right t o  mis- 
trust these unanimous statements of our most trust- 
worthy authorities (wiLh whom, moreover, all thc later 
writers agree)P xuerel~? beca~lsc a pantheism of this 

1 Sqh ,  212 : 6; ?rap' 5 Cic. Acad. ji. 37, 1: 8 : ,Tmo- 
+piu ' E A E ~ T ~ K ~ V  FOVOS, Seuo$d- p h m s  . . xnzm+ ESSC onr~riu, :.basptls 
yoyp TC MU) br ~rpdoRtv hp[dp~~au, id e ~ 6 e  ?~rr.Lalde ot  td cs8c Dmrrn, 
&r ; V ~ S  ~ Y T O S  TGV ~ d u ~ w u  ~ a h n v p i -  W C ~ I B  7?fii?1;a  PAQ QUO^^^ ~t seny i fer -  
VWP oiirtd B I E E < P X E T U L  70;s ~ 6 8 0 ~ s .  ILmln, e o ? ~ y / l l h n . t a , f i ~ ~ z ~ ~ u .  x. n. i. 11. 

_Wetnpia. i, 5 ,  986 6. 10 : cia1 28 : ilbm ,YenopBaanrm, g21i mm~.lllf! ad- 
61 rrvfr 04 a e p l  r o c  n o v ~ b s  8s hv jxncfa omnc yraatsrm, qworl c,~.wt in- 
p i s  06uqs +;UCWS ~ P F ~ ~ Y ~ V T O .  In finit?cnb, Deztna voluit sssc. That. the 
r ~ g m d  to these pernuns i t  is t,ht.n fonwer passflga also is q~zoted frmu 
said tlrxt their uniform primirivc the Greek, is prored by KrjacLe. 
esscncc is not, like the primitive Forsch. i 30. There is s Grcd; 
matter of the Pl~.~pFiaists, a cause exposition (naturally fr.0111 a more 
of BecomingL but ~ K I P ~ ~ O P  ~Tr~a f  t ~ n c i e ~ ~ t  SO~IPCB) rr-hich pretty ncrtply 
@arrrv . , . arvo+cLvqs bk npi;.ros coujcides 91'~h i t ,  ap. Theod. Cur. 
T V ~ T W V  1Iciuar, k c . ,  r i d e  supra, 117. riff: i ~ .  5, p. 57 Sylb. : B. . . . 
p. 548, 1. ?v e&ar ~b T ~ Y  & ~ V @ E ,  U $ C ~ I ~ O E I ~ ; S  

d p .  Simpl. .ym, p. 543, 1. nal n ~ ~ ~ p a r r p ! v o v ,  oh yevvqrbv, dhh' 
Ap. Sext. P~ymh,. i .  224, at- &thifiruu ~ a l  nt$wrav i r c h q ~ u v .  Plu- 

tri3uutes t o  him these wo-rds :- tarch ap Nus.  Pr. Ev. i. S, 4:  Eta. 
B I  . . . LGTE ~ ; v ~ r r l v  O&E +%opiu 

- L'raq yhp 2pbu vdav rip6uarpr BTOXE~?TFL,  &A&' E ~ U U C  ALYEI ~b 1l6v 
E ~ S  dFv T R ; T ~  TC T G V  AYCA&ETO. &rL B P P L O P .  ~i y i p  y i y v v r ~ o  TOGTO, 

6' dbv a i ~ l  $qolv, buuyxa~ou wpb rodsou p3j 
' K ~ Y T ~  ~ V E ~ K ~ , U S V O Y  , ~ U V  f i s  ~ ~ ( U L P  C ~ U R I -  PA $1 BY 82 O ~ X  hu Y ~ Y O L T O ,  

i'u.~aW dpofav, our dv .rb p+ eir~v?rot+rai rr, O ~ T E  t a b  
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kind is incn~npati~lc  with the pnre thejsrn of Xeno- 
phnncs.' How do we know tha t  his asaerlions of tile 
unitv, eternity, unlirnitedness, and spirituality of God 
were int,ellded to  he uaderztood in u theistic, and not,  
in a pantheittic sense? His own expressions leave this 
q ~ ~ i t c :  undecidecl ; but the prolrabilities, men ilpnrt from 
the testimony of  the ancients, are in favour of the 

view. Far  the Greek gods are merely 
persoiliGed pomrs of nature and of 1luma.n life ; and, 
therefore, it was much more obvious for ;L yliilu~oplier 
l~lr-llo objected .to t l~e i r  p11rr:ility to  unite them i n  
t,lie conception of llniversa.1 physical force, tlian in the 
idea of a God external t o  the world. Thus we have 
every reason t o  suppose that  Xenopltanea, in his pro- 
posit,ial~s concerning t h e  imifjy of God, intended to 
T ~ C  & :v ros  ~ C Y O Z T '  E V  7i. Sext. ~b r ; l v  & w ~ + f i v u u ~ o .  I b i d .  33. l i  
P y ~ r h .  i. 225 (cf iii. 318): ; B u  (DSF h, 8) : rJu c v  7 6  bv ~ l v a t  
*/u&,~,{c  8; Q Z. . . El i  ~Tuar sA nzr Beiiiumv . . . Ljs YO< X ~ U T X S  p 6 p  

rbv 8 ~ b u  ovp94  70i~ aliurv- $.:nswr 06ur15- &v $ P Z E V L I @ ~ Y ~ S  76 ~ a l  
civar u+arpoir8~ ktrl ir~a0ii  ~ a i  Mi~ iunos  KU; llap,utv$nr. Tllid. 33, 
b p ~ ~ d ~ h r l r o v ~ a ~ A o y r ~ 6 v .  II'iPl>urvt. 10 (986 h. 17, ride s x p .  p. 548, I )  
h'rf'irf. i. 11 : hiyer 6L b'r~ oiciiu ~b 64 ' ivluus' k o v  GUT; TY; R ~ W T O X  
yivc7ai oh8i +8€ip~ral  0%; K,PE;T~I ,  f-r ~7vu.r 7 b  bu ~ i ~ r r i v .  
~ a l  i i ~ i  [V I; ? r i b  ;UTIP Q w  MPra- Onwin. F~agnt. Phil. i. 37 
BOA$$. 97751 6: ~ a i  r b v  8c;lu rival sqq. ; I iar i ten ,  134 hqq. Smi.l;lrly 
&.i:drvv ~ a i  ;va KU) 3poiov rrdvrq nal fir:tw!is daubts (GY. i;6,n. Phil. i. 
T F T C U ( I U L C ~ ~ ~ O U  11a1 a$s1pu~i8+ ~ d u ~ q  365) t,h:tL Xcl~npLi~lile~ t:~ughi, the 
~ a i  7651 ~ o i ~  pop;urs ahh-rrsbv.  (:a- unity of Being, ~ince  he c~rul~! u ~ l t  
1t.n. I f .  Phil. c. 3, p. 234 : ttvorpavqr lmrc irlentificcl the I l i i idcr l ,  which 
p,;v ney ;  n&v.rwv %aopvcdra, Boypa- manifests itself i n  the IicoornIng, 
rL~aera  FE pdvor -rb char s d u ~ a  2v r ~ i l l l  tha One hirnpltl Being: and 
~ a l  ~ o k o  3 ~ d ~ ~ c r v  Oihv, ncncpao- Rrisrhe, Pwstcir. 94, will no; fillorv 
pf'pov, A o y ~ ~ r X v ,  & y ~ r d 8 ~ n r o v .  .\I1 1t1m tn l 1 : ~ ~ e  ireen a Pi~ r~ t l~c i s t  be- 
t,ltcse nccor~~t ts  bceirl to emanate carrre lie avuld olily admit Eeing, as 
from tllr: aamr eo~irce. Tlie luiiry seprrrtrt~cl frortl Rt.corrtiny, tu he rho 
of all  l'lrirrg is liLeuise ar;r.rlbed Tleity. Rut i t  i s  n question \sr.hetl~ur 
t o  Xenuylranea Ly ~llexanticr 1136- Senophnnes distingui511ed l~crrvren 
taph .  93 ,  18 Don. (93% a. 29) : Being :ind Becoming so ddnitcly 
hdyci piv xapl eevo+dvour ~ a l  ME- YS this \voulJ. imply. 
~ ; o r o v  rral AWUEV;~DU. o E r u r  yip Ev 
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as s~ r t  a t  the samc t i r n ~  the unity of the world ; and 
from his point of view it is easy to see how the second 
of these a n c r t i o n ~  would appear t o  be directly involver1 
in  t he  first. In his speculutious on the cause of all 
things, lie soi~ght that cairsc, herein agreeing wjeitll the 
pop~llar fait11, primarily in t h e  rule of tlze gods. J3: l . t  

he could not  reconcile their pl~lrality, restriction, and an- 
thropornorphic naturc with his concept o f  Deity. At 
the same time, the unity of the world, wilictl cven t o  the 
sensible intnition asserts itself iu the apparrnt limita- 
tion of the wnrld by the vault of heaven, and wh~ch 
deeper refledion discerns In the likeness arid inter- 
connection of phenomena, seemed t o  him tr; eeceqsital e 
the  rinity of the  force that  formed the ~orld,~-rnhich 
force he did cot, conceirc as separate fium the  world. 
God mcl the world are here related t o  one another as 
essence and plteaomenon. If: God j; One, things ac- 
cording to  their essent~al natule m ~ i s t  be One ; and - 
conversely the polytheistic religion of nature becomes 
il philosophic pantheism. 

In connection mi th  his doctririe of the unity o f  

God, XenopEanes is said t o  hare deserilued the  Deity 
as homogeneo~rs; in other mordg, he maintained the  
qualitdive simpleness (Eiwfachheitj of' the divine 
essence siru~r1t;tneansly wi th  its unity. AltT~angh, huw- 

This is indicated not olily hp 
Timon i n  t,hr; TOl'bk6 quoted aboce, 
blrt also hy Aristot.ie. 1. c.. i n  tllc 
~ r ~ r d s :  6;s ~ A U Y  0 6 p a v b ~  ire- 
fIxi+as,\vhicli l>rj~narily unIy nsscrt 
that Xcnopllanev excli~si~ely re- 
gxrcled ncirher the form nor the 
3n:~tter of tliir.gs, hnt <xed his 
;trtwr,ion without farther diumimi- 

nation of t,hesc :lupects nrl the 
wurld as a whola ; tho words, nor;- 
crer, also imply Lh;~t he arrived at 
thc Cnity of God t h ~ o u g h  chr: con- 
sideration nf  the wnrld. This is 
confirmed by his  ciuctrine of the 
ct.ernit.y of the  \vorld, xvhicl~ a c  
shall shortly discuss. 



ever, this statement is supported by proport.ionately 
ancient testimo~y, '  it is c~ncst io~~alde  whether i t  is not  
in this form ~ncrely an inference ffom the words used 
hy Xenophanes in ciescrihing the  divine kt30wlcdge.? 
On the  other h m d ,  the statwnent that he called the  
Deity spherical and limited, or contrariwise, as otllcrs 
contend, unlimited and iufinite,3 contradicts t h e  ex- 
press declaration of Aristotle and 'I ' lreoph~ast~~s.~ It i.; 
hardly possible, I~oxve~rer, that  both these statements can 

be wl~olly ivitllout found:viinn. On the one har l t i ,  Xt:no- 
phuocs attrit-nilas to t he  ~v01.1d infinite extcueioa-fbr 
h c  says that the air above, and the 1mnts of the earth 
'r)erlr;ttli, extend inin iufit~ity : on rhe other hand, w e  
lic:ir t,h3t he: ah the snrne tfmc, describe; tho u n j ~ c r s c  a3 a 

Cf. t h e  qnoti~tions on p. 530, Sfcp~~, p. 546, 1 ; StS, 1. 
2 ; .;El, 2 ;  ,iilP: 4;  562, 5 ,  frotn WR l l i~ l ls~lf :  it- is true, SRFB 
t l ie  rrctxisc un UeLissus, :I'imnn, this of tlic t , irl .!~ ; cf. Act. Tat. 
and LIil~pol>-tub. Img. p. 127 B, Pet.: ' 

li Tliis eo~~j re turc  i s  Kirourcd yains g;v 7d8E T E L P C L S  &yw T k P  
Ly t h r  trekrtise r,n bIalir;r:1s, n*hiek ,iV hpiiTar 
Iiorlt i n  i t s  expoulriuri aild r.rl;:cls:i1 ait3bpr ~ p u  r?rhd{ov, 7k. K ~ T W  81 i x  
of Xo~i~ph;u?es'  doctrinc couples tiirslprrv iKdvlr. 
tho l>ropos.tion cunccrniug the  
hoir;opneous n;rllrr.r? u f  God with But Arist. Us Cm'o, ii. 12. "4 n, 
zhl: dihos hpqv, ke. Ct", c. 5,  9 7 7  21, r.l~plieu t,n him, when sVcaking 
it. 36 ( s l l p n ,  p. 539, 2 ) .  c. 4, 9 7 8  of thoac who d a ~ l p o r  r b  K ~ T W  r $ s  
;2. 2 (aitcr si!~ll.) : Evu 62 i ; w m  ? i js  ~ P Y c ~  ~ Q ~ I Y ,  ix '  6 ~ ~ 1 ~ 0 ~  U ~ T ; J Y  
T~IITT, rip@ KP; &KU;CLI.  U;&P ? r p o ~ l i J -  d$Si{&;ijdOc~ ACYOPTET, $ b t € p  ~ E V ~ O . ,  

8th . . . &Ah' Prws r u i r v  /3ol'iirwar tlle cerrwre of Empedoclcc; ,?.;tinst. 
7 8  r d r ~ ~ j  ~.iuflivsuOui, 8 ~ 1  O ~ ~ T U S  Z I ~  the op\riinn tllnt, 6 r re iya~a  749 r e  
#ihrrura Exor, 8,uo~or hv xdwq.  fiduil iral 5x$rhbs si8;(p. Sitniliirl-I-r, 
Sitl~l!arlj- ' I i m o ~ ~ ,  in the ~ I - S C S  U t  -Md. c. 2, '376 it, 32 : hs K J ~  

quoted p. $GO, 1, cu11uecCs the ZTOY Bem@avqx ~ T ~ L I P O V  ~d T F  fidflus 76s 
;Lrd>vq \iith tbc  YL~F~QY<PDY i b  ~ a l  T O G  L?I-PBF + q r . v  tTva~. &c, 
ud q , ~ .  Tke same is rrpe<~tr,d tiy Plot. :ip, 

3 Vide axprn .  p. 519. 1 , dGO. 2 ; Ens. Pr. Eu. i, S, 1 ; Pflic. iii. 9: 4 
562, , A. Tl:e l i ~ t i i t e ~ l ~ ~ e ~ . ~  nf  t h e  (G,ileu> c. 21 ) ; H i ~ > p o l ~ ~ ,  i. 1~ ; 
pr i~n l t l r o  rsaonco is i~xr ib id  by liosrni~t: Inciicnpl. p. 149; Ccrrrg. 
Ljliilop. Yhys, A. 3 (icp. Ii:~rsterr, I'achym. p. 118; r-id- Un:~~rl,s,  
p. :ad),, 1rut:t tu Ser;uph;~nes rind IYotktn. 69, lt8: liarsten, 1 6 i ;  
l'urutuldbs. Cousin, 21 sq. 



spt1ere.l R u t  the very contyadiction between f,hese trro 
sayings proves that they are not scir?ntific propositions, 
but incidentld r~tt.eraneeu which occurred in different 
portions of the poems of Xenophanee. He maF itt one 

time have spoken of the spherical f o r m  of the hcn\?cns, 
aud a t  another, of the  irnmeasureablc extent of the  
world beneath, and of tbe space of t h e  air above, 
without troubling himself about the mutual compati- 
bility of these two conreptions. Kar i s  it prohilblc 
that he meant to  express by either of them any fixed 
conviction i n  regal-d to  the shape and extension of t,he 
~or ld-a t i l l  less thilt they had reference t o  the Deity. 
The statement that he declared the world to  be nn- 
derivecl, eternal, and. irnperi~hable,~ may, morc 
reason, remind as of the similar detinitions of the 
Deity. The eternity of the world migl~h seem to him 
to he implied in tha t  of God, because God was t o  him 
the immvuent uame of the  world. But he appears to 
have attribr~ted eternity to the world, only in a general 
manner, in regzrd to  i ts  suljstance ; arid not t o  hare 

taught, as a consequence of this, t,hat the .tcniverse 
in i t s  present condition was u n d e r i v e d . ~ A o  the pro- 
position that tile All remained Iike to i t s e l f h a y  have 
been wunciaterl by him in regitrd to  the  regnliiritg of 
the course c ~ f  the  ior ld  and the invariableness of the 
universe. But t h r t  he  absolutely denied all geuera- 
tinn and destruction, all cllarige artd movement in the 

' Vi~le p. 519, 1 ; 660, 2. nappivi8rr M A . )  ~ ~ ~ V P ~ T O Y  II~; 
'2 &rp~a, 1). 562, I ,  and Plut, &t8:nv r a )  &r$flaprirv r b v  K ~ L T ~ L I V .  Cf., 

Man. ii. 4. 3 (Stnb. i .  416), %PO- however, p. 570, 1. 
e d v q ~  (Ytob. has ii~st.cad Mdhlacor ; a Cf. 11. 5 70, 1.  
in one M?., however, ~ h e r a  is wrib Pllrt,., Cic.,Hippol.,sndothers, 
ten in the mitrgiu, 9 ~ v o $ d v v r ,  ~ i d o  p. 5ti4, 5, 



rt-orld, as more recent authors assert,' rve cannot think 
possible. There is no mention of such a denial in 
ancient authorities or in the fragments of Xenophaney' 
mritings;Z and, moreover, a number of statements of - 
a physical nature respecting the origin of individual 
things, and the changes of the matcrial earth are 

attributed to  this philosophex, while no remark is 
ever made in collnectior~ with these that, Like Parmc- 
nides in his physics, Xenophanes was speaking of illu- 
sory phenomena, and not of the reality. None of 
onr authorities maintain that he opposed Being to  non- 
Reing in the manner nf his successor, or taught that 
k i n g  alone n-as reality. 

These physical theories of Xeno-phanes have scarcely 
any connection with t h e  fundamental ideas of his philo- 
sophy. They are isolated observations arrd conjectures, 
sometimes pregnant and si~ggcstivc, but sometimes of 
a rudi~nentary and child-like kind: such as we might 
expect in the commencement of natural science. mTe 

will now, home~er, shortly state what has heen preserved 
of them. 

According to some, Xenopl~anes said that  e x t h  mas 
the primitive subst.ance of all things ; according t o  
others, earth and waterb4 But the verses on which 

The refereoces, 1. c., vide 
p. 939, 2. 

Aristotle indced says of t h o  
Eleatics ~ e n ~ r a l l y ,  &K;YVTOP tPmI 
Pamu, but the subject of  Auivsrov 
is not ~b s iv ,  but 78 k'v, 

As Brapiss says iGesch. d. 
PILzZ. Kant, 1. 1 li), and Rittw i. 
477, fancies he sees in Fr, 15, 18. 

Rotb opinions arc mcntioned 
by Saxtus XatB. 1. 313 f ;  Hippol. 

Rdul. x. 6 sq., p 498, who ewh 
quotes the Yerye of Y C L I O ~ ~ R U O S  
from wllictr they are severally 
taken, the one from Fr. 8 : ZK 
-yaivs rip m d w a  K C L ~  ~ i r  y+jv rrclv~a 
.TE~FUT$, the a t l ~ c ~  from Fr. 9 : 
xdu-rrs yha ynIqs 7 c  ud iiSaros 
iviytvdpcrr8a. Cf. Fr. 10: yij ~ a l  
i ismp d v 8 .  Zuua y Y I ~ ~ v ~ a ~  j l B &  9 d n t ~ -  
*rar. For the &st (cf. Brandis, 
Uomm. 44 sq. ; Kars~en, 45 sqq. ; 



these gtatements are founded appear to  deal only with 
terrestrial things,' sad, therefore, t,n assert nothing 
buC what. we find va-y eornmouly else~l~ere. '  d r i -  
stot,le, in ,enxamerat.ing the  ele1r1ent.a~ primitive sub- 
stances of the ancicnt philusophcrs, p a t  mercly does 
not mention Xeaophanes, ,but snje that ]-rime of t l ~ u e  
philosophers who arlruitterl only O ~ C  primit,ive s ~ b -  
stnncc, adopted the earth as such. Thus he expressly 
exchlde$ the first of the above stszterncuts; and we 
cannot suppose him to bc confir~nirtg thc sccrrsd4 when 
he names the dry and thc moist among the primitive 
subatanees ; 5  for he repeatetllg designates Parmenicles 
nli the only philosupher of the Eleatics who, side by 
side with t h e  One substance, admitted t;rvo opposilc 
e le rneu t~ .~  On t he  o'cf~er h ~ r ~ d ,  litter writers hitd some 
reason for interpreting the  verse of Xcnophnllcs in t h i s  

: sense, since Xenophnlles supposed the stars (o.icle infix) 
' to originate from the vnpours of the eartb and water. 

The theory that he regarderl the earth itself as a com- 

bi~iation of air and fire7 is certaitllg incorrect,B and i t 

140  sqrl.) wn l~nvc  Plot. n p .  Eus., 150, states), 11e is right, and 
d. c.;  Stol). Ed. i. I 9 4  ; Hippol. i. G I I ~ ~ L I ' ~ ~  serere censure is, as Rran- 
14;  Tlieod. Car. Gr.  A-f i i .  10, p. dit: ni.T.rrowlulrd~es. 11n~1ert.i-i-eil. 
22 ; ir. 5, p. 56 ; for the second, ' iVc necci only remsm!>er Ihs 
Seat. -lI~l.lr~tla. ;a. .7(!l ; P+j'r/p.~R i i i ~  30; ~ [ ) r d s  in 1 Mas. ;, 19, or /l. 711.99 : 
Porph,  ap. dimpl. P&s. I 1  a ; 56op urn; yc(7u yivorr&. 
Philop. Pl!ys. D, 2 (Schol, in S M d a p h .  i. 6 ,  989 a. 
4risi. 338 b, 30 ; 438 R,  5. cf.  sip. As Porlhjry mnint~inu, ?. c. 
p. 972, 2 )  ; Pfi,-Ymt. (pnsibky I'hyx, i. 5 ,  1 SS b. XZ : ui pl?v 
Yorphyry) V. Horn. 0 3 ;  Kustath. y6p Ocpahv K U ~  tvxphr  oi 8' ;yyLv 
in 12. vii. 99 ; G:ilon, 11. Phil. c .  5, ual { ~ p b v  ( h p ~ & s  htllL~B-u:)uut). 
y.213; Epiph.E:':q.$d.p.lOb7R. >%IttapA.i.4,5,084b,l; 986 

1 t l h sn ,  the:*rfure, Sa.lril~us ap. h, 27 sqq. 
Galen in Hipp. Lh 3'trl. iiom. i. p. I'!uE. Plrre. iii. 9 (Galen, c .  
25  I<, sa3-s thaL Xer~oyl~tinet: d e  2 1 ) :  Z< bdpur K ~ >  srvpbs uu ,um~+ 
cl-rred earth t.n be the su??ntrmce c . f  vat. 

men (not of all things, as Karstcn, Ilrandis, GP. Rim. n i l .  i. 



fnay, perhaps, be j ~ t  consequence of a similar mieapprc- 
heilsiun that the doctrine of the four ~kements came t o  
be itscribed to  him.' It was, no doubt, easy for. later 
writcrs t o  find their four primitive element6 in every 
cosmology; b u t  this doctrine is clistiuotly asacltcd by 
Ariatotle fo hzve originated with Empedocles, nnd i t s  
connection with the metaphysics of Yl~rmenidcs is too 

oiivioas far us t o  suppose that a preilecessor of Pnrrne- 
nicles should not merely have mentiuned in an inci- 
dental manner ere, ~ri~tel., etc., but shonld Jinve ex- 
pressly designated the faur e1ernea.t~ as t h e  Laais of all 
eornpo wnd bodies. 

There is, rloubtleas, more finmdation for t h e  theory 
that Xenophanes supposed the earth to  have pnssetl 
fi.orn :i. flrlicl conr?,itian irlto its present solid st;ltc, and  
thal; in tiruc it, wo~zld a s ~ i n  by meilns of water be 
changed into mud. He had observed pgtrified marine 
creatures on land, and even or1 mountains, a~td knew 
not horn to ac:count for this  phcnumenor~ except on the 
supposition i h n t  the world, or a t  any rate the  surface 
of the morld, vas subject t o  a periodioal transition 
from the  %uicl state t o  the solid, and biiclr t o  tbc fluid 
state again ; in which transition thc hnmsn race, t o -  
gether with i t s  d\r,clliog place, must sink into the mter  

372,  cnujnrt,~~res thar Xenophanes, however, reem 16 me that of 
as ortctl elsewhere, is here FUJI- Ritie~', i .  4 i ' J :  of. Eralrdis, Comm. 
fu.?eli with ~ R I I O C ~ ~ ~ ~ R  ; but Plllf,. EL. 47. r~ccoxliillg this, t h ~  
E'crc. Iwr. 9 9 ,  2. p. 944, docs not n o d s  i n  tl~eir orizir~~al cu~iriection 
cnl~ntcnnnco thisopinion. Karsten, only signify that the ewrlh p-iasstl 
p. ?b; ,  explains t h e  remark liy fi-om n fitlid rt)nrIii;on tn r i  suIicl try 
sxy~ng that  Xerlophanes t.hooogl~t t h e  nction of air and. of iire. 
air ar~d tire, i.c., s;culn nnd hwt., ' Ding. ix. 19. 
wc;rc d e ~ ~ l o p e d  out of t he  edrtll.  X&2l.,ttyii. i. 4, 98; a, 31. 
The mr:~t prubatle explana6on, 



and begin afresh a t  each restorat-ion of the dry land.' 
He might have brought this thcory into connection 

Hippoljt. i. 14 : 6 b i  I. A r v  pcrinrlical s ~ l h r n e ~ ~ i n g  of the earth, 
T ~ S  ytr rpbr  r ; l v  Bhaaaar y~viatlur anct to hace b r g l n  anew a t  each 
B O K E ~  K A ~  T+ xPL(vV b b  70; &yP0B reno~at iou.  But even t l ~  eternity 
AbtoRur, +dnhwr T O I U ~ T I L S  f ~ e i v  of the  vorld is not prorcd to  
& r o 8 i q c n ,  8 . r ~  e'v pisp  ~ f j  wal i;psviv b o w  H ductrinr of Xanap!iancs, 
~ ~ p ~ u r t o v ~ a ~  udyxa~ ,  uai Zp. X v p a ~ o $ -  eitirrr by tila teatinlony of the 
Fais 8; ;u ~ a $  Aa~o,u.rtir,rr hiyir PErtcila, ql~oted p. 566, 2, or by 
~SploRat --:TOY ;XRdos K U ~  @ w ~ i r v ,  t h e  at;itemcnts of Inore recerit 
.'Y 6 i  nkpy 78xfilr i r p h s  iv 74 a d o f t  aut,hors, qlioterl 1,. 503, 5, who 
70; hienu, ;u 62 M 6 h i . r ~  ~ A d ~ a s  cup- nlakc no ilisti~~ction betweem whxc 
nriwrwv Oahaccriwr. (Thcsc facts of the phiIostlpher xsserts ahout  God 
paleontolog~seem firsttnhnre liesn and whnt he nays of the unirerse. 
observed by Xenophanes; that  At any rate, ws c:mn~rt ,  nn tlie 
they gave matter uf  ~ e f l e e t i o ~ ~  to s t ~ e n s h  of SII& evidence, chagr  
later miters may be REQU from Aristittle, n'ho denier; that  any of 
Herud. ii. 12 ;  Ti~sopl~. t'r. 30, 3 : his prcdaceusors lirld the etcrnig 
Straho, i. 3, 4, p. 49 sq.) + a h a  of Llia world ( B e  C d o ,  1, 10, 
6 i  Qqiri 7ev&TB~i ST€ ~ W T Q  d ~ q h d -  2519 b, 12) wilh R n  error, Or, RS 
Onvav n i ~ a r ,  ~ b v  3; T ~ T U U  8u T@ T~jclimiiller d u e s , ~ i t h  a malicious 
. R ~ A W  ( ? I ~ I I P # ~ ~ Y ~ L ,  ~ U L I ( I E ~ ~ T ~ ~ L  88 r u b s  and wil f t~ l  miwnderstiinding (ride 
aut 'p inous n d v ~ a ~  i;.iav $ y$ Kay€- Teichmnllcr. Xr?i& Stud. ctc. i. 
v f ~ & k a  < Is  T$# @~hauaav xqAbr 218, cf. p. 239 anrl 523 sqq.. djs- 
.y8uq~ar, cire xdhrv &pXcn8ar ~ 7 j s  C U S S ~ U ~ S  which, huweuer, cuniaiu 
Y ~ ~ & r ~ ~ ~  uu1 ~ 0 6 7 0  W E ~ T I  TO& ~ d u -  nothing new, and pay no regard to 
poi$ yilrw8ar na~a@uhhslv (Dunrlk. : my csplantndtion i n  Hcrnlcs, x. 186 
r t a ~ a ~ o h + v ,  ~e rhags  it, ~ I ~ o u l d  b~ sq., nor to that of my present 
~taTahh$hws): Cf. Plut. ap. Ens. work, p. 362, 3rd ~dit,iv>n). J n  
Pr. Eu. j. 8, 4 : kno+alverm 6; ~ a l  r-ali~y there i a  no irreconcilable 
74 ~ p d v ?  ~ a ~ a p ~ ~ o ~ i ' l i ~ u  uvrsxis c o ~ l ~ s ~ d i ~ t i ~ n  b~hlveen driutotlS8 
~ a i  MET' B ~ ; - ~ o v  ~ h v  y$v t i r  7 % ~  asserclon zntl the opiuion attri- 
8Ahaooav ~olp;Yv. These ststsmenls butod t o  Xenophanss, When Ark- 
soela tuo explicit to leave room for totlc spt:ikr uf the cternity of tho 
Ttichmiiller s theory t h . ~ t  Xcno- world, he m e ~ n ~ n o t  merely eternity 
crates believed in man's l ~ ~ v i n g  in re,nxrd to its matter, but i n  re- 
eter~ally kxi~.ted on the  t ~ r t 1 1  81~11 t n  its f i l m ;  tho e t e r n i ~  of 
(Sh~d .  J. GescR. d. Bcyr. 601 ; this our anirerse : and he ~hercfore 
iVclic  sta ad, etc, i .  210). Thcre is reckons Heriiclsitus, i r ~  spite of l~is  
nu eridcnce of such n thcory, nnd famous drclnrxtion, among those 
i~ does nut follomfrnmttie eternity who believe the worlrl to  Ilavc had 
of the murid, ereu if Xe~~opLanes n beginning {cf. iyf. vol. ii.). It is 
held that  doctrine. For Hippolyius impnsiihle that rt pliiluvuphsr like 
says (;ind thcre is no g rou l~d  for Xeri:phnues, who held that the 
cr~ntradictiug him) t11;l;rt Xeno- e ~ r t h  from time t.0 timr: sank into 
pha~lev  supposed tba hrunan nice the sea, and v%s periodically 
to hitro been d e s t ~ y o d  a t  cnch formed ollew, and that  the  sun 



with his philosophic opinions through the doctrine thah 
the  one divine ewnce  is alone unchangeable, rvhiie 
everjthing earthly is subject to perpetual change.] 
Later write13 see In the inallmerable formations of tlie 
world an innumerable successiorl of worlds,' which is 
certainly incorrect ; get this stalcmexlt may hwe been 
dnc to the  theories of Xenophanes about the constclia- 
tionu. He reg:~rtled the sun, moon and s t a ~ s  (as well 
tlu the rainbow3 and other celestiid phenomena)," as 

an%l sLrrs move a f r r ~ h  each (lay 
and night, and again d i s ~ ~ > ~ e a r e d ,  
could ~ I R V C  eou:.eivrd this jyodd ;ti 
having h;id nn heginrring. Ho 
might SRS t.hat. the  All, i t ., t,hc 
co!lectire ma-a nf mntt.ar, h;td nu 
bcginiiil~g: but the form nssurn~rl 
by this matter he ~ n u b t  havc tup- 
pnwd ro ct~auge. A r i s ~ o ~ l e ,  there- 
fore, crruId cnt Ilnre ascribed t o  
him the doctrine of tlze eternity of 
tho world in  his (:lristotlc's) snnse. 
any nlore than  l o  Hernc1rir.u~ ;tnd 
Enlpedocles. Diog. (vide ih..a, 
nore 2) and Hippolytui: ( i . ~ .  t h c  
authors whom t h r : ~  f.mllow) Snd in 
him t h e  t l l e o ~  of many (succes- 
sire) worlds. 

We httre seen tlze snmo in 
Epichannus, p. 531, 1. 

hog. ix. 19 : ~dupous G';lrrst- 
pous b ~ a ~ a h h d r r u v s  6;. 111steaii of 
d ~ a p u h h .  Jiitrqten wads u l rc  brae.. 
Cohet napaAhdv~ovs. If me read 
d a u p a h h ~ ~ r ~ l u ~ ,  n.c mnke Serlu- 
pi~;tnes to ha re  held t,hut each suc- 
c ~ s z i ~ e  world v;is  exactly 11ke its 
predecessor, os tho Stoics thought 
(cf, Pt. i i .  a, 141, 2 ;\I: arcurdirlg 
to t h e  rearling of X a r s t ~ n  and 
Cubet, he must hare derlietl t h ~ u .  
Prob&bly both rentlings are incor- 
T P C ~ .  atld dsapahhd~crovs nr oiilc 

d i r ~ ~ a h h d ~ r o u s  may h ~ ~ a  been 

e r o l ~ e d  out of some unimport,;tnt 
rxprrs~ion br a lder  ~vriter who.  
when hs hcarrl of Xcuoplrdr~es' i u -  
m l m ~ r ~ b l e  worlds, inlrnediately 
rr~sheil to know how Ilc ~rpnrili!d 
the i-esrtl question of their likcliers 
or unlikclrcx~. con sir^, 1). 21, 
translates awuc-uh~darour as 'hi- 
n~ottle,' and undc-rstitnds hy the 
L T ~ I ~ O L  K ~ L T ~ O L  &aapdhhaltrol ~ i i e  
irnn1es6uritl>le s ~ ~ t s t r u e t u r o  of tile 
ehrth, which nn tur~ l ly  has no eun- 
car11 with e i t h t ~  view. Etub. EcZ. 
i. 406 {.r~iprtl, p, 261, !), and irfter 
t h o  sltmc a u t l ~ o r i t ~ ,  7hr:od. Cur. 
&. ,If. ic. 16, p. 45: e1:tas Xrrro- 
phnnes, Anttximnl~de~, Anaximc~~rs ,  
etc., anrl Democrin~s and Lpicurus 
together (without farther distinc- 
tinrl) as adherents ot the doc~rine 
of 1nnnrntlr:llrlc wnrli!s. 

"~r. 13 np. Bastarh. in I / .  xi. 
37, and of1tr;r 3chuli ; iuts  : 

4 St.nb. i. 580 ; PLac. iii. 3, 1 2  
{unlcr the title: ~ c p ;  x o p q ~ G v  r~ai 
~ ~ Y T T ~ Y T Y Y  K U ~  T&Y T O L O ~ T W P )  : . 
7tdv-ra 7d T O I ~ C T U  YE@&# X6rupW-  

f idvwu nua~i ,uaca 3) rrrubirara (n r~hw.  
Cf. l ' lac,  ii. 25, 2 ;  Siob. i. 510j, 



aggregalions of burning and luminorrs vapours, in n 
V O T ~  as fiery clouds,' which at their setting were extin- 
guished like embers, and at  their rising were kir~dled,~ 
or rather formed, anem; 3 this occurred likewise, he 
tholtght, in solar and l r~na r  ei:lip~es.~ These masses 
uf vapour (this is, at any rate, expressly said in regard 
to  the sun)  were n o t   upp posed t o  move in a circle 
zrriunil the earth, but in an endless straight linc above 

it ; and if the conrse appears t o  us circnlar, this is 
ouly an optical delusion, as in the case of the other 
c1ou:ls whicll, when they approach the zenitlz, seem t o  
our eycs to aaccnd, and when thy go urider the hkyixon, 
to  sink. It follows fro111 this that new stars muat he 
continuaily appearing LL~OIT  our horizon, and that  parts 
of t.he enrt,ll widely separated from eaeli other most be 
enlightened by different s u l ~ s  %and moons. 

Ccnccr~liofi lightning and the 
I!iuticuri, cf. Stul~. p, 314, 5 9 2 ;  
Plat. Ploc. ii. IS ; l;<~lcn, c. 1 3 ,  

1 8roh. FX. i. 52'1 Z, i~ v r q i v  
~ r r r t ~ ~ x ~ i v w u  eivar T B V  ~ A L C V  . . . 
~ ; r ; $ ~ z ~ r r o s  ;v 70;s q5wr1lto;s 7 i '~pa-  
~ E V  ~ r b v  'tjhrou ~ i v a r ,  ~ f r t : ?  Kcno- 
ph;cnos) ZK TI?~L~IWY ,U;Y TGY ITUYU- 

O ~ O ~ ~ O ~ ~ V W Y  ;K 75s iiypEr d y a 8 u p ~ d -  
ncws cvuaOpor[6v~wv 6; ~ b v  $h~cv.  
SimilwLy au t o  tllr rrloon, 1). 350. 
m + l ~ c  srlnje i? ahrart.cd in Hil~pul .  
I .  c .  ; Plur. rzp. Eus. i. c. ; Plac. ii. 
30, 2,  25, 2 ; Galell, H. ph t l .  c 14, 
1C. Instead of G y p i  ~ U R ~ U ~ L Z E I ~ ,  
{Men ha,& <qpol b.rpo;. Cf.on tllis 
pui~tt, Karatcn, p. llil sq. 

- dchiil. Tht. Isng. i s  A ~ a f .  t. 
11, p. 133  : K. 82 ~ d y ~ r r o h  2arCpar. 
$rc v c 9 l u  onvcoriivaa Sprdppwv re1 
a~Cvrvubar h.01 &rdrrrcrls~ 1;ud 
dv8oaaes ~ u l  $ 7 ~  ,U;Y ;ITTUYTLL~ +UY- 

radiar < x ~ ~ u  h i i a r u h ~ ~ ,  ZTE 8; 

ufliyvvvral ii6oawr. Somewhxt t u  
t,he ssme eifect, I'jtob. i ,  513 ; r im.  
I'liic. ii. 13, 7 ; Gnl on, c. 13, p. 
271 ; Theod. Crw. Gr. AX. ir. 1'3. 
p. 59 ; Plippol. I. c. : T ~ V  Bi fiXiov 
2~ p l ~ ~ 6 ~  T U P L ~ ; W P  & ~ p ~ ~ { ~ , ~ 6 ~ ~ ~  
yi?JcaOai ~48' E I C ~ C T ~ P  $,U~P[LY.  

Tide p. $74, 5. 
3tnS i. $2" 5SOc) Pilit. Plac. 

ii. 31, 4; Galen, c. 14, p. 375; 
SclroE. at1 Pluiu Rcp. 438 h (p. 
409 Bekk.). 

"811~h is t.hc inference from 
Btnb. i. 5 3  (Plt~c. ii. 2 1,7 ; Galtn, 
C. 111 ; E. T O A A O ~ S  E ~ V U L  $ A ~ U U S  K Q ~  

nchhr ar ~ a ~ k  s& rhil*u.ra 7 5 s  yii 
rra; .incr-ro#Ar l c e l  Cdaras, ~ a r h  6f 
7rIra kaaphv ~ K T ~ P T L I Y  T ~ Y  ~ ~ U K Q Y  E ~ S  
71va d ~ o r n ~ ; l v  7Gjs yes a b ~  u i ~ o u -  
p ; ~ l J ~  tip' +&Y, k;a1 O~;TYI ~ U T B P C L  
K E V C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ V T ~  ; K A E ~ $ ~ V  ~VO@U:VE V '  

6 $' a i r b r  TSU i j h ~ o ~  B ~ T  &TTIPOY p i v  
srpol'luar G U I C C ~ V  66i ~ v ~ X r ~ u ! 3 a i  61Ea 7 4 v  



As to the rest of the physicdl proposit,ions attributed 
to  Xeoopll:~nes, some, it is certain, do no t  belong t o  
him,l and others contain too little tha t  i s  characteristic 
of Iiis dochine, to rcq~lire particu1:~r mention.2 The 

&;rdrrrcr.irv. Ci. Dippol. I.. r .  : h s i -  
p?us fihiotrs d v o ~  fcak o~hhvar.  Tllxt 
Xi:nojd~nrrr,~: rrrillg en~ertuiued 
these no1 inns %-odd not, be nile- 
q:le.t,rly prover1 by s11cl1 r w r n t  and 
u11trurt~-orthg eridenee, if t,l~c 
agrserncl>t of all t l ~ ~ r e  cosrnoLigicii1 
indir;~iionri w1li1 thoit, peculiilr cha- 
saccpr be long i~g  lo rhr f irst child- 
Lo:irl of aatro:lornr; did not, much  
for t,heir truth. E ~ e n  tlic obrioas 
s n s p i r ~ o n  i r f  s:rme corrfnsion 1viLIi 
II~r:d~itu$ mast ~ ~ n i l ; l l  OII closer 
ezaminatiun. fur t lio ideas irf t.ht! 
t x 3  p l ~ i l o s ~ p l ~ e r ~ ,  rhougll in many 
resgw!,s srnnln~, h;we n l l ~ c l ~  that ir. 
e~.s<:niinlly r l j s t , i~~ct .  The re~nnrk 
01 I<nrstcn, p. iR7. th:~t, Xnlro- 
ptia~lsa cuuld not  hWc bclicrcd 
there were %evera,f S I ~ I I S  and moons 
ill t hc  hciicens ;tt the same time, 
nud I b l ~ t  coi~ser~uently this ~ t ; l l o -  
ment ~rlust  have nvi.~rn from a corl- 
fusior~ 11~tweeo H ; I ~ ' C I ' F S ~ T ~  su11r and 
Irlorns, R U ~  s n n ~  and n~oons side 
by GC[C with one u~~otl~rr.-is re -  
fi~t,erl hv r v l ~ t .  has h a m  said in the 
tcxt. Teichm~ilicr (Stud. z. Gcsnh.  
d .  Bap. 6111, ($21) observes that 
since the enrth, ncrirrdjng to Xenrl- 
phanas, was uirlilnihrd in R d o ~ r n -  
unrtl direc'.ion, the IIPRTCLIS eolbld 
not, ra,olr-c arot~nd it ,  anti c o n e  
queutlg Xel1nph;inrs mus t  hare  
deniccl t,hs mtation u! the hcassns, 
but this is not to t l ~ a  point. Tho 
intinitt. s x t e ~ ~ r ,  of tho earth {con- 
ceiccil as skapcd like n cylinder) 
downward, did nut. i~rtsxferc? with 
thc notion of t,he sbrs rr!vol~illg 
around it i n  orl)its ~ h i c h ,  some- 
times 'rising aburc the plitne of 

the l~orizon, sometimps sinkin: 
below it, t,urn a ~ o u n d  the es.rth 
l:~tt.r.~llv, pri>ridc.d only that  tl!t 
jnrlinxtioli of tilest, orbits i : ~  ro- 
p m ~ l  LO rllc bo~.leoii werc not 
s u r h  as to ruuse tile stars t o  go 
riscier the eilrtlr itsclf That t h e  
rc!rulntion ref t h e  hear eus is latern1 
was tlie opint)~i  alee of Xn:lxi- 
manes, An;tsagoras, Diogencs, and 
Ucmucritm. 

' Poi- ius ianc~,  the sbq-t.emtnt 
of the Pseudo-G:t!cn (H. i 'hi l .  c. 
13), that  l i r n i > l j h n n c s  trrliccr~li a l l  
the orbits of thr stars to lic i n  the 
sdme plnrtc ; in  crgnrrl to  a p:l+ 
s t q e  where Stoh. i. 514, and L'I-t. 
Pt'nc, ii. 15, hxrr nlorr currcct.:y 
Xenocrotcs instcad of Xenopll~nes, 
and t h e  sbscrtiou of Ciceru: Acud. 
ii. 39, 123, repclalcd by L~clari ; iu~,  
Irrstit. i i i .  25 ,  a n d  defendr:d by 
Coosin, 22, dlat the luoon rras mih 
by Xenopl:tmes to be inhahitsrl. 
Brm~diij, Cwiur~. 54, 5G, and l iar-  
hteir, p. 171, re~ntxrk that buth  
~ I ~ P S E  I L ~ I ~ ~ U ~ S  C O ~ ~ ~ U S C  Xenol1~1ilne.i: 
\%ith uther yl~iltrso~hers jn g. 
Anhxirnaudrir, h~raxt~goras, I ' I~ i lo -  
I.Ius!. 
' We are told that he nt.t,ri- 

h:ksd the s;ilt taste u f  sca wat,cr 
t o  i ts  mixture miLh terreetri:tl 
clements (Hippol .  1 .  c.) ; cltrut!~, 
rain, %lid vind, ho Ihooght., arose 
from THPOUIS, which tha SUII$ 11~ar 
caused to escape from the Eta 
(SCoL. ex1 ract-h from Joh . Damnsc. 
Pwd?,  i. 3 ; Fio~iJ. TO]. ix-. 151, 
Mein.;  Uiog. i a .  19); tbr moon 
shines by her umri light (Stob. i. 
5561, and has no influence on the 



ethical portions of his fragments cannot, strictly speak- 
ing, be inclnded in hiu philosophy, because admirable 
and philosophical as i a  t l ~ e  spirit revealed in them, lle 
never bruught his ethics into scient.ific connection with 
the universal bases of his cosmical theory. The poet 
censures the former luxury of ilia compatriots ; 1 he 
deplores on the other ha,nd t.hat bodily strengt.h and 
agility bring more honour to  a man t'hxn wisdom, which 
is far more valuable t.o the state ;"he disapproves oaths 
as a meizns of proof, because he sees i n  them a reward 
for godlessue~s.~ I-le advocates cheerful feasts, seasoned 
~ i t h  pious and instructive tall<, bu t  he condemns empty 
c.onversation, together with the mythical creations of 
thc  poets.4 Alt,hough this betrays the friend of science 
and the  enemy of mjthe, yet on the rvliijle these say- 
ings do 310'~ transcend the point of view of the pop111ar 
gnomic wisdom. It wc>uld be more important, were 
the  assertion correct, that  Xcrlophanes either wholly 
denied the pos~ibilit~y of knowledge, or restricted it, t o  
h e  doctrine of the Deity; or, as oI,I~crj: say, that Ile 
recognised the  t ruth  of t,he perception of reason only, 
and not of the perception of The expressions, 
eni7th ( ihid.  561) .  Tile soul, nc- Vit. P?d.  6. 11. B3O. 
cording tu  the arreient notion, lie ' 8'r. 19 , sp. ;lllier~. x. 113. 
crnieidercd to be air (Diog. ix. 19 ; a Arist. Rhd, i .  1 5 ,  1377 8, 19, 
ef.  Tart. De An. r. 43). R~,a~ td i s  of whit!) Kmsten must a r b i k i ~ p i l ~  
Cone7a. EJ. 37, 37, iieiIucc.j: rrr~rn make3 n j7crse. 
this p;t?sagc, nod Xen. Fr. 3, that ' Pr. 17, 21 ; ap. Athen, ii. 54 
Xer~oph;ines pl~cad. uoPr nlmre tha  e ; xi. 169 c .  7 8 9  n (I1186 Dind,), 
$u,y?, nad the i b p i v c s  A u r e  v o h ;  I)in,a. ix .  20 : cpqvl6i Zwrirur 
I>nt I cao fihd i t  neither In Jho- srp irovair~br  €hTc?~ivd~ardh~rr~ '  Jvar 
gcues nor XennpJutnrs, uor can 1 ndv~u, a h a ~ 8 ~ ~ r o s .  J/rid. ix 
aon+idcr it to lie the r ~ a l  doctrine 72 uf the Pyn hunisr s : ob pllv &A& 
of this philosopher. KR; E ~ ~ a + L i u n s ,  etd., K ~ T '  U ~ T U ~ S  ~ K E .  

1 F,-. 20, ap. Athsn. xii. 324 s r rxo l  sv~dvrrvtrrv. Di?j.mux. sp. 
b ; cf. the anecdotes, kp. Plut. Ds Siob. &1. ii. 14 : Xanopfianes f i r a t  



however, from which the statement is deri~ed have j,y 
no means this scope and compass. Xenophanes ob- 
serves t l ~ a t  tr~1t.h is only discovered by ddegrces.1 He 
thinks that perfect certainty of knowledge is not  pas- 
sible; if even a. mall sllould hit  upon the trut,h in a 
matter, he is never absolutely eert>ain that Ire h:is done 
so ; and, therefore, Xenopkancs designates his own 
views, c.rren on the  meightiest questiuns, mercly as pro- 
bakilitie~.~ But this modesty o f  the philosopher ought 
not t o  be mistaken for a sceptical theory, thongh i t  
taught that, iur #pa Bets piv oi8. Elefttics and M e s r i c s  i n  the  pro- 
T?Y d h f i t l ~ ~ u v ,  B ~ K O E  8' airri 76- position: 8eL .rhs giir oiaB4mcir  at 
T U K T I L L .  &xt. iv~Z?a. vii. 48, f: KU; 7hr p a v ~ a ~ i a r  rra.raiic;hhriv, 8; 
Fil 6veiAvv fikr air78 [rb ~ ~ r r S ~ r o v J  pdvov r$ Adyy I C I V T E ~ E ~ V .  I n  the 
~ E ~ ~ ~ V T S T E ,  elc. Silnilarly l'yrrh. utterancs af Sristohle with which 
ii. 18: &v BEVO*. P:V ~ a r d  .rrvas this passnge i s  cunnectrtl (tnfka, 
tia&u r d v r a  b ~ a ~ d h ~ r r a ,  etc. Ihid. 5 f?fdi.?8?~~) Melik51is alone IS in 
110 : Erv,s$. 8; ~ccrb  TO^ &S ~ T ~ ~ W S  q11e8til)n. I t  l~hsn l~eady  t i ~ e n  sSo51.11 
aCrbv Z{?2yuup;~ous . . . $aivc.rar (a. Ml.  1 ; SSR, 1) tha t  Arist. ,Wc- 
p$ ? r E ~ a v  ~ u r d h q $ l v  huarp~iu,  bkhh f<i,pA. iv. ti. Poet. 25 hni no councc- 
T$V d~ra+?~~ov t rc$v . rc  K U ~  & ~ I Y ; T W T P V ,  t ion v ith i ~ .  
A ~ o ~ t ; n c r  T+V 80[ur7YiTv, ACCO~Y~III:: Fr, 1 6  b ; Stob. Ed. i. 224 ; 
t o  t h , ~ ,  t~rld.; SenLus, Ilc wbuld hare Fhril. 39, 41 ;- 
n~ndr; hdyos 8o[au~bs the  criterion. as 101 dpXiir navra BGol Brqro7g 
Tfle fnrmer t.hoory is adopted I>y ;nibErtav .  
Rippol, '. ', : ''''' 'q' T ~ ! T o s  ~ p d ~ ' q d  [ q r o ~ v ~ c r  #+tvpiatcouair 
bxu+ah~$~av E?YUL n d u ~ w v ,  kplph, &cLtrvov. 
E:,:?. Fid. 1087 B: rluar 6; . . . 
0 6 6 ; ~  d ~ ~ t l i s ,  etc., and PluC. ;tp. Fr. 14, ap. Sext. I: c. :- 
F u c .  1. c.:  & T O + C L ~ Y C T ~ ~  8; leal ~ A S  Fa; Tb ,;" D ~ v  

0;71S ;Y+,P 
air8iju~rr +au6c;r ~ a i  ~at%hov ~ t v  Y ! p + l )  ,,ha/ ;orat 
rrb.ia;s uai c u t ~ E a r b u  h ~ y o r  zla@dA- EishS, d p l f i ;  ee;v TG inra A;yor 
ast ; t h c  second by Yroclus .in 2Fin. 
$8 E. J)issgrering tll botll, c; ydp Kd 7 k  pdALoTa 7 d X O I  . i6TF Ah- 

Timoa ceosnreu l i cnovh~nes  ( ~ i d e  rp;v,,,, <irhV, 
~dv:r.rl, p. 5tti ,  I)  f o ~  adllliLtillg on a27tr hpiir O;K O ~ a E .  adKUS 5 ,  2al 
the one lrlind r h u  incogld?;.,rLility of .r6rv,cTar 
thinzs, and an the u tha3  thr. uilily 
of Being; nnrl thc Hist. Phil. of (to have an opinion is free to ail), 
Galrn, c .  3.p. 234, sngs thc  r m c  of np. Fr. 15 ; Plut. Qtd Gonv, ix. 14, 
him. Aristoclct; 1:tslty (Eus. Pr. 7 : r a i r a  G ~ 6 d ~ o o ~ a r  pdv i o l ~ d r u  
li;u. xir. 17,  1 )  inclutles his TOTS dr+orm. 
of Fiew wit11 that  of the  othor 



arose, no cIonl)t, from a scrptical temperament. For 
the uncertainty of knowledge is n n t  here based 03 a 

general enquiry into the intellectnal kcu l ty  of man, it 
i a  simply ma.intained as the res~lll; of permnal experi- 
ence; consequel-itly, thn pbilzisopl~cl* is  not hindered, hy 
the eonsideri~tion of i t ,  from advancing his theological 
and pllys-i~al propositions with f t~l l  cnnriction. Even 
the later division of thc cognition of reason from the 
deceptive perception of sense has not been mi& as yA. 
p h i l n s o p h i c  thenries are place~I on an cqt~zlity ~ ~ i t , h  
a,ll other theories ; for this division is founded by the 
Rkat.ics on the denial of Hecoming and Pluralit.7 which 
the senses show us ; and t o  this denial, as we haye 
already seen, Xer~ophanes did not proceed.' 

This is othr:rwiue expliiined rrpcrrliuyru;7s d 3 e ~  not imply thct he 
11: Uo~~sin,  p. 48 sq.. al!d ljy Kor~l ,  J i r ~ i  m i r e d  a t  tba theory of the 
Brit?. 4 ;  X-finvpb. 13. Conwn unity of 13c1ng in his old nge, 
thinks that t,lre rcTsas of Xeno- hnvirig ~ r e s i u u s i ~  been a s~eptic, 
phanes refer to  thc polytheistic but  IhaL in spite of his age (UP also 
nvtionr of hi3 contempumr~es, R I I ~  from 'CIii: TVB~Z~I ICSS  of apt) h u  hiid 
that Xcnopl~~nes  WGY unly scepti- maintnined t I lc  stnndpoint o f  seep- 
cxl ill rngnrd to tbcsc.  R11t his tioiarn. This could n u t  h:~.-re hccn 
m r d s  seem to have rl more gencr:tl said i f  11e hwl brought forrrard his 
me:iniug, and bla oritiaismirf I~olT- doc t l i~~r :  of t he  Unity of BsinR a t  
thcisa~ cannot be called seeplicsl,  he same ri!>~e and in the aame 
as his attitutle is r ~ o t  unca~.tain to- poem, as thr? iltjtei.;mcpr; (q1:oled 
wards it, but hostile. Kcrn is of aborc) vh ich  hirro a sceptic.~l il l-  

opinion that Xenoph.znesdi.iti~~ctly terprstdition. He llimself, Fr. I 4  
erlunciated his doctrine of tha One ( r ide  previous ncrte). in t he  words 
only in his 1:iter Ilfe, after haying which suuntl most ~ c r l ~ t i a a l .  rel'e~s 
long c.nr~tented himself with dnubt- to  vhi t t  he ilad tsu~lzt  respecting 
iug the views of ot.hcrr, In sup- the god9 xud the xvorld (for even if 
port of thie., he :qipeals t.u Tiwon's &,up1 8eGv is primarily LO be coa- 
rrrscs, o.p, Scxt. Pymh. i. 224, which nectcd s i t  h ~16bs ,  tlre words ' C ~ I I -  

rep+e+or~ts h i m  s~ complnining: &s ccrning the gods, and concerningi~ll  
h-st lyhv  &$~hav sa,wrvoii vdov i cv r r -  of wllich T speak,' imply that he had 
ponGuar i P + o ~ s p r i B ~ e r r . r u s  Boniy 8' also spoken of the gods); we can- 
A d @  i(a?ra?$@qv m p r c ~ u y ~ v ~ s  b l w v  not, therefore, supprrse t ha t  his 
KU: & p ~ ~ B A P ~ ~ ~ o ~  (unrnindfi~l. pl*obi~- sceptical utterances belong t o  nn 
bly) d ~ d u q g  L T K E R T O ~ U Y ~ S .  i;mrQ Y&p, earhr  epoch thnn his doglnatical, 
ete. ( ~ i d e  sly. p. 562, 4). But 



There is all the less reason for ascribing to  him, as 
some of the ancient writers do, logical enquiries as well 
as physical,' or for classing him mi th  the later Erist i~s.~ 
Iris doctrine is rather Physics in the ancient and more 
comprehensive sense, aucl though it is far rcmowd 
from other pu.r.dy physical theories, yet its physical 
character comes out  so clearly, when we compare it with 
the more abstract gropositinnfi of Parmcnides, that it 
has been not inaptly described as t h e  link of transition 
from t h e  Ionian enquiry to  the completed Eleatic doc- 
trirre of pure Beings3 Xenophanes, according to  Theo- 
phrastus, was himself a disciple of Anaxirnander," and 
there is nothing against thc  thcory that he was first. in- 
duced by that  philosopher to  study the nature and causes 
of the wo~ld.  J t  is true that he followed his predeces- 
sor only in regard t o  a few comparatively subotdinat.~ 
points, whcrcas t.he main tendency of his thought pur- 
sued another course, and led to othcr rcsult,~. Like 
Anaximander, he slipposed the carth and its inhabi- 
tants to  hasre originat.ed from the drying up of the 
primitive slime ;" Anaximander held that t h e  universe 
alternately sprang from the primit,ive matter, and 

Gext,, ilfntlr. sii.  14 : 7Ljv 64 the y t e m  of Xanophaoes n unwn 
Grp~pij T+V $~rhoco$Lav L n o d ~ ~ c a ~ ;  of Ioni;tn and P.~th%=orexu cle- 
vwv 2. plv d Kunopdvros sb + v a i ~ r b s  menr.?, lint  he then log~c~l  rloctrinea 
gua ~ a l  A ~ L K ~ Y ,  hs ~ a u l  T L Y F S ~  of Xsuuphat~es aTe more likely tu  
fiwfipx~7~. 1 1 a ~  come from hirn to the Pyc11;r- 

Aristocles, ap. Ezae. Pi-. Ev. gurcans than vice vcrs&. The 
xi. 3, 1 : E.  B i  ual o i  h+ ~ K E L U O U  chronology allso i 3  nplnst, t11is 
*robs .?prm1xobs K L ~ U ~ ~ T F T  hdyavs thr~ory, espscrixlly if Cousin is right 
~ o h h u  p;v ;uiBahvv F h y y o ~  rds in  plitcing Xenophanes' birth iu 
+rhood$ors, oir p+r hdpiudiv y.L rrva t he  jear 617 n.c. 
/3ofiBslar. Gf. 1Iiog.i~. 21, quoted i n f i ,  

8 TIwnrIis, Gr.  i?k Phil. i. Pnmn., note 1. 
359. The rim of Cousin is less Cf. p. 569, with p. 268, 251, 1. 
correct (d. o. p. 40,46). us sees in , 
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returned to  it again, and Xenophanes taught the same 
in regard t o  the earth, which for him is the most im- 
porhut part of the universe. His opinion that the  
hcrtvenly bodies are merely masses of vapour re~ninds 
us of the earlier doctrine thab their fires are nourished 
by the exhalations of the earth and the infinite 
extension of t h e  earth beneath, and the air above: 
recalls the ~inlirnitedncss of Anaimandex's primitive 
matter. But the theories of Xenophanes about the 
universe generally are widely different from the a~stern 
of Anaximauder. Anuximander makes, a t  any rate, an 
attempt to  explain the formation and constitution of 
the universe in a physical manner. Of Xenophanes we 
are t d d  nothing of the kind, and his conception of the 
stars shows clearly how little the naturalistic treatment 
of phenomena suited his mental tendency. He enquires, 
indeed, concerning the principle of things, but  the 
enquiry immediately takes a theological turn, leading 
him t~ t es t  the emrent opinions concerning the beings 
in whom the ultimate cause is usually sought,-to the 
criticism of hhe belief in gods-and thus to  the  thought 
of the Onc eternal unchangeable Being who is not to 
be compared with any finite thing. His philosophy is 
only naturalistic in regard to i t s  point of departure; 
in its development it becomes a theological metaphy- 

' Cf. p. 262. 
According t o  the Plae. ji .  25,  

2, Xenophanes t.liou~&t t,lle monn 
a viqoo amthqp~vov,  aud that  

the cornets and similar pheuon~ena 
were arhi$m~a V E C $ ~ Y ,  in the same 
way that Aneximander, according 
t o  Slob. Eel. i. 510, ~ e g n d d  the 
stars as ~ i h j i i r a ~ a  Lipor. This aeemg 

to  me of little consequence ; for we 
d n  not k n o ~  whcther Xsnophanes 
himself used the expression; and 
if he djd, his meaning could not 
hnre bccn the same 8 6  Annximan- 
dar's. He meant a firm con~binrt. 
tivn, aud Anaximander merely a 
loosc nggr~gation. 

Sup. p. 565, 5. 



sic.' Rut since the primitive essence is not apprehencled 
in a p r e l ~  metaphysical manner as Bcing witkiout 
further specific determination, hut theoIogicalIy as the 
Deity, or as the divine spiiit ruling in the  universe, 
Xeuophanes is not obliged t o  dispute the reality of the 
Mang and the changeable, or to  declare the pbcno- 
menon to be a deceptive appearance. He says, it is 
true, that  evcry thing in i ts  deepest principle is eternal 
and One, but he  does not deny that, side by side with 
t he  One, there exists tl plurality r ~ f  derived and trwlsitory 
things ; and he passes over, tpparent,ly without observing 
it, the difficulty which, from his own point of siew, is 
involved iu this theory and the problem which it pro- 
poses for enquiry. Faxmenides was tbc first who recog- 

1 Teichmiiller (Stud. z. Gcmh. the rcry f e l ~  physirdd prtrpnsitions 
d .  Bcp-. 612) is so far qnito right chat hare come down to us. Eren 
in his rernnrk that  'metaphysics Ausxirnandi=ris dntipov is in no way 
-4th Xonnyhanew sprar1g, not from cunnechd with ~ h r m .  Teid>mfiller 
the consideration of nature, but (p. fi20 sq.) indeed think& that  
from the conflicts of Reason airh Xcnophancs denied the movement 
t h e  existing tjheolri,y.' Orily it is of the unirers~, Lucsuae tLecirmlar 
rather inconsistent with this that !notion nscribed to it by Adnaxi- 
wc should be told also, in rolntinn rnn,nder \vould only hc possible if 
to X ~ ~ ~ o p h a n ~ s  (ihirl. 620,  598). the e;irth hung in the midst of [.he 
'If we wuulrl ~mderstand the me&- air, and this seemed to him rn~lch 
physics of the ancimtphilosophers. too improbable. T h e  idea appears 
we must first study their throries to me far-fetc.hcd, and it h ~ s  two 
of n:~ture,' Even iri itsalf, ns it consider~tioos upinst iii-1, that 
seenirj to me, this is Xeuophnnea (as ubvsrved on p. 
not nr~iversally trne of the yre- 570, I), though he denied the crea- 
Scicraties (it  is only in s cmtain tion and de~t~~trct jou o f  the world, 
sense that we can necriba t,o thcm yet express'g mhinttlined prriatii- 
any distinctiou betwcnn metnphy- cttl change in its conditions ; nnd 2, 
sics and natural enquiries at all) ; that Anaximander (cf. p, 252, l )did 
and among thuse tu wlio~ll it ifi in- not believe in a circular movement 
applicable, I nhould name Pannc- of the tmiverse, and the rotetion nf 
 idea, Heracleitus, andSsnoph;ines. thc henuens, which, hc taught, would 
I cannot discover from 'I'eichmul- be quite compatible with the un- 
Icr's exponi tion in what nmanaer his limitedness of the subterranean 
theoriea of the Deity and the unity region of the earth (cf. p. 572, 5).  
of tho world can have arisen out of 
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nised thjs, and who carried out; the  Eleatic doctrine in 
opposit.ion to  the popuIar notions with logical consis- 
tency, and rcgardlcss of results. 

T f i ~  grcnk advance msde by the Elcatic philosophy in 
Parrnenides ultimately consists in this, that the unity 

1 Parrncnides of Elos the is ~pokcn of as synonymous wilh 
son of Yyres or Pyr rhe~ ,  Then- the  Pythagorean (Cobas, Tnh. c. 
phrast, np, Alex. am ,%Fefop?h. i. 3, 2: naRaydpc16r rtvrc ~ a l  nupp~tcviSaor 
9 6 4  tr, 1; T1ing.i~. 21; Saitl.srdj vvoc.; d ~ ~ h w r r ~ s  P;ov). 111 his ph i io~u~hic  
Theud. Cur. Gr. aJ iv. 7, p. 67:  opiniuns. however, he mostlv re- 
dsn  ap: Diog. ix. 25, where ( A G -  seinhld Xer~o~hanes,whose schnl:w 
tulrllng to the usual rcading) he and acquuintsnce he is asserted to 
in c:tlled the son of Teleutgoras ; hare been, thongh lrss decidedly 
whether, with Cobet, who may or hy Arisrot.lc (LW~lnplr.  i. 5,  YSF h, 
rrlay not br: fnllawing the eiiider~ce 23: 6 yt?p !,. ~n;.rov hlyc.rai paOq- 
<)f >IS$., v c  omit tile words lTfipv- 745) than by otherr : Plul .  ap. Eus. 
TLIS T ~ Y  6; ~ E I ~ ~ F V ~ ~ ~ I I ,  or with Pr. Kt). i. 8, 5 ,  1:~s. ibid. xir. 17,  
K t ,  1 .  G .  . . 1 ,  3 10. cf'. x, 14, 15 ; Clem. ~7f~fl .o~i.  i. 
alter the i r  psition thus  : Z6vwv SO1 U ; Diog. I .  L..; Sirn1~l. P h ~ g .  2 
' ~ h c d ~ r n s ~ ~ o ~ u ~ ' A * 0 h h d 8 ~ p b ~  rpnarr s ; Sext. .iWatA. rii. 111 ; Suid. 
~ i ~ ~ v a i  l u  X p o v r a ~ i s  +;UEI p&r Trhcv- I Iapp . ;  on the othcr h a d ,  Theo- 
~ a y d p o v ,  Oturr 61 f lapp~vfRau.  ~ b v  6: pllra~t. l ip .  ACP? I. c. snys ollly : 
~1up,uduI8gv Xdpq7o~. Hc CallITI0 0f 7 0 6 ~ ~  [ZEYO~,~~YFL] ; ~ ~ L ~ F Y ~ , U C ~ O S  

a wealtlty and distinguished nupp, 110 colild not, however, 
family, and we art! told iirot lisle r r m d i n ~ d  sllogether uaic- 
joined the I'ythagoreans, At the quilintedmith him, as both lired to- 
inuhance of Amsiniiis, tho l'ytl~a- gcthcr for somo time in Elsa .  The 
gurean. he emliraccd the philosa- twoasserrinlis aro compatible, if we 
phic life, sad couceix-ed such a euppase Parmenides to have been 
rcneritt.ion for Dioclr~ites, likewiaa closely and per~onaUy connwted 
a Pvthngorean, thaL hc crcctrrl a, with the Ppthagnreans, aiid to 
+ p i o v  to  him at h i e  dcstl-i (Sotion have le~rnpd much from them in 
ap. Diog, b. c.). By mvre recent regar? t o  hiu moral life; but ill 

nurhn~s he is I~imself called a I'y- regard to his philcsophic con~ie- 
th;~garean (SLrabo, 27, I ,  1,  p. 232 :  t,iou. t o  hnrc been chiefly in- 
' E ~ i a v  . . ks IIapuw;Ggs t rd  flucnccd by Xenophanes, and, like 
ZBvwu ty lvovro  &vbprr nv8aydpsioi. Empedncles, to have approaed of 
C~llimaehus ap. f r d ,  in Pmni. the  Pythagorean Iife, but  not to 
t .  iv. 6 Coaa. ; Inmhl. V. P. 287, have been sa rtdh~rent of the Py- 
of. 166 ; Anon. Phot. Cud. 249, p. thagorcan system. {This i s  pro- 
439 a, Xi), and x Parmenidean life bably t he  meaning of Diogenes, 



of all Being, the fundamental idea of the Eleaticu, was 

apprehended by him ill a ruueh more definite manner 

8. c., whcn he says: 8 ~ ~ 9  8' o k  
drohrcrs tai  Z E ~ O ~ ~ - V O U P  $irohnh- 
Bqs~r a h y ,  ;lrohouOtb desighating 
here, as xlsn in mflat follows, inti-  
mate nnd rc1:ttion.) On 
the  other liarid, it, is. inco~~sjs tent  
wit11 d l  that wt) know as to t,lte 
datc of  he tvo philusupl~ers, rllitt 
P~trnienides should hare been 
tnughc by Anazimander. Whm, 
therefow, Din?. 1.  u. says : nap,u~- 
ri6qr Grhunua~ B ~ ~ u + d u o u s ,  TOFTOV 
@ ~ b @ ~ a a r o s  2v 75 ~ T L T Q U ~ ~  ' k v e t i -  
~ U P ~ P U U  &YOGULL, +OGTOY must 
nut ha applicd t o  Par~neriider, but 
to Xcoophanes ; and m h e ~ ~  >Suidna 
s&ys of P:brn~~aidch that,  acc.nrding 
t o  Theophlrstus, he was a discip!e 
or" Anaxi~i~ander. he has. evidently 
misunrlarstocd the pussage of Ding. 
which hc q~lotcs.  Thcrz i~ a sur- 
prising statement (cf. IrI;irc. Ca- 
pclla. De3dtph. 11f.eL Ir. I .  4) I,y sum8 
sthobsties that Partnellideu learned 
logic aiirl astrnllon~y rn Egypt, on 
which cf: Srandis, Con~m. 172; 
Xar?t.en, y. 11 sq., AGt~cefi ct Ex- 
t ixi ls des .Wuttuscrit.~, t, xx, b, 12 
(fmm ntrmigiufi of ~ l l ~ r c r r i . )  ; cf .  
Sch.i;E. ifr Arbt. 533 a, 18 sqp. l'lla 
time st which Pcrrnellides lived 
ia, indee;l, known i n  geneml, Imt 
to fix i t  precisely is di&mlt. 
Diog. ix. 23, plac~s his prime 
(duubtleus nft,er Xpuilnciorus) in 
the 69th Olpmpind (501-500 R c.), 
and, tbercforn, to as.;@ t h o  79 t.h 
(in accordance with ScaIiger ap. 
Karsten, p 6 ; Fillleliurn, Ztiir. vi, 
9 sq. ; Rtallhanm Plst.  Yarm 24 
A sq. ; 7ILemk. 1 8 5  E. Sup/L. 317 
C) appears to me exceedingly 
l~wwdous. Whet,l~er Apollodurus, 
however, founde his c a l c ~ ~ l a t i o ~ ~  on 
definite data, i ~ ~ d  not me~clg (as 

Diels think8 (Eh. ~Wtts. xxxi. 34 
sq.), on tho  general synrhronism 
a j t , h  Heraditus. is uncertain. On 
the other hand, Plato (Parm. 127 
A c-q.; T/&set. 183 E: Saph. 217 
C) represents Socr~te s  in r e ~ y  
e :~ r iy  gooth (otpdFpa vios) as meet- 
ing Parmenides ar,d Zen0 in 
d t l i a l ~ ~ ,  Parmenides being then 
about 05, and Zeao :tLoat 1 0 :  and 
on this occasion tho djdectic dis- 
cussions in  the didoguc hearing 
his nama are  pldiced in t,he mouth 
of Parme~lideu. Supposing So- 
cratts at that, cdnte to have FICPII 
ouly 15, we should have the  year 
nr^P%rmeoides' birth in 519 or  520 
LC'. If, with Grate (Hid.  qf GT. . . . 
v111. 145 q, "[I. of 1872). w e  
nx~ign i l s  t hc  &?LC of the dialogue 
448 KC:., we should get 51 3 B.C. If 
vith Heilnnllo (De Theorin Bel. 7 ;  
Be Pkilos. Inn. .Rfatt, 1 I), me ac- 
cept t,Ili? remark of Synesius Cidu. 
fl,~;:~cnrn. c. 17) thltt Socsatss was 35 
y e x s  old, as historical evidence,. 
we t;hould get 5111 B.C. Rut, there 
r &  not,ltjng to juatify our accepting 
this Platonic exposition ss hivtori- 
crtl erfideacc. EVPL~ Athen. ix. 
.i05 sg. and Marmbius, Sot. i .  1 ,  
questinn its chroni~logical nccurncy. 
.Fnr ~f the cunle~ 1; of the cunrer- 
sationa mid to  have bean held bs- 
tween Bopr;ctns ant1 Pnmmeuidex 
m e  n o t  historical;-if tho gist of 
thr. Platonic stury,viz., the definite 
scientific jnJ lralice vf Parmenidea 
upon Soeretos, must curtain'ly be 
rn inrentfall, why should not its 
fiettlng, the  neet ti^^:: of t.he tmu men, 
and the more q~ecific circtirnstancea 
of this mcr.ting, to whjch their 
part,icolar apes at that time be- 
long, be also an inuentjvn ? This 



than l>y Xenophanes, and that it was based upon the 
concepb of Being. Xenophanes, together with the 

would not make Flato guilty of a 
' deliberate Fdschood' (Rrantlir;, i. 
376) in  the oue cnae nloro than ill 

the o t h e r ;  o~ l~erwis r  rve u1~1st 
also conrl~rnn tllc a p p ~ e n t :  cir- 
cumstnnti&lity of the openings 
of the h61~yw(z6 ,  Tl~e~~tci!~, Sym- 
pos i t~n~ ,  and nthcr dialogues as 
falsehirod. The pueticnl llcrnea is 
equally great ia both inutauces. 
Aibexti ( S o z ~ a t n s ,  p. 16 sq.) is of 
vpilliou that Flab did not  so 
entirely renourlce the laxs of yro- 
bability as to  make his fictions 
wutain Ilistoric~l imposxihiiit.ics, 
Ln reply to this,  w e  need o111y ask, 
%'hat, then, are t ~ l l  the uunlewuu 
slid striking hnaohrouisms in  
Yiiltn'b (lislngues (rf. ZSIIC~; Abh. h 
aerl. Acnd. 1873 ; fliat. P;~ilril. Kt. 
79 sqq ) but hist,oric;ll impossi- 
bilities? ?Vl~at can be ~ o n c e i ~ e d  
mare irnprobalilc than t!~at. So- 
crataa srld the E 1 e ~ t . i ~  p h i l o s o p l i ~ ~ ~  
hcld all the conrorsn~t~ions wh:cl~ 
Pl~to pub into their mouths? 
How (lo wo know t h a t  Pleto and 
11 is disciples were sufficienl.ly ac- 
rlu:lintcrd with the precise ehl-an* 
lo:y of Parmenidcs to mike t,hesc 
st;ttements, rhou~l l  I,Ilny may have 
beeu invented, appear i r~~~oaa ib le  to 
thorn?  Why, litstly. ~lluurd Phl.o 
hsre hhesitated to rrprosnnt Pnr- 
meniika as younger than he rcn.lly 
wits, while he makes 5:1lun, in a 
sirnllar case, and with the salno 
appearance of historim1 eoractibude 
[Tdn~ .  20 E; sqq.), nt least. twenqy 
yeam too younfi ? There wo~rlcl ho 
amply sufficient motire for P!at.ds 
expoqition even if ,  i n  fi~ct,  Par- 
nrellides never mct &%crates, or 
cnina t o  Attims (a p i n t  we cxn- 
not decide). To explain t o  his 

disciples thc  re1:latioo of the EIeatic 
S Y ~ L R ~  to his. own* it necessary 
t!lat. soerat,es siloulrl I,o ronfmnted 
with the teachers of the Elcntic 
doctrine, aud, preferably, wi th  the 
head of tlre school; and if unce 
this were  don^, clie 17cst iueritsbiy 
follows. (Cf. Steinhart, Nnio's 
W ~ T ~ C P ,  iii. 24 sqq. ; and Zcllcr. 
Ahhnndt~ry,  p. 82 sqq.) Tkc histo- 
rirxl iiccuriicy OE ttib Platonic cx- 
positiun rv..~.; at f i r a t  defended Ly 
Sternllax:, d i g .  Eitc. v. Lrsch. zlnd 
Oi~iibm: ~ n c t .  iii. B, xii. 533.sq., 
and by mys~l f ,  P h i .  Bud .  131. In 
i t s  filvuur, uids Gchlaierma&er, 
PEato's IT. W. i. 3, 99 ; I<n r s t e~~ ,  
Par))z. 4 ~ q .  ; Brandis, k .  8. ; Nul- 
lach, F~a.y~n. Pkilo.~. Gr. i. 109: 
Scl~ueter, Hwuklii. 308, &c. 
Coaqia, PFngm. Phibs. i, 51 sq., 
would, at any yate, hold to the 
presence uf the t x o  Eleatics in 
Athens, though he fixes t11lcir date 
in 01. 79, and gives up tllcir eun- 
rersati~n wit11 Soc;~:ses. Sch;tar- 
schinidt dues t l l p  same, whilo 
mutesting the gelluineness of the 
Parrnenides. Perhaps the state- 
ments of Eusebius, Clbrmr. OI. 
80, 4, and Syilcellua, 254 C, a r e  
traos&Llle t o  P1:~to : these place 
Parmet~ides, tuget.her wit,h, EIIIFF- 
duclcs, Zcno, and Hernclo~r,us, In 

the period mentioned. On the 
ot,her hand, Ens. (ll. 8 G ;  SYl'ic. 2;17 
C, make him eren 26 years IaLcr, 
cunt.elnporary wit11 Deinocritus, 
Gurgixs, Yrodicns, and Hippi:rs. 
TTe knun nothing mvre of the 
life of P ~ r ~ n e r ~ i d e s ,  cxeept that 
be g a ~ o  L%US tn the Elcxns 
(Speusippus ap. Uiog. in. 28 ; cf. 
fitrabu, 1. c.), which they snore 
afresh erery yeix to obey (Flub. 



unity OE the  world-forming force or deity, had also 
maintained the unity of the world; bllt he had not II 
therefore d eqied n e , i ~ ~ ~ - J ~ ~ - & ~ ; & k ~ y ~ t & g x ~ t ~  
p- 

o a t i c u l a r  existuices. P-.e 
All in itseIf can only hc e ~ a c e i ~ r e d  ;+sNcne, b~cause all - - .-rn,- -# -8%- 7 7  *-*"-"* 

that exists is_.,jijLk sssrp  the_ ?gge.  But for this 
reason he will admit notlling besides this One to be a 
Adv. Col. 32, 3, p. 1116). It does Diogfines ir. 32, doubted 'its 
not fullow, however, from thiii that  getltilnencss; but that is unr:ortai;l 
6t; only appliail himself to plrilo- and unirnpvktxnt for up. The tirle 
3opl1y ill his later lifo (Steinhart, rep :  pihaew~, which cannot with 
A. &rc. 1. c. 234), which is nut cerkainty bo deduced from Theoph. 
asserLed by any of our authoritieu, ap. Diog. viii. 55, is asmibed to 
Tho opinirni of noutingcr (Gesch. the. work by Best. Math. rii. 111 ; 
d. PhiIo8, i. a, 368 sqq.), t.h&t he Simpl. De Cmb, 249 6, 38 ; SrBnb 
wasorigtndly :t Pl~yyaicist, and WLLS in ArisZ. 508 a, 38, and others. 
first led to his doctrine of the One Forph. A>~tr .  -43mpB. c. 22, calls it 
by dnxxagorus, is as coIlcrary t o  + u o l ~ b v ;  Suid;rs guurohoyfa; the 
chronological po~sibility , ~ s  to  tho Platonic designation r ~ p l r G r  6 v ~ w r  
intcrnnl. rehzioo of tlte two sgs- ~ Y T W Y  (Prwl. itt Tim. 6 A, cf. 
terns. All antiquit.y is uuanirnous Simpl. Phys. 9 a) refers u111y to the 
in p~y ing  horn~tge to the personal first part; tlie ~ o ~ , u o h o y l a  (Pint. 
and philosophical character of Par- ililtaior. 13, 11, p. 751;) to the 
menidrs. Tho Bl&,jc in. Plato, second. Thcse two parts F a  shall 
PpF. 237 A, calls him fluppevl6qs dincuss furtlier on. The s~atement 
u p ~ y a s ;  SOC~BLBS SBYY ~f h i m  in  Lhaf Pnrmenidss alao wrote in 
T/~c&l. 183 E : U. 6kW,uoi +at*~.rat, proso (Suidas, sub W E . )  is no doubt 
~b T O G  'Opfipov, aiBa7ds TE spa F F L V ~ S  h~etld upon R misunde~stailding of 
. re .  . . uai poi Eqpq ..?doos T L  i y ~ l v  ~ h d t  Ela~o says in S u p k ,  237 a. 
~ a u r d w a a r  Y E P P ~ L O V :  1u Puwd. 18T The ~ u ~ ~ o s e d  probe fragment i n  
R, he  is d-scribed ns an old mnn Eimpl. P/$,ys. 78, is corta~nly spu- 
of 11ohle appearance ; and Arktotre, rious. Theencientk recognised onlp 
MctupA. i. 3, 936 b, 25, g i r ~ s  him olle work of this philo~iopher, rids 
deciiledIy the prefereltee scieittific Ding. Pvcam. 16; Plato, P w m .  
ally tu Xenopliaues and BIelissus; 128 A, C ;  The~pbr. sp. Diog. v i i i  
l io t  to  rnezltiun more rocent aut11ur~~ b5 ; Clarnens, 8t~om. v. 552 C; 
Parmenides expounded his pbilo- Simpl. P!rys. 3 1  a. Opinions ns to 
sophic upinions i n  a, didactic poorn, the artistin ob:rr:%oter of the work 
fragments of which have been col- are  t o  bc found i n  Cic. Acad, ii. 
lcetc~l wd csplaiiled hy writers 23, 71 ; Plut. De Atd. $0. C. 2 ; Be 
mentioned szp. p. 334, 3, ruil abv Alsdiwdo, c, 13 (p. 16, 453; Procl. 
by Theud. Vatke, Paw?. Yel. D o c  in. P Q T ~ .  iv. 62 Crrus. Flirther da- 
triatz (Red. 1864), and by H. tails scspectiug tlie work and i t s  
Stein, Sgmh. Philol. Bonnens. 763 histury are given, sp.  Karsten, L c. 
spg. Callimachuv, accordir~g to 16 qq. 



o m  as little exist 
or conceived; .and i t  is the 

incomprehensible error, t o  

of their undeuialrle 
difference, -. . as the same.' This once recognised, every- 

. L  " I . .  - L  ..: . ,&, . ,  

1 Puma. v. 33 :- a i r~&.~  :mi~' &nb T ~ S ,  4)v 6h Dpo7ol 

F; S1 Ly3 ;y&v +Cw, udpsar Bi nb '""" 
pCRov h~oiuas, whd{uwa; B I ~ p a y o i .  dr7jl/wiq -y&p dv 

dilFrpd8olpo9var S~[$~lcrrd~ ~ i u r  vo?ual. u'7'p 
3S. ;I p;Y, B~~~ g flT,V jb ~ T $ ~ E ? T ~ V  io:vdi n h a y m b v  vdov. u i  Sb 

Furr ji+ eivat, +op<;v.rsr 
xcroo;r zcTL KihlvoeJ, knToEifl ?hp ~ w @ o i  %@r .ru!,hai 7~ -fl?rrbsss, 

fjaq8~i. ~ I C ~ I ' T ~  $iha, 
sj 6) hs o;K ;hTrv Ma; hs XPEdV ,075 7 b  T ~ A F I Y  IF lid o h  s i ~ u r  ~ a t r b v  

dv~r E ~ V C L I ,  
v<udptu+ar 

+,, 8; ToL $pdpW rravPPrlelll iPPF,, H' 0; 74;7bv, ~ V T W V  8: ~ a h i w ~ o ~ d ~  
drupirdv~ &rr K i ~ r u f l v s .  

D ~ T E  ybp hu yvotqs ~d ye pR ;bv, o; V. :- 
yhP &+LHT~V (al. dvvrm2rv), 

40. o;rc gbpdoarr. 7b 7&p atrb pu~?,, 06 3%' P ~ T E  ~ o i i ~ o  S ~ $ J ,   bar fi* 
;a.rlv .rc K@; dvar. Idvru 

~ h ~ t  does not mean, howoTer, {This verse I ilgrpn with Mullnch 
c ~ h i ~ k i ~ ~  and ~~i~~ tlIo same ; 111 placing here. E i s  enumeration 

tke shows krrv is  to differuflmm that of Xarster~ by one. 
be read, and the tra~lslation should 1" tto tJlc ro~jain$, 70670 8ads 

; yor the same thilTg seems to  ma the most proba- 
bR +hougl,t and be,' only ble, xccnrdibg to Oergk's ohuerva- 

that alzieh c;ln be, can b8 +hollg~,t, tions, Zcikular. ji2r AZteriRrcmsw. 
1'. 43  : XP$ Tb h;TE,V Tb voejv 7b aY 1834, p .233 .  Stein, l ,  8. 482,pi-e- 
$pPevar. ($0 Simpl. Phy.  19 H : f e r " ~ ~ ~ . )  
Nullacl~ prcfe.r.rs ~ ; ~ e l v  TF W C ~ V  T' EI&& ub ~ 9 ~ 8 '  69' 6809 B I ~ ~ ~ U L O P  
;ON &,u. Stejn's reading is s t i l l  

lipyc rd7pa, 
i  simple^ Xp4j ~b A ~ E I P  ~b voGv ;va 

\ ibv gppsvar. Grauert, up, nmndjs, dC sohd?r'l~uv K'T' 

: i. 379, reads : xpfi U E  hiyctv.rt vot?~, 
7 f i u 6 s  BtduBc, 

1 T', &V & ~ C Y R I ,  or, XPQ r e  h 4 - p ~ .  
$5. uwp#y &aironov d ~ p a  ~ a l  t ~ f i s u -  

; IL i6 irnF~ssik~h to decide with cer- Kai 7zr~$: pTval 8k AdTv Toh4- 
1 tainty, hs me do not know the con- 

nection i n  which these verscrs B'p'V 
originally stood). 

q + C B ~ V  p v g i ~ ~ a ,  @YOS 6' &I pijeo~ 
d8oiu 

rkp f ~ a ~  h a h r c r a i ,  ;s <a.riv. 
fiq8kv 6' O ~ K  I ~ U U L . T ~  ~d uc ppd~cu6~1 

d v q r  The fundamental .idea in this do- 
45. ~ ~ B T P Y  ~ijur c+' dBuC Bt&u:or monser;ition is exprwsd hy Aris 

~rpye uhw, totle, Phya. i. 3, IS7 a, I ;  of. 186 



t,hing eIse follows by sirnpIe inference.' Being cannot 
begin, or cease t o  exist, It was not., it  ill not he, bnt 
it k, in a full undivided Present.' U7hence could it 
have been derived ? Out uf non-Being? But non- 
Being does not exist, and canllot produce nngthing. 
Out of Being ? This cnrlld not produce anything ex- 
cept itself. And the same holds good of de~tnlct ion.~ 
Speaking generally, however, what has been or mill I)e 
its not; but it cannot be said of Bcing that it is qA.4 

a, 22 sqq. in  the proposition, ;TI 

rrdvrtl f-v, ci ~b tv $Y N ~ ~ L L ~ Y B .  

Eimilarly ThaoulzrasLus and Eadc- 
mus, p. 474. 1, third edition. 

Verse 58 :- 

E U V F X ; ~  denotes, as is clear from V. 
r 78 syq , the und~vlded ; and in this 

pl.we, not thp undivided i f i a a ~ q b u t  
i7c time. Begg is ~~1d.wided ; there- 
K < n o  Dar t  of its existence tau lie 
in tile f i tnre  or in the past. 

3 V. 62 :- 

r i a ~  yAp yCuljv 8r(fiu~rr ajroD ; 
Gj usdkv a@q8iv ; o h '  ZK p+ ; $ Y T ~ S  

2duw 
@licr%ar a' o&Fk PO&' 06 yZ'p +rbv 

0b8; V ~ T ~ V  

85. k ~ r v  h w s  obn hrr -  71 6' iir pu 
*ui ~pks $pvev 

8 w ~ p o r  4 ?rpduOsv TOG p$crhr &pf& 
PEVVY +id ; 

o h u r  4 adPxarr~;Arfier ~ p ~ d v  r'urrv 
q oi f t l .  

ow TOT' &K 705 6 6 1 ~ ~ s  & $ f i ~ € f  
niunos irxbs 

7 1 y ~ ~ ~ e d  T L  wop' a h .  70; GYVEKFY 
(Preller ~ R Y  this instcad of 
su6wrcav. &st. PhE. p. 93) 

oGre ~ / e v i u O a ~  

o f i '  8hhub8cr~ B v j l a ~  %KT. I n  8. 
66, r o c  ~ ~ 7 6 .  dp[ n1e:tns ' bqinniiiy 
from nothing.' 9011 1 t:rketo bc 
m~~itmctio~i u f  @GVLII ,  g o ~ e ~ n e d  by 
&pew. i'ntke, I c. 49, and nppa- 
rantlv Prellor, Phil, h.. f im.  NO. 
14,5, -make it a pwticiple, which 
pausas difficvItg i n  tho  construc- 
tion. 

+ V. 71 :- 

i 8; ~ ~ ; ~ i s  xtp; roirrwv ;v 748' &- 
T I Y '  

;a.prv 9 o h  FUTLV. K C ' U P L T ~ ~  8' a&, 
Bump bvdyrtq, 

l @ v  O Y ~ ~ J T O P ,  AUGIYU~~LIU,  0; 

-fhf .pbhrla;ls 
; U T ~  46bs rAu 6' &TI ?riAfrv KU; 

<rfi.rvlhor, trw.ar. . , 
75. T&S 8' hv & r ~ r r a  xf'hor TL gdv 

X$E 6~ KE ~ { V O ~ T O  ; 
sf YF ;VOLT' O;K ;u$, o G ~  €1 7rm6 

pinh.i SrenBcu. 
TBS Y ~ Y C ~ L S  & I T ~ U B E U ~ I  kui &TI- 

UTVS #heBpos. 

On accoont of this denial of Be- 
coming, Plato ('l%crei. 181 A> a!ilIll~ 



Being is moreover indivisible ; for there, is momhere 
anything., di~.tbct £ r m  it By which i;t;&.x& might be -- di:laided : all q ~ ~ e  is-filled-by .Eeiqg alone.' I t  IS im- 
movable, i n  one place, for itself and identical with 
itself; "ncl since it cannot he incomplete or defective, 
it must be 1imiteci.a Nor is Thought separate from 
Being ; for there is nothing outside Being, and all 

the  Elentics oi TOG ;?Lou a r a r r i @ r a t  ; 
sud Aristotle, according tn Sext. 
Mulh, x. 46, drsignatoa them ar 
u ~ a r ~ d r a ~ ~ j l s  cpba~ws ~ a l  b r p ~ r ~ ~ o u s .  
Ci. wllat js cited from Arlslotle, 
p. 587, & and f ~ o n l  Thcophr~stus, 
p 642, 1. 

V .  78:- 

o & G  Btarpmdr ;u.rrv, i 6 v  iariv 
il,uoruv, 
T& ~ l j  fiiihhev 76 KCY q?pyo~ piu 

(Cf. Kas tcn ,  2.  c., as to the reading 
o f  V. 79, whic11 ir   no^ unpro1-ed 
by substitxting TTJ for T?, according 
to the suggeat~on of Mullach.) 
r l 1 l l is verse i agree with Rittcr, i .  
493, istobe coi i~i~eted wch V. 90:- 

Xrv'rrs~ 6' BLlars ~ W E B ~ L  ~6~ 
actprbvra dcfiaicos. {considercti rhc 

ilistsnt as nomething present) 
06 y&p krosp$[sr 7 b  2bv TOG 6 6 ~ ~ 0 s  

abrhp ~ K ~ V ~ C O V  pcydh~lv 1~ ucIpauc 
beu,uSr 

imir,  huapxov, &rcrvmov, I rd  yivs-  
Cis ~ a i  6 h ~ B ~ o s  

rijht P ~ A '  i r r h d ~ O ? . ~ a y ,  ~ T W C I  82 
dwir  &hqBfis. 

~ r n w b u  fi' 8u T W U T ~  T E  pIvov KC# 

Cnurd TE iccT~i7ar. 

IIow Parmenides proved the im- 
n~obi l i t ,~  of Being, rue are n u t  told. 
Tbc psssago In Thcet. 180 E. 
lcaves it undecided whether the 
r r a so~~  tllpi-e giocn belongs to him, 
ur primarily tu  Xelissus. Faruri- 
nus, trp. Diog. ix. 29, ascribes one 
of %&no's argumeuts to  Parme- 
nides, vide iwjka, Zeno, 

a v. 8 G  aqq. :- 
o8rms ~ p r c 6 u u  u5Bc pivela K P ~ T C ~ $  

i v d y ~ ? 7  
? ~ d p u r o ~  l v  B C U , U ~ ~ I V  ;XEL, . ~ b  pt# 

i&4$1s .$;PY€~, 

(According t o  Simplicius, 9 a, 
w l l r r e ~  p. 7 a, 31 lr, TF is sub- 
stituted fbr ~ b .  Other changes are 
unnecessary. r b  refers BY H rela- 
tive to mtioa~osi:- 

( ~ U O T ~ + ~ [ F L  is t u  bz tnkcn intrans;- Further dcta~ls later on. Wbcn 
tibely, or else v e  should, r i t h  I L r -  Epiph. Exp. if'id. 1087 0, rays of 
sten, suhstitut~ fur ' &TOTP. ~b ' Pimnanides 7 b  d=t~?ov ZA.E.YEP & p h u  
b r r o r ~ n ~ ~ i r c t r )  ; cf. V .  104 q q .  ~ i v  T ~ V T W P ,  ]IF: is  onf fusing him 

Y. 82 ff ;- with A naxinlander. 



thought i s  thought of Being,' Being is in a word, 
- * 4 -  " 

therefore, all that r e ~ l l y  exists a- withput be- .---" 
coming or p;tssing away, without change of place or of 
form : a whole, throughout undivided, homogeneous, on 
all sided equally balanced, and in all points equally 
perfect. rarrnenidev therefore compares it to  a well- 
rounded s l~hcre.~ Conseqnerltly the rlnarlirnous testimony 
therefore, of Iater miters  that according to Parmenid 4 
Being exists and uotking besides, and that the A11 was 
regarded by him as one eternal immovable essence: 

V. 94 sqq. :- , 

T W U T ~ V  8' iu+k YOE& TE ~ a l  O ~ U E K ~  

;CTL vdqpa. 
oi, yhp guru +oBE6~ros E'v $ xcqaTiu- 

pdvov Ztrrlv 
P ~ ~ ~ ~ U E I S  .rb v i l ~ i y .  0 6 8 : ~  y&p ~ ~ T L Y  3 

ATUL 
Ehho *eipe[ ro;  2 d v r o s .  Cf. 7. 43 

(alsp. p. 38 k, 1 ). 
V. 97:- 

2ntl 7 6  Y E  p~ip' ;ar;Sqd~v 
OTOY (S~nipl, o 8 ~ o t l )  d ~ i u g r d r  7' 

$IEVO,I, a d v b  Buo$ dnriv, 
alum Rpm01 ~ e r 6 f ? l w o ,  w c r o 1 8 d r ~ s  

&at hhq8<, 
100. ~ ~ y u ~ n 6 a ;  r e  ~ a l  ~ ~ A U ~ T ~ E I ,  

rhal  TE ~ a l  o i r ~ i ,  
~ c l l  r d i r o v  b h h d r n ~ ~ v  8jd T C  Xpds 

+av;, L + E ; @ € l ~ *  

a L r +  2 r I  ( K a r i ~ ~ n  f o ~  ;.rr?) +~iyar 
~ 6 , u u r o v  T F T E A E U U ~ Y O Y  2 ~ 7 1 ,  

?I&WO%FW ~ L X S K ~ O U  u + u ! ~ ~ s  <vahly- 
KIUV G Y ~ w ,  

,UEUU~#EU iuorrcihks r d v r r l ,  rL ykp 
O ~ T E  T L  p ~ ; { ~ ~  

10:. o h  TI j3atd~epav TEAEVUL 
xp>~" " L  ' ? I  f i  7c. 

05i-~TE yap o i r ~  24" 3 r r  r d  K P I I  

~ 1 v  ~ K E T U B ~ I  
cis 6,uSv, o h '  dbv ; s r w  iiaw dq KKEP 

~ D ~ Y T O S  (31~11. fur : K E Y ~ P  iivr.) 

T$ pGhAov 3 8' 4uirov, Lac1 uliv 
& T ~ Y  ~ U U A O Y .  

3 yhp r a v r d f l e r ,  Iuop dEcrjs ;Y ~ c i p a u t  
~ u p l i .  

Plata, P o ~ L .  128 A :  oh ,uiv 
y$p <v TUG xo!$,twrv PY +$r ~ I V C L L  
7b m;iv ~ a i  T O ~ T Y V  T C K + ~ ~ I ( L  rmPC 
P E L .  y j f i ~ ~ e i .  180. E :  Mihldwoi T E  

.a1 n~pp~daa~  . . . B ~ i r ~ u p ~ ~ o v r a r ,  
hs %r .re a&wa Zusi. rml FUTIJKEP 

;r a h @ ,  O ~ K  EXOV ~ d p a u  2u $ 
~ l v r i r a r .  , S y h .  242 D (sup. p. 
523,2)  ; drist. Met<lph. i. 5, 986 b, 
10 (ibid. 11ote 2) ; dud. 1. 28: rrclpb 
y i p  77 &S vb p$ ($Iv o;B;v i f i i u  d ~ a r  
Ilnpp., EIc &vIIy~qs bli o k r a t ,  ETVEL ~b 
Fu ~ a l  6hho o68iv.  iii. 4, 1001 a, 
31. If Bciug as such is absvlak 
sltbstanco, hoa  are we to conceive 
thc Mnny? rh yirp lsrrpop TOG dvros 
' o h  CLTTLY, uYu~r  ark vrbv n a p p t v i 8 o u  
hdyor uupflsivriv & i . d ~ ~ n  I v  Brravra. 
ib*ai TA ilma &a! 7 0 h 0  ~ T V L C I  ~b 6v. 
PIby?. i. 2, $llh illill. : & U & . ~ K ~  6' $ r o r  
f d " ~  E ~ L I  T$U i P X $ v  4 T A F ~ O U S ,  K U ~  

ci p[av,  $ 7 ~ 1  buivq~ou, &J q q u i  ~ U P .  

Cr~u;Sqr uai M;hrotrus, etc. The 
crjc~cisn~ of this opinion, hoacrcr, 
dues not properly belong t.u I1hy- 
sics, nor yet t o  the i~~veitigat,ion o f  
fitst principles: o t  y ip  kt Lpx6 



is, in fact, correct ; but the proposition that the world 
is eternaI and imperish:tFile carmot, strictly speaking, 
be attributed to this philosopher; for if or 
.chan~e -p:re denied t- hc no question of a wcdd - 
q. For the same reason it appears t-hat' Pwmenides 
did not designat; Rcing as tlte Deity : we give the name 

,of the Deity "to the prrmrtlve essence to distinguish 
this  from the world; B philosopher who wholly dcnics 

P 

6 ~ 7 1 8 ,  E ;  €P pdvov K U ~  U#TWS & ; m i v  Brall&i~, Con~m.  El. 136 sqq., and 
'(similarly lWecietapb i .  5 ) .  Ibld. 185 Karsten, P w n ~ .  158, 168. Conearn- 
b, 17 ; and -nCii'tuyh. 1. o. 986 b, 18,  ing proof of  the uuity of Being, 
on the Li~rkitedness of Being, ~ht,h wro~igly at~riluted to Parm~nides 
Pnrlr~erlides; cf. Slmpl. Pi~yc. 26 by Porplryry, we shall speak fur. 
d, and ?B n: ius d 'AAi[av8pos i#- ther on. 
Y C I P E ~ ,  6 $u Q E ~ ~ ~ O L ~ T O P  O ~ T W P  ZK- S ~ a b .  Ed. i .  416; Rut .  P l a ~ ,  
.rl8~.rat ( sc .  T ~ P  ~ R ~ ~ E V ; ~ U U  A ~ ~ W )  ii. 4, 3 ( s a y .  p. X6,3). It is more 
dv TG ~ p d ~ y  7 i ) ~  # U O L K ~ ~ T  i o ~ n p i m .  k0~18r.t to ealt the  All, one, e lernd,  
7 b  map& 7b LY U ~ K  bv, ~b U ~ C  SY o;B;u, nnl.ecnme, unmororl, ctc.. ns we find 
$v E p c ~  ~b i;vm E88qpus 82 ~ E T W S -  ~b in Fhto. Thgzt. 181 A ( 0 ;  roGdhou \ 
rap& ~ b b v o h ~  6v. ~ h h & r c a l p o ~ ~ X l r  n ~ a u i ~ u l ) ;  brist. ~ i c t n p h , .  i .  5 ,  
h a y r r a ~  ~b 5 ~ .  9v kpa 7 b  ilu. Sim- 984 x. 28 sqq. (Br @&UKOWFT dvut 
pIicius adds t.hat he did not find 1.a ncv) ; Thenphr. ap, Alex. l?a 
this in the Physics of Endelnus ; ~W~tciph. i. 8, 984 b, I ; Alex ibid. 
but he quutes n pssngc from that Plu t .  Plflc. i. 24 ; Hippol. B ~ f i ~ d .  i. 

11 ; Ens. Pr. Ev. xiv. 3. 9 ; for 
Psrmenidetl attributes the predi- 
cates, 6hnr A I I ~  G v ,  t o  Being also. 
The exprcsr;iun (Arist. l .  c.) 7 1 u  
+dutv 6A?lu, duirq7ov ~havar, is less 

scnye, the unity of  all Haing could exact. 
noc be demonstrated. Thib  is also ' In  the hagments of Parwe- 
olljected hy Aristorle, Yhps. i. 3, nides, this dosi~uation is never 
186 a, 23 sqq., and  o, 2. The words found, find whether or not mole 
irhhh K U ~  povaxiis h i y e ~ a i ~ b  $Y  al'n rerent w r i t ~ r s  makc use of it. js 
in an>- case only an emendation of of little consequence, Stob. Kcl. i. 
Eudemus ; of Parrnouides he n;ip 60. Aruulon. a. 4ppyr. 58 (cf. 
hi~nself, 1. c., ard  Ariktntle s n p ,  Rr~ndis, Contm. 141 ; Gr. A'h'jn. 
PBys, 1 ,  c., tha t  110 did not tlrink Phd. i. 388; Karstcn, 208 ; cf, 
of t h e  rarious senses of Being, from Pam. T. GI, 76 xil.), Baeth. Consol. 
which i~ naturally follows that  he iii. sub fin. Thc passaga i r ~  De 
did not sxpreshly diircrin~inate iWclJEU,~so, 2t1ao d Go~gia.  e. 4, 978 
$!>ern. It is anniicessj.snry t o  quoti: b, 7 wulild pruvtr nothing, rrcn 
the statements of more recent were the gsnainmess of that work 
wthors; they are to be found in more cedzin than it is. 



that  the F i n i  m e  by side with +,he Eternal 
d o e s p i r e  w h  a t m . l  It might more reason- 
ably be adred whether Parmenides really excluded from 
his concept of Reing all that from our point of vie 
seems to involve a nll~ralitv. and t o  transfer 

d 7 

detcrmiriution~ to the immaterial essen&. This question' 
we must answer in the  negative. Eiren if the cornpa- 
xison of Being wiLh a globe considered in itself, simply 
as a comparison, proves nothing, all that Pmmcnides 
rays of the limiteiinese, homogeneousne~s! and. jndivisi- 
bility of B e i a g , 2 ~ ~ ~ i v ~ ~ ~ 1  
in spacc, and never formed t-a nf a n ~ . i n y ~  ~ n -  
GZ&ed in space. For far from avoicling space- 
&crm~nalions' as inadmissible, he expressly describes 
Being as a fixed and hurnogencons mass, syrnmctl-ically 
extpuded from i t s  centre on all sides-which within its 
lirnits dways occupies one and the same pIac~,  nowhere 
interrupted kg non-Being, and at  no point contain- 
ing more Being than a t  anothm. We should be justi- 
fied in rejecting this description as rnrhphor~cal olg'. 

if we could find any indication that Parinenides con- 
incorpored, and if in ot.her - c*eiq+u 

philosophl~ discussion he made use of a figurative mude 
of exprea3ion ; bib neither is anjvhere tile case. JIore- 
over, as we shall presently see, Zeno and JIclissus 

1 It i s  not ncressary t o  assltrne 
that Parmenides m i s  hindered by 
religious feeling8 or considerations 
of prudence from declaring himself 
as to the roL~tioo of Uailig to the 
Deity (Dmndis, Cumw~. El. 178). 
The anslvey is mnrc ohvious. HR 
did not do so 1)eexuee hc was a 
universal, plastic philosopher, and 

his philwophg g:tre no opportunity 
for thc etstement of thcologiml 
definitlong. 

S7v. p. 6 8 4  sq. \That righ\ 
St~iimpell (Gocch. d .  ?TWIT. Phil. 
d. 6 r .  p. 44) has to deduce from 
these passages that Baing is n o t  
ex~ended in space, I do not see. 



also attribute t o  Being magnitude in space, and the 
, Atomists, dearly referring t? the doctrine of Par- 
menides, id-? HP- body, and non-Being 
w ~ t h  a p t y  a m ;  we car1 therefore scarcely be$itate 

I 

to ascribe to this philosopller the opinion which his 
own words seem intended to ct~nvey. H > s i s  uot 
-devoid of all Eenwous admix- -- -__ , 
4J+;L-rQncept that has been developed from an 

2- 

i m ,  2nd still bears clear traces of -gin. 
T F  (,jd 

fills space. The distinction of the corporeal and incor- 
poreal is not only unknown t o  him, but - - - incompat&le - -. - . -- - 
with hi3 whole point of view ; f d e u -  

-. . . . nd 
~ & a o n s t ? ~ e r 1 c e  
of his dockvine of Unity, i s  too ._ _ _  realistic t o  h e  po~ ib l e ,  - 
e e a n d  the 
i n n n o t a u v e t n a t e d .  Ac- 
&ording t o  the excellent remark of Aristotle,' it is the 
substance cf t he  corporeal itsclf, not a substance dis- 
tinct from the corporeal, with mhich he is concerned; 
and when he says 'OnJv Beinc is: this signifies that, 
me attain to  the true view of things when we ahtract 
from the separation and variableness of t he  sensible 
phenomenon, jn order to  maintain its simple, undivided 
and unchangeable subatrat~~m as the only Reality. This 
abstraction is no doixbt a bold step ; but in making it, 
Parmenides docs not sn entirely depart from the whole 
'pl.e.evinus tendency of philosophic enquiries a3 if he had 
started with zt purely metaphysical conccpt, without 
pug regard to  the data of the senses. 

I 1 Vide sup. i. 190, 1, 2, and in regard to  the abore genoralIy, 187 sp. 
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So far, then, HA the knowledge of the ReaI is only 
possible by means of this abstraction, the abstrack intel- 
lectual s t~ldy of things can alone lay claim to truth: 
jrldgment. belongs snlcly to rrttioud speech (X6yos)- 

the senses, on the contrary, which reflect the show or 
appearmce of plurality and mutability, of genera-tion 
and destruction, are the cause of all erroy. Farm* 
earnestly warns us therefore M, senses, 
hiit reason alone ; 1 and tlxus, like Heraclei~us, he gives 
o&asGn t o  a discrimination which in the ,y_ ~e uel mas -.- -- 
of&ighest importance, both for thrrhrory of ~;OW- 

ledge and for mcb~ph~s i c s  generally. In his own sys- 
t v e r ,  it bas nut th17great importarlee ; it is 
there merely a consequence 'of the material and meta- 
physical results, not the foundation o f  the  wholc ; t h e  
cognition of scnsc, and that of reason, are not. opposed 
in respect of their formal chmacteristics, but solely in 
respect of their coritent ; and t'he psychological investi- 
gation of the faculty of knowing is so greatly neglected, 
as me shall presently see, that the philosopher ascribes 
to  Thought the same origin as to I'erception, tlad 
derives both from the mixture of m t e r h 1  substances. 

Althotigh Parmenides so abruptly opposes reality 
t o  the phenomenon, intellectual thought to the deeep- 
tions of the senses, he cannot forbear pointing out, in 
the secuad part of his didactic poem, what theory of 

1 Pam. Y. 33 sqq., 52 bqq. ic. 234, cf. Arirt. Gen. et  mrr. i. 
( supa ,  p. 584, I), tu wliich little is 8, 323 b, 13). Many sceptics 
added by later a~iters  ( 8 . q .  Diog. counted Parmenides as well as his 
ix. 22 ; Scxt, M&h. rii. l i l  ; Plut. teacher Xenophenes in their ranks 
ap. Eus. PR Eu. i. 8 ,  5. dristocles, (Cic. Acad il. 25, 74 ; Plut. Ad*. 
d i d .  xiv. 17, 1 ; Juh. Dam. parall. CoL. 26,2) ; but this is not of much 
ii. 25, 23, in Stob. Floril. ed. I4Iein, importance. 



the  world mould result from the  standpoint of ordinary 
opinion, and llow indi~~idual  phenomena would in t.hat 
case have to  he e~pl i t ined.~ 

The right view allovs us to recogniee i n  all things 
but One, Being: ordinary opinion >id& to  this,  non- 
Beings2 I + t ~ & r e ~ a r d s  tbin.ws as compounded uf 

* .  
- Q P ~  - ...,a uth, 

-I~;T, +.n nrdinnrg opinion 
(vide S U ~ T L ~ ) ,  thc One a-ppmrs as a plril.ality, the in- 
variable as becoming and cha~lgeable. If me place 
ourselves therefore a t  this point of view, me shaIl have 
t o  admit two elements, of which one corresponds wi th  
Being, and the other with nou-Being. Parmenides 
calls the former light or fire, and the latter night; 
and in the fragments of his writ,ing~ which me possess 
he describes the former as the rare, and t.he latter as 
t h e  dense and the heavym4 They are also named, by 
other authorities, the warm and the cold, or fire and 
earth ; J and it would seem that Parmcnides likewise 

1 We fin& this same opinion, ' V. 116 :- 
though it is ~11urnsilg. expressed, i n  T? &V ,p.oybJ ai8<prov ~ ; p  
Plut .  hp. Ens. Pr. Ec. i. S , 6 :  nupp. . f in lop  ;;v, bpalbv, gwrri6 &,,- . . . d i ~ a 7 ~ o s  2rro+drnus zpe p;v ~ a )  T O ~  T W W ~ ~ ,  

r d v  r o 6 ~ ~ v  Focwv & v . i r n o ~ $ ~ a . r o ,  iipa ,G z1 iT(py. p+ TwvTdl.  bThp K&KE;YO 

6; #a; Ivccvriav i v c x t i p ? p ~  a(,.rb 
r ~ ~ d a i u ,  as  3ippcth~s from the cledrer ;1v7ia yiK7' TuKrvbv SQer 

. bltt iatperfecc parallel passage ap. zP&.,,o& 71. 

Theorl. Cwr. Br. Af. iv. 7, 1). S?.  
5 1:. 1 5 3  :- 

a 8. 33 eqq., 45 sqy. (xwpra, p. 564, I). ct+~hp S T F L ~ ~  ~ ~ Y T A  $&os ~d 
V. 113:- 6 u d , u a r ~ a ~  

KCYT;QfVTD a;O YY&PnT ~ a i  TU K R T ~  ff$€&pas 8 ~ v i f i ( € i $  ;*1 
O V O ~ ~ ( G L Y ,  ~ u i a ;  TF urn1 TOTS, (.rsv XpEdv z,, $ r i v  nhlov I m i v  6 ~ 0 1  )dcos ual 
amhavnplvoi ~irr[r) V U K T ~  p &gdurov, 

87 iKp;vav70 =fipcrr' fgwv & ~ $ o r i p w v ,  ire1 o 5 8 e r i p y  p h a  
ZO'tltvro rq81v. 

p p l s  &w' hkfihwv.  Xarsten is no donbt right in 



made use of these Iatter names.' Aristotle, however, tells 
us that the more abstract expressions, warm and cold,' 
which correspond t o  his own deri~ation of the elements, 
wire first adopted by him in place of the more concrete 

explzi~ling t h e  lat.ter, according to 
T. 117 rq. thus : Bot.h are horn* 
geneouv and unmixed. Tho same 
j, pscerrtcd in the globs which 
SimpI. (Phys. 7, b) found in his 
m. between the verhes : E'U~ ~ ~ 8 ;  
2ar~ ~b barbv  K U ~  r b  B ~ p p b v  K U ~  .rb 
#dog lcal ~b ,uahBmb~ ~ a i  I-h KO;#OV, 

;nl 82 TF * V K I * ~  &vdpauru; r b  
$ u X P b ~  ~ a 1  ~d ~ & R S  rcai 7 d  C I E A ~ ~ ~ V  
~ a ;  T J  Bao6. T U ~ U  yhy &ar~plOq 
Erra~i~orr L K ~ T F ~ .  

' Arist. PIkys. i. 5,  sub init.: 
~ n i  yhp n. ~ a l  +vXptv hpX&s 
uorc7, TUGTU 82 apouayopcder xi+ ~ u l  
@v. Afetaph. i. 5, 9Y6, b, 31, 
after the quotat,ion, p. 54a,1: hray- 
K ~ & L E Y O T  8' b~ohnul ie?~  TOTS q5aw0- 
pivois ~ a i  ~b Br piv t t a ~ h  7 b ~  hdybv 
ahri~a 61 ~ a 7 6  +v aTwB?~arv inruAap- 
8dvvv  civar, rb r  ru'r;as unl 8;o 
.r&s hPxhs &hrv T ~ B V U L ,  B~ppbv  K U ~  

$ J V ~ U ~ Y ,  orvv ?rCP nu1 y?jv hiymv. 
Cf. also, ilfeto,ph. i. 3, 984 6, 1 sqq., 
ir, 2, 1004 b, 32. Thtuphrast ap. 
Alex. vide inlra, p. 504,4. Simpl. 
PA,y<. 7 b : ~ 1 v  pip ysvvgrrSv 
hPxby ~ m 1  airrbs asotxci866rt piv 
T ~ Y  T ~ ~ T ~ Y  ~ Y T I O E W I Y  FOETO, $ P  ~GT 
uahci KU: ur<dros, ~ f i p  ual yjjv, 3 
nuxvbv ma: Iprubv, rahhv ~ a l  
Z T E ~ O P  (tilo last is erideotly a mmis- 
conc~pt,ion of 1.. 117 sq.). simi- 
larly Simpl. PItys. rS, 6 b, 38 b ;  
illex, in Mdaph. i. 5 :  986 b, 1 7 ;  
iv. 2, 1004 b, 29; xii. 1, 1069 a. 
26 (33, 21, 217, 34, 643, 19 Bon.1. 
Zlrid. ap. Philop. Gm. c t  Cm. 64 
a ;  Philup. F/qs. A, 9, C, li ; 
Plut. Ada. CoE. 13, 6,  p. 1114 ; 
where the t ~ r o  e1emcnt.s ara called :, 
rb hafi~pbr nu1 U K P T ~ ~ Y ~ Y ,  and De 

An. Procr. 27, 2, p. 1026, where 
the), arc cdled prjs and mdros. 
This is the  foun[lation of the. mis- 
t:tkc of Clemens, Cuhurl. 42 C :  
n. . . . B < o ~ s  ~ ~ u ? J - / ~ ~ u & T o  U ~ P  

.y.i.. 
' Brantlis, Coihmerzl. 167 ; Kar- 

sten, p. 222, a d  other writers 
doubt this, partly on account of 
the word orov ap. Arist. ~Wetaph. 
1. c. ulld partly because Simpl. 
Ph?/r. fi b, says: m. Ev ~ o i s  ~ p b s  
Sdtav G p  rial rib, p C u v v  82 p&s 
 at c ~ d ~ n s  (hPXds T & ~ U I Y )  ; cf. 
Alex. iqf .p .  594 , I .  But the words 
of Sirnplicius and -4lexrrnder rntrg 
be also interpreted n?: we h a m  
jn~limted in the text ; mdin regard 
t o  o%v, Ennitz has shorn (Honitz 
0 1 1  the rWet<zpRp~.6cs, p. 76) I h t  
Aristotle not unfrequently uaes i t  
when I10 n ~ j t h e r  intentis tn sxprcss 
a ~fimpariuon nor a doubt. The 
words oroor, etc., therefore assert 
only:  ' he cft11s the one l i re,  the 
other earth,' and me ill r ~ o  nay in- 
oonsistcnt with the plain expras- 
aionr in  the  Physics and. in t,f~e 
treatise on generation and decay. 
On the  ocher l~and,  ji. is quite pos- 
sible, iudging from Aristntle's ilsuxl 
pncedure ill regad frO t b ~  opilli~ns 
of other philosophers, that Pitrme- 
niries may have first idled the 
&trk alement earth, in  tho place 
whrre he TXP, speaking of tho fay- 

mation uf the ear th;  inasrnuch as 
he asserted Lbt the earth arose out 
of darkness. This is borne out by 
Plrltalrch, ap. Eus. i. 8, 7 : A ~ ~ E L  
a; ' T ~ V  ~ j j ~  TOE KUMYO; K E T ~ J ~ U & T O S  

yqovivru. 



designation. H e . d e r i  licht, me are informed by 
Ari~totle,~ w * t h i t h ~ , p , n - B e i n g ,  and 
&is statement is confil-med by the fragments. In thgse 
he declares Ghat truth and realikg belong only to one 
of the two elements from which things aTe commonly 
derived, and that the existence of tlte other element, 
on the contrary, has been fdselv a~surned.~ <arise- 

* 
quently, he regar- . -- * t i n ~ ,  $he 
0 1  ashiand forereason Ee ascribes to  
the fiery element the same characteristics as to Being 
i i  describing it throughout as hornageneons,3 H; is 
further said t o  have re~arded the fiery element as the 
active principle, and darkness as the passive or material 
prin~iple .~ This, however, can somcely be quite correct. 

Arist. M~taph. 2. c. continues: 
- rohwu 6; LET& TA fiu ~d B~ppdv 
~ d / r 7 < 1 ,  B ~ T G P O Y  sb K ~ T A  ~a P+I 6 ~ .  
Ibid. Ga. et G m .  i. 3, 318 b, 6 : 
B r m p  napp. A ~ - ~ E L  8&o, 7 d  Sv ~ a l  TO 

pb bv d v a r  rpdcr~rov, x$p ~ a l  yiiv. 
Alemnder in Netaph. 986 b, 17, 
cannot be received as a separate 
testimony, since it is msnlfeutIy 
taken from Aristotla. So, doubt- 
less, Philop. &a. d Cm, p. 13 & 
The stat.emsnt of h i s to t lo  is con- 
tested by X&~.rsten, p. 223. and $ti11 
more decidedly by Mulbch on v. 
113 (all* by Steinhart, A&. &c. 
sect. iii. vol. mi. 233 8q. ; P1v5'8 
W d s ,  vi. 226), on the ground that 
neithor of the two elements of the 
perishable can be identified with 
the  existent. Therc is no sufficient 
foundation for this, as wo have 
shomn above. 

V. 114. The word r r a r a 8 4 ~ 8 ~ 1  
msst be supplied after the words 
TGU piav 06 x p ~ d r  iurr. Thesc words 
however will not bear the inter- 

prctation of Simplicius, Krischs 
(Fw$ch. 102), Karsten, Mullach, 
Steinhart (Allg. Enc. 240) and 
others, which is this : ' t o  admit 
only one of which is wrong.' For 
it is here brought forward as t he  
common error of rnanlrir~d that two 
kinds of Reality are assumed by 
them ; as in v. 37, it. was said t o  
be the path of deception, to admit 
non-Heing eide by nidc with Being. 
The words rather mean : of which 
tha one cannot be admitted, be- 
cause the theory of it i s  based on 
decepkion. 

v, 117. cf. v. 85, 109 (sty. 
p. 392, 3 : 586, 2 ;  567, 2). 

' Aristotis remarks, Motaph. i. 
3, 984 b, 1 : TOV plr Bu 4au- 
~ o ' v r w v  E T V ~  7 b  ~ ; I P  otflev1 b ~ u i ' f l ~  
T)IY TOLU&?~)Y [ I $ V  Y L V ~ ~ T L K ~ U ]  UVVl- 

Seiu uir iav T A A ~  ~i &pipa nappcvllV 
~ a l  r o L ~ q l  KUTB +ouuO+ou Iluvv 06 
~ ~ L V O V  :V &A& K G ~  660 1 ~ ~ 4  T I ~ ~ U I V  
abfw ~fvai .  TOTS 6: 8h aadca roto0e4 

pirhhv dv8iXc7ar A&~ELV, o&v TOTS 
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He may perhaps have attributed a vivifying and forma- 
tive influence generally to warmth in the origination of 
organic beings, and in the formation of the universe ; 
but it is self-evident that he can ncitbee have used 
these Arist,otelian expressions, nor intendcd to explain 
movement universally, as Heracleitus did, from the 
warm element as such. For iu that case it vio~lld have 
becn unnecessary to assume a particular inytllical Egme, 
by which all combination of s~lbstances is brought 
about1-the goddess who is enthroned in the centre of 
the universe and rules i ts  whole The mixture 

B~pfibv KU: +uxpbu 4 K U ~  y j j ~ '  8dtuq ~ i 7 p  A & ~ Y  rraE yqu T&S ~ o i i  
~ p i n a r  YAP hr utvnr l i&~ ; X D Y ~ ~  r a v ~ b s  b p ~ d s .  ~ ) I Y  p8v yijv LIP $ P , ~ v ,  
re ZUO; T $ V  @<PLY. U*SUTI R& ~b 8 & ? r ; P & ~ a k t ~ ~ ~ d  XVLO&. Alex. 
yg K U ~  frois ~ o i o b r o ~ s  ~oirrawiov .  ap. Simpl. Phys. 9 a ;  ward 8; 
Theophnstus, ap. Alex., comrnnlt ~ f i v  ~ i v  ~ ~ h n r ; ~  Sdtav rrdr ~h ~aatvd- 
ing on this pusage, p. 2,4, 5 Bon. perm $ u a r o h o y ~ v  . . . G,y&r TGV 
says more definitely : 17apucviSqs yrrop;vwv hni8wo r a p  1t3 r?u, ~ ; l v  . . . b' 4p+oripas ~ A B E  r b ~  d80ts. pkv 9 j iv  bs 6hqu ~ W O T ~ ~ E ~ S ,  7 h  iik 
~ a i  yhp 6 s  if8adu ; o n  ~b niiv &no- 7rCP hr ?rorV.rrrrbv a f ~ r o v .  dvo- 
+a;vr.rat ~ C r l  yE.vsr~v daosr8drcei pdiei, +qcrl, 7 4  f i t s  rrCp $ 4 5  ~ S P  Bi 
lr~~piarar TWY ~ Y T W P ,  oGX ~ $ O : W S  yijv C K ~ T O S .  Philap. G@%. e6 Corr. 
rrepl 8pqmCpuv 8ogd<wr, &Ah& K U ~ '  12 a, o : ~ ; l u  $ v  yijv p? 81, A Y ~ ~ u , -  
~ ~ ~ O E L U V  p2v b 7 b  xiiv ~ a l  iry;uvg- m v ,  &I Chqs hdyou C r i X o u o u v ,  .rb 
TOU ~ a i  u+rposr81.r Brro?ap#?dvmv, 61 rrDp 8v, &r rozoDv lral clSrrcrS- 
KQT& 86Eav 82 TGV r o A A i v  ris r b  TFPOV. Arist. Gel!. et Cw. ii. 9, 
Y/YIUW i ~ 0 8 ~ i b u r  T ~ V  + U L I I O ~ ~ Y W U  356 a. 3 694., does not seem to tr, 
ado ~ 0 ~ 8 1  prhs ApX&s r i p  aal ?Ov, TQ alluding specially to Parmeajdes,, 
p;v &s SAW, ~b 81. & E  d ~ i w  ~ 4 1  but rather t o  Anaximenea (sup. p. 
vomiv. This is rcpmted by the 272, 2) and nioganes (p. 291). 
more recent writers, Cic. Acnd. ii. 11s Simpl. Phys. 4 a, rcmaks 
37, 118 : P. ignaln pi moccat, against Aleaander. 
t rwm qane m3 eo furmebur. Diog. 
i x .  21 : 840 r s  dvar m r r i ~ c i t t ,  ;a,+ V. 12':- 
~ a l  Y+Y, K U ~  ~b f i b  B q ~ ~ o u p y o S  i u  8: phol T D ~ T W Y  (on this point, 
r d t t u  EX'XEIV,  T ~ J Y  S i  8hqs. Hippol. cf. p. 600, 3) Aaipw~  rLivra 
R&t. i. 11. indixectiy, no doubt, KVBFPY$ 
frnm Theuph~ilstus, who is also r k ~  y ip  a~vyrpo70 T ~ K Q U  nu1 
mentioned by  Diogencs : n. Pv p;u ~ ; ~ L O S  &PA, 
7 b  T;IY ~ ~ M ~ O E T W  lik81dv .re rtal wlcnouu' Qfirvr BGhu yyijvar, dvav- 
& Y / V ~ ~ D Y  K G ~  u # ~ T ~ ~ E L ~ & s ,  0b8: Tim 6' &%is 
a 2 ~ b r  2rr+~dyov r;lu rGv aohhrjv ~ ~ U E V  &lhvr!pq?. 

0 0 2  



of the Eght and the dark he represents in  a symbolic 
manner as s sexual union ; describing Eros as the first 
creation of the ao~lcl-ruling gorldc~s,~ and these elements 
themselves aa the masculine and f e ~ i n i n e . ~  He seems 
to have introd~lced other symbolic beings as gods: be- 
sides Xros; but we are not toM what part they played 
in the formation of the world. 

That Parmenides borrowed his doctrine of the two 
elements from an older physical theory is not probable ; 
for in the first place we know of  no theory which would 
have adapted itself to  this purpose ; and, secondly, he 
himsdf says that the ordiria~y opinion of mankind gene- 
rally, is the object of his exposition in the second part 
of the  poem. Accordingly, this cxposikion is founded 
on a fact. which could not well escape observation, viz., 
that  the sense perception and common opinion nee in 

According to  Stoh. & l ,  i. 482 sq., 
parall. cf. p. IS8 ; Thsod. 00'. &. 
Afi vi. 13, sect. 87, this gddcss of 
Parmanides was called ~ C V ~ ~ P ~ T L S ,  

~ X q p 0 3 x a ~  (for which Kareten, p. 
241, would substitute uny%okyor), 
B~KI?, a11d h u d y ~ q ;  but other tbiups, 
cspeci;tlly the introductioll to tho 
poem, would seem to Irc hrnugllt 
,in here. Cf. Krische, PM'EC~. p. 107. 

T. I32 (Ylato. L ~ T T T R ~ .  178 'B ; 
drist.Metapla.i.4,984 b, 25; vpc6.rr.r- 
TOV )1kv g p w 7 a  8 ~ d v  pq~rjrlouro adu-  
TWP). The sabjcct, of pq~iuuro is, 
aceording t o  the express stdtemeul 
of Simplicius, 1. c., the 8 ~ ; ~ w v ,  v. 
125 ; Plut. Amator. 1 3 ,  11, p. 758, 
my8 instead 'A+po6hv, but this is 
sufficiently explained by the des  
cription of the  goddese, and espc- 
cidIy by the circumstance that she 
is the parent of Eros. 

Thi~more general iinterpreta. 

tion nf  T. 130 sq. finems to be re- 
quired by the conneriion of rhis 
versq and the universal rnnmiral 
significance which mirniiestly bo- 
longs to Eras. 

The evidence of Cicero, or 
ra,tIltr that  of Philodemus (Cic. 
AX D. i. 11 ; 28), quippr pld bellurn, 
quz discordiam, y~ c?cpi&tni.wn 
cdcrqus gm~eris qu~Bm ad De?cm 
rewooat, would n o t  of itself he cnn- 
clusire ; it is r qneiition whether 
Parmenides i~ not hero confntied 
with Empedocles; but t h e  words 
1r~8r ls . rov  BE&Y I C ~ Y T W Y  in Parm.~. 
132 s h o ~  that other g d s  followcd 
Eros. Vide Kriucha, I. u. 111 sq. 

' The texts in Ariatotle which 
were bupposod to refer to such 
theories, ot.hcrwisa unknown t o  us 
{ a m p ~ a ,  p, 594, I), may he  explained 
in another way. Further details, 
p. 599, 3rd ed, 



dl things opposEte substances and forces united. The 
explanation of this Lct-the reduction of these oppo- 
sites to the fundslmcntal opposite of geing and non- 
Being, of light and dark, and the introducti~n of the 
creating divinities-all this is to  he regarded as his 
own addilioa. Yet, jn the ancient cosmogonies,' in the 
early Ionian theories of the c~cation, and in the Pgth;t- 
gorean doctrine of the primitive opposites,2 there are 
points of similarity which may have had some influenee 
on his exposition. 

In t he  further development of physical notions, 
Parmenides &ended his investigation to everykhing 
whieh occupied bhe enquiry of that  p e r i~d .~  This por- 

Such as the statements in 
Hosicd, Acusilaos, and Ibycus on 
Ki'os ; the 11tterance8 of AwsBaos 
on Eros and Night, and t h e  11ke. 
Vide supru, gp. 87, 97. 

2 Among wh~th,  nfi is well 
known, we fid that of light aud 
chrkness. 

Hc himself promises in I-. 
120 4. :- 
7&v n o ~  +Zl BLLKOU~OY ~ O I C ~ T I I  ~ P T A  

@a.rlnw, 
Bs 05 pkao~d ris CTE BpwGv y v & ~  
?raprhdoag. 

Pht. Adu. GoL 13: 6, e a y ~  of him : 
8s Y F  kai 8r&orrpov mrolq~rrr, rat. 
a o r ~ G a  ppryvbs, ~b hap?rpbv  at 
cruo~etvbv, 1~ 70he)v  ~h $ L L V ~ ~ C Y U  

rdvra ~ a l  F s A  TO:TWY b ~ t o ' ~ t A t <  K U ~ .  

r e p i  y3r . Y ~ $ K E  r u h h u  KQI rep1 
ohpavo; ~ d r  ihdou ral  o ~ h + v ~ s  ud 
Z G ~ D G N ,  M E  Y ~ Y C G L P  dvBp&'~cvv 6@fi-. 
yqrras xa; oi5;v &+q70~ . . . T ~ P  

K U ~ ~ W V  X U ~ - ? K ~ I ) .  Xn T. 141, the Py-- 
thagornm distinction uf obpravbs. 
and 8Aupror is seen, as Bas been 
already observed, p. $71, 2. I n  
Xtotraeus (Fide fullowing note), that 
part of the sky d i c h  lic6 nparest 
to the earth is wLIed ohpavBr, 
whereas iu  v. 137, 06~auis  is the 
extreme limit of the universe. 
Stain, p. 798 sq., annecesba~ily 
refers v. 153-139 t o  Ernpcdoclcs.. 



tion of his doctrine, however, has been transmitted t o  
us in a very imperfect state. In his desoription of 
the universe, he allies himself with the Pythagorean 
system, though he does not in~rariahly follow it. H e  

conceives the universe as compounded of several globes 
or circles placed around each otl~er. The innermost 
and outermost of these consist of the denfie and darlr 
element, and form the fixed kernel and external wall of 
the universe. Around the innermost circles, and be- 
neath the oukermost circle, lie circles of pure fire; in 
the intermediate region between them, are circles com- 
posed of the dark and the fiery element mixed3 Ry 

t It is not. clear from the au- 
thorities (ride fnllowing note), 
wlricll of the t w o  is inbndrd. The 
expression wcpdq which Parrue- 
llidos uscs would point to the idce, 
of c i rouhr  bands. Enr iu t11e 
outermost r$ thesc circles, the con- 
care v;tult of heaven, in accvnlauca, 
not only with our perceptions, but 
with Parmenides' doctrinc of Bcirg 
(sryra, p. 587. B S g ) ,  must be coo- 
ccired as spherical (for which re+ 
son ~t is called in v. 137, obpavbr 
i P + l s  gxmv), and ns the carth 
(according to  598, 2) must also he 
a spberc, it is difficult t o  say  hat 
thc intomediate layers can be 
except l~ol lo~v globes. (Cf.? how- 
erer, tile observations on p. 446, l.) 

Stab. Eel. i. 483 (the corn- 
rnenccment is d ~ u  ap. Flut. Plm. 
ii, 1, 1 ; Galen, c. 11, p. 267) : a. 
urr$dvas ~ l v a r  rr~przcahcypi'vas 
~ r a h h ? j h ~ v s ,  ~ ) l v  p,iu i~ 1 0 6  Bpa~si 
7 ' h ~  8k TO; TVKYO> P L K T ~ S  Bi 
6hh.s ;t $w.rhs xal U K ~ T O V S  psra.fb 
r o i r r w v  lrat ~b xgiiXou 64 adoar 
T.E;XPVS 81uqv c~epebv i n r d p x e i ~ ,  t*' 
4 1vp6Bqs U T E ~ L ; V ~ ,  u d  7 b  p~craka- 

~ o v  nu@& [sc. r f ~ c p ~ b v  ~ Y ~ ~ ~ F I Y ] ,  

my; 3v ( I .  8) rdhtv nvpddqs. 7Lv 
8; bupfitySv T$Y ~ F U L L I T & T ~ P  A T ~ ~ T B I S  
7 ~ x 4 ~  (Uzris commcnting on 
Cic. IV L). i 11, suhstitu~es this 
forre KUI ; Krische proposes akimr, 
i n  accordance with Pam. r. 129- 
ride sujj. p. 695, 2-we might con- 
J P C ~ I I ~ F :  instead of iadoars TF K Q ~  : 
+X+P T ~ K O U  ~c uul) ndgnr ~~vfiocar 
~ a l  ycv&~ws h d p X ~ r u ,  i j ~ ~ r u e  ~ r a ;  
Gulpovu~ul  r v l 3 q v ~ ~ t v  ~ a l  uhqpoGxov 
Z~ovu~Lrd[~ t ,  6 l q v  T E  ~ a l  dur iy~<~u.  
(Cf. 535, 2.) K U ;  r j l s  pl.v 7:s ~ h v  
&d~proiv $bar rbv  hipa, 61d d l v  
flraioripav abrcs E[arpiuBe'v~u rt- 
hqoru, TO; FL ~ v p b r  b r a u ~ o ~ u  7 8 u  
Ghrdv ~ a l  TAP yaA4iav H ~ K A V U .  
rupp~yii 5' G k  b p ~ o i u  t i ~ a ~  7 4 ~ v  

q~afiwv T Q C  I' Bfpos ~ a l  ~ o i  rrvpds. 
x ~ p r m d v ~ r a s  6; dvw-rdrm XBPTWY 
TO; aittipor h' a h $  ~b ~ u p i 8 e s  
dao~syijvar, TO~X 82T€p H E K ~ ~ K C I ~ E Y  

abpuvhv, 6g' 06 $84 ~b xeplyrra. 
This accour~t (it1 the interpr~tatior~ 
of which Krj sche, For.9ch. 101 sqq., 
seemr to me to h a w  best YUC- 

ceedd, and to Lave essentially 
implured ou, that of Braudis, 



the outermost of these circles we must understand the 
vault of hearen conceived as fixed; by the circle of 
fire under this, the circumambient fire of the Pytha- 
gorans ;  t h e  fixed circle in the centre can only be the 
earth, which we are elsewhere told Parmenides consi- 
dered t o  bc a globe at rest in the midst of the uni~~erse .~  
According to tliis, the circle of fire surrounding it must 
be the air which, as contrasted with the earth, might 
well be described as the rare and the l u m i n o u s . ~ e -  
tween these two extreme points is the henf~en of fixed 
stars.4 IZow the pahicular spheres were placed in these, 
and whether Parmenides departed f ~ o m  the opinion 
lisually held as to their succes?ion, cannot be determined 

Conztmnent. 160 sqq,, and Karsten, 
241 sqq.) is partially con6rmed 
by fhe confused statement of 
Cicero, A< D. I .  11, 28, nam Par- 
menides quidem com~~azticizc?npuid- 
dam co,ro?ms si.mil*iladiw eficit r 
LJtephuwn adpellat, comtiitmk 
nrdore LXCZ.P wbem, p i  ci?zyat, 
c u d u ~ ,  pzssm adyellat Ucum (thit: 
is nithor wholly false, or an entire 
miuapprchension of some genuino 
p;~swge) but especially by v. 120 
of Parmenidee :- 

(S?qx+ffi. p. 595, 2). Gf. v. 11 3 qq., 
supra 592, 3. 

' k x a ~ o s  Y O ~ ~ i r ~ o s ,  as it 
called iu v. 141. 

Diog. ix. 21 : a p l r o s  6' o k o s  
r h v  yqv d r i t p ~ v e  u # ~ l p 0 ~ 1 8 ~  ~ a l  dv 

RC~IT~RI .  P h t .  IJlac. iii. 15, 
7. Panuenides alrd nemocritus 
mainbin that the earth is kept in  

nn equilibrium, nnd does not move, 
bec:tosu it is equidistant from all 
parts of the  uilirarse. When 
Schiifer (Afitrma. Ge0gr.d. Griechma, 
Flensb. 1873, p. 12 sq.) says, fol- 
lolving the precedent of Schaubach 
and Porbiger, that Parmeuidea as- 
cribed tu  the carth the form of a 
disc, and not  of :i. s p h ~ r a ,  he for- 
gets that  the statement of Uioge- 
nes originatas with Theophrastuu. 
Theophrtlst.~~, accordi~~g l o  Diog. 
viii. 48, ~ssertcd of Parmenidcu: 
TPGTOY ~ Y O ~ ~ U L  T ~ V  yljv ~ ~ O & A ~ L J ;  
srpoy$Anu must here mean, as i t 
does with Plotcr, P b d n ,  97 D (wd- 
n p n v  4 y4 nhare7d Z m r #  41 rrrpoy- 
y i rh~) ,  the spherio.al fo rn~ ,  as Par- 
menides mas by no means the first 
philosopher who thought the oxrth 
was a round disc. 

This especially, and not hwt, 
appears also in s. 116 sq. (vide 
8 ~ 4 ~ .  p. 592,4), a8 tha didnguishing 
eha?xteristic of the fire of Yarmc- 
nides ; be even calls it 4rrrov. 

Called ap. Stobceus, k. c., su- 
p i 8 ~ s  and 06puvds, 



with certainty-I This is also the case with other astro- 
nomical and cosmo1ogic;tl theories attributed t o  hirn.2 
In the midst of the universe3 the goddess that rules it 

Stab. i. 515, says : n. xpi7au  
ptv T ~ T T E L  r h v  'EGov, r l v  abrbr, 6; 
v u p ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ o v  Ga' a h 0 6  I C U ~  ' E o n ~ p ~ v ,  
Jr 79aiOipr ps8 "o r h u  G ~ L O Y ,  fig' 4 
T O ~ S  <Y T$ T I I ~ ~ S E L  & U T ; ~ U I ,  BreY 
0 2 ~ a v b ~  r rani  (cf. p. BWj. If this 
repressntaLion it; correct, we might 
suppose that Par~ncnideshadplwad 
t,tm milky m y  bighest, after the 
sccadhst arc of heaven, and the 
orher 6xod fitars lowest ; the pla- 
nets, sun nnd moon. between tile 
two. It is h o ~ e r e r ,  
whcther the informant of Stobeus 
derivrd hi8 statements from a r ~  
curate knowledge of Parmcnid~fi' 
poem, or  conatructcrl fnr himself, 
f ~ o m  theverses quotodp. 598.2. nrrd 
from ot,Iier p;tnsages, an astronoinr- 
cal system, far t r w c a r d i n g  Pw- 
menid%' oura doctri ntl. Cf.Xrisehe, 
p. 115. 

Aceordj~~g tn Stub. i. 484 
( s t a t .  p. 598, 21, 524, he ascribed t o  
t he  ~llilky way and to the sun a 
fiery nature, and t o  r.he moon a 
mixod natnre; but ak all three  ba- 
long to the mixed spheras, there 
could only he qucstioa of more o r  
less of the fiery o r  of the  dark ele- 
ment. In p. 574 (P lm.  j i i ,  1, 6 ;  
Galcb. c. 17, p. 2851, Stobreus s a p  
that thc colour of the milky w ~ y  
arises from tlls mixtnre of the 
dense and the wre, arid he makes 
Pdrmenldcs (B. 564) account for the 
faee in the moon from this cause. 
A c t o ~ l i n g  t o  p. 532, Pamenidea 
t l lought tho sun und moon wero 
produced fmm the milky wag-tho 
bun from the  mrer, the moor) fmm 
t,hf~ denser pnrt of i t s  admixtu*. 
In p. 550 (Plm, i i .  26, pwall.) we 
fipd : n. rvpivqr [T$P uen$~v]  

6; T$ {A@, K U ~  y6.p k i  air706 qwr i -  
~ ~ a @ a r  (thitl a180 &p. Parm. v. 144 
q.1, where, however, we must either 
omit y&p, u~hirh is wanting i n  the 
other texts, or we must suppose 
tha t  fuqv with P~rmenidcq did not 
refer t o  the rnqnitude, hut t o  t h e  
orbit rsf t h e  m m .  (Kurel~rz,  p. 
284.) The opinion uf Parme- 
nideu on t,hc nature of the stars 
is thus expressed by Stab. i. 
510: 110 regarded them (like He- 
racleitus, X~nophane~, Anaxinian- 
dor and ot.hers) as a r ~ $ ~ ~ ~ a ~ a  aupb:, 
that is, fiery masses of vapour, 
which are nourisl~ed by the elrapm- 
ratio11 from the earth .(if this is 
truly reparted nf him), The iden- 
tity of the rnolmjng and erening 
stw, nn which he c e r t ~ i n l ~  must 
11uve given some opinion, WnR, BC- 
cording to some &uLhors, discovort.d 
by him (Ding. ix. 23 ; of. viii. 11 ; 
Suidas, E a r ~ p n s )  ; others xiscribe 
t I ~ i s  discovery to Pythagoras (vide 
sup. p. 458, I). A150 the  division of 
the earth in to  five mnas, tkc author 
of which is somctimes said to be 
Pr~rmcnides  (Pasidon, ap. Skrabo, 
ii. 2, 2, p. 9-l ; Bch. Tat. nd. Artct. 
c. 31, p. 157 C ;  Plut,. Plat. iii. 
11, 4), i s  by others ~ttriuuted t o  
the I)y&aworennu (sup. y. 480, 21, 
who mightindeed h a ~ e  arrived a t  
it t.hrough Psrmenidcs. 

Stob. (mp. p. 598, 2) says, in 
the centre of the  mixed spheres. 
Th:s statement i r  rightlp ewplair~ed 
hy Krische, PmsdB. 105 sq., RS 3 
misur~derstunding of 7odrou i n  v. 
128, rluoted 9up. p. 595, 2. Also 
Slmpl. Yhys. 6 a, says of Parme- 
nides : T O I ~ T I K ~ V  U?TLOV. . . S Y  KOLVBY, 
T$V iv  piay trdvswv i8pyCvwv ual 



-the parent of the gods and of all things (Tide supm) 
--has her dwelling place. She undoubtedly oorrebponds 
to  the central fire of the Pythago~eans, the mother of 
the gods and former o f  the world. 

Besides these o o s r n o l ~ ~ i ~ x ~ l  notions, ve have some 
snthropologieal theories handed down t o  us as those of 
Parmenides. He seems to have conccived the begin- 
ning of the human race as a derelopment from primitive 
slime, brought about by the heat of t he  sun ; and his 
opinion on this snbj~ot has therefore been identified 
with that  of Empedocle~.~ What he says on the differ- 
ence of the sexes and the urigin of this diffcrenee in 
genelation i u  u u i m p o r t t x n t . ~ t  i s  of more consequence 

~ d s q s  -j~wLcr~ws airiur Sa;pova ~ 1 0 ~ -  
ora, and sitnilarly Iambl. Thcol. 
/r~iih?n. p. 8, after n. mcnt,ion of the 
central fire: Zoi~aur Bh nard ye 
70,87a U U - T ~ K O A U B ~ I ( ~ Y ~ L  TOTS TIu6ay0- 
pelorr u'l .rr xep1 ' E p r ~ F o ~ h k  act1 
IIappcviFiqv . . , @ d P e v o ~  T$Y ~ Y U -  

B I K ~ ) V $ ~ ~ V ' E Q I ; L Y S  ~ p d r o v  ;Y P C ~ Q  
isphuear. The opposite view of 
Apelt,. Pam.  st Emp. doc~rilia de 
ncarli drzicta~a (Jena, 18571, p. 
5 sqq., I cannot agree with. 

I Diug. ix.a% gays, prubxbly after 
T h e o p h r a s t . ~ ~  : y i v e r v  BuOplawv E'[ 

;Ih;ou ap&nv y~v6o8ar; but  instcad 
of ihiov we should probably r e d  
i h h o ~ ,  with the Bade edition m d  
many modern uvitrrs; or, nccord- 
ing to  Wteiilhart's conj~eiure (Al1.9. 
Rxo. I. c. 232), Ghbv .re uai ihior.  
But cvpn if ure :iccart kAiou, we 
neednot&ptWit.h Knschs, Fwsch. 
108, the idea 01 thc ~roduction of 
souls out of the sun-a concepti,tion 
which can hardly lie in the  words, 
and which neither the supposed 
precedent of t h o  Py tha~orenns  
(sztp. p. 476, 21, nor the utterance, 

ap. Simp!. PiLy5., 9 a, rncntioucd p. 
448, 2 ,  3rd cd., can justify us in 
attributing to Parmenides. We 
mast rather understand with Kar- 
st,cn, p. 257, a production by means 
of the SUPS heat. P lu la r~h  (vidt) 
aup. p. 597, 3) also says that Par- 
menides spol:c of the origin of mm. 

* Cens. Di. fiat. 4, 8, after 
having quoted the hn lous  opiliion 
of Empedocle~ : hrcec m&m opiaio 
e t i u ~ n  .irz Purm$i& Velisnsi f f i i t ,  
pcrumdis ~xocptis ah ~%yledocle dis- 
$ensis (dia~c?ztirntiii?cs ? cf. on this 
subject pp. 226, 206, 569). 

"Although he regarded the 
fiorg el~mrnt as the nubler, he ret 
held that Tomen were of warmcr 
nature t h m  nlen: hence their more 
sangniuti temperament, etc. (-44Pist. 
Part. ..4fii,m. ii. 2, 648 i ~ ,  28; ~ f .  
Cam-. hint. ir. I, 765 b, 19). 
For  this retison, at the first form- 
ing of mankind, he represents men 
as originating in the north, and 
women in the south, I'lut. I'kri.'. v. 
7, 2 ; Galen, o. 32, p. 3 24. 

According to  Y. 150, bop 
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to us to learn that he derived khe phenomena of the 
life of the soul, perception and reflection, from the 
mixture of substa,nces in the body. Jle supposed that 
each of the two primilive substances is sensible of  that 
which is akin to it, and that therefore the notions and 
thoughts of men are of this or that nature, recollec- 
tions remain or are lost, according as the warm or cold 
element predominates in khe body: Ire sought the cause 
of life and of intelligence in the warm element ; but 
evca where this  i~ entirely absent, as in the corpse, 
there must still be sensation; only that  sensation is 
then t o  be referred, not t o  ligbt and heat, but to the 
cold, dark elemenL2 Mre see from t3is that even Far- 

pvo~ccd h m  the right side, and aha explained sleep and age as rc- 
girls from their left o f  the urgans sultiilg from the decliue of wmn~th. 
in both sexes ; the statement, ap. Tert. IIE A%. c. 43 ; Stob. FlonE. 
Plut. P1uc.v. 11, 2,and Cens. IJi. 115,29. 
n'd. 6, 8, that cbiIdrt~nderivedfrom * Pam. Y. 146 sqq, :- 
the right side rescmble their fn- h, yhp iKdaTw gxar Kp;rvrr Feh(cuv 
thcr, ttnd those frum the laf i  tho?r 

t O h Y K ~ f i T T P I Y ,  
mother, is a mere misunderstand- .rhs #,jos ivB,,horbr am,,;mvKE,,. 7b 
ins. Whst Censorin~rs says, c. ti, y;p a h b  
5 ;  cf. 5, 4, is more !ikely t o  I J ~  irTlr, sTPP gporgei pshgwv +ibrs 
true, yiz , that, tllc seed of Loth ;v8pdrorrz 
parents strug~les for the mastery, ,d r;#iv Kd T C X Y T ~  T b  yap lrh;vv 
aud t h e  child resembles K ~ ~ c ~ c & - P L '  Pd?lpO, 
part i& victorious. The verses (a 
Latin rerslon,  ?p. Cool. A u ~ l i a n ,  Dc The best elucidation of this f r q -  
Mvrh. Chros. IV. 9, p. 545, T. 150 merit is gisen by Theophr=tui, 
sqq. Keyst.) are also to be c o n  Scnsu, 3 sg.: napp. ykp Zhus 
sidered genuine, u,hich attribute a oir8krv h+r$pr~fa, (he did not trmt of 
right constit.iition of bod7 to  t h e  each of tho senses separately) dhhi 
hilrrnonious blendiilg of nlals and pdvor, i;tr suo7v ~ v ~ o ~ ~  ~ ~ o r x ~ ~ o l v  
female seed,and lnaifbrmxtions rand K ~ T &  ~b dacpflrihhrrv ;uriv ?j yvt jo r r  

blerniaheq .to their strife. The Suv y+ dnepuipy 7 b  B ~ p ~ L b v  9 ~b 
statement in the  Plm. o, 7, 4,  on +vXpLu, 6hhvu +yivsr%ai T ~ V  Sdvurav. 
the origin uf tho difference of the ,6rAriar Ek icml ua6apw~Cpev T?U 8rk 
soxes, is ce~tainly i~lrarrect.  7 B  B ~ ~ ~ d v .  o t  p;jv &.A& ~ a l  T U ~ T ~ P  

' X t ~ b .  Ed. i. 7YG, therefore &iuBal riror uufipcspias. Qs y&.p iud- 
says, a d q ~ t i n g  latar terminoloXy, UTW, $qc i~  etc. ~b ybp aiuedvc- 
IIapptvi8~rnvpdlq (7tr # v ~ v ) .  He v%ui ~ a l  7b ppavr?v &;s rrchb hiytr 



menides is still far from discriminating between the 
spiritual and the  corpored, and (hati he does riot attempt 
t o  distinguish perception aud thought in regard to  their 
origin and formal character, though he entirely recog- 
nises the superiority of the rational assertion .to hhe 
sensuous intuition ; for that such a view is only enun- 
ciated in the second part; of his poem is unimportant for 
this point. If he had keen aware of the distinction, he 
would not have passed it over in this place, btrt mould 
have sought to  explain it from the starrdpvint of ordi- 
nary opinion.' But he has instituted no further enquiries 
into the nature of opinion, and of tLe activity of the soul.a 

6th KUL T ~ V  p v f i p ~ ~  KC> T + V  A i l e ~ v  
Bxb .ro:.rwv ylvtnOar 6rh 6 s  updctws. 
82 8' iacicwur ?j pl& rrdrqdv k ~ a ~  
$ p o u ~ b  oO, ~d T;S Q SrnWrurr, 
ab6hv i r r  B L ~ ~ ~ I C E V .  ~ ( T , L  8; K R L  5$  

~ P R U T ' ~ ~ ~  KU~' a&rb ~ L E ;  T+Y d m e 7 ~ l ~ ,  
9 a v ~ p b v  ;v o9'r + ~ a r  T ~ P  Y C K P X P  p4- 
' T ~ T  p l ~  rai B E W ~ ;  @ w f i s  oirx 
abBdvcaQat 6th 751u irhrr+rv 70; nu- 
phs, + u x p o l  iii nu> c r w f i s  K U ~  TI& 

dvaur;mu crin8du~u8ar. ral Bhws 81 
w i r ~  7 b  'SY EXeiv TLY& ~ Y & L T I Y .  Cf. 
Alex. 172 ~Vtdnpd. I O U 9  b, 21, who 
concl~~dos liis curnmentnry on the 
varse with tlic words (p. 263, 22 
Bnn,) : .rb y&p ~KhLov hiywaa ~ d q u a .  
&: ykp (?) TOG ~ P O Y C ; V  ~ ~ T ~ ~ U ( P P U  

711s u w p a ~ ~ ~ j j s  K ~ ~ L T C W S  ~ a l  htl 
~ a r h  78  I F A E O ~ ( ~ ~ ~ V  KUI 6 m ~ p a ~ o i i w  
:Y T$ U W ~ ~ T L K $  BtaOt r~~  &TO; Y E -  
v o ~ l v o a .  Hitcar, i. 495, tmnslatrs 
nhkov its the  full ; Hegel, Gtzi:h.. d. 
Phil, i. 277, the most ; Brantiis, Gr. 
Rim. Phil. i. 382, the mightirr; 
Steinhart,, A c. 243, the prepon- 
deraut fiery. I t  rather signifies, 
howerer, P8 Theupbrastus rightly 
expl:lins, .rb B ? r ~ ~ a d h h o v ,  t he  pre- 
poncicrating, and the  rholo pro- 

position asserts that- o f  the two 
elcmonts, the one that prepon- 
deratcs and overcomes is thought, 
which eugenders and determines 
opinicmu. 0 1 1  account of tliia 
thcnsy, Theophrastus reckons 
.t'art'arme~iides among those philo- 
sopbt~rs who regard perception a8 
produced by that whkch is of liko 
kind. 

Tbeophrzstus says: .rb ~iuBa'- 
vao0ar aui ~b $,~OYE?V &S TRCTX 
Aiye i ;  Arist, ~W~tnph.  ir. 5,  1009 
b, 12, 21, reckons Parmcnides 
amow those who consdcivd ppd- 
vTors to be the same an afrfl~orr ; 
and Uiog. ix, 29, fidluwing Theo- 
11ilrastns, and agreeing with St.ob. 
i. 790, rells us T ~ V  S V ~ ~ J P  ICRL ~ b v  
YOCV T U ~ T B Y  tSvar (n. hri@vc) .  
This is ,  ae a matter of facs, quite 
co~rect; but wo niust ~ e l l ~ ~ e ~ h e r  
t ha t  he did not obscrre t h e  dis- 
tinctiod bal;ween and 
thought, and cunbeqae~~tly did not 
exprtssly dony i t ;  and that in v, 
148, perct:ption 18 inciudrd under 
the word ~ ~ o v ; i r .  

WM p. 6U2, 2. Accoiding to 
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Whether in his physics he inculcated the doatrino, 
of metempsychosis or of pre-existence is uncertain.': 
The statement that he believed in a dehuct ion of the  
universe a seems t o  be founded on a r~isunderstanding.~. 

What significance Parmenides ascribed to. his pby- 
Joh. Dxrnauc. 1'nmcU. ii. 25, 28 Hades. The words of Simpiiciu?, 
(Stob. Florid. Ed. Ncin. jv. 2351, th~refure, assert t h a t  God sends. 
Pmmonidcs, like En~pedocles, xc- sonls now ou t  of this life, and nov 
counted for seni;etion by the thoory into it, And though these words, 
of pores in the organs of sense. strictly speaking, certainly imply 
The. limns of Parmenidss, how- prc-existonce, it is still douht,ful~ 
ever, irr no doubt wrongly plac~ii whether we ought so to interpret 
i n  this connectioi~ ; i t  is absent ap. them, and not as a. poetical mode, 
Plut. Plat. iv. 9, 3. n i ~ d  Galcn, c. of cxprcssiou. At the name time, 
14, p. 308. Ih. Yo. 30, we find it is qu~te h o t  brmonides -  
nap+. ' E , U T ~ ~ O Y A ~ ~ P  ;AABL+EL ~ p o @ i j s  m;ty haw adopted in his exposition 
sbu SPEELV, a nutice on whii i~,  cven of the omlinary thcorioa the doo- 
if it i s  true, nothingcould be based : trins.crf tmnsmigrat.jon. Also the 
for Kar~ten's explanation (p 2fi9) cspresnion o ~ u ~ ~ ~ i r s  sdrros (Pwriz. 
that rlasire arises vhcn one of the v. 129, H I P .  p. 395, 2 )  does not 
elcments is present i n  too sotnil necessarily, as Rittr!r thinks, ex- 
me;tsare, is very uncertain. Imtly,, pvesu that it rrrnuld be bettor for 
Plut. PErcc, iv. 5, 5 .  s&y$ : n. " n " ~ n  no t  tO be born: it miy simply 
$Aqv r@ @ d p a ~ l  (TA <ye$ovtuhv) uai rcfer to birth pmgs. d u ~ v  al- 
'ErL~ovpos, b l ~ t  this is evidently a ready carries us beyond our humsn 
mnre inference from some saying worid: 
o f  Pirmcnidcs, and not the saying Hippo!, Eefict. i .  11 : r b v  
itself. K ~ U ~ ~ P P  ;@q qOeipsda;, 4 G rpdrp, 

1 Simpl. Ph;ys. 9 R. Bays of O ~ K  ~ S I ~ E V .  
Pnrmenidcs' Deity : aal 7 i s  9 ~ x 6 s  As the Fhilosophnrnena thnm- 
rbatrv TOT* pgt* 6w T O G  Q+wois gelreg 88y that.P~rnleninide6 did not 
F ~ P  7 8  iLt~Kis, R ~ J T ;  8; 2vd.?~u.Gv give his apin~on pa~ticuIwiy on 
+vat. Rittsr, i .  510, and  Karsten, the destruction of the world, it is 
p. 272 sqq, understand thi8 t o  pmnbable that the statement has 
mean that ep$nrir was kfe l ight  no other foundation than the GLOB- 
or athsr .  and h~r6ks the or i n r  verso of Parmenides' noem :- 
the terrkstrial world; and thaf 
accordingly, Parmenides rcgz1.rc1d 
birth as a sinking from thc higher 
world, and death as a. retltrn to it. 
Hut the  exp~e~siolls ~ ~ + I I V ~ S  xnd 
& E I B ; S  do nut signify the light and 
thedark, but thatwhich is rn:~nifest 
to ue, and that: which is hidden ; 
%.he one consrq~~ently tho upper 
wurid, and the other the lower, 

- 
o h w  T O L  Y ~ T &  8dgau +U TBSC UDW 

7~ :art, 

. K U ~  ~ ~ T ~ T C I T '  &d T U ~ ~ E  T E ~ E U T ~ U U V ~ L  

~ ~ a $ ; v ~ a '  
702s 8 8vqu' & r 6 p m ~ o ~  uariB~vt' 

;wirqpou &dmy. 

These Terse@, however, seen1 to 
refer to tho destruction of indi- 
viduals and not of thc universe. 



sics is a point on which opinioiis have been divided 
from the earliest times.' Some suppose that in them 
we have throughout only the standpoint of delusive 
opinion, and not the persorial convictions of the philo- 
sopher. Others think that he did not intend to deny 
all tsrlt l l  td the world of phenomena as such, but only 
to  discriminate its divided and variable Being from the 
One and undivided Reing of true existence. This second 
theory has had many advocates in modern times,2 but I 
cannot alpport it. Parmenides himself declares too ex- 
plicitly that he aoknomledges only the one unchangeabIe 
essence as a reality ; that he does not concede a particle 
of truth to the ordinary notion which shorrv us plurality 
and change ; and that, consequently, in the second part 
of his poem he is stating the opinions of  others, and not 
his own con~ictions.~ Aristotle apprehended his doctrine 

T1.e opinions of the ancicntd 
are gireu most fully by iymndis, 
t?onim. El. 149 sqq. ; cf. &. Bhz. 
PkiE. i. 394 sqq.; and also by Kar- 
st,en, p. 1-13 sqq. I have not 
tliougkt i t neeeararg t o  discuss 
them, as the judgmnnt of Ariato- 
tlc, which we skall presently 
examine, must, afier all, bo con- 
clusive fur us. 

VSclciormmher, Gesch, d .  
Phg. 63. 'But the truth is that 
all this holds good onky of abso- 
lute Being; and, therefure, the 
Plurality is )lot a plurality of ah- 
dolute Being,' cte. ; Xaracn, 145 : 
ill5 nee m a n &  u'rnpImus cst aerila- 
tm, acc apwtit omilao opiwdones; 
mcwhm excdwif echaqw sawin 
trihgsit locrbm. P~rmcnidcs (cf. p. 
149) distingnizhed the eterniil 
from the mutable, without exactly 
dsdniug the relation of the two 

spheres, but it neser occurred to 
him to regard the Phenolnenun a.3 
deceptive appearxnce. Cf. Bitter, 
i .  499 sqq. According to t he  
Elestics we can never grasp divine 
t rnth except in a few general pro- 
position~; ; whm,acccding to man'ss. 
118ud nrcthod of tlriuking, we as- 
slime plurality and changc, this is 
only hlsehood and deception of the 
aenses. On the other Irand, we 
rnaet  ~eknuwledge that even in 
what, nppews as Many and Chongtr 
the Uirine exists, nIrhough veiled 
and misapprehended. 

Wf. uu this point the quota- 
tions sg. pp. 584, 1 ; 387, 2 ;  604, 
3 ; cspwinlly thc vemes wilh which 
the first part of L-ia poem, the dnc- 
t r ine  of Being, coricludes, v. 110 
8 1 9  :- 
fa  T{ 6 0 c  w a d ~  r m b p  hd.yov ij8k 

J,~?cL= 



in this same way ; Plato tells us that in contradict- 
ing the ordinary view, Zeno mas entirely at one with 
his master ; and it is entirely beyond question that 
Zeno absolutely denied plurality and change. It may 
seem strange, on this ~ i e w  of ihe mattcr, that  Parme- 
nides should not only give a detailed account of 
opillinns which he considers altogether worthless, but 
should construct a specific theory from thcir point of 
view ; it m;ty also seem unlikely that he should entirely 
deny the truth of the sense perception, and that in his 
few propositions concerning Lhc One, which are rather 
negative than positive, he should believe himself to 
have exhausted the  whole of the t . r~i th.~ But what else 
could be said, and how coalci, he express himself dif- 
ferently on the subject of reality, having 0nc.e started 
from the proposition that only Being is, and that non- 
Being is absolutely, and in all respects, non. existent, 
when he had not attained to  those more precise 
dialectical distinctions with mllich Plato and Aristotle 
afterivaxds opposed his doctrine ? His reason for never- 
theless entering a t  length upon the consideration of the 
world of phenomenta is sufliciently explained by himself: 

Cf. the phssFkge5 quoted, sly. 
p. 561, 3 ;  587, 2; and Cdo, 
iii. i. 293 b, 14: oi p&u y 4  
a ; ~ G f  SAWS &ltlihov ~ ~ Y E ~ L Y  XU: 

q 1 8 o ~ i u .  ote;y y+ o k r  yiyvruba; 
~ U U W  O&E + O E ; P . ~ I L . L  TGIJ ~ W W V .  

bhhh pdvov S o ~ c b  $$v. a7uv oi 
acpl M i h r ~ ~ d ~  r c  ~ a l  Tlc~pp~viS??~. 

Simi1arl.y. Gen. c t  Cow. i. 8, 326 
a, 2 .  He then proceeds to mention 
tho determinations of the world of 
p)eoomena, and praises Parme- 
nldev fur h a ~ i n g  extended his ob- 
sarv~tinns to that world also 
(MetnpL. i. 5, *up. p, 592, I), but 
this is not t u  the purpose, for 
nothing is said by him of the 1.6- 
lation in which Parmenides placed 
the Phcnornenon and Reality. 

a Parm. 128 A. 
a Ritter, Z. c. 



he purposes not to  overlook even hostile opinions.' The 
reader is to  h ~ v e  both theories set before him, the true 
and the false, in order that he may the more surely de- 
cide for the true. The false theory of the universe is not 
indeed not represented as it is actllally found wi th  any 
of the previous philosophers, but as, according to the 
opinion of Parmenides, it ought t o  be expressed. This, 
however, we find in other ancient authors. YIato often 
corrects the opinions t,hat be combats, both as to their 
content and the manner of apprehending them. Thrl- 
cydides does not put into the mouth of his characters 
what they really said, but what he would have mid in 
their place. Parmcnides adopts the same dramatic 
procedure ; he rcpregents the ordinary view of the world 
as he himself would regard it if he placed himself on 
that standpoint, hub his design is not  to expouud Iiis 
own opinions, but those of others; his whole physical 
theory has a merely hypothetical import. It is designed 
t o  show us how the world of phenomena ~vould present 
itself to 11s if me could regard it as a reality. But it 
is clear from the exposition that the world of phe- 
nomena can only be explained on the theory of two 
primitive elements, one corresponding t o  Being, and 
the other to non-Being ; and consequently, that it pre- 
supposes at all points the Reing of non-Being. And 
therefore it is the more evident that the world of pbe- 
xlomena itsdf, as distinct from the One and eternal 
Being, has no claim to Reality. Parmenides, however, 
did not attempt that thorough dialectical refutation of 
the ordinary mode of presentation, which, we are told 

' v. 121 (mp. p. 597, 3) .  



by the most tms tworthy testimonies, vas the special 
achievement of 2eno.l When a dialecticdl procedure 
of this kind, therefore, is ascribed t o  Parmenides by 
later writers: they are confusing him with Xeno : only 
the  beginnings of such a. method can be rewgnised in 
his argument against the Bcing of non-Being. 

PAR~~EKIDES had developed the Eleatic doctrine t o  a 
point beyond which it could not be materially carried. 
It only remained for his srlccesaors to defend hi5 views as 

opposed to the ordinary presentat.ion, and to establish 
them more precisely in their particular clet,ails. The 
more minutely, horvcver, the relation of the two stand- 
points was consiclexed, the  more distinctly must their 
entire incompatibility, and the inability of the Eleatic 
doctrine to explain pl~enornena, have appeared. On 
the other hand, where an understmding wit,h ordinary 
opinion was attempted, the purity of the definitions 
concerning Being must have immediately suffered. To 
have seen this constitutes the merit of Zeno and 
Melissus. For t,lie rat ,  these two philosophers are 
agreed both with each other and with Parmenides. 
The only differeni!e between them is that, Zcno, who 
far excelled blelissus i n  dialectic ahiIity, maintained 

Authorities vill be cited be- Farorin. a.p. Diog. ix. 23, ascribes 
low; for  the preseut it is sufficinnt tn him the  Achilles puzzle, and 
to recall Plato, Arrm. 128 A sqq;. Porph. ap- Simpl. Piys. 30 a (1-ide 

2 Aczoding t o  Sest. rVulh. 1.11. p. 543): the argument from bi- 
5 ag., somo wished to  reckun him wetion. We shall find, howerer, 
not only among the Fhgt;icistti, but. tl~.zt hnth bolorlg to Zeno. Cf, p. 
also among the ~Ui~~lecticians. 590, 1. 



t he  standpoint of his master rzncompromisingly, and i n  
sharp opposition to  the ordinary view; while -Velissus, 
milh less acutsncss of intellect, approached sorocwhat, 
more ncariy to the ordinary view, and diverged in some 
not  unimporlant respects from the doctrine of Parrule- 
nides. 

Zeno,' the intimate friend and disciple of Par- 

1 Zeuo of  Elea, tlie son of Ttr- 
leutagoras (Diog ix. 25, ~ i d a  p. 
.',SO, I), according t o  Plam (Pavn~. 
127 B) TFZB twenty-fivc gerlrs 
younger than Parmenidas, and at 
a n  P~>OCII which must ha7.e been 
abmt  455-460 s.o., forty years old. 
This would imply that he irafi born 
about 49.5--480 B.G.. and in 01. 70 
or 71, This indication, howerer, 
as dreildy O I > S C P V C ~  (lw.  if.), is 
l~ardly to bc rcgarded as ll~stori- 
cdly;~mnr; i te .  Suidas~llarwZenv's 
~ p i n l e  in the 78th 01.; Uiog. ix. 
29, in t,he 7 9 t h ;  Euasbius, jn his 
Chmn.,in the 8DtL Olympiad. Hut 
these stdtemeuts nro not always 
very definite, and i t  i s  sometirr~es 
questionable whether they are 
Lased upon wtaai tradition, or %art: 
me+ely inferences drawn fl-om 
Flitto, or derived from a caltulx- 
t.ion (Diel's RhPili. MXS. xxxi. 35) 
which makes Zeno forty yews: 
younger than his rnnst.w, whose 
Gxfifi was plwed i n  01.69. It crin 
only be sktcd with certainty, that 
Ssnn m u  hornaboutthe begiuuing 
of thr fifth c,cntury, and appeared 
aa 3 teacher and author consider- 
ably before the middle of that 
ccnturg. Hib relation to  Pttmie- 
nidesisdescrihed as very intimate; 
Plate, 1. c., says he was reported LO 
have been his favonrite (rar6rrL).  
Athen. xi. 505 aq. takes great of- 
fenre at this  shtemeuk ; but  it 

need not be taken in  a Lrct sense. 
iiccoz-ding to Apollodor~. np. Dioy. 
I .  c. Zeno had Been thc adopted R&I 

of P~rmenideu. Though th in  is 
quite pomible in  itPeIf, yet Platc's 
silencc on tho matter makes us 
suspect t h ~ t  ' adopted son ' may 
haTs been subsLituted for favoun- 
i te,  iu older to obviate rniscnn- 
st.ructioir of this rolatiouship : :ind 
tho misapprehended exprssaiotl. 
Supk. 3.11 D, may also hitre rclatcd 
to this. Zen0 shares mith Parme- 
nidcs tho honou~.alJo dobignation 
of an b h p  lTv0uydpcros ( S ~ r ~ b o ,  ri. 
I, i .  p. 252) and the glury of hnr- 
ing promoted la\%- ant1 order in 
Blea. Ee is praised in D~og. i x .  
28 for I la r i~y ,  from 2ittncl1ment to 
his home, spent his whole l i f e  i r ~  
Xlea without once visiting Athens 
{ o h  ~ R L ~ T P $ U ~ S  ~b T U ~ & T R U  ~ p h  
a i ~ o b s ) .  Rut th in  nt;ttemeut cari 
h x d l y  bn true. Por if tlie Firfit 
Alcibiades be too doxbtful a source 
to guarmtes Lhe fact (1 19 d) &hot 
Pyt,hodorus and FMlinu each paid 
100 minte to Zcno for his iustruc- 
tions, which Callias must, oortainip 
have received i r ~  Athens, Plararcl~, 
Pm. c. 4, c. 5, us of a residence 
of %eno in Athcns, during which 
Pericles associated with him; and 
this fact may hare giren orcosion 
I;o Plate's 6mry of the visit of Par- 
menidea to that city. Zano is said 
to  have displayed gYeAt firmncss 



menides, seems to have agreed !I-ith him. on all points. 
Yhto ,  at any raic, expressly says t h a t  he eought in his 

imder tortures, iniIiot.e(I on him i n  in regard to it. Whether the 
consequence of s rebellion ag:tinst dlusioa ap. Arjst. Ehet. is 19, 312 
a tyrant iu which he had I~ecn h, 3, rofcra t o  this went,. and ahxt 
ilnplicateil. The occurrence ibclf is the truc explanation of it, e e  fin 
is abundantly attested : by 1lern.c- not knux.  nato  mclltions a work 
lides, Demetriur, Antisthenes: Hrr- which Zen0 cornposed in  hir enrly 
mippus and ot.hc.rs, ap. Uiog. ix. life (Paq~a.  127 C qq.) as if it 
26 sq.; Diotlor. .Ere. p. 5 5 7  : Wess. were his only known work (it is 
Plut. Glzvrialit. c. 3, p. 2OJ; 8f0. m l l ~ i  s i m p l y ~ 8  Z ~ Y W Y O S  YPLpw~a. 
Ry. 37, 3, p, 1031 ; Adu. CO~.  32, r h  u6yypappa). Simpl. (Phys. 50 
10, p. 1120; Fhilo, QIC. Onm. Pr. a) albo meutinns a work (TO ohy- 
W b .  881. C f. H55ch. ; Gkniens, r p ~ ~ a )  appiirently tllesamc spoken 
S t ~ o m .  I$.. 496 C ,  tic. TP.;o. ii. of by Plhto. It w;is devoted to  
22, 52 ; N. D. iii. 33. 82;  \-at. a ,  polemic i q ~ i l i s t  the ordjn:ty 
Max. iii., 3, 2 sq. ; Tert.. Apu- n e w ,  wfuting by infvrcncc the 
logcl. c. 50 ; Amm. Xarc.  xi^. 9 ; pxeruppositions of that stand-point. 
~ h i ~ o s t r .  K Apoll. rii. 2 ;  Snid;ts, 11: was divided into several parts 
'EA$a, etc. The more precise (wlied hdyor by PLalo), ant1 +rich 
details, howcrcr, .are rnrionnly part  iuto different eectiuns tritlled 

MORE of our authoriticv by r l i t o  hxoQdaatr, and by Simp]. 
make Elpa. the scene of the  event ; 2 r i X t r p ; l F a ~ a ) ,  in each uf which one 
Valerius sayti Agrigenturn, Philo- of the hypat1last.s vf the ordinary 
st.~xt,ua, Nysio ; brnrnia~~us, c o n  point o f  r i o w  was dohigned to be 
fouudi~ig Zeno with Annxarchus, reduccd pd ab~6rd!tfiz (Proclus i x  
Cyprus. Thetyrant, is cn l l edsnme  Pawn. IT. 100 Cous., who by 
t m c s  Diomodon, sometimes Yemy- h d y o ~  understaudu ttta several a r -  
lur, sometimes Nearcllus : Vslerlns guments, a d  by ;?roBiu~is the 
names Phdaris; Te~tullian, Diony- premises of the several ronelu- 
wius. Some assert that xcno ga.;~vs sions; 11s speaks of 40 Adyor, : i d  

u p  his frien{:uds to  the tyrant ; can hardly hare ,seen Zeno's work. 
others that, in order to betray nu David, Svhol. en Brisl. 22 J .  34 
oue, Iie hit out his ow11 tongue; sqq., nn dourht copies from him). 
u~hers that he bit off the  tyrurlt 's That tho  work was i n  prim?, we 
ear. A s  t o  the mannor of his knnw from Plato, and from the 
dcatb also, thcro js  n l r ~ c h  division extracts in  Simpliciur. It is no 
uf opinh~u, Aocortling-toDiogeue4, doubt identical with the book ~ 1 -  
the tyraut w:tu killed ; according lnded to in Arist. Snpls, el. c. 10, 
tol)iodoras,Zcno rvnssetfrca. Va- 170 h, 22,  in the words, ~(li 6 
lerius rcprercnt-s thc occurrcncc ns & * O I ( P I ~ . C ~ ~ ~ F V O E  ~ a l  h Z p w ~ J v  Z$vrnv ; 
happening twice, fir~t to this Zeno, fur r w n  though  here might hc: 
and nfterrarciu to a uiimesake of q u ~ s t i n n s  and aoswcrs in th ib  book, 
his (cf. Ikiyls, fiict. &no% d'EIi, yet it ne~d not have heen on that 
Rmi. C ) .  Although thcreforc t,llc wctruut, an nctiial dialogre, allit 
uc:currence seams to be hibtorical: Zeno nerd not have been the 6rst 
nuthing further cau be determiued e,.rthor of tho dial~gue, 21s Diog. 



writings to  1-ef11te the plurality of things, anrl by i,his 
means to  prove indirectly the unity of all Being main- 
tained hy P;trmenides.' Thus his conception. of Reing 
must hale been, in general, the sa&e as that of his 
master. What we are told of his physical propositions, 
also, in pii~t coincides with the hypothetical physics of 
Pwmenides. As some of these shtemcnts, however, 
are manifestly untrue, and as our most trustworthy 
authorities never qiiote a single physical theory of 
&no's, it is most probable that he did not pursue 
further this portion of the doctrine of Panmenides." 

lii. 48, as6ert.s wit.h the prefix of been aquainled witli it. Simpliclus 
?dur. Arist,otlc himself, if we may himself, however, had probably 
judge from ~ h j s  prrseage of Diog. somctbing more t,han ext.i.ar,tsfrom 
and At.lien. xi. ,505 r ,  did nor it, ;hhhough (-ride p. 21 b) he 
designate him as such. That may not have been quite certain 
Xeno wrote many books does not that f~ i s  t e x t  was complete. At 
follow From t,he nnc of the p l ~ ~ ~ - n l  p. 131 + he is quuti'ng nnly fr.>rn 
B~flhfa ap. Diog, ix. 26, for this Eudem~ls. 
may refer to rho t;evcml pwts of ' PUT.. 127 E : ;pa ~ o C r 6  
liis one known work. Un Ula 2nr1v ~o6howaL aou OF ;\dyer, obit 
orher hand, Suidas uamev four  6hho T L  4 SrapdXtuOrrr napa ndvra 
writings tp~dcs,  i @ 7 q ~ r s  'Eflm80~- T& heyd,pvrr, r5s 06 rohh& ? U ~ L  ; ~ a l  
Alour, r p h  -robs @thoudgovq s. T ~ ~ T O U  LC;TOG U ~ E C  UOL ~ F K F ~ ? ~ P L O V  d v a i  
+ d a ~ ~ s .  Of tho 2{$ilyaars 'Efi?rr80~- EKUUTDV sijv hdywv, Sirs* ~ a l  ;lysi 
h b u s ,  which, hnwever, is eerlrtidy .room;.ra . r ~ ~ ~ t i ~ i a  ~ a ~ L ~ c o 6 ' a ~  i;ouur 
spurious, we h d  traces elsewhere, a c p  hdyous yiypagas, &s ' I ~ K  ZUTL 
vide p. 612. Ths threr othcrs, aqhhd; OG~,;chhk, +&ar rbvZ$vwva, 
nlantio~~orl only by Budocia, m y  KUA& auvi j~ar  8hur ~h ypdppa 8 
be >nerdy different names fur the  B o 6 A ~ ~ a i .  Socrates ou this remarks 
hook we have already spoken of, that Parmenides and Zcuo s;ty the 
Shllbnum'~prv~o~x.~I~owc~cr(Plut, same, the forri~er direct,ly, the 
Parla. p. 30) t o  rr;.zrl ;ypa+v Zpt6as latter indirectly. rrb pbv yb 
r p b s  sobs qrbadrpour m p i  $6r~or, (P<IwL.) ;u ~ n i r  T O I ~ ~ L L U L Y  EY rp js  
in Suidas, not only  contradict,^ t,he dvru 7h T ~ U  . . . 866 62 u6 oh aohhd 
received text, but disagrees entircly @VULV ~Tvar, and Zeno praclicaily 
with thc rnanncr in which Snidas conceder i t  -when he explkins more 
and similar authors gi:nerdly c ik  particularly how he came to com- 
t he  tit les of books. According to pose his work (vide p. 613, 3). 
SimpI. 1. e., Alemnderand Por.phyry 2 Our infurmetion on Lhis point 
cannot, haw meex Keno's work ; nor is confined to afew pa5sngt.s. Jljog. 
docs Yroclus eren seem tu  have ix. 39, says: bpiurer 6' a h $  s d b c .  

s n 2 



Wc can only with certainty ascribe t o  him tllust. dc- 
molistrcttions which axe intended to defend Parmeaides' 
doctrine as oppo~ed to t.he ordinary preselzt'atibn.' 

K Q C ~ O U P  JVUL, K S V ~ Y  TC p4 ETVUL. written n corrrmontary on the mork 
y q c v j d a r  8; T+Y TZY T&VTCY +IIIgiv of a contenlportlry of his own nge ; 
Er Uepf i~D ~cr i  r/.u;ypoii ~ a :  (qpoS ~ a b  and next: ~t is rcry strange that,, 
kpoG,  h a p p m d ~ ~ w v  tis %hh?Aa r h v  if he did $0, he should have selected 
p r ~ a f i o ~ + u .  Y ~ V G C I P  T' LvOpdmv EIK not the 15-r-ork of his master. but  
6 s  s7vua ~ a 1  +uXhv ~ p 2 . w  6irdpxciv O T ~ O  that was so little it? hannony 
{K r&v s p o c r P l l ~ c i v w ~  & a ~ &  p q F ~ ~ b s  wit.11 his own views. Pnr;hmr, iit 
T&WY ; T I K P & ~ ~ J U I P .  8~01). &I. i. a p p f a ? ~  fmmvhat has bbacn already 
60 : M6h~uras H U ~  ~ 6 v w v  7h ;Y XU!  quoted, p. 610, t11aL Zen0 W P O ~ O  
~ t i v  na; p d u ~ v  kfdrou K U ~  b x ~ [ p ~ ~  ~h only one book; and theutter silpnce 
FP. ~cai sL Pv T+Y & ~ 6 y t a ~ ~ ,  GAVY of drifitotle m d  his comment~tors 
6; ahijs T& ~Lacrcrpa araryria, ~ 1 6 ~  xr t u  any physical utterances of 
6k sb v e i ~ o r  ~ a l  T+Y glniav. A E ' ~ F L  Zeno shou~s that  none wrre kooFu 
8; ral ~h u~oc~s;a  %cobs, ual LO them. Lwbly, i t  is clear that, 
p!ypa ~ o d r u u  ~ b v  ~ d d ~ o r , ,  psi npbs i n  Stob~us,  propositions are as- 
 aka bvahvqsr~cr t  (perhaps h$~#- criIjed t,o Zeno which are cntiteiy 
Oar) sb ~DUOELGE'E .  (all that is :ippa- unkno\yn to him. The somr holds 
rsntly of the same. kind, as wood, good i n  part of the s t r t e n ~ e ~ l t s  of 
meat, flesh, &c., that which Arir; Di+gcnbs, but the b~cnt,cr number 
totle cdls dpogcp~pGs ruaolves itself oPth~-e  Are, so far, lessirnprobtilile, 
finally i n b  tho four olomcots) ~ a l  :IS they agree with the dorti.inc of 
e d a ~  o f c ~ a r  78r +uxbs, Br~ovs 6; Parrnenideu. Pmmenidss likewise 
t a ;  sob$ p~~6xovras abr i r~  ~ a B e ~ u L - s  dcnicd eo1pl.y space, hcld (he w a r u  
~aoapis. This last euposilion rc- and told to he elements, and taught 
minds us  so rnucl~ of Empedocles, t h a t  mankind &ruse in tho Erst 
that Heeren (in h. C.) thought of instance from the earth, and that 
substitutiug the name Empsdoc!rs s o d s  were compounded from tho 
for the singular word$ 8hvv BI eleme~~trj. The proposition: ~ d d -  
cr8~ijr. It seems t o  me tbc name pous G:UUI, however, rannot have 
of Empdocles may h n ~ c  dropped belongcd to xn Elmtic philosopher, 
out, either in tha t  place, as Sturz whether x e  underetand by H Q U ~ P I  
(Ei~~perZ. p. IGA) supposes, or more a number of synch~nnous worlds, 
pwbably (K~ische, Forsch, i. 123) o r  successive worlds; Xeno the 
befnre the words .rb ri.v Bv,  etc. Or Elcatic seems to be here oo~founded 
perhaps the whole pitssaAe may have with Zeno t,he Stoic ; and what is 
been taken &om the 2~4yquir 'Ep- wid of the elements bcnrs evirlence 
rrt8owhdovs (p. 609. 1, end), ascribed of tho  Shie-Aristotelian doctrine. 
toZeno. But thiawnrkcannothave Thwe secms also to have been a 
beer genuine; i t  most originxlly confusion between the two Zenos 
ksvrt borne the name of  Zeno the in Epi h Exp. r i d .  1037 G : z;lvwv 
Sroio I n  the hl place. iris vary h ' U e k &  h i p ~ l m b .  i r ~  T$ i i p y  
improbable and wholly without ZSvwvi ~ a l  rhv &b-qrov h b r r  
precedent in ancient times, that it nal ,usSi'va 7dmr K E W ~ P  41vn1. 

phi1osopher like Zeno shvuld have ' Stallbaum, Rat .  Parm. 25 



Zen0 adopted for this purpose an indirect methcd. 
I'armenides had derived his determinations of Being 
directly fiom the concept of Being. Zeno proves tilo 
samc doctrine iodirectly hy showing that the opposite 
theories involve 11s in diEculties and contmdictions, 
and that Being does not, arlmit of our reguding I t  
as a Plurality, as somet,hing divisible and changeable. 
ITe seeks t o  prove the Eleatio dodriae by reducing t,he 
prevalent mode of presentation t o  absurdity.' Becaalss 
of this method, which hc cmploycd with masterly skill, 
Zeno was called by Aristotic: the  iavcnhr o f  Dialectic," 
and Plato says tha.t he could make one and the same 

appcar t o  liis lienrers as like 2nd unlikc, as one knd 
lnitnp, as ill nzot.ion and at rest."Yhough this nialectic' 
zfterwards furnished many weapons to the Eyiatic of 
uqq. thinks it wits chiefly direckd z4vwaos PO;VTWV ~ T ~ ~ ~ T ~ O P O S ,  $82 
:,p?illst :ir~axayoras ~ n d  Jjeu~ipp~ls ; 31th;wtrou, 
but in  the demonstliltions of Zeuo ~ o h h i ; v  $airufl.uLcir {n l ivw,  ~ a l : ~ u v  
there is nuthing that speeiaIly y~ &v e k w .  
yo in t a  to either u f  these men. ' I n  t h o  .Picmi.  25 sqq, Xcno I ' h ~ d r .  361 D : ~ b u  v& 
thus conrinucs : ZUTL 61 i-d yc ' E ~ ~ U T I K ~ V  nahn,~qsllu h ; ~ o v ~ a  o;n 
ch&s B o ; i O ~ r d  r i r  r a S ~ a  r& YpI;IC l'cCutv T;XYP %UTC $alv~uBa~ 70;s 

pmru 14 IIappeul8bt h6yy r p b s  T O ~ P  ~ K O L S O V ~ L  T& ahrh iipo~a K U ~  bvdrolc, 
; T ~ ~ E I P L I ; V T ~ S  a5rbv K W ~ ~ ~ E ~ V ,  & S  F; K ~ L  $Y KE) X O A A ~ ~  p ; v ~ v ~ ( ;  TC a6 i c d  

2v <OTL mhhZL tta> y~hoiu flu,u#alucr $cpdp~vu.  That Zeno ishere meant, 
? r d o X ~ d v  76 AdYy ~ a l  t v a ~ ~ l c c  air+. nnd not  ,ilc,idnmas (as Quintil. iii. 
d ~ ; ~ ~ i y  8$ UBP T O ~ T D  ~b ypdpra 1, 2, tlliljks), i s  evlrlent, Mure- 
. ~ - ~ b s  r o b s  T& m h X h  ~ ~ Y O Y T ~ T  fca> over, Platu himself say8 i n  parid.. 
b ~ ~ a n o 8 i S w v c  .~aLi.ra K U ~  rrhdrn, TOGTO 187 X: i i l j s ,  +dvml & Z$YUY, TOGTO 
. B ~ ' J A ~ ~ E ~ W  6 q h ~ l v .  Ls ~ T L  y i A ~ i d ~ ~ p a  h L r y t l s ,  C; n o ~ h i  ; U T ~  ~k B v ~ a ,  &s 
~ d ~ ~ p i  2 p  ai1r8v ij d n B d ~ a ~ r ,  61 ti114 8.5; W D T ~  BCtotLt TC ESUU~ KUI &vC- 
B.o?A& ; u r r v ,  4 5 TO; ; u  f b a ~ ,  sf  is pora, m 6 ~ o  82 6h &?J~YU.TOU ; . . . . 
Lravis ; ~ e t i o t .  o i i m ,  qivui 7 0 v  Z ~ P U V E .  Similarly, 

' Uiog. riii, 57 : in. 2; ; Sent,. Ifiocr. Pi';lic. JTd. suh init.: Zdt,wru, 
iizfith, rii. 7, c f ,  Tjrnun ay. Diog. rAv ra:jr& Gv~arb rtal adhiv Q3Jra~r: 
1. ('. (Plut. Ptvicl. c. 4 ; S i m j ~ l .  T h y .  ~ r ~ r ~ & , u v o v  &~o@aivcru, fur these 
235 1)) :- words nu doubt refer, not to an3 
h p $ o r f P ~ f l & r u o u  I E  QO;VOS pn~ti~llli~~ a,rgument, but t o  Zeno's 

OAK d ~ u ~ a 8 v b u  nnci~iornistic procedure gener:illy. 



the Sophists, it i s  itself distinguished from ihi1,t.t Eristic 
by its positive object ; and still less, for the same reason, 
can it be identified with S~ept ic ism.~ The dialectic 
argument with Zcna, though it. does not altogether dis- 
dain Sophistic applications, is never angt.lli~~g but u 
means t o  establish a ~rletaphpeic conviction, the doc- 
trine of the unity and invariability of Reing. 
. -... 

In particl~lais, the arguments of Zeno, so far ne we 
are acquainted with them, are concerned with mult,i- 
plicit J and motion. The xrgilrnerlta against the multi- 
plieity of t,hings ~vhich  have bccn trannrnittetl t o  as 
have respect t,o their magnikude, number, Reing in 
spscc, and co-operalion. The arguments against motioli 
are likewise four, which Zeno did not arrtinngc in t,he 
best order, nor accordiug to zny fixcd principle. 

I nom proceed to  examirle these arguments collec- 
tively :- 

A .  2'hc A~gunencs qaimt iWultipEi6ilg. 

1. If Being mere many, it must be a t  the same 
time infinitely smltll and infinitely great. f i ~ L J i ~ ~ i l e l y  
,?mn,EI ; for as errcry plurality IS a number of unities, hut  
n tnle unity alone is ir~divisilolr- en each uf the Many 
must eit1ir.r itspLf ht! an indivisible unity, or he ~naile 
np of such unities. That which is indikisiblr, howevel-, 
can hare  no magnitude ; for all that has rnagaitudc is 
infinitely divisible. 'I't~e pxrticular  part^: of ~v11it:h the 

With which it. is too closely rrdinary ststerncut, pcrhaps, amse 
identified by Mnt. Prr. 4, and ap. from a misi~nderstendir~~ rrf some 
Eus. Yr. Kc. j. 8 ,  7 ;  and with pwsage like that quoled from 
which Seneca confiises it, Ep. 88, Aristofls, p. 015, 1. 
44 sq., when he attributes t~ Zeno Wfricll, according to  Din?. ix. 
tho assertiou of Gorgi~e : Mhil :2, laid claim Lo it. whereas ?'imrrn. 
~ . Q F  me unuii? psiiiEe.i)t, This exwa- L. c., does noL. 



many colieists liar-e cnn~cquent~ly no m~gnitude. If 
they are added t o  anything it wil l  not beeome greatcr, 
nor if t,hey are talcen tiway wil l  i t  bcconle less. But  
that which, being added t o  another, does not make it 
greater, and being taken away from anotlier does not 
mdkc il  less, is nohhing. The Many is tllescfore infinitely 
small ; for each of its colzstituent parts is so small that  
it is nothing.' On the othrr hand, however, these parti; 

' Simpl. Phy8. 30 a :  <v pgvrer uov *ore7 pci[ov pq6; < A a r ~ o v ,  od 
T$ U U Y Y ~ & ~ ~ ~ - I I  a ; ~ . r h ~ o h h k  g X o v n  +qr iv  F ~ R L  T O G T O  T&V ~ U T W V ,  & s  
~ * L K E I ~ $ ~ T U  CEO' Srii~lb~ov ~ E ~ K Y I I ~ ~ I ~ ?  8 j j h ~ v   TI 6vror p~y68our 706 dvnrr.) 
871 74; mhhh ~?vor h d ~ n v ~ ~  U U ~ ~ / ~ L B L L ~ I E L  rcal ~ a 3 r a  o h x i  ~b ;v &varpiv 6 26- 
T A  Evavrla h;ycrv. G v E r  ;lrrrr ;at- vwu hgy;~, dhh' & I ,  E :  pdy~80r  ~ X C L  

xdpqpa ,  dv 3 ~ E ~ K P U ~ L V ,  871 E ;  ~ I I A A ~  ;KV.UTLIV T ~ P  T U A G P  #a; b?rrlpwv, 
t a n  ua; fisyciha dm; Ira; prupb, ob8;v g f l~a l  d~,ur@Dr st? 61& T ~ ? J  2rr' 
p~"/dha pku Grrst & m y a  7 b  ply~6rnr drrelpov .rop+v. 8 c i  8; Ev civat. b 
&at, , u ~ h - ~ b  6; o 8 ~ w s ,  $WE roSiv Frfnvutrr, rrpo8el~es B r i  oi18kv Fxei 
~ X E L U  p i y ~ 8 0 1 .  <P 70i l rq  ( in  the , U ; ~ E ~ U ~ - ,  ;K 70; ~ K ~ C T O Y  TCV aohhiv 
section wltich pror7es t,hat i t  js in- inur$ ~rrirrbu ~Tuar ~d By. ~ a i  ii 
finilrlg small) ~ ~ : K U R J U L ~ ,  $ri 05 ,U+TE @ € ! L ~ ( T T ~ ~ s  B i  T ~ Y  Z$YWPUS h6yov 
p&yrbos p b ~ c  ndxu~ &t ~ ~ Y ~ L V S  pa- ~ k a i  ~b av uaram~euk[~lw @?~u;Y <K 

Beis ?r~+iu, a6s0 8 v  rTq roGro. oir yAp r o i  avvex2;s ~b ( 1 .  7 6 )  a5rb r?var 
€i  &ihv ;v.rt, $ ~ d ,  .irpvvy6vorro, K U ~  i%ra ip~rov .  ri ydp 8iatpnird, 
oilFkr %r ,LE?{OV 7to~fiuri6, P E Y ~ O O U T  Q I ~ I T I U ~  ob6iv h r a r  &eprBis ;u 8th. 

p78evbs 6rros,  npod7rvop;vov T ~ P  6'~' &TELPOV T O ~ ~ V  TGV U U ~ & T W Y .  

8; (this 8) shuuld 110 doubt be k i ~ c  6; pahhuv b Zdjvwv h i y ~ t v ,  &s 
orniit.rd ; i t  scorns t,o hare x~~iserr 0582 ~ohhir lurar ,  The pwrago in 
fmlr. t h e  0 3 8 2 ~  which follorrs) o 0 8 b  Tllemist. Ph,yx. 18 a, 1,. 122  Sp.. 
ordv 7 t  ris pc'ycbar irri8oiiva1, kal runs thns : Z+vmvos, Br $u 7 0 ;  
0 8 ~ ~ 8 s  &v $ 8 ~  7 b  ~ p e a - f i v ~ u ~ r o v  r r u v r ~ ~ s  7 e  ~ r v a r  ~ a i  A ~ C ~ ~ ~ E T O Y  zv 
o ; F b  t ? ~ .  (Zeno rnl~st haro added E ~ V R L  7 b  8v  K C C T E I T I C ~ ~ I Z ~ ~ ,  h Z y ~ u ,  &S 

here : ' nor eot~ld anything herome e i  Siarp~T~a~ u66i E U T ~ L  ~ L K ~ L ~ ~ G S  Du 
&mnllcr, by its hpiug taken away 6r;l T ~ V  ;i~' & T E L ~ O V T O J * ~ W T ~ Y  u ~ ~ d -  
horn it.') t i  8b broyzvopCvou r b  r w v .  From the cunnection iu  
Ktrov  pql?lBiv Z h a r ~ d v  2 ~ ~ 1 ,  ,uq'Si a3 which this nsssrtiou of Zeno'i: 
?rpwytvopivot~ ~ O [ ~ C E ~ U L ,  Grlhuvdrr strjtrd (aecordin~ t.o Simplirius)! i t  
.rb . ~ r p o a y ~ v l p ~ r o v  o36iv  i,v, o i i G  .rb appears that Simpliciua' criticism 
~ T F O ~ E U ~ ~ E V O U .  (This part o f  the of Thcmist. is currect. Zenn i s  
expouition is tunfirmed by Ende- not spealriug primarily of the One 
mu*, vide I S ~ ~ P L I ,  and by ilrist,. Heing; but slnrling from the pre- 
'Ifctaph. iii. 4, 1001 h, 'T : kr ei supposition of MultipIicity, he is 
u8raipr~ou a h b  ~b ew, u a ~ h  F?# ~b telling ua how each of the many 
Z4vwvas hfiwpa oh8kv hu FL~. t yhp t.hii1g.s must tlren be ieconceirod. Su 
p+r€ ~ p o v ~ 1 8 L p e u o v  pI)-re ~ ~ ~ L ~ u ~ ~ E .  far as. he at the s m c  t,ime sklo\vs 



are also inJi,jt.Iiply great. For since that which has no 
magnitude i s  not, the Rfmy, in order t o  be, must have 
rt magnitude : its parts must consequently be sepa- 
.rated from one another.-tl.tnt is, other parts ~'uust  lie 
between them. But the same thing holds good of 

that each thing. in  ordcr to be one, [pvB;] Zr .r+ Zijvrnlios BtBAlyr .roro;- 
must also be indirisible, his IZS~PP-  T O P  t l i r ~ t i ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~  +;p~uOa$ Q ~ O V  6 
tion might likewise bo applied To 'AhCEa~8~ds wur. I t  is clear, how- 
the  One: Eeir~g ; this, tou: i n  order ever: from this passRge that  Alex- 
to be one, must be irldi~isihle ( 6 v  ~ l l d e r  r.orrectly apprchcnded rhr 
~ r u v c ~ ; s ) .  Kudcmus seems to have meaning nf  Zenob prtiposi~ion, bntl 
had this srprnmt in  view rvhe11 no doubt. thz t  of Eudemus, and 
he s;lys, ap. 8i1ri~l. Phys. 21 a (cf. that Sjmplicius hero m;&cs Lhr 
30 a, 31 t i ) :  Zirrwvd + o m  ACy~lv ,  €7 same mistake which h c  aftcrmrdt: 
716 ~b $7 i ~ 0 8 o l q  T /  r w i  Gu71 himself corrects i n  Thernislius. 
ALEELY [ ~ I I T I Y ,  2:6iiij ~k GPTU Zenn says : In order t o  kn~>w *]>at 
Aiycrv- i /adptr  6 i  6 s  FOLKE (Bran- things are, we must h n o w ~ r h a t  the 
dis, i. 416, hns this from $IS$. w ~ ~ a l l c s t  parts are our, of which 
Iu the priuled text tllcsc words arc they are compounded ; biat this 
wxmtihg. hut  they occur p. 30 n) dues ]lot imply thn.6 sincr thej arc 
61h ~b TGU eloOe.riv ~ n a c ~ o u  rhe smallest parts, they are inliri-  
na~rryopix& r e  nvhhb A&~rBar val siblu points, and: as invjsible 
p c p ~ u p @ ,  T ~ V  8 ;  v ~ t . ~ p ; l v  BV p i n t s ,  a rc  without niagnitrrde, and 
rrOi'vai. $ yZrp p$rr r r p o @ ~ i 8 ; ~ s u n u  conseqarntly not.hing. He w n t s  
a6Frr C L + ~ ~  ~ L + ~ I ~ L I ~ ~ F ? J O Y  ptlo; O ~ K  t u  pI'018 (as Philnp. Phhys. B, i o, 15, 
$ETO ~L;11 S ~ W Y  thai.  Simpl. 21 b, observer, not witlout some interpo- 
nbservce on tl~ifi : d piv TOG Z ~ Y Y Y ~ S  h t i n n  01' bis ulvn curnnt~:nte) that 
hdyos & M O P  r rs  fo'bmcr o h o s  dvar ttien! can b~ 110 mul t ip l id~y~ fur 
rap' i ~ ~ i l r o v  T L P  8" f i i / 3 ~ 1 ~  @ C ~ ~ ~ F P L I Y  every multiplicity consists of 11rri- 

05 ~ a ;  d IIA&WY ;v r@ nup~sv[6p t i cs ;  but ;imong d l  the t.hings rriiclz 
pLpvqsai.  z r r ~ i p ? ~  yrip 6rr O ~ K  Za~r prese i~ l  tilernselres t t i  us  :is amalti- 
nohhh &:KPVUI . . . EIu~ttiOu a;, Ljs pliti l~, rtulong all. a v v ~ x i j ,  nothing 
EdsqpAs pqcr, rcal iLr$p:~ .rb f v .  d v  is really One. R I ' B I ~ ~ ~ s ,  i. *]ti. 
-Ap c ~ r y ~ i ~ u  2rs ~b $v  rival h i y r r ,  76 wrongly eonstrilcrs an  indepencent 
K k  xnhAh e b m  rrrryx+. d p&or dernunstrxtion out of what, Xuils- 
'AhdEavspos ~ a l  ; P T ~ F ~ U T O ~  Zfvsves mas and Arjstotlo, I .  c.! yay; and 
hs ~h T D A A ~  B ~ a t p o ~ w o s  ~ ( ~ p v j j ~ B a [  Rit t~r ,  j. 512,  de.rluee~ f ~ o m  r l r ~  
-ibu EfiVrov oY~.rat, " & s  y B y ; ~ ~ o ~ e c  sratcmtnt of E~deull13 t he  hold 
$qurv, Ei;Gqpur. Zf ivuu 6 nap,uevi8ov theory th;rt Zeuo, likc P;tnnenidm, 
~ v L p ~ p o s  2~ripirro 6r i~vbvar  $74 p,G ancknu~~letlged that :he f u i l  and 
uUv T E  7iL duro aohhd r i v a l ,  .;@pa- true kno~r?r!cdge of the One rras nu;. 
8 i v  c?car ;v T O T S  aBuw I v .  T& 6 ;  couLaincd in  his d ~ f i n i i i n l ? b  nf  it. 
?roAhh rA6Bo~ .  dvrai ;vd6wu." K ~ Z ?  My reastms for di.cogrr;cing with 
Svt pip vGx &s ~b irohhh bvcrrpo6vros .but11 these opinions will nppe.zr i n  
Z$vwror E6firfios ~ & ~ v ~ . r a ~ , v G v  BGhoir ilie e011~se of  the present erpusj- 
E'K T ~ S  ~ ; 7 0 ;  A;[FWS. o?@m 8; ~ $ T E  tion. 



these parts : tHey also must have a rni%nitnde, and be 
separated horn one another, and so on to in6ni.t~. 
 bus we get, an infinite mlrnber of mttgaitudea, or 
infillite rrtapitude.' 

2. By the saruc process, Zeno shows also thn? the 
Many in respect of number rnust be as much limited 
as uulimited. Limite.d, for it .is jnst so much as i t  is ; 
not more and not  less. Unlimited, for two things csi: 

two, only where they are separated ; and in order that 
they may he separate, something milst be between 
toem ; simiIarly between this aud each of the two, 
and ro on aiE ' i r ~ f i ~ u i , t ' l c i i ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~  i n  the first argumrnt, 
the  determination of infinite: magnitude, so here t.he 
detelminat.ion of infinite attruber is itttained h~ all- 

of t,huse separate magnIt.ude:: a, third sepii?l-sting msg- 
nitride. The. sucicnts usually dasiguate th i s  portion 

Simplieins, I .  c. 20 h, trfter 
haring discnssad i;llc :ir,rrumelit from 
division, wllich n.ill 1,; qnotecl im- 
mciiiatcly--p~,oe~eds thus : ua; OGTW 

~b K U T ~  7 5  thC$us  &TEIPBY Zh- 

r i j s  6 i ~ o ~ o ~ ; a r  ;~FL[F. T?J 8 i  KV.T& 7 b  

rriyrflor rpdrspov x a ~ b  7 4 v  a&.r+v 
& r i ~ ~ i ~ ~ o i v .  npoScf[as  i ; ~ i  c; 

FXLL T B  bupiysOds 066' Bv ETT, Zadyir .  
': r; 82 6 r r r v .  h v d - y ~ ~ .  ;r:av'i"o~ piycf3dr 

+ E L P  ~~1 t r ~ x ~ s  ~ . i  a ~ ; x ~ t ~ ,  U ~ T O ;  

711 & E ~ O V  brd TLI; h r i P o u ;  KB: Y C ~ ~  

T O G  T ~ O ~ X W T V S  b a l ~ b r  hdyor rchi 
ybp <irebu :{EL p ; y ~ b o s  ~ a i  xpobEir 

+ r !  gpolov 6$1 r u D ~ u  u7rg r E  

F ; T F ~ . V K ~ ~  bsi A ~ ~ G J Y .  " 6 8 ; ~  ybp ZATO; 
TOLOGTOU ;rxa70v Zrrai 0 5 ~ 6  Repor 
T P ~ S  ;TCPOV 0b'l & T R ~ .  ~ $ 7 ~ 9 ,  F; 

rro~hci C g ~ r u ,  & ~ C ; ~ K T J  ah+& prPC: TE 

E ~ W C Z ~  ral prydha. , u r ~ ~ d  C L ; ~  & r ~ t  pfi 

f X ~ t v P ~ Y t 6 0 s ,  p ~ y d h a 8 ;  i S r r ~ f  b l ~ f : ~ ~ .  
dvpt . ' '  Ey ~ t r y u i ~ o u  I understlin(1 
t l l ~ t  15-hich lirs brforr xnotllr!r 11:d 

thereby keep.: iht ot l l~r  lit a dla- 
tancr C ~ n r n  a t lrird. 

Fin~pl. L. d. K U  b : 6 ~ r ~ r b s  yk?, 
STL r i  ?roAhrl Zusr  s;l ah& wrrcpc-  
olC;va i u ~ l  ~ a l  ~ T E L ~ U ,  -yPd$tr  aha 
K Q T ~ A E ' E I V B  Zfi1rn.v 6 '  ~i aohhd ZITTIY, 
duclysq ~ o n a k a  tLar dua 2o.i; KG; 

O ~ T F  ahr;oaa a Z r i j v  0 5 ~ 6  I ~&TTOVU.  
ci 6; ~ o o n i j ~ d  ;UTLV 6oa k ~ l :  nfnfpE- 
cg4va &bv r h ,  aa: ~ d h t v ,  r i  aoahd 
~ U T I Y ,  & x t i p ~  ~ 2 e  GYTE i ( r ~ ; ~ .  &ti 
?hp &repa  PET^$^ ~ i j v  FIVTWV 207:~ 

KG? T ~ A L P  d~r:viuv h p a  p ~ 7 a j b ,  XU.: 

oBrws &~rcipu .rj. b'na $GT~." iral 
U ~ T W  p ; ~ ,  e k .  (ride prcccding 
nuw). 



uf Xuno's two  arguments as the arg~iment from bi- 
see Lion.' 

3. Since all that  exists, exists in space, space mus.t 
itself be in a space, and FO izd i l . k f i ' i ' i B I ? ~ ~ ~ .  AS this is 
incnnceivxLle, the existent generally cannot be in spaces2 

Al.i$t. P h p .  i. 3, 187 a,  1, l ra tdh  ~ i v r ~ $ p , g r d r  Zrrru, d x q  61u.1- 

: ~ f ~ e r  Parmenides and Melihs11.r' P E T ~ U  Jrdpxc~ ~ d u r q  hpuiws fcrn1n~ 
doctrine of the ?inicy of tlrc one has Siatpcrbv, ~ A A '  oh m? n j i r ; ~  ~ ! j  8' 06. 
bee11 dircllsaed in detail: Fvmr 6 '  8rvp7jrR~ T ~ V T ~ .  8jjh;v UBV ~l i ihrv ,Ols  

(tbr; Atomists) E'uCFouar TOTS hdyorr ou8hv 6ropsve;, ihh' Ca~iar $poi8ov, . 
&fi@osipols, ~ y j  p.kv 87a ndmu tv ,  € 2  ~ a l  E!XF,O C U G ~ ~ E T ( I L  &ALY d~ T O G  
7 h  ;Y SU m f i a ; ~ ~ ~ .  871 ~ U T ;  7 b  (*il ~ L I ,  p11Bevbs ~ U U T ~ U C T C T L .  ~i YdP ~ ~ U ~ C Y C ;  

.r& 6; <K sir 6 1 X ~ ~ 0 i L l ~ ~  &ropa ~ 0 t h -  TI, o;6;mw yavijawa~ a d v ~ n  61qpq- 
wi.T<r (*fyE'Qv, Sirnpl. p. 30 a, p i l m v  3rn1-e uul d~ . r v ; ~ w v  q a ~ , ~ ~ 6 r ;  
oijsemei ou this passape : ~ b v  62 rp~crru, is ~ S L ~ ~ P E T ~ P T E K U ~  a p e p i s  K U ~  

bcd-rcpov h i y o v  7 b v  ;it r;ja 8 1 ~ o ~ q u i a s  ;v S U T ~ L  r b  Z v " .  . .(the re~rlaiudar ot' 
-oiiZfivwvos f i v a l @ s u ~ v d  ' A h < f n ~ 8 ~ o s  t hc  q~~rrt;~titrn does not i,elorjg to 
A;YOYTOS, &s ti p<y~Bor ZXQL T& BY this subject) ~ + L V T ~ ~ Y C I Y  Bi ti[ivv, ti 
fcai Btarpoi~o, sohhh rb %r, K U ~  o b ~ & r  nupp~vi8ov ~ a ;  ph ~ + ~ w u 6 s  ?urtv d 
I v  fu~uOal ~ a l  EL& T O L ~ O V  ~ E L I C ~ Y T L I ~ ,  hdyos. &P K E ~  T$ ' A i i c E d ~ B ~  y 8ouci. 
3rr py8kv 7 2 ~  ~ V T W I I  ~ U T I  ~b Flr. O&F Y&P ZY 707s napp~~t8$ozs EIEVL 
T1li.s last is rigl~rly q ~ i o s t i o n ~ r l  by A;ywd T L  'TOIO;TOY, ~ a l  ?j mA<1vrq 
Simyl. and t l ~ e  souree o f  thc erlror. icropta 7111~ ZIC 7 4 s  G i ~ o r o ~ ~ a r & ~ o p ~ a u  
i s  tracod t o  ihc pasaage of Eude- d s  .rbv ~ f i v w u a  i v a ~ i ~ l r x r r ,  ~ s l  84 nal 
mus, quotcd p. 616. Then folroiv 2v TOTS a ~ p l  I I I V $ V E W P  hdyo~r 4s 26- 
tlie statements ql~rltxd p. iiI,5. i iu  vwvos k n u p v n E r u v ~ & t ~ a ~  (cf. ii,r;f~a, 
t o  the argrlnnent of Zanu, and then, the f i r k c  aud secol~d mmp?ncnt.s 
p. 30 :a, this observalion: d piu701 anqaillst, motion) K U ~  71 6 ~ ;  ~ o A h d  
TIoppbpro~ rra; ~ b v  ;K r i j s  8ryoropias hsysru, ~ r l t  l v  AGT+ +QETCC; 76 
AdTuv I I a P P ~ v i 6 u ~ ~  # r ~ d i v  F ~ V U ~ ,  $P r b  7 0 6  Z ~ Y ~ L I ~ O Y  c r q p d [ c p a ~ t .  8 6 1 ~ ~ ; s  
Bv ZK m 6 ~ 7 J s  ~ ~ ~ p w p e ' v o u  ~ C L K Y ~ Y O ~ L .  yapr etc- Tliese reddons of Sim- 
ypd@r16k o 8 ~ w s .  i: k c p o s  6; $r hhyor plicius are quite convincing. For- + 6 BL& + ~ L ~ ~ T O ~ ~ R T ,  phyry thinks t ha t  the argumcnt 
O ~ ; ~ E V ~ , S  B C I K Y ~ V ~ (  rb bu ?Y e?va~~11~6vuv from clichotu~ny m116t belvug t u  
kal TU;TU Bptp;~ KE; 6 8 1 a i p ~ ~ o v .  e i  Par~nenides, rimply because Aris- 
ybp +, @rial, ~ L ~ L ~ E T ~ Y ,  T C T ~ ~ U B W  tot le ,  E ,  e . ,  mentions it iu 1~is ?I-it- 
B i ~ e ,  ad~ct-rra ~ r j v  p p S v  i r d r r p o r  ique on t l la  d0ct.i-in?, of L)ril*lnen&ics, 
6ixr  ~ a i  ~ o t i r o u  kc1 yvoflivou ZiGhrlr, ~vi thout  rnontioning Zeuo. IIe 
$qarv, &s b r u t  ~ X O ~ E V Z ~ T L V ~  ZUXLTTU h i m s ~ l f i s  unacq~~:~inted with Zeno's 
p~EI&rf dhdX~ura K Q L  t i rope r h 5 j U ~ ~  work;  what  he sayr about this  
6; h ~ r ~ a  ~ a l  .rb 8hov ;( bhaX;o.ri6v argument he derives from other 
x~fiBec 61 hrrdpwv a r r c ~ a c r a i ,  R sources, and hc does not give it  i n  
~ $ ~ o ; 6 o v  €'u~ar  ~ a l   is o b 6 k v  At Brahu- the original acoept~tion of Xeno. 
B+UETU~ K U ~  <K 708  p ~ 6 e v k  UUCT+TG- 5 .41,ist, PIL?~. iv. 3, 210 I), 22 : 
rat, B T E P  d ~ o m a .  USK & a  S L Q L ~ C B ~ L T E -  B B i  Z+YUY + r l j p i l ,  b IL e i  ; ~ T L  T L  i 
~ a r ,  &Mi  EYE; ZV .  KU! y i p  Ek r d r o ~ ,  k r l r r  k rar ,  h&rv uir ~ a h c -  



4. A fornth argument, is indicsted in the statement 
tha t  if the diaking out of a bushel o f  corn produces a 
$nund, ~acIl  individllal grain and cach sal+cl~vieion of  a 
grais must likewise produce sound, which seems to 
contradict ollr p~rcrpl,ions.' The generalq~~estion here 
is-How is it pussible that many things together can 
prodnce an cffect whit4h enoh of them taken separately 
does not  produce ? 

As the arguments just  qlloted were directed against 
multiplicity in order to provc the unity of Being, the 
first main principle of tlie Eleatic doctrine, so the 
next four are directed against motion, in order to 

rdv. i.. 1, 209 a, 23 : $ 7% Z ~ Y W V O E  ~ h u  I T O $ [ L ~ T ? ~ P . .  ~ 1 ~ 6  -&p POL, ztpv, 5 
& r u p i a  h r ~ i  T L W ~  ~ L Y O Y -  ~i T ~ L Y  nPwra7iPut lEpm 6 e7s K ~ ~ X ~ O B  K ~ T W .  

r b  t v  ;P dry, 8jjhov &t KC; 7 o G  r c r r d ~ r ,  +6@ov ;rorci; 4 ~b ~ J ~ I O C T ~ Y  

7 6 ~ 0 1 ~  7&09 < r ~ a ~  ~ a l  ~ " 0 7 0  t ; ~  70; K;XPOV; TOG Fi ei*6wos, ph 
brerpov rrpd~lsrv. Eilrlemus, ap. r o ~ ~ ; v %  6 8; ,ui8lpvor TBU K L Y X ~ W V  
Si11:pl. Pl~;y$. 131 2 % :  i?rt ~ 8 ; r b v  8; K ~ T ~ T E U ~ ~ Y  m r i i  #+nu 9 og, TUG 
KC: i~ Z ~ ~ Y W V O P  ~ T L ) P ~ R  +U,;YETP~ & T ~ i v .  B b  +o#e;u <inrCv~os 7bv  phii~pvnv, sl 
&[iov [~LELoI cf. in what fullows: si o h ,  iqiq 6 Zqvwv,  o . 4 ~  Aiyos  
plv  I u  74nw i [ l w r e r  ~ivut  ~ ; 1  TOG p ~ 8 i p ~ ~ u  r i j v  K : ~ X ~ W W  w ~ b l  7bu 
6vrm]  -yhP T;U ~b bv ?mB ~ i ~ a t ,  E; 6; Fua  at . r l  pr~pioo-rbv roC ivds ; TOG 
t r d r o s  :iv u'vrwv, T O ;  &P rfn O;KO% S i  +fi lravros sbat 71 o h ,  F$n 6 
i u  dhAw 7 6 ~ ~ .  K ~ K E T V O S  fi* <v d M c p  Z I ] v w ,  O ;  KUI T V P  +d+wu ~ V U Y T A ~  

~ a l  oiirwr rir 7 4  xpduw. Biinpl. n6y01 xphs &hhfihmus o i  a ~ s o ~ ;  ZJS 
1 :10 l~ : 6 Zfivwvor hdyns &vaapsSv ?;Lp 7 h  $ugo;vra ~ a i  ul+6@01. . ~ o d ~ n u  
;64re! T ~ U  :$nov ;p(v~&u o;;Twr ei 8 i  o h m s  ; X o u ~ a s ,  ~i G pEFtpvos T D C  
~ U T ~ Y  d ' T ~ T O S  $V TIYI  giT7al; ?T&Y ~ 4 ~ ~ ~ 0 ~  ~ O @ F ;  $~$!fiIT€l ~ a l  6 FFS K ~ Y -  
i.v i# rrvr ~b 6.2 k r r v r  ual ;r  r d ~ w  xvo$ ~ l v l  ~h p v p r u r ~ b v  ~ o i  u + ~ p o u .  
h a t  &pa ~ a l  b 7 h n s  Elil ~ d w q l -  ual (The l a t t c ~  also, p. 25(i b.) Ac- 
7470 ;R' i n i c p o w .  v;u &pa ~ T L V  d cording to  t h i ~  rcprcs~l~tation we 
~ d r r o s  SirnllmIy illid. 124 h. munot :uppose thitt t l~ i s  argl~mnnt. 

~ l r i d t .  Phys. vii. 5,  250 4 19 : was to  be foulid in Zerio's book; 
5ih ~ u i h - o  .4 Z ? ~ V W P O S  hdyos o h  &A?]- amd iis rnori: complcto drrelnpment 
BRr, bs #o$c? . i i r  riy;llrruu 6740ib i n  Gimplicius lap h n e  belonged 
, d P o s .  ,Si?npl. i ? ~  h. d. 266 a. gays : t o  sr~mcl;tt,e~ philo@opIier. &kt i t s  
8th TOGTO A ~ E L  K U ~  T&Y Z;IUWYOS TO; essentia! t ho~~gh t  is certified hg 
' E A C ~ T Q V  h d ~ o ~  $P $PETO n p ~ ~ a y d p v  Aristotle. 



prove the  second fundamental basis of the system, the  
unchangeablenees of Being.l 

I. Thc first, a.rgun~cnt, is this :-Before the body 
that is moved can arrive a t  the goal, it must first have 
arrived at the micldlc of the ooltrsc ; before it reachcs 
this point it must have arrived at the middle of the 
first, half, nr~cl prcr~ior~sly to tha t  at the middle of the 
first; quarter, and so ad in f i~v i t~~m. Every body, thera- 
fore, in  ordcr to attain to one point from another, muat 
pass through infinitely many spaces. But the iniiaite 
caunot be passed throngh in a given time. It is con- 
seqxzent1y impossjblc to  arrive at one point from another, 
and motion is ilnpossibIe.' 

2 .  Tile so-called Achilles a~gurnent is only another 
applicatioll o f  tltis."TIie slowest crcatrlre, tbc tnrt,oise, 

1 Gf', in rcgxd l o  thcsc, Ger- d m i  ~ i v q a t s .  ;E&KPY 2; ~b GUY~,U,UG'- 

ling, Ur Zen. yanilogiuki,* molzm vow (thr hypothfti~al m,?jo>, pre- 
spccfn?bt. ?&arb. 1tiZ;i ; Wellmarrn's miss) i n  70: ~h ~ & v u h ~ s v o v  6 r d o ~ ~ -  
Zeno's ECIIIB~.TG g~gc i t  die B c ' w ! ~ x Q ~  pLE T I  K L V C T U B ~ ~ ,  r rav~ds 81 Flaarf iya~os 
umd i h ~ c  Widcrk~clicgero. Frankf. dn' drr r tpov  o * u ~ o s  6 r a r p ~ ~ i ~ i  ~b ~ i v o d -  
1870. ~ E V U B  A Y U - ~ ~  T B  jjfl[m ~ p l j ~ o t l  hen-  

"ist,. ph,lilly. vi. 9, 339 !q 9 : d i i v  o z  ~ r v c k a r  ~ L W T ~ ~ ~ E T O S  ~ a l  
T ; T T ~ ~ C S  6' h d y i  m p i  KIV+TCWS T ~ T C  T b  ~ X O U .  bhhh ~ c t i  rpd TO? GPi- 
Z$rwror oi  x a p < ~ a v r f s  7$s 8r !u~oA~au  Uews 8Aou . ib  i ~ s i v o o  $paov, ~d 
TO;S h4ovgcv. npS.ros p2.u d nepl rc; ~ o i n u  adhiu  ~b jj,u~ou, r i  o 6 r  h r ~ p a  
p+ ~ i v < T u O a ~  8th ~b r p 6 7 ~ p a v  FIS ~h .T& ,$pinq 61;L ~b T U Y T L S  TOG k7&8Errr- 
iiFrov B F ~ V  i + ~ n ; ~ ~ B u r  74 + G ~ ~ E ( C U O Y  4 705 ~ U Y U T O V  f i h i  7& 3,uirv ha,8<;v, ~k 
rrpbs ~b T ~ A O T ,  a f p l  06 8 i e i h o p ~ v  i v  6; iinerpa h61va~ov  6v T C R F ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L ; V ~  

70;s npd.rtpov hdyocr, ~specidlly C. ~ p d v q  ~ A E A O E ~ V ,  r o S r a  bk 6s ~ a u ? ~ ; ~  
2, 2 3  &. 2 1, w h c : ~ ~ :  we wad : 813 Z~dpflav~r b ,Lfiuwv, h86varoi. Spa 
~ a i  t i  ~ $ v w u n r  hdyor +ri.ZusAa,aBdrw ~ i v v f l t r  ~ h a r .  Ari:rt. Top. I-iij, 6 ,  
7 4  p+ Zuh'CxinOu~ 7 &  ~ T E L P U  B I E ~ B c ; ~  l d t j  b, 7, gnd Sert. X l ~ b h .  a. 47 

63.auEma T ~ P  ~ T E ~ ~ W Y  KRB ~ K K C I U T O U  refel- to  th is  pxoaf. 
i v  w ~ r ~ p a a u d r ~  xpdvyl. SirnpI. 236 ravoriui~n, ap. nioq is. 29, 
L (cf. 221 :a, 903 a ) .  The.lrri~t,ius says that, Pnrmenidcs 11nd alrcacly 
g i ~ e s  a shorter rand Inore nl,sc~wc e~np:ogad this R~gunlellt ; hnL the 
~?ommcnt.(Ph;y.s. 55 b, 392 sq.): e i  statement is certaiuly f d ~ ' , a ~ ,  All  
~ T L  KIY~~U~P, i u d y ~ q  d K I U I I I ; J L S P U ~  U L I I B P  evidcnce a ~ r r i h a s  i t ,  to Xann. 
i v  r r m t p a u P ; v y  xPdviu Lxerpa Ls- Ding. 1. e. says expressly that it 
[~E'rar. rocro fit ~ S ~ P C E T L I Y .  D G K  .&PC \P:%s ~ l i s e l ~ r e ~ e d  Lg him ; a111 all 



could new;.r be overtaken by Lhe swiftest, Achilles, 
if it: had orice made a st,ep in advaa~ce of him. For 
in order to overtake the  tortoise, Achiillcs must first 
reach the point r ~ h e r e  the tortoise mas whcn he started; 
next thc point to  which it had progressed in the 
interval, then tlie point which it attained while he 
made this second advance, aud so on ad inj,n?:tl~rfb. 
But if it be impossible tbat t,he slower sllould be over- 
taken by the swifter, it is, generally speaking, impos- 
sible t v  reach a given end, tllld motion is  impossib1e.l 
?'he whole argument turns, as in the other case, upon 
the assertion that a given space cannot he traversed 
imless all i t s  parts are traversed ; which is not possible, 
1)ecanse there is  an infizlite number of these paxtsS2 The 
only difference is that  this assertion is applied in the 
first case to a space with fixed Lorindaries, and in the 
~econd, to  a, space with movable boundaries. 

3. So long as a~~gthing remains in one and the  
same space, i t  i s  at rest,. R u t  the flying arrow is a t  
every moment in the same space, It rests, therefom, 
at eTery moment of i ts  flight: therefore i ts  motion 

 hat WE know of Pani~enidos (of. 
the often passage, Pam.  
128 A) proves td~at he dl& not a p  
ply hbnsclf in this manner t o  thc  
dialectical refutation o f  the orrli- 
nmy standpoint. 

1 Arid,. C. c. 239 h, 1 4 :  8cur;pur 
6' ; ~ d o ~ ~ ~ v o s  ' A X ~ A ~ E I S S .  ZUTI B1 
08+0s, 8 ~ 1  7 b  flpa8dr~por o8Firo.r~ 
~ a ~ d ~ $ B f i o a . r a r  0;uv hb 708  rcryi- 
arov &mpouBer iveyuaLuv 
;A&> 7 8  BLGICOV, 8 6 8 ~ ~  Sppqbe r b  
g ~ 6 y n v ,  &UT' r'd -TL T ~ U ~ ~ F L V  h a y -  
~ a i o v  ~ b  BpaFbsrpov. Simpl. 237 a, 
and Themist. 66 n, explain t.liis in 

the sellbe give11 in our text. 
As Aristot,Ie rightly ob~ersps 

in tbr: words: ~ U T I  8; ~ a l  ot rur  6 
a h b ~  hdros T+ G i ~ o s o p i v  (the 
s a n e  A S  the first argumcnt based 
upon bi- artition) Eru+6'p+r 3' ;v T@ 

GrarpcTv p i  Gixa .rb nporArr(*flavdpc- 
voa p i y ~ b o s  , . . & kppn~kpclrs ?Ap 
V U ~ B L L ~ V C I  ,u+ b @ ~ ~ w c i u O a ~  +b 
rCpas B ~ a ~ y n v p ~ w u  r w s  -roc pey;- 
Buus &Ah& ? ~ p b u i c € ~ ~ a t  GY 7otrrQ, B r r  
088; r i  r d ~ i a r a s  .rrrpayy6qF&- 
ov t v  74 S I ~ K E I V  ~b B p d Q ~ a ~ o v .  
Similarly, the commentators. 



during the wholc course is only aptpparent.' This 
;trgumerit, too, is bascd an the same process as the two 
previous al.guments. In  them, the space to be tra- 
vcrscd, and hcre the time of the movement, is resolved 
into its minutest. parts ; and it is shown upon this pre- 
supposition, that no motion is thinkable, The latter 
argument is, ar Aristotle ~wknoirledges, quite correct, 

' hrirt. ?39 h, 30 . rP ; ros  6' 6 
V ~ F  b$t)$ h i  6 i10'7b~ Q I F P O P ; ~  

Ewrr l rc~u .  Cf. I. 5 : Z$~?jvwv 6; aapa- 
h o y i ( f ~ a r '  5 ;  y&p dei ,  $eac~, s j p t i r d  
&I 4 KLVF;TUI, a ~ a v  3 K ~ T &  f ~ w ,  
f ~ 7 1  8' i e i  ~b q ~ ~ b f i r v o v  Iv T+ uav, 
& K : ~ ~ T O L ~  T ~ W  $ ~ p o , u k q v  ~ 7 u a t  2 n 7 6 v .  
For ;v 76 ~ I j v  &K;Y. othera r e d  : dv 
r$ V ~ P  T$? #arb l b o u  ~ H L V ~ T U Y .  
(Grrling, 2. 0. p. 16, would substi- 
tats $ KIV~?TUL for #) ~ i v & ~ a ~ .  I am 
inclincd to think that the text, 
which it] jk prcseuL form presercnb 
many difhul~ics,  and has not 
beprr, to tu\; mind, sat,ivfacturily 
explained oven bg Yrantl., bi-igi- 
nally rm thus: el ydp, +vcrrv, 
$PP~LEL XZV, 97av m a  .rh Ymr, 
&TT~ S' he1 7b  + e p d p ~ v u u  ZV I@ U ~ V  

K U T ~  7 b  frop; b r t vq~ov ,  &o., frotn 
which 3vi~uld result the meaning 
given above. Themistius (p. 55 b, 
p. 392 Sp.) likewise seems to pre- 
suppose this form of tho words, 
when he paraphrnses them thni : 
e i  yip $ilpep~i, orqorv, adrav7a #7av 5 
MET& T L  icov u&rg 8rdu~v,ua, E m  6; 
6 ~ 1  7 3  9 ? p b ~ ~ t v o w  I(U.T& ~b IUOU ZRW@ 
8 r d d r q P e ,  ~ I C ~ U ~ T O Y  ?cv&ynfl T ~ P  an- 
7bv CBLU @ E ~ o ~ ~ Y ~ Y .  Similarly, 
p.' 56  a, 894 Sp. : 6 ~ 1  phv ykp &a- 
n ~ o v  7Gfi K L V O U ~ L V O V  2u  79 VGY ~b 
?UOV ;WIT@ K R T ~ K E I  8 i h ~ ? l @ ~ .  A P ~ s -  
tutle's observation ag:tinst Zeno, 
K o., that  his whole argurnerlt i s  
based upon the false theory of time 
being colnpour~ded of parti calm 

moments ( F I K  TGV pUv T ~ V  &8rarir i -  
w v )  is quite in harmnnywith this. 
On tile ot.hor hand, SirnpIicius say.u, 
236 b. qrae ing  with the  text of 
our 3133. : d 8; Z i v r e v a ~  hLyor ~ p o -  
haghv, r G v  ;rev $ u a ~ b  .rb f#av 
;au~+i i) r r r v s 7 ~ a r  $ ; I P ~ F ~ i ,  ~ T L  

aS8iv E'V T @  uGv rcrvskui: ~ a l  ST' ~t 
@tpdFcvou dd ;v r$ YcF a h 6  Z a r r  
uaV Y K U ~ O Y  VSV, +JCQL ~ v h ~ o y i ~ s -  
u8ur o 8 . r ~ ~ .  ~b ~ E P ~ ~ E Y O U  P C A O S  i7 
mrr1 Y ~ Y  ~ n r k  7 b  YUVY ; ~ Y T @  ~ J T L Y ,  

&UTE ~ a :  r'v ravrl T@ xpdvyr .  r b  8;  
d f l ~ V j  PFV K N T ~  7 8  ~ V O B  ~ E ~ U T @  &Y 05 
K I U E ~ ~ ~ .  h p ~ p d  &pa, gnr184 p$bv 5 
7$ Y E P  K L V < ~ A ~ ,  ~b 8; CIA K L Y O ~ , U F V O Y  

? ~ P : J L E ~ .  f l l l E 1 8 h  'KGv 9 K L V F ~ ~ C L L  4 $ P C -  
p e t .  7 b  &rPa @€pd$b~?'02J B ~ A Q S  CLn5 
p'pcrai $pefie? I C ~ T ~ !  *&+a r b v  79s 
#up& Xpdvuu .  This deduction has 
none of t f t ~  seeming concIn.jivencss 
which wc always find in Zenu's 
demonktrationa. Simpliciuv, it is 
true, desenes attention because he 
N ~ B  rcquuinted ~ i t h  Zeno's work ; 
but, OII tho othcr hand, we must 
not forget the excellent rcrnark of 
Bc11Ieierm:tcher (Ueher dnaximkn-  
dros, Wcrke r. P'izl. ii. 180) t h a ~  
Yimplicias in  the later books of l i i s  
IFO?~ took no accour~t o f  the sources 
he had U S P ~  in the earlier books. 
I agree wit.h Themistius and Sim- 
plicia~ in understanding EL.' ~ a ~ h  
~b YUUV t o  meall, ' ro be in the same 
spacn' as per-ioutly, not t o  alter 
its pisce. 



In the moment as s~tcb, no movement, ao change 
generally speaking, 1.: possible; if I ask where tile 
flying arrow is at this mornent, t he  answer canvlot bc 
in the transition from the spme A to  the space B, or ~n 
other words, in A nnd I3 ; the answer can ouly be in 
t h e  space 12. Consequently, if time is conceived as an 
in6nit.e series of successive moments, instead of a fixecl 
quant,ity, we necessarily get, in~tea~d of  the  tlansition 
from one spaee to anot,her, merely a successive Eeing 
in separate spaces : and motion is jus t  as impossible as 
if (similarly to the first and second of Zeno's argu- 
ments) .we sl~ppus" indead of t h e  l i n e  to  be travcrscd, 
an in6nite nurrtber of succeusi~-e and sel~artlte points.' 
The argument before us is therefore not so sophistical 
as it appea,rs to be ; at any rate it is nnt more sophisti- 
cal tha.n the others. It, starts: like them, from the per- 
ception of a philosophic problem i~ which more recent 
thinkers have also fol~nd consiclerable difficulties ; mi1 it  
stands in the sa,mt! comections with Zeno's general point 
of view. If Enity  and MluItiplicity 'he once regarded 
in the rnannm of fie Eleutics i ts  absolute contradictories 
posit,iwly excluding. one snnthcr, sepawt-ion in time 
and bpace may easily he looked lipon as a plrirality 
devoid of nnity; spaee and time as an aggregation of 
separate points of spae  and time, and a, transition from 
one of these points t,o mot.her,-a motion,-becomes 

I Tliat this is rralIy the force ~ncnt  in what is quoted 8,s from 
of the argument is also implied by Zano in Diog. ix. 7 2  (as Kern, 
Aristotle, in his short counter ITiraoph. 26, 74, reminds u ~ )  : .rb 
obserratim (vide previtius note). ~ r u o v p ~ ~ o v  o h '  Zv fur1 r d r Y  H'- 

? 'l'he~e is a reference tn the  vshar o h '  Ev 4 ph &r~r : for &:lt 
fuodirmentaf tkuught of  this arbu- it. c~ilinut move in the apace ju 



4 .  The fallacy i r ~  the fourth demonstration is more 
apparent. This refers t o  tZle relation of thc time of 
movement to  thc space which has to  be traversed. 
According to the la!\> of mution, spaces of equal size 
mr:st Ile traversed in qua1 tlrnc if the speed be equal. 
But two hodles of cqual slzc move past one another 
twicc as fast if they are both moving at eqnd speed, as 
jf vvie of them is s t~l l ,  and the other with the same 
motion passes by it. Hence Zeno ventures to concl?rda 
that in order to  trsveise the rame space,-the space 
tdken up by each of t h s e  two bodies,--at the same 
speed, only half the time IS necessary in the one case 

that is necessary in the other. Consequrnt,ly, he thlnkr, 
facts here contradict the laws r,f rn0tion.I 

which it is, is prored by  the r, is~r- 
vation xhnt, it is in the sanne space 
i c  ererj- mnn~ent. 

Arist. 239 b, 83:  -~ ;TU~TO? 8' d 
nrP; 7Yv i~ T@ u ~ u B i y  I C ~ V O U ~ E ~ V O V  4 
2var.sicrr 7 ~ w l t  Z y ~ w v  sap' frous, T ~ V  

Awl T ~ A O V T  TUG U T K S ~ U V  rair 6' 
i a S  &uov (on t h e  memi n g  of this 
~xprmsion vidc Pmnd. b~ h. I. p. 
$16) GT* T & X ~ L ,  dw 4 UU+/~C:YFLY 

i l i ~ ~ a ~ ,  h o v  J v a r  ~ ~ c i v a v  r4 Rwhauiq 
T ~ V  ; ~ ~ M u P .  $71 8 6 uapahD?.iuiibs 
<2 76 7 b  p k ~  K I Y P ~ ~ C Y O Y  7 b  61 

+ p y o B v  7 b  ?nov p i y ~ B o s  &<~oiv  
fuy .rdxci ~ b v  Yuov + J ~ E u O C ( I  

XP&vov TOPTO 8' Er~l $~iiGos. Thak 
i,hc s rgument  reicr-red to in these 
words has the meaning we hnro 
assigued to it is beyond q~le~tion ; 
but  the manner in which Zeno 
morn precisely explained it i s  
doubtful, partly on account of the 
unceriaint.y of the ~eftding, and 
partly becnuse uf tho extreme 
brevity of hiatot le 's  elucidation. 
Silnplicius seems to  me to give the 

hest trxt and the truest ex~b1a11a- 
lion of it (p. 237 b sq.), and o w n  
I'ran~l's ~ i c w  of the passage, in 
other rer;peuts sittisfactf~ry, may 
find irs complrtion here, Accord- 
ing t c ~  Simplicius, Zerio'b nlrgunrent 
runs thus : Let there ba in rl ir?  

space, or i n  thr. course, 1) . . . E, 
thrco equal mows nf equal bodies, 
A1 . . ., 131 . . ., C1 . . ., as 
she-n in figure L. Let the f i m ~  
rev Al,  remein sl.ilI; while the 
two others, with equal relocity, 
more paht it in H lxxrallel auri 
opposite direction to it and to one 



The falsity of this concluaiar~ strikcs us at once ; but 
mrrs must n u t  therefore suppose that &no was not per- 
fectly in  earnest regarding it, For the whole fallacy 
is bas& rrpon th i s :  that tile space traversed by one 
body is ulcasured according t.o the eize of the b d i e s  
whicll it pauses, whether thcse be in  motion or at rest. 
That this is not allowable might well, huwever, escape 
the notice o f  the first philosopher who studied the lams 
of motion generally; especially if, l ike  Zeno! he ware 
convinced, t u  start with, tl~at, his encyi~iry would result 
in conlradiet,ione. Si~nilar paraIogisrns haye brcu over- 
loulccd even by modern philosophers in their polemic 
againsL empirical concept.ions. 

This is not the place to criticise the scientific value 
of Zcno's demonstmtions, the censures of Ariat.otle in 
regard t o  them, or the judgments passed by the  
moderns' on both. Whatever the  absolute worth of 
these arguments ma4- be, their ZlistoricaI importance 
is, in arty case, not to  he underrated. On the one hand, 

aoofl~er. Cl will arrive at  A1 t,hat in  which EI, with a q i ~ a l  ve- 
and I34 at the same moment that loclt .~,  1ms pnss~d through rile half 
131 has arriroci ;it A4 and C4 (v ide  of t h i s  q a e I  i t ~ i ~ l  vice UCTS;. But 
figwe 2 ) .  B1 has, therefore, pnese:l since the velociI,ies being equal, the 
all tile CR, iir~d G1 d l  t h ~  RS in  times of movement aro tU one 
the same time that eCwh of rlrem another nn rlic sp~css traversed, 
passed the half of t1;e -4s. Or, as the latter tillre car1 be unly half :ts 

Zcno nsems t o  hare expressed it, grekrl as the former; the whole 
CI Ilas passed ;ill the Bs i n  tho timc, therefore, i s  eqilal to t h e  half. 
same time, in v i l i ch  B1 has: p ~ ~ ~ e d  .b;.g. K~yle,  I k t .  Zbaw dE/ir! 
half of the As ; and. 131 has passed It'cm. I('. ; Hegel, &,srh. d .  Fhd. i. 
nll theCs in thc same timc in xhich 290 sq. ; Herbart, ill~tapd?/sik, 
C1 has p : ~ ~ s e ' l  11;llf of the As. But il. Q 284 sq. ; J~Ii~irb, a. Bwd. ept d. 
the row A takes up the snme space Phzl. 5 139 : Strdmpell, Gesck. d. 
as each o f  tllc other t,wo rous. tker~rct. Phil. b. d.  Gr. 53 sq. ; 
The time in which C1 has passed !2ousio, U n o ~ s  Fragm. Phil. 
through the wllule space of tho I .  G5 sqq.; Garling, I. c . :  &rid 
row A, is consequwtly the same as Wcllrnanu, 1, c, 12 sq., and 20 ~ q .  
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the oppnsiiiowi of the Eleatic doctrinr t o  the ordinar.7 
point of view attains in them its climax; lnult i~licity 
and change are not opposed 1 ) ~  Zeno ss by P;tl.ln~nides 
with general argurncnts which might be met by other 
general propositions ; their impovaibility is proved by 
these notions themselrcs; and thus ally impression 
which might still be left by t h e  exposition of Parme- 
nides that side by side with the One Being the many 
and the variable may ski11 somehnw find place, is en- 
tirely done away,' On the other hand, howeycr, pro- 

1 Cousin, indeed, says exactly 
the cont r~ry  (1. c., 4:f. rspeci;illy, p. 
65, 70 sqq.) when he n~aint i l~nn 
that Zeno meant to dispute no t  
nl l~ll i~lici ty in g.cncm1, but  nllly 
rnulLiplicity dcrpoid of all unity. 
Eut of such a limitation there is 
no trace either i n  Zeno's argnments, 
or  in  the introrhlction t o  PI~to's 
Pnrmnides. His alLgurnents arm 
directed quito nnivelsaHy agaii~at 
t h e  notian of pior,llit.y, of motion, 
k c . ,  and if, fur the pnrposu of 
confuting these notion$, p ~ u ~  
rreps~*;~tion xvi thout corlti auitj-, pure 
multiplicity withnut unity, ia pre- 
s~~pposed,  th i s  p r ~ - ~ ~ ~ P P ~ ~ i t i ~ ~  is 
not the point which i s  uttuclccd, b u ~  
t he  p i n t  fivrn which t h e  attack 
starla. If plurality genernlIy bc 
ilssulned, Keno thinks tho theory 
mufit, ncoerswitrilp lead to the csn- 
tolling of unity, snd to contrndic- 
tio~ls of all kinds; he dorn not 
mean, as Coi~si~i  xfiscrts, i f  a 
plurality dcvoid of all ~ i 1 i 2 y  lie 
ilnsnmed, no motion, kc.,  wo;lrI Le 
possible. If such had bee11 Zeno's 
flpiuiou, he  must bcFora all things 
have discriminated the plrtr,tlity 
devoia of unity from tho plurality 
limited by unity. Uut it is the 
unavoidable consequence of the 

Elentic st,~ndpnjnt, that hc did ,lot, 
and cnu!~ot, rlo this. Unity and 
plurxlit,~, persistence uf Being nnd 
motion, ncand, with the Eleatics. 
wholly in opposit.ion. Plato first 
rccng11ise8~ that t h o  $~pp<~l,a~ently 
opposite detarminatinna could hn 
nnlted, anti Innut be uriitad, in one 
nnri the samn s~~lrject ; and in the 
Sfiphist and Purrnel~idcs he argues 
this rxpresslr as ragriusr, tho 
Elextic doctrine. Zcno is so far 
flborn a 6ir11ila~ ~onvictiiun t . L ~ t  his 
a~gumcnts are all directed pra- 
risely to the oppositc cud, to do 
;rxPdy with the confused unce~tninty 
of the o r d i ~ l ; ~ ~  nution which m- 
presents the  One as many, and 
Being as becoming xnJ \.miable. 
Plur,ility devoid of unity WAS 
~na iu ta~ne i i  in his time by Leucip- 
pns ((only, huwerer, in a lirnited 
eense) -bul Zsno nrrer ~ l l u d r s  tu 
Leucippus. Kemcleitus, whom 
Cousin reprdu  as the chief object, 
of Zeno'a attacks, but t o  whom I 
can Gnd no reference in his writ- 
ing?, is so far from m p n t a i n i n ~  
plul.nlity without unity that bo 
emphatically asserts the  unity of 
all 'Being. Cor~fiin is, therefore, 
wrong in his censurp, of Aristotle, 
b c,, p. 80 :-Arktote accwe Zt%loia 



hlems were thus proposed t o  philosophy in regard t o  the 
explanation of phenomena, the cofisidcrati~n of which 
i~ has never since been able to  evade. The apparent 
insolubiliky of these problems afforded welcome support 
t o  the  Sophists i n  their denid of knowledge; but they 
afterwards gave n lashing impulse t o  t,he most search- 
ing enquiries of Plato and Aristotle, and even modern 
metaphysics has constantly been forced to  return again 
and again to the questions first brought under discussion 
by Zeno. Howcuer unsatisfilctory for us may be the 
immediate result of his Dialectic, it has therefore been 
of the highest importance t o  science. 

!tIsr,~sws resembles Zeno in his attempt to  defend 
the  doctrine of Parmenides against ordinary opinion. 
While, however, Zeno had sought t o  effect this in- 
directly by the refi~t~ation of the ustlal theories, and had 
thus strained to the utmost the opposition of the two 
points of view, Me!issusl seeks t o  show in a direct 

de mal misonnsr, rt Iui-mL:nir! PIP 

mismbne g&res nsienx et  j t c ~ t  pas 
exempt de pttrhyisme; c M  ses 
ripolrsas itmpZiqzu,gtt t o g l j ~ m  &idEe 
de ?'unit&, quand i'arg~~mmfutio~a 
dt Zhmt repose sur l'l~ypathise er -  
clusiw dc Zffi plu~cclitd. It is prc- 
cisely the excIusiveness of this y e -  
tiuppositifm ~ h i e b  Aristotle, w~th 
perfect justice, nsdnils. Likc Cousin, 
Grote, Plato, i. 103 (who trlore- 
over has misanderstood the pre- 
ceding remarks), belier~s that Zono 
ndmitted the pre-supposition of 
piamlity without unity, not i n  his 
own wrn6 but mereIy from bis 

ah-ersaries' standpoint. This i s  
in  s cerein sense true. He dcsires 
to refute his ad~crsnrius by dmw- 
ing contradictory inferences .from 
their presuppositions. But tho 
middle terms, which he cmploys 
for th is  pulposo, belong not to 
t l m n ,  but ro himself. Their con- 
tention is merely: there i s  a 
pluraIity-a motion; he seeks t o  
prow t h i ~ t  the Many, the Many 
bcit~g assumed, must consist of 
infinitely mony parts, and that in 
motion, an infinite number of 
spaccs must be traversed, k c .  

Of tho life of Mclissns wq 



manner that Beirg o m  be conceived only as Parrne- 
nides defined its concept ; and as this direct proof in 
order to convince an aiiveraary must be cledi~oed from 
pre-suppositions common te both sides, he tries to find 
in the representatives of the ordinary mode of thought 
points of urnion with the Nleatic doctrine.' But for 
this reason he cannot entirely avoid admitting inw the 
Eleatio docirine definitions which imperil its purity. 

know little. Xis father KLS ~al lcd  
Xthagenes, his uativo p I ~ c c  B ~ L Y  
Bibmils (Dins. ix. 24). Uiugenes, 
I .  c. (cf. Xlian, v. 4, vii, 14) de- 
scribes him as n st,xtesmall of noto, 
who h ~ d  especially distinguished 
hinlself as a r!avnrr.h. This 
elucidates Ylutarch's distinct and 
miterated assertion (Pr11CE. C. Zf i  ; 
fiemist. c .  2 ,  hers wilh an a p p ~ ~ l  
to  Ariatotle ; Adv. Cod. 33, 6, p. 
1126; cf, Soid, M i h ~ ~ o r  Pdpov), 
which there is tiat the sligl~test 
reason to disbelievq that ~ ~ l i h ~ l l a  
cu~nmaudad t h e  Sanlian fleut, i n  t,lle 
victnry orer t h e  Athenians; 442 B c. 
(Thuc. i. 1 I f ) .  Onthisci~.~umsL%nce 
is probably founded Apolldorns'a 
mlcubtion, ap. Diug. 1, c., which 
places the p ~ i m e  of Mclissns in 01. 
84 (444-440 KC.). Ho was, con- 
~equentlg, a contemporary, 11iost 
likely a yuungnr conremporary, of 
Zeno. His doctrirle of the unity 
aud in~ariabilit~ o f  Heing is al- 
luded to by t l ~ o  Wendo-lIippo- 
crates (llolgbus) Be Akd. Hum, c. 
1 ; cud ~ i .  3 4  ; Littri:. Parme- 
aades was possibly tllc teacher of 
j;l%lissus, r s  wall as of Zeno ; bur; 
th is  is nut sstablished by Diug. 1, c. ; 
Theod. CUT* GT. Aff. i ~ .  8, p. 07. 
The other 6bWmcllts of Drogenes 

, that M ~ I i s s u r  waa acquainted wjth 
Herscleitus does nut seem abso- 

lutely impossible; but  he adds that 
tllc Ephesians bar1 thoir  attention 
firvt d r i ~ m  to their fellow cltizcn 
througli his mmns, which is nlost 
j~nprobable. treatise of file- 
lissus, dnubtless his only work, is 
inentioncd by Rimpl. Pl~ys. 82 b, 
simply as ~b *t;yypap+a. Suidas 
sub tote ~ d h q r o s  call9 it r r p i  
.roc ;~.ros, Galso, Ad. Hkprm. Ile 
T a t  Horn. i. p. 6 ;  De Ekm, see. 
Hipp. i. 9, p. 487, Riihn; Simpl, 
/!e Cmb; 2i9  11, 2s; SeSchol, in Arlst. 
509 a: 3 8 .  ncpl pdofws; Simpl. Be 
C ~ l o ,  24 9 b, 49 ; I1hhyf. I 5 b : 7. 
cp6rrarr f i  T. ro ;  S n o s  ; from the  
l*t plsragc, Bet.swion. Adu. CUE. 
Plat. ii. 11, seems to hare imrsutel 
t h i d  statement, cf. p. 542 ,  2. The 
somewhat impurhn t  fmgments 
contriined i n  Sirnplicius hare been 
collected and conrmnnted on Ly 
Brandis, Gomnb. EL. 185 sqq. : Mu]- 
l x h ,  Arist. De Me.iL.l. &c. p. 80 sqq. ; 
B7?ay?n. PAS, i. 255 sqq. 

' Simp]. 1. c. : r o ? ~  -y ip  .pGv 
guurc~r k&LS,wrr ~pqrdprvcs d Mi- 
hrtrflos ncp> -ytvisaws K ~ I  +8op;s 
&pxrrai r u e  aryypup~urws osrws.  
Uf. iu Fr. 1, thc words r r u y ~ w p i e ~ a r  
yhp ~d TOGTO 6 r d  ~r; lv+y(r~u( ; lu .  The 
~ c r l  .ro;ra shorvv that Melissus had 
already appealed iu  the  context to 
the assent of the physicibts, 



All that has been transmitted to us of Melissns' 
doctrine of Being m y  be redileed to thc four deter- 
minations of i ts  eternity, its infinity, its unity, and its 
invariability. 

That which is, is uaderived and imperislmble. For, 
were it derived, it must have come either from Reing 
or from non-Being. Kow that which arises from Being 
is not derived, but bas existed previously; and from 
non-Being nothing can be derived; least of all Being 
in the absolut,e sense.' Similarly, if it passcd away, 
it must he resolved either into something existent or 
something non-existent ; btlt Being cannot hecome non- 
existent, as all admit ; and if it passed over into a 
Being, i t  could not be mid to perishb2 

If Being is eternal, i t  must: also, Melissm thinks, 

<K &L?j ~ ; I T o s  0 % ~  T d  711- 

ver0a; Ti, oilre Ekho pkw obSlv Fbv 
(this ir of cof1~fit: intended by 31e- 
1iasu.s i n  a purely hypothetical miin- 
ricr, in  tho  sense of urdinnlg opin-  
ion), roAh@ 6; pZhhov .rh d r r h j s  idu." 
' 4101. Fr. I ,  s p .  Simpl. I. c. 

The conol~~sion of tho Fragment is 
s.j foHov.~ : 0 5 7 ~  +flaF~jct7a~ ~b 2 6 ~ .  
o t r a  E's . th pR Sbv o%v TG ~ l r  dhw 
$ ~ + a p d A h c ~ p . .  ~ ~ U ~ X U J ~ ~ C C U L  cat 
TOGTO bnh rLjv ~ V C L K ~ ~ Y .  OBTE $ 5  
i 6 r  ,u;vod 7 . h ~  kr r ~ r v  0 5 7 ~  YE PPI 
oh + B ~ i ~ o t ~ a .  oEjre 8pu Y ~ Y O V E  ~b 
dbv ##apijrr~~nr. air1 &pa 5jv 
7 F  KU; ~ U T R L .  The first part of t he  
above argnmr,nt is giren in  the  
Trciitisc, Do ~Vtlissu, c 1, YUL illit., 
in a somewlirtt more cxtcndcri 
form : %'[ow dva; #nurr c r  TL <rriv, 
C ~ E P  Ph < Y ~ ~ ~ E B @ L X L  Y t ~ ; ~ e a l  p q 6 ; ~  
ZK , q 5 e ~ d s .  ~ Y T F  7% ULPKWL Y L ~ O Y I U  
F ~ T E  p4 W ~ P T ~ ,  6;s;~ A p + ~ ~ ~ p ~ ~  2< 
o;6cv)1s yeu~u0ar &v a;iGs yc-vvdp+va 
(before y~yvdprra,  r h  uught protr- 

d ~ l y ,  as Rrandis thinks, to  bc 
i11aertciI : vide Mullach in R .  I . )  
6 u & v ~ o v  TE Jtyvo,ui'vwv o X ; v  
rpa5xAp~f i ' v .  d 8' 5vrwv .rrv.iir d ~ l  
 pa T ~ D P ~ ; ~ Y O L - T U ,  TA&P b KRI 
p G { ~ u  TL t v  ycyav:vara  4 64 r rh iov 
~ a l  pti[ov, T O G T O  Y~~iaBat BY J< 
olkvdr .  06 ykp 8~r  r@ ihdr~ovr T &  

TTb;oY, ZV 7 ,  J L I K P U T ; ~ ~  ~b 
ps7(ov b a t ; p ~ e ~ v .  This addition 
prvbalrly is krkcn  fro^ n 1,ttor 
portion of t,hc ~ o r k ,  ~ h i c h ,  accord- 
ing to Lhr: sxc,ellent remark of 
Eraudis (C(mzm. 186). seems to 
btlrc prcsenfod t h e  main idpa5 and 
course of t h e  argument. and then 
trr tavc dsvsIoped particul:~r parts 
more accurately. The amall Frxg- 
mcnt 6, :tpwcing with a pnrtinn 
of Pr. I, bdongcd probably t o  the  
s :~me  1:~tersectiou. It is clear from 
p. 685, 3, that i n  tho above doc- 
trines, Xelissuu was closclj allied 
to  I'armenidcs. 



be infinite, for what has not been derived and does not 
pass away, has neither beginning nor end ; and vhat  has 
neither beginning nor end, is irifinite.' This definition, 
iu mhieli Melissus divergvs from Parmeaides, has dr:~wn 
domn npon him the severe censlLre of A r i ~ t o t l e , ~  and it 

' Fr. 2 : ihh' dnetdk .rh y s ~ & -  
pcaou dpxhv EXEL, ~h pq Y ~ ~ 6 p ~ ~ ~ ~  
irpXbv obn gxer ,  ~b F 1 4 ~  oS yi'yovc, 
oirir &V Fxor hpX&. Z T L  6; ~a @otipc;- 
psvov ~ c n ~ v r q v  F p t ,  ~i BC 7 i  &TI 

d$Bap.rav, T ~ X F V T ; I Y  O A K  &EL: TA Ibv 
&vBaprov Sbv -rshr&?v obir Ixei- 

7 b  6f ~ + T E  iPxhv fXov ~ $ T E  r~htu- 
T ~ V  &T<IPOY T U - ~ X & Y E L  ;dva R P ~ I ~ O V  
Spa 7 b  Sdv. S i n ~ i l n r l ~  in Fr. 7, t l~c  
cr~nclusion of which, o; rkp aid 
f7vac burrrbv  rr p$ r i v  hu'r1. only 
asseri'a this : if Being vere limited 
i n  potnt of rnagnirude, it oo~iltl no: 
hc eternal : but to explain why it 
coulti not,, Jilelissus secros t o  11f i~r :  
airen no othcr rmson than cbat 
already yuotcd, ~ l r ,  rh i~~ , the  eternal 
must bc nnlimitet!, becasee it colaltl 
mot othcmi.ue be ~ ~ i t l l o u t  beginmng 
or end. Fr. 8 nnd 9 arc  apparently 
small portions o f  rhe same Inore 
conrplcte discussinn, t u  whiell E'r. 
7 I~elongcd. E'r. fl scemr to me to 
contoill ths opsnin,n r>.urds of the 
discussion ; this F"r;tg~ler~t ought, 
properly therofirrc :n 11s pl:rced 
bafom Fr. 7. dristotle vhu f<e- 
qucnt.1~ refers t u  t h i s  demonstra- 
tion of XeIissus expycsaea hinrself 
in regard to it if 110 considered 
the R O P ~ S  ~ E I S R - ? X ; / E ~  ns the pm- 
tnsis, and t h e  fullu\~ing n-ords: 
7; ~ $ - G & K  ~ X I L  as the npdvsis. 
Cf. Syh .  R. c 5: 1ti7 1,) 1 4  : O ~ O V  

6 Mehtuuov h4yos Pjrc iimlpo~ 78 
-av, A ~ B A V  7a P;V & , ; V ~ T ~ V  

(;K yitp 6 w o s  otd2a bu yrvdnflarf, 
~d Fi Y E U ~ ~ E W D Y  ?< hPX+ Y ~ ~ ; u 8 u ~ ~  
cl  ,u;I U ~ Y  yi-pvw, b p ~ j l v  udlc ixet 

[-ervl .rb n;iv, BUT' Sx~rpoc., r 1 6 ~  
B V & ~ K ~  6; TOGTO C I U , U ~ ~ Q ~ U E ~ U ~  ub 7% 
(for i t  docs not follow t,Rdt) ei  r h  
7 c v ~ p € v o v  &'frav bpX+ : X ~ l ,  KU> C ~ T &  

b p ~ j l v  ZX'X" ~4 'yovar . .  So c .  28, 181 
n, '7: I-'lrya. i, 3, 186 a. 10 : BTI 
fib 0% napaho.i;@rar iYl;hrtrvo5 
GijAuv. n r e ~ a r  y&p ~ i h ~ g l u e r ,  e i  t b  
Y F Y I ~ ~ E L D Y  E X E ~  U P X ~ Y  i i ~ u r ,  i;rr ~ a l  
.rb ,u;I y ~ v . d ~ u ~ v  n h  fxei. SO Ell- 
domus, q. Bimpl. Phya. 23 a : oB 
$0,  d ~ b  Y ~ ~ 6 , u ~ ~ ~ v  d . P X ~ ~  f x ~ i : 7 b f l $  

~ ~ V ~ + E P O V  apxbv P:'K ?x?t, piZhh0v 6; 
7 b  p+ ZXUY Lpx;Iw O ~ K  ZY;VPTO. 
There citn he no doubt, ant1 t h e  
pi~mllelism of' the ncxt pvuposiiion 
( h r  8; .rb p8e1p etc.) pl*n~as i t  
t hxz the words 7;) p$ y i ~ .  etc., Ils- 
long tfi the prot,aaia : ' As the Ue- 
enmc halt; n Seginuing and the 
Unbecomc note;' etc. .\ristotle, 
tl~ersf we, 11au either hccn g ~ ~ i l t y  of 
a wrong conslructior~, rlr hc hxb 
yreaupporerl t l l i i t  filelissus roll- 
clurlrd that tho Gnhecon~e had nu 
bcgjnulng, from the fact iha t  
s~.er~tIiing Eecume l~xsabeginning.  
On the other hiind, ~v l i a t  is sirid in 
-4ric;t. Xyh. El. c. 6, l t iS b, 3: : 
Bs i v  re  M E A : ~ C O U  hEyy rb ah+& 
AU.LLS~VCI 'T& Y ~ Y ~ ~ C ~ ~ ~  K U ~  B P X ~ Y  
Zx;yr~v, and also i l l  thc trrdtise, De 
iPfc1iazo: E. c, , terros wiLli the  phi- 
I;)sophe?.'s, ommn nrterancea. The 
passages ~n recrnt autlrws in  ro- 
gard to this theory of Xclissus 

t o  hc found in  tlrandis, Cmrn. 
EL. 200 sq. 
' ~vefr~p/b. i .  5, 966 I), 25 r ~ T D L  

pi;r OF . . . k g ~ r k ~  wpbs 7Rv V C V  



is e\rideizt that i t  approved itself to  Aristotle neither 
h itself m)r in regard to the arguments on which it is 
based. In these, the coninsion between infinity in t.ime, 
and infinity in space, is appare~lt. ?rleliesils has proved 
t.hat Being must be according t o  t imc ~vi ihout  bngin- 
ning or ulld ; and be conclncles fri.am thence, that i t can 
ha17e no limits in space. TIixt this is thc sense he gives 
t o  the infinit,y of Rcing thcrs can be no d0ubi.I He 
  up ports his statement, however, by the further observa- 
tion that Being can only he limited by the void, and 
as there is no -r+oid, it must be unlimitedm2 J3~t if 
the liruilcri cxtcnsiiln rvl~ich Parmenides attrihntes t o  
Being was hard t o  rcconcilc with i ts  indivisibility, this 
unlimitecl extension is much harder. Alt;hol~gh, there- 
fore, Melissns express1.y guards himself against the 
corporeality of Rcil~g,"get t-he observation of Ari~tot l t : .~  
that he seernv to  conceive it as material, is not alto- 
gether ~mnjust. We may  ath her suppose illat the Ionran 
physics, in spite of his hostility to thcm, had had some 
influence on Rielissus, :~nd had giron rise h t.hiv theory 

mupo;oav [i$rqorv, oi piv 660 ~ a l  00s 2 a ~ r ~ o v  alcl xp+ clvar, and f ro~n  
~r&p .~av  Sr JYTCS firup;:, d y p o i ~ i i ~ r p u r ,  Llle awprcsg ur~d repeated assertions 
~ ~ v o $ C I v ~ s  ~ a 1  M ~ A ~ U U O S .  Ph3)8. i. 0.f Aristntie (vido 2qf. p. G39, 2,and 
3,aul.j init .  : & p q d r ~ ~ u l  y&p.pE'piuri~J~ .$Itiapfi. i. 5 ,  S86 b, IS ; l'hys. i, 
suhhoyf~ou~ar ,  ~ a l  M;~LUUOS real 2, I g j  x, 32 b, 16 aqg.), 
IIapysv:8n$- ~ a l  ~ & p  +evGCj ha.hfl8- ' Vidc i%f. y. 632, 2, 
vooor ~ U L ~ A A ~ ~ L ~ ~ T O ~  t i c iv  ~ T W Y  a; ' I!?. 16 : ei ;dv ATTL, iki. 
hdyoi. p Z h h ~ a  6' t Mchiunov poprr- ah78 f v  rhar- Pv 82 Ebv 8t; n t r b  
I C ~ E  ~ a l  O ; K  ~ X D Y  & B O ~ ; U Y  (he m n -  ~Lj ,ua  pb rXtiv ii 6; fXor rdXor, 
rains norhjtrg ditficult., lie bi isej  gxo; br ~ d p r a  uai obuiri &v sY0 P. 
his dnct,rir~es on nothing t h ~ t  rcally ibf~trrph. E.  c, vide sicp. p. 548, 
requires cunsidernrion, and I)?. is, 1. 111 cntieising this passage, it 
therefure. otlsy to refute), ihh' L ~ b s  should be rememberni that the 
Ar6rvv 808ivros r8Aha uvfiBaivrr. coucept 8Atl is with Arktotle wider 
r o E r o  6' o8kv X a h ~ ~ 6 v .  tllnn that 0f mi$+ cf. Part ii. b, 

This i a  elenrfrum Fr. 8 : &Ah' 213 sq., scco~td tdilion. 
B u ~ r ~  $57; akl ,  0 8 7 ~  K ~ L  r h  phya- 



of his, which did not accord with t he  EIecbtic duetrine 
of the unity of Zeing. 

It is true that our philosopher directly infers the 
unity of Being from i t 8  unlimitedness. If there were 
several Beings, he says, they would necessarily a11 k c  
limited in regard to each othef ; if Being is nnlimited, 
it ia also one.' In  hid opinion ~r l l t ip l ic i ty  o1.o is in 
itself inconceivable. For  in order to bc many, things 
must be separated by the void ; but there cannot be a 
void, for the void would be nothing else than non- 
Being, Even if we suppose that the parts of mattcr 
directly touch one another, without having anything 
between them, the arg~ament gains nothing. Fur if 
matter were divided a t  all points and there were con- 
eequentIy no unity, there could also be no m ~ ~ l t i p l i c l t ~ : ,  
all would be empty space ; if: on the othcr hand, matter 
were only divided a t  certain points, there is no reason 
why it should ud everywhere he so. It cannot, there- 
fore, be divided a t  a1L2 Finally, Melisaos also attains 

1 Fr. 3 : F; 6; & u ~ t ~ o v ,  i 'u. ~i 
660 crq, 06; &u S ~ Y U ~ T O  Lxetpa eTmt 
&Ah' 8x01 bv sdpara ~ p h s  b h h ~ h a .  
i n e p o u  8; ~b ibv ,  O;K gpn nh6m r& 
2dvro. 2v Bpa r b  Zdv. Fr- 1 0 :  e i  
pO6v r ;~,  rspav<rr ~ p b t  ZhAv. l i r i 8 t .  
Be ~Ifelzsufi, i, 974 a, 9.  
' Arict. 6 % ~ .  d &TT. i .  8, 

325 a, 2 : <riots ylrp r i v  upxa~ov  
;80[e .rb Sr ;[ i v r i y q s  2v rLai ~csl 
i r~ivqrov .  r B  plv yhp ~ a v b v  o h  6 ~ :  
k~vnUirar  8' O;K Bv 8tvarrOar $j c;i;v~ur 
KEVO; K F X W ~ ~ U ~ I * B > V ,  &a' (y8 rohhi  
rhur ,uh G v ~ o s r o i  br~fpypyomor. .ru;.ro 
6' obSLv Gla+#p~tv,  si rrr oYrrar ph 
<vvr;y;s ~Zvar 7 b  1 ~ Z v  ~ A A '  hnrcu8a1 
F i ~ p ~ p h ~ o p ,  7 0 8  @ ~ V Q L  ~ o h h b  I C ~  @;i 
?P dvar ICRI KFY~Y. c; ~ ; v  ykp admp 

6 r a r f i ~ r b v ,  o;O;v s t a r  ;I ,  &UTG oh?; 
aoxAh(similarlyZe~~o~s~cp~ p. 61 !,I) 
dhhh K Z V ~ V  r b  Shun. € 1  Bk + ,uhv rl: 
S i  T ~ T A U U ~ ~ V ~  7rvl TO> <or- 
~ i u a r -  plXpi adoou -& ~ a i  %& r i  r b  
p l y  087mt F X E L  T O ;  i jhou ~ a i  llfhjjpfr 
ir-r~, 7 h  62 S I ~ ~ ~ & U P ;  Crt 6 p ~ i ~ s  
+dvar a ~ a y x a ~ o v  ph *~)E?vat rrlvljuiv. <R 
 pi^ DBY T O ~ T W P  TWY h 6 Y ~ v ,  I ~ E ~ / ~ & P -  

r E r  7 j l ~  afrOqu~y ICCL; r a p ~ B d v ~ ~ r  
uirrqr 6 s  T@ hdYw 6iw & ~ o h o v f l ~ ~ v ,  
Er KQ; i*ivmor T& PL?V ~Tvul 4nrt 
ua; & r ~ t p o s  iv toi  7h r i p a s  n c -  
pztvsrv &v wpbs r& ~ ~ u d v .  That 
Aristotlt. in this expsition i s  
thinking chiefly d Xslissus, and 
n o t  (:rs Philop. i r z  A. I .  p. 30 a, 
supposes, probably fmm his owu 



the same result in the folIorving manner. If the so- 
called many thiugs really were what they seem to us, 
they could never cease t o  be so. Since our perception 
shows us change and decease, it refutes itself, and con- 
sequently deserves no faith in regard tp what it says 
ah11t the ruultjplicity of things,' This remark, Bow- 

coujecturo) nf Wrmenidcs, seems 
moat likely for the follo~ving ren. 
sons: I. The last propositiun un- 
rniaLaIteably refers to tire doctrille 
of Mclissns on thc ~~~i!irnitcdness 
of Bcing. 2. What is  here said 
:&bout mutinn agrecs n-it.h what will 
presently be quoted[p. G35,l )from 
bfolissus' rvritiug~. 3. This whole 
argument turns Irpon the theory of 
empty sp~ee,which Famnellidrs in-  
deed rejected, but r.o whieh neither 
he nor Zeno, as Far as UF: ~ T ~ O L Y ,  

ntci-ibntrrl RO ~ I I I C ~ L  i rnpor~i~ncn for 
t,he clitii.~srn of t he  ordir~ary p n t  
of view. How little ground there 
is for the xsrrcrtion of Philopanus 
we see fcom the fact t,h.st, thougt~ 
h~ recognises the rc:ntio11 of tdlo 
foregoinn drrnsnstmrim bn t r i  elie 
~ t o m i s r z  philosoplq, this docs nut  
prerent hie. a.wribiilg it to i'arme- 
nidos : solrro 6; Bvalprjv d flapp~v1Sgs 
$nalr, h r  7 ;  o h m s  hurtOrnrai ot62u 
81a#dper roi; &TOP ~aal r 6 v 8 ~ 6 i r r ~ i p s r v .  

Fr. 17 (a.1). Simp!. Ile Cmlo, 
260 a,  f r Sc:Jtol. in / l~<. i t  5119 b, 18, 
partly RIBO Bri~tocles  ap. Eus. I+, 
E8. xiv. 17. I here folluw Mnl-  
iisch) r f i i y r n u v  p;v 5 v  unpriov v h o s  
6 h b o s ,  i j + r  Fr pdrov Z r r r ~ .  d.rdp  
cd 7 ~ 3 ~  cqfi6;a. ~i ~yhp rSlv ?~ohhS, 
ruraijsa ~ p i j u  a Q ~ k  s b a i ,  o7dr r e p  i y d  
tpqp ~b Iv ~ i ~ a r .  e i  l u ~ r  -fi h-a; 

88wp n d  cri8qpns ual ~ p u n b s  ~ a l   lip 
JCa; 7 b  p;v {wbu 7h 82 7 ~ i t u q f r ; s  K U ~  

pdhw gal heuhrbv ~ a l  r b  lriusu 
&ua o i  &udpwno: paor cirar ~ A ~ B F ' ~ .  
el 6% rnRa FUTL ~ a l  $,uies i i p d i ; ~  

bpioPrv rrai ~no;uprv ,  rIvar xpB Eua- 
g r e w  .rolo~+nw, ofdv acp  -rb .npSror 
:Bol~v +v, rral r+ pre.rauimrrv yn8i 
yw~ir8ar i r r y a i o v ,  ahh' a f f i  €bar 
I r u r . r o v o T 6 ~  ? r ~ p  b r ~ u ,  viu 6 1  9ap.u 
dp$&s dptv ~ a i  C I X O ~ E I I ,  ~ a l  r u d v a r -  
BOK&L 8; 7 ;  T C  8cppbv +uXp&v 
yh€#flal H U ~  ~b $ w X p b  8 ~ p p b ~ '  K U ~  r b  
o ~ h ~ ~ h v  pahflalibv fca; .rh pah~airbv 
V K A ~ ~ ~ V ,  ~ a )  ~b (&bv tnoUr~arreiu 
~d ZK p& [GVTOP Y i ~ ~ v @ ~ ~ ,  7 a t ~ a  
u d y ~ a  Irrpo1ofiat7al. ~ a i  S T I  qv 7 s  

~ a i  h ~ 6 1 '  1 ~ 7 1  o&R;Y dp6iov C?YUL, 

ihsi' 5 - r c s i S ~ p o r  awh~phr  2Ar 7@ 

6 a ~ s & i \ ~  ~ a ~ a . r ~ $ i r @ a r  &Lo i  $;CL.F 

(PO the d i t i u ~ ~ +  TVRII ,  hlull,~cl~ con. 
jwiu~es dCruG 2&v, or prsferabiy 
;napvp&r; Ucrgk. DL: X L ? ~ .  30, 
6 1 L ~ ~ P i ~ ~ ;  ~ I L  n t l ~ ~ e  of 1 1 1 ~ ~ ~  xrncnd- 
ments  satisfy are; pcrl1np.q t!icro 
mlly he an io l  411  ti^^ duoi i ) :  xal 
X p w b i  K U ~  dhho 8 7r i a x u p & u  GorCel 
rfvar sriiv, FE iIFarbs T F  l j j  R U ~  A;O,U 
yivrvBur, J a ~ r  ~up.Bu.ive~ ~ G T G  dpqr 
p47; ~d 24v.ra y~vrl.orr~rv. 06 T O ~ V U R  

. r a ~ . r a . d ~ A f i ~ o ; s  4fiahuyk1. +upc'wrs 
ykp E ~ U U Z  .rrahhh &ia (? pt.rl~xI?s \re 
shanldread a;cl) itairY8rdrt miinxhr 
~ X M U P C ~ V T ~ E ~ S ~ O I U ; E B U L  $p;u B O K ~ F L  
~ a i  pc~an; ;nrru  b~ 70;  I K ~ U ~ O T G  
dpfop~vou. 6 j h o u  ro lvuv 6 ~ t s b ~  lip8Gs 
d p < o ~ s ~ ,  ot6;  ;tcciva aunhb ape& 
BOKIE~ &ut. ob yip h r  pe.r ia lar~  c: 
;Inq0;a $v, &A' ijv, o%v TTEP dRducri 
Euau~ov,  r o l o C m u .  ~ a i i  $ ~ Y T O ~  

h V B i v o i  k p I r m v  obBdv. $Y 8: P E T E -  

nlnp. 7 b  glu ;Sv i d k ~ ~ u ,  7b bi obh- 
6Bv y4yovr. c k w ~  dv ti sohh& $u 
~ o r u i r a  ~ p j j v  e ibcc l  oEdv TCY 7 b  ;Y. 



ever, which he himself designates merely as a secondary 
proof, encroaclies on the ground which S'Ielissus had 
already occupied iu his polernic against the possibility 
of motion and variitbilitg in  gencral. 

Being cannot more, it can experience no increase, 
no change of its condition, no pain; for every move- 
meat is a transition t o  a.nothcr, a cessation of the old a d  
the arising of something new. Rut Being is One, and 
there is nune besides ; it is eternitl, RO that it neither 
ceases nor arises ; it is necessarily, therefore, chaageless, 
and d r a y s  like itself; for all cbange, even the slowest, 
mast; in time lead t o  an ent.irc cess;~tinn of that which 
changes.' In  scg:~rd t o  motion in  the uarro\vcr sense- 
motioa in space,-thiq Melissus thinks, cannot be con- 
ceived without, the theory of an empty space. For if a 
thiug krs t o  move t o  another place, this place must he 

' Fr. 4 :  bhh.2 phv <.I 3, ~ a ?  
~ ~ C ~ V ~ T O B .  . ~ h  ~ i r p  $V rdv Bpoiov 
iwii.r$. ~b S i  dPoiov OYT'  & V & ~ ~ A U ~ T O ,  

a&' Bir $(ov y l v o t r o ,  n 6 r ~  pE.rarioo- 
p ; n ~ ~ ~ ,  O ~ T F  bh-yim~, O E T F  ~ Y L $ T ~ .  ~i 
ydp ti rodrow adaxor o i r ~  Bv $v th. 
~b Yip ; ~ Y T I Y Z O ~ Y  ~ i v q u i ~  K ~ V C ~ ~ E U O P  

ZK riuos ua: 2s B ~ ~ p 6 t l  T ~ ~ L ~ T U P ~ A X E I .  
u;F:u 62 i j p  %.rcpov rcP;l T L  ; b ~ ,  Q;K 

&pipa TOFTO K ~ V $ T E T U C .  So Fr. 11 (alt. 
Si~npl .  Phys. 2 1 a, ir; d. De Cglo, 
52 L7, 20; Sehod. 475 a,, 7). u~if,h 
tllc eormsponding prouf: ii yhp 
.rr T O ~ T W V  TLCXUI, o h  TLv # r t  2u E$. 
c; ykf & r ~ ~ o ~ o ~ r a i .  &vrtyrrq .rb ;bv pR 
6po;ov d w ~ t ,  khh' .h/rr;hhu~8ai 7b 
wPdir8w ;bv, I-b Bi o h  t'bv ybcn8rri. 
ei . T O ~ P V P  T ~ L U ~ ~ ~ O I U L  & c u t  Z~cpnLOv 
- y i ~ s r ~ o  ~h T&V, ~ ~ O L T C J  &V ;Y TW: 
xuwl ~pdwy.  Fr. 12 then shoars 
tlre wme i n  regard to the C l c ~ a t C -  
O E ( . V ~ S .  k i ~  ~ h i c l i  wc itre to under- 
stand ca.cl~ tire~.ious r!>augs in ~ l l e  

condition of a thing; t h e  words 
are: ;Ah' 0b6; ~ E T U K O U ~ ~ O ~ V U ~  bvv- 
.rr&. 6 yhp ~dflpos (the rbole,~vl~ich 
is fo1111dcd ripon a deiinik arrange- 
ment of its parts, the complex) L 
a p d s 8 ~ v  2Lv O ~ K  b?rdAhurar, o h 6  d 
.d$ ;hv Y ~ E T U I ,  ek .  $1. 13 ~ d d s  t o  
this what scenls to u s  tho very su- 
perfluou~ aTgUnlRnL that Bein~cnr;-  
n0t cspcrienw pilin or  gricf, for 
what iis subject to pain cannot be 
rtern:il, or equ:tl in power tu the 
hcaltlly, and must necehsarilp 
change. ~ i a c e  p i n  IS pavi.lyt,fio mn- 
hkq'fCnCf; of snrncehtnge, and partly 
tha ccssatinll of health and the  
arising of ~ i o k t ~ e s s .  Evidence at 
th i rd  hand for the imrrrobility of 
m%t,tm ns held by IIelicrus (cf. 
Arisr. P?iys, i. 2. sub init. ; lift- 

hph .  i ,  ;: 9fi0 b, 10 sqq.) i6  is 
naedletjs 10 quote. 



empty in order t o  ~cce ivc  it. If, on l . 1 ~  other band, it 
withdraws into itself, it must becorrie denser than it ~vas  
previously, that, is t o  sag, it must become l e ~ s  empty, 
for rarer means that  which contains more empty space, 
denser that  ~vhicli contains less. Every lnoverncnt 
presupposes a void; that which can receive another 
into itself i s  void ; thaL which cannot receive another 
is full ; that whie'tl moves C;LU only d o  so in the void. 
But the void would be the nun-existent., and the non- 
exivteut does not exist. Consequelitly there i s  no void, 
and therefore no motion. 01; in ot,her rwrds, 13eing 
can move itself neither i t 1  Being (that which is full), 
for there i s  no Being besirles iiself; nor in non-Being 
(that which is emply), for nou-Being does not exist.! 
&felissuu also eapresdy shows, as a result of the denial 
of multiplicity and motion: that no division of Being 
or mist~lre  of sul~etances is p~ssihie .~ He ~vis,  no doubt, 

Fr. 5 : uai KUT' E A ~ P P  8; ~ p d -  
xnv oh8;v K E V C ~ Y  hu~r T U ~  ~ ~ ~ Y T O S *  r b  
y ip  tcmcbv 05Olv 2 ~ ~ 4 .  P ~ K  &Y 6~ I% 
rLi -16 p71166, oh  i i r r k ~ a l  dv TL ;dr. 
C ~ u x w p i l r a ~  yhp o h  ZXcr o;3a,uii 
x f w ~ o i 3  ,u;1 $BYIUP. ?Ah' ohti; EIs E W U T ~  
cvurahijvat 6 u v a r d ~  &TI ykp &r aBrws 
ipaiJrcpov i m u ~ o i  ~ a l  ~ v ~ v d r r p o v  
s i , h o  8; I Z 6 u a ~ o u .  .rb $p 6paiArr 

d86varoa 6 p n t ~ s  fivar nh$per T$ n u -  

KY*, ~ A A '  6 6 ~  7b & p u b d ~  ye K ~ P E & T E ~ O U  

yirr~ar r o c  x u ~ r o 6 -  rb' 6; H E V C ~ I  o h  
Eusr. r i  Bk ~ ~ 5 ~ 4 s  i o ~ r  r b  2Bu 4 J L ~ ,  

K ~ [ Y P ~ P  ~ p +  r+ $nStxe~Bal 71 u$rA 
&hho $) pi(.  f; y i p  p.4 & 6 i ~ s - r a l ,  nh?- 
per, ei 6; la8Lxorrd rr, 03 ~ A q p s s .  
~i Zv ZUTI p+ K C U E J Y ,  h v d Y ~ n  TA?,~CS 

<&at. <i 8 i  ruCro. ILjl ~ ~ v t e u t l a z .  nbx 
$71 ph S6vve~bv B r h r ~ + ~ s o s  ~ar&rr8ar, 
6s la1 rGv awP&rwv hiyqurr, b ~ h '  
&TJ rCv .rb 2bv 0th E'S fbv birvasui 

ttrvf'suOai, oh ydp h r  71 ~ c r p '  ubrh, 
D$TC FS 7b p+ E ~ Y ,  oh ~b P+ 
idv. 80 Fr. 14, ir l  p r t  vortl for 
word. Prom t h i s  ant! the f u i ~ c ~ o i n g  
pas8ngl.s is tnken thc cxrmct, Ut! 
?Ilclisso, c. i ,  974 w ,  1 2  ~ q q . ,  1~1iert: 
t h e  doctrine is spaci:tlly i nv i s t~d  
rnn,which Me1issu.s hinrboll~r' ,~-:-:lncus 
~ I I  FI'. 4, 11, and w l ~ i c ! ~ ,  as it rollld 
appcnr, he h a s  expre~sly dvmon- 
m a t d i n  a previous passage : t ha t  
Xeiny n s  One ir 8po~or m h ~ q .  
Ari~totle refere to t,hese mmcexpo- 
sinon..;, Piayc. ir. 6, 213 b, 1" X<- 
hrrd'cs p&u o h  rtai 6eisyvarv 371 r b  
*icv A I C ~ U ~ T O P  b~ ~ o d ~ w v  (from thc 
irnposribiIit,g uf ~nct ion without 
eml~hy 8p;lcc) ~i ydp~ivSoc~ar ,  6 Y d Y -  
KW dvui {(Qnd) trevbv, .rl 66 ~ c v h v  
oh r&r ZVTWP.  

* Vide, i l l  regdrd t o   he mixture, 



led to t,lkis by the doctrine of Empcdocles, for Empe- 
docles thought be could escape the Eleatic objections 
t o  t,he possibility of Becoming, by reducing genera- 
t ion and destruction to mixt.ure aad separation. EIF! 
mag, however, have been refersing likewise to Amxa; 
got.3.s if he were acquainted mit.11 the writing of t-hat 
philosopher. I n  his arguments against molion, the  
proposii,ion that all motion presuFpwes a void, and 
that the void mould be non-Being, dearly betrays a 

knowledge of the  Atomistic doctrine. For it is not 
likely that  the Atomist,s borrowed this, their funda- 
mental theory, from >Iclissn$ (vide in&). On the 
other I~and, the rcmark about rarefafition and conden- 
sation poi~lts t.o the school of Anaximenes. From this 
it. is clear that  Mclissua occupied himself to  a conuider- 
able ext.cnt with Lhc: doctrines of the physicists. 

On the wholc, wit.h the exception of the statement 
that  the One is unlimited, we find that. our philosopher 
adhered strictly to t h e  doctrine of Parmenides. This 
doctrine, I~owevcr, was not deveIoped further by him, 
and thougli he imdcrtook to  defend it spinet the 
phjsiciuts, his arguments are unrnistal;eably inferior to  
th3e  of Zeno En ac~it,eness. H i i t  they are not wholly 
vnIueIess ; his obsctrrntions especially concerning motion 
and change give evidence of thouglrt,, and bring orit 
ryd difficulties. Besides Parmenides and Zeno, he 
appears only as a philosopher of t he  second rank, but 
still, cnnsiilering his da.te, as a meritorious thinker. 

It is obvious that he also agreed with the above- 

the E T ~ P ~ C ~ ,  De +lfeli8~0, G. C. 3. 24 B I ~ ~ ~ J I I I L  ~b <bv, K L P ~ F T U I ,  W I Y E ~ ~ E P O P  

qq.; cn thc; division, fr. IS: ~i G i  O G K  Ecv ciq ;pa. 



mentioned philosop~~ers in rejecting the testimony of the 
senses, i~~asrnuc l~  as they deludc us ~ t i t b  the appearance 
of multiplicityand ohaugc;' he probably attempted no 
thororrgh investigati~i~ of the faculty of cognition, and 

of this kind has been attributed to  him. 
Some of the ancielits ascribe t.o 3leliss~u pliysical 

propositions. According to  Philoponus, he first, like 
Parmenides, treated of the right vlew, or the unity 
of all Being ; then of the notions of mankind, and in  
his third section he named fire and water .as tllc primi- 
tive substan~es.~ %tobeus ssvribcs to  hirn, ill cornmcln 
with Zeno, the Bmpedocleai~ doctrine of the  four ele- 
ments and of t h e  two rliovillg forces ; and that in a 
sense which a.t orice suggests a later origin.3 Stol-rzms 
also says t l~a t  he ~~l i~ iu ta ined  the ,411 t o  be unlimited, 
and t,he wol.ld t o  be limited." Epiplialiius represents 
him a.s E~avir~g taught that, nothing is of a permanent 
nat,ure, but all is t r a u ~ i c n t . ~  Thesc statements, how- 
ever, are cscetdinglq- suspicious ; first heciznse Aristotle 
expressly mentions as i.llaracteristie, of Parmcnides, in 
contradistinction from Xeuophaneu and Mclissus, that  
side by side with Reing he enquired into the canees of 
phenomena; and secondly, because they are indivi- 

' Fr. 17 (snp. p. 633: I) ; Almist. 
Gen. ~t COT?. i. 3 ;  swp.  p. 632, 2 ; 
Deidelissv, c. 1, 9 i 4  b, 2 : Aristucl. 
np. Eus. PT. Ew, air, 17 ,  1 ; cf. 

at. i. 440 : ALW/~.CY~S real Mi- 
niavos d pkv TL ~ T E I , U D V ,  rbr 8; 
rrdupov ~ ~ r r ~ p a u g i v o v ,  

Pap. Fid. 111.47 D. 
Mcfap:a2lh. i ,  5 ,  according to  tho  

quotation on p. 626, i : n a p ~ ~ v i F q s  
Fi pGhhov Phduwr < O L K ~  nov hiycrv- 
map; ykp .cb ;v. etc. (Vide szrpl. p, 
587, 3 ; bY8, 1 : cf. ~ l s o  c. 4, 4SL 
b, 1.1 




